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Mario Robert Ruiz Arvayo, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro se 

for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his 

appeal from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his application for 

protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have jurisdiction 
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under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial evidence the agency’s factual 

findings.  Lalayan v. Garland, 4 F.4th 822, 840 (9th Cir. 2021).  We review de 

novo claims of due process violations.  Olea-Serefina v. Garland, 34 F.4th 856, 

866 (9th Cir. 2022).  We deny the petition for review. 

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s denial of CAT protection based 

on the determination that Ruiz Arvayo failed to establish a non-speculative risk of 

torture.  See Park v. Garland, 72 F.4th 965, 982 (9th Cir. 2023) (CAT denial 

supported where theory of torture consisted of “a chain of speculative and 

unsubstantiated hypotheticals”). 

The BIA did not violate due process by adopting portions of the IJ’s 

reasoning.  See Aguilar-Ramos v. Holder, 594 F.3d 701, 704 (9th Cir. 2010) 

(“Where, as here, the BIA incorporates parts of the IJ’s reasoning as its own, we 

treat the incorporated parts as the BIA’s.”). 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


