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Before: BEEZER, FERNANDEZ, and W. FLETCHER, Circuit Judges.

Razmig Kalayji, a native and citizen of Lebanon, petitions for review of the

Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an

immigration judge’s decision denying his application for withholding of removal. 
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Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial

evidence, Hakeem v. INS, 273 F.3d 812, 816 (9th Cir. 2001), and we dismiss in

part and deny in part the petition for review.

We lack jurisdiction to review Kalayji’s contention that there is a pattern and

practice of persecution against Christians in Lebanon because he failed to exhaust

this claim before the agency.  See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 677-78 (9th

Cir. 2004).

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s finding that Kalayji’s difficulties

while in the Lebanese military were not on account of a protected ground, see

Cruz-Navarro v. INS, 232 F.3d 1024, 1029 (9th Cir. 2000), and his short detention

and other harms he described were insufficient to establish past persecution, see

Gu v. Gonzales, 454 F.3d 1014, 1020-21 (9th Cir. 2006); see also Rostomian v.

INS, 210 F.3d 1088, 1089 (9th Cir. 2000).  Furthermore, substantial evidence

supports the BIA’s finding that Kalayji has not demonstrated he faces a clear

probability of future persecution if returned to Lebanon, see Singh v. INS, 134 F.3d

962, 971 (9th Cir. 1998), and there is no evidence that his family members

remaining in Lebanon have been harmed, see Hakeem, 273 F.3d at 816-17. 

Accordingly, Kalayji failed to establish eligibility for withholding of removal.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED in part; DENIED in part.


