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Claudia Estrada-Rosales, a native and citizen of El Salvador, petitions for
review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing her appeal from an
immigration judge’s decision denying her application for asylum, withholding of
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removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). Our
jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review de novo questions of law
and for substantial evidence the agency’s factual findings. Wakkary v. Holder, 558
F.3d 1049, 1056 (9th Cir. 2009). We dismiss in part and deny in part the petition
for review.
We lack jurisdiction to review Estrada-Rosales’s due process and ineffective
assistance of counsel claims because she failed to raise these claims before the
agency. See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 678 (9th Cir. 2004).
Substantial evidence supports the agency’s determination that EstradaRosales failed to establish her eligibility for asylum. See Wakkary, 558 F.3d at
1060 (no past persecution where harm to others was not part of “a pattern of
persecution closely tied to” petitioner); Ochave v. INS, 254 F.3d 859, 865 (9th Cir.
2001) (“Asylum generally is not available to victims of civil strife, unless they are
singled out on account of a protected ground.”); Rostomian v. INS, 210 F.3d 1088,
1089 (9th Cir. 2000) (general civil strife or widespread random violence is not
sufficient to demonstrate a well-founded fear of persecution).
Because Estrada-Rosales failed to establish eligibility for asylum, she
necessarily cannot demonstrate eligibility for withholding of removal. See Farah
v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).
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Finally, substantial evidence supports the agency’s denial of CAT relief
because Estrada-Rosales failed to establish it is more likely than not she will be
tortured by or with the acquiescence of a government official if returned to El
Salvador. See Delgado-Ortiz v. Holder, 600 F.3d 1148, 1152 (9th Cir. 2010)
(generalized evidence of violence and crime not particular to petitioner insufficient
to establish CAT eligibility).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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