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Petitioner Bonjemaa Hajji, a Moroccan native and citizen, petitions for review

from the denial of his applications for asylum and withholding of removal. The facts
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and procedural posture of the case are known to the parties, and we do not repeat them
here.

The BIA’s decision that an alien has not established eligibility for asylum must
be upheld if “supported by reasonable, substantial, and probative evidence on the
record considered as a whole. Gu v. Gonzales, 454 F.3d 1014, 1018 (9th Cir. 20006)
(citing INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478,481 (1992)). We must uphold the BIA’s
denial unless Petitioner demonstrates that the evidence he presented “was so
compelling that no reasonable factfinder could fail to find the requisite fear of
persecution.” Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. at 483-84.

To prevail on an asylum claim, an applicant must demonstrate either past
persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution on account of “race, religion,
nationality, membership in a particular social group, or political opinion.” Gu, 454
F.3d at 1019. Hajji does not claim that he has suffered past persecution. Thus, to
prevail, Hajji must establish both a subjectively genuine, and objectively reasonable,
well-founded fear of persecution. See Nagoulko v. INS,333 F.3d 1012, 1016 (9th Cir.
2003). Absent past persecution, the objective component can only be satisfied by
“‘adducing credible, direct, and specific evidence in the record of facts that would
support a reasonable fear of persecution.”” Ladha v. INS, 215 F.3d 889, 897 (9th Cir.

2000) (internal quotation marks omitted).

Hajji has not presented sufficient evidence that the Moroccan police were
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interested in him based on a protected ground to compel the conclusion that “no
reasonable factfinder could fail to find the requisite fear of persecution.” Although
Hajji testified that police came to his house looking for him and indicated that it was
important for him to come to the police station, this alone does not compel a finding
of a well-founded fear of persecution. See Gu, 454 F.3d at 1022; see also Al-Saher
v. INS, 268 F.3d 1143, 1146 (9th Cir. 2001) (brief detention did not compel finding
of well-founded fear of future persecution); Khourassany v. INS, 208 F.3d 1096,
1100-01 (9th Cir. 2000). Although Petitioner may have more than a “10 percent
chance” that he will be contacted again by Moroccan police, he has not established
that he will be persecuted by the police based on one of the protected grounds. See
Cordon-Garcia v. INS, 204 F.3d 985, 990 (9th Cir. 2000). There is no evidence that
the police knew Hajji had participated in the Casablanca demonstration, much less that
the police came to his house to arrest or otherwise mistreat him based upon his
participation in the demonstration four months earlier. Nor is there evidence that the
police were arresting or persecuting the other “thousands” or “millions” who
participated in the demonstrations along with Hajji. The 1J and the BIA were not
compelled to find that Hajji had a well-founded fear of persecution based on this
evidence. Cf. Ramadan v. Gonzales, 479 F.3d 646, 658 (9th Cir.) (“The problem with
this argument is that the threats she has received since coming to the United States,

at best, ‘support the inference — they do not compel it.”) (internal quotations and
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alterations omitted).
Under this analysis, Petitioner similarly cannot satisfy the standard for

withholding of removal. See Farah v. Ashcroft,348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).

The petition for review is therefore DENIED.



