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On behalf of herself and her minor son, Martha Elizabeth Jimenez-Guzman, 

a native and citizen of Colombia, petitions pro se for review of a decision by the 

Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) dismissing her appeal from the decision of 
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an immigration judge (“IJ”) denying her applications for asylum, withholding of 

removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have 

jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial evidence the agency’s 

factual findings, Garcia-Milian v. Holder, 755 F.3d 1026, 1031 (9th Cir. 2014), and 

deny the petition for review.    

Jimenez-Guzman first challenges the IJ’s findings regarding her applications 

for asylum and withholding of removal.  Petitioners generally must exhaust their 

claims, see 8 U.S.C. § 1252(d)(1), and we must enforce the exhaustion rule when 

the government properly raises it, see Suate-Orellana v. Garland, 101 F.4th 624, 

629 (9th Cir. 2024).  Jimenez-Guzman could have raised her challenges to the IJ’s 

findings in her appeal to the BIA but failed to do so.  Therefore, we do not consider 

them here.  See Sanchez-Cruz v. I.N.S., 255 F.3d 775, 780 (9th Cir. 2001). 

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

Jimenez-Guzman failed to demonstrate that it is more likely than not she will be 

tortured if returned to Colombia.  See Aden v. Holder, 589 F.3d 1040, 1047 (9th Cir. 

2009). 

We decline to consider any arguments not distinctly and specifically raised in 

Jimenez-Guzman’s brief.  Castro-Perez v. Gonzales, 409 F.3d 1069, 1072 (9th Cir. 

2005). 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


