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Deiby Villalobos-Bonilla and Franklin Javier Bonilla, natives and citizens of
Honduras, petition pro se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order
dismissing their appeal from an immigration judge’s decision denying their

applications for asylum and withholding of removal. Our jurisdiction is governed
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by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence the agency’s factual
findings, Zehatye v. Gonzales, 453 F.3d 1182, 1184-85 (9th Cir. 2006), and we
deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for review.

We reject petitioners’ request to submit additional evidence. See Fisher v.
INS, 79 F.3d 955, 963 (9th Cir. 1996) (en banc) (the court’s review is limited to the
administrative record).

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s conclusion that petitioners did
not establish past persecution. See Nagoulko v. INS, 333 F.3d 1012, 1016 (9th
Cir. 2003) (persecution is “an extreme concept”) (internal quotation and citation
omitted). Substantial evidence also supports the agency’s conclusion that
petitioners failed to establish the harm they fear would be on account of a protected
ground. See Zetino v. Holder, 622 F.3d 1007, 1015-1016 (9th Cir. 2010). Thus,
petitioners’ asylum claims fail.

Because petitioners failed to establish eligibility for asylum, their
withholding of removal claims necessarily fail. See Zehatye, 453 F.3d at 1190.

Finally, we lack jurisdiction to consider petitioners’ contentions as to
counsel’s allegedly deficient performance because they did not raise this issue to

the agency. See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 677-78 (9th Cir. 2004)
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(petitioners must exhaust claims in administrative proceedings below).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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