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Before: PAEZ, TALLMAN, and N.R. SMITH, Circuit Judges.

Makky Prihandono Soedjadi, a native and citizen of Indonesia, petitions for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal

from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his application for asylum
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and withholding of removal.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We

review for substantial evidence, Nagoulko v. INS, 333 F.3d 1012, 1015 (9th Cir.

2003), and we deny the petition for review.

The record does not compel the conclusion that changed circumstances or

extraordinary circumstances “directly related to the failure to meet the one-year

deadline” excused the untimely filing of Soedjadi’s asylum application.  See 8

C.F.R. § 208.4(a)(4), (5); Ramadan v. Gonzales, 479 F.3d 646, 656-58 (9th Cir.

2007) (per curiam).  The record also does not support Soedjadi’s contention that

the IJ applied an incorrect standard of proof when determining whether he had

established changed or extraordinary circumstances.  Accordingly, Soedjadi’s

asylum claim fails.

As to his withholding claim, substantial evidence supports the IJ’s finding

that the two attacks Soedjadi suffered in Indonesia did not rise to the level of

persecution.  See Prasad v. INS, 47 F.3d 336, 339-40 (9th Cir. 1995).  Substantial

evidence further supports the IJ’s denial of withholding of removal because

Soedjadi submitted no evidence of individualized risk of future harm, and he has

similarly-situated Christian family members who remain in Indonesia without

incident.  See Hakeem v. INS, 273 F.3d 812, 816-17 (9th Cir. 2001).  Further, the

record does not establish that the religious strife in Indonesia amounts to a pattern
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or practice of persecution against Christian Indonesians.  See Wakkary v. Holder,

558 F.3d 1049, 1060-62 (9th Cir. 2009).

Soedjadi’s contention that the BIA summarily affirmed the IJ’s decision

without making findings or conclusions is not supported by the record.  See Abebe

v. Gonzales, 432 F.3d 1037, 1040 (9th Cir. 2005) (en banc) (where BIA cites

Matter of Burbano and does not express disagreement with IJ’s decision, BIA has

independently reviewed record and adopted IJ’s decision in its entirety).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


