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Viacheslav Dmitriyevich Nevrov and his son Yuri Nevrov (collectively, the
Nevrovs) petition for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’s (BIA)
decision denying their applications for asylum, withholding of removal, and

protection under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). We have jurisdiction
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under 8 U.S.C. 8 1252. We review for substantial evidence, Tekle v. Mukasey, 533
F.3d 1044, 1051 (9th Cir. 2008), and we deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s conclusion that the Nevrovs’
experiences of discrimination and harassment in Latvia do not rise to the level of
past persecution. See Nagoulko v. INS, 333 F.3d 1012, 1016 (9th Cir. 2003). In
addition, substantial evidence supports the BIA’s failure to find a well-founded
fear of persecution, as the Nevrovs failed to establish the existence of an
individualized risk of persecution or a pattern or practice of persecution against
similarly situated individuals. See Lolong v. Gonzales, 484 F.3d 1173, 1178 (9th
Cir. 2007) (en banc). Although the Nevrovs may be stateless, that fact alone does
not warrant a grant of asylum. See Ahmed v. Keisler, 504 F.3d 1183, 1191 n.5 (9th
Cir. 2007). They are still required to demonstrate a well-founded fear of
persecution on account of race, religion, nationality, membership in a particular
social group, or political opinion, see id., which they have failed to do in this case.

Because the Nevrovs failed to establish eligibility for asylum, they
necessarily fail to meet the more stringent standard for withholding of removal.
See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003). The Nevrovs did not

raise any challenge to the BIA’s denial of their CAT claim. See Martinez-Serrano



v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259-60 (9th Cir. 1996) (issues not supported by argument in
the opening brief are deemed waived).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



