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Petitioner Carmen Elena Solis Ramirez, a citizen of El Salvador, 

challenges the Board of Immigration Appeals’ dismissal of her appeal from the 

Immigration Judge’s denial of her application for asylum and withholding of 
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removal.  The parties are familiar with the facts, so we do not recount them here.  

We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252, and we deny the petition in 

part and dismiss in part. 

1.  Substantial evidence supports the agency’s determination that 

Petitioner failed to establish a nexus between a protected ground and the extortion 

and threats she suffered at the hands of gang members.  See Zetino v. Holder, 622 

F.3d 1007, 1015–16 (9th Cir. 2010) (conducting substantial-evidence review of 

the denial of asylum and withholding of removal based on lack of a nexus 

between a protected ground and feared persecution).  There is no evidence that 

she was targeted on account of her membership in the particular social group 

(PSG) of her immediate family.  Moreover, Petitioner testified several times that 

the threats and extortion were financially motivated.   

2. We lack jurisdiction to consider Petitioner’s claims that she was 

persecuted on account of her membership in other proposed PSGs or her political 

opinion because she did not raise them before the agency.  See Alvarado v. 

Holder, 759 F.3d 1121, 1130 (9th Cir. 2014) (stating that “issue exhaustion is a 

jurisdictional requirement”). 

The stay of removal remains in place until the mandate issues. 

 PETITION DENIED IN PART; DISMISSED IN PART. 


