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PER CURI AM *

Uddi n Si ddi qui Sohail and Tehm na Sohail, husband and w fe
respectively, and their son Hanza Sohail are citizens and natives
of Paki stan and have petitioned this court for review of a BIA
deci sion denying their request for wthhol ding of renoval under
8§ 241(b)(3) of the INA

Al t hough the Governnment argues that this court |acks
jurisdiction to hear the Sohails’ petition, there is no

jurisdicitonal defect because the issues presented by the

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Sohail s’ petition for review were argued before the BI A and

deci ded by the BIA. See Myron v. Martin, 670 F.2d 49, 51 (5th

Cr. 1982). This court reviews the decision of the BIA and does
not normally consider the rulings and findings of immgration

judges unless they inpact the Board s decision. Efe v. Ashcroft,

293 F. 3d 899, 903 (5th CGr. 2002). OQur review of the BIA s
decision is governed by the substantial evidence standard, which
requires that the BIA's decision be affirnmed unless the “evidence

conpels a contrary conclusion.” Carbajal-Gonzalez v. INS, 78

F.3d 194, 197 (5th Gr. 1996); see also INS v. Elias-Zacarias,

502 U. S. 478, 483-84 (1992) (applying this standard to revi ew of
deni al of w thholding of renoval).

The Sohails argue that the BIA erred in denying their
request for w thhol ding of renoval because the threats to their
lives from Tehm na’'s brother constituted persecution agai nst them
on account of Tehm na's nenbership in a particular social group -
- Muslimwonen. Regardless of whether the BIA erred by
m scharacterizing the Sohails’ suffering as “famly matters”
rat her than persecution, any such error would be harnl ess because
substanti al evidence supported the finding of the BIA that the
Sohails lived in |Islamabad for three and a half years w thout
incident, including two years at the sane address. Therefore,
substanti al evidence supports the Bl A's decision that the Sohails
could relocate safely to a part of Pakistan other than Karachi

and that the Sohails are thus ineligible for wthhol ding of
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renmoval . See 8 C.F. R 8§ 1208.16(b)(1)(i)(B); see also Roy V.

Ashcroft, 389 F.3d 132, 138 (5th G r. 2004).
For the foregoing reasons, the Sohails’ petition for review

i s DEN ED.



