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Carlos Enrique Gonzalez-Erazo, a native and citizen of Guatemala, petitions

pro se for review of the decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals, denying his
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applications for asylum, withholding of removal, and relief under the Convention
Against Torture.

We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial
evidence and will uphold the agency’s determination unless the evidence compels
a contrary conclusion. See INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 481 (1992). We
deny the petition for review.

Gonzalez-Erazo contends that he suffered past persecution when guerrillas
threatened him, and he fears future persecution from gangs. Petitioner testified that
he was not harmed by the guerillas. Substantial evidence supports the agency’s
determination that petitioner failed to establish past persecution. See Lim v. INS,
224 F.3d 929, 936 (9th Cir. 2000). In addition, petitioner’s speculative fear of
future gang activity and persecution does not serve as a basis for asylum relief. See
Santos-Lemus v. Mukasey, 542 F.3d 738, 745-46 (9th Cir. 2008).

Because Gonzalez-Erazo failed to establish eligibility for asylum, he
necessarily failed to meet the more stringent standard for withholding of removal.
See Zehatye v. Gonzales, 453 F.3d 1182, 1190 (9th Cir. 2006).

Substantial evidence also supports the agency’s denial of CAT relief because
petitioner did not establish that it was more likely than not that he will be tortured

by or with the acquiescence of the Guatemalan government. See Silaya v.
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Mukasey, 524 F.3d 1066, 1073 (9th Cir. 2008). Contrary to Gonzalez-Erazo’s
contention, the BIA provided a sufficient explanation for denying CAT relief.

We lack jurisdiction to consider Gonzalez-Erazo’s claim that he should be
granted asylum based on humanitarian reasons because he failed to raise that issue
before the BIA, and thereby failed to exhaust his administrative remedies. See
Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 678 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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