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Carlos Guardado-Cardoza and Guadalupe Guerra-Alvarado (wife and
derivative applicant), natives and citizens of El Salvador, petition for review of a
decision by the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA) affirming the oral decision of
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an immigration judge (IJ) denying Guardado-Cardoza’s application for asylum and
withholding of removal.
Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s determination that GuardadoCardoza failed to establish that he suffered persecution on account of a protected
ground, specifically membership in a particular social group or political opinion.
Guardado-Cardoza’s purported social group—persons with perceived economic
wealth or individuals opposed to gangs—does not qualify as a “particular social
group” for purposes of asylum, because it lacks both particularity and social
visibility. See Santos-Lemus v. Mukasey, 542 F.3d 738, 745-47 (9th Cir. 2008).
Similarly, Guardado-Cardoza’s anti-gang sentiment also fails to qualify, because it
is not a political opinion for asylum purposes. See id. at 747 (holding that an
alien’s general aversion to gangs did not constitute a political opinion).
Accordingly, his asylum claims fails. See id. at 748.
Because Guardado-Cardoza did not satisfy the lower standard of proof for
asylum, he necessarily did not satisfy the more stringent standard of proof for
withholding of removal. See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir.
2003).
PETITION DENIED.

