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Petitioners Christony Harahap and Chandra Saragih, natives and citizens of

Indonesia, seek review of the decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA)
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affirming an Immigration Judge’s denial of their claims for withholding of

removal.  Petitioners did not challenge the BIA’s denial of their applications for

asylum or for protection under Convention Against Torture; therefore, these claims

are waived.  See Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259 (9th Cir. 1996).  We

have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252, and we deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s finding that Petitioners did not

suffer past persecution.  Petitioners were victims of crime and discrimination at

least in part on account of their Christian faith.  However, these experiences,

considered individually or cumulatively, do not compel the conclusion that

Petitioners suffered past persecution.  Wakkary v. Holder, 558 F.3d 1049, 1059–60

(9th Cir. 2009).

Substantial evidence also supports the BIA’s conclusion that Petitioners are 

not entitled to withholding of removal based on their disfavored-group status. 

Petitioners’ “showing of ‘disfavor’ was relatively low, [so] it only slightly offsets

the need to show individual risk.”  See Halim v. Holder, 590 F.3d 971, 979 (9th

Cir. 2009).  Petitioners’ individual claims were undercut by their families’

continued residence in Indonesia without harm.  Sinha v. Holder, 564 F.3d 1015,

1022 (9th Cir. 2009).  Petitioners did not demonstrate sufficient individualized risk

to show it is more likely than not that they would be persecuted in Indonesia.  See

Wakkary, 558 F.3d at 1066 (“[a]n applicant for withholding of removal will need



to adduce a considerably larger quantum of individualized-risk evidence to prevail

than would an asylum applicant”).

DENIED.


