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Xing Zhang, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the Board
of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an immigration judge’s
decision denying his application for asylum and withholding of removal. We
have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence the
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agency’s factual findings, Halim v. Holder, 590 F.3d 971, 975 (9th Cir. 2009), and
we deny the petition for review.
Even if he established an exception excusing his untimely-filed asylum
application, and even if his testimony was credible, substantial evidence supports
the agency’s determination that Zhang failed to establish an objectively reasonable
fear of future persecution based on his speculation that Chinese authorities would
be interested in him. See Gu v. Gonzales, 454 F.3d 1014, 1021-22 (9th Cir. 2006)
(petitioner’s fear of re-arrest in China not objectively reasonable where record
contained no evidence of Chinese authorities’ continued interest in him after earlier
arrest and detention, even crediting testimony that authorities had looked for him at
his former home). We reject Zhang’s contention that the agency ignored
evidence. Thus, we deny the petition as to Zheng’s asylum claim.
Because Zhang failed to establish eligibility for asylum, he necessarily
cannot meet the more stringent standard for withholding of removal. See Zehatye
v. Gonzales, 453 F.3d 1182, 1190 (9th Cir. 2006).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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