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Before: HALL, BRUNETTI, and GRABER, Circuit Judges.

Gregory and Elena Komarovsky (collectively, “petitioners”) petition for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeal’s (“BIA”) denial of their applications
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for asylum and withholding of removal.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C.

§ 1252(a), and we hereby affirm the BIA.

Petitioners bear the burden of demonstrating that they are unable or

unwilling to return to Israel “because of [past] persecution or a well-founded fear

of [future] persecution on account of race, religion, nationality, membership in a

particular social group, or political opinion.”  8 U.S.C. §§ 1158(b)(1),

1101(a)(42); Ghaly v. INS, 58 F.3d 1425, 1428 (9th Cir. 1995).  

Petitioners presented evidence of having difficulty in obtaining

employment, being accosted while driving on the Jewish Sabbath, and being

harassed on several occasions for specific non-Jewish activities or characteristics. 

The mild mistreatment they suffered, coupled with their failure to seek redress

through the available legal processes and their parents’ continued residence in

Israel, belies the assertion that they were persecuted in Israel.  Thus, substantial

evidence supports the BIA’s conclusion that petitioners failed to carry their

burden, and were thus ineligible for the discretionary relief of asylum.

Moreover, because they are “[u]nable to meet the lesser standard for

elgibility for asylum, [petitioners] are necessarily incapable of establishing

eligibility for withholding of deportation.”  Gormley v. Ashcroft, 364 F.3d 1172,

1180 (9th Cir. 2004).
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PETITION DENIED.
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