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Bono Anggono, a native and citizen of Indonesia, petitions for review of the
Board of Immigration Appeals’ order affirming an immigration judge’s decision

denying his application for asylum, withholding of removal, and protection under
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the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. §
1252. We review for substantial evidence factual findings, Rostomian v. INS, 210
F.3d 1088, 1089 (9th Cir. 2000), and deny the petition for review.

Even if Anggono’s testimony is credible, the record does not compel the
conclusion that the injury Anggono suffered during the riots was persecution, see
id. (an act of random violence during a period of significant strife is insufficient to
establish persecution), or that the additional harms he suffered, even considered
cumulatively, constitute past persecution, see Kumar v. Gonzales, 439 F.3d 520,
524 (9th Cir. 2006). Furthermore, because Anggono did not establish he will be
targeted if returned to Indonesia, and because his wife and daughter have continued
to live there without harm, substantial evidence supports the agency’s finding that
Anggono’s fear of future persecution is not objectively reasonable. See Mansour
v. Ashcroft, 390 F.3d 667, 673 (9th Cir. 2004); cf- Sael v. Ashcroft, 386 F.3d 922
(9th Cir. 2004).

Because Anggono failed to establish eligibility for asylum, he necessarily
failed to meet the more stringent standard for withholding of removal. See

Mansour, 390 F.3d at 673.
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Anggono does not raise any arguments in his opening brief regarding the
agency’s denial of CAT relief. See Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259
(9th Cir. 1996) (“Issues raised in a brief that are not supported by argument are
deemed abandoned.”).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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