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Daniel Ribowo, 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 relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). We have
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jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence the
agency’s factual findings, Wakkary v. Holder, 558 F.3d 1049, 1056 (9th Cir. 2009),
and we deny the petition for review.
Ribowo does not contest the BIA’s finding that he failed to show past
persecution. See Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259-60 (9th Cir. 1996)
(issues not supported by argument are deemed waived). As to future fear,
substantial evidence supports the BIA’s conclusion that even under a disfavored
group analysis, Ribowo has not demonstrated sufficient individualized risk of
persecution to establish eligibility for asylum or withholding of removal. See
Halim v. Holder, 590 F.3d 971, 979 (9th Cir. 2009); see also Wakkary, 558 F.3d at
1066. We reject Ribowo’s contentions that the BIA applied the incorrect standard
to his asylum claim and that the BIA did not adequately consider his claim under a
disfavored group analysis. We do not address Ribowo’s contentions regarding the
one year time bar because the BIA did not make any findings on this issue.
Accordingly, Ribowo’s asylum and withholding of removal claims fail.
Finally, substantial evidence supports the BIA’s finding that Ribowo did not
establish it is more likely than not he will be tortured if returned to Indonesia. See
Zheng v. Holder, 644 F.3d 829, 835-36 (9th Cir. 2011). We reject Ribowo’s
contention that the BIA’s analysis of his CAT claim was inadequate. See
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Fernandez v. Gonzales, 439 F.3d 592, 603 (9th Cir. 2006) (petitioner did not
overcome the presumption that the BIA reviewed the record).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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