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Before: CANBY, FERNANDEZ, and M. SMITH, Circuit Judges. 

Arif Efendi, 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 decision denying his application for asylum, withholding of

removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  Our
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jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial evidence

factual findings, Wakkary v. Holder, 558 F.3d 1049, 1056 (9th Cir. 2009), and we

deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for review.

In his opening brief, Efendi fails to challenge the agency’s dispositive

determination that his asylum claim was time-barred.

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s finding that, on this record, Efendi

failed to demonstrate the Indonesian government was unable or unwilling to

control the Muslim extremists who abused and threatened him.  See Rahimzadeh v.

Holder, 613 F.3d 916, 923 (9th Cir. 2010).  Substantial evidence also supports the

BIA’s conclusion that Efendi did not demonstrate a clear probability of future

persecution.  See Molina-Estrada v. INS, 293 F.3d 1089, 1095-96 (9th Cir. 2002)

(when a petitioner has not established past persecution, the agency may “rely on all

relevant evidence in the record, including a State Department report, in considering

whether the petitioner has demonstrated that there is good reason to fear future

persecution.”).  Accordingly, Efendi’s withholding of removal claim fails.

We lack jurisdiction over Efendi’s CAT claim because he did not exhaust it

before the BIA.  See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 677-78 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.


