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Satnam Singh, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of the Board

of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing the appeal of an immigration

judge’s decision denying his application for asylum, withholding of removal, and

relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have jurisdiction under 
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8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence the agency’s factual findings,

Zehatye v. Gonzales, 453 F.3d 1182, 1184-85 (9th Cir. 2006), and we deny the

petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s finding that Singh’s and his

family’s experiences did not rise to the level of persecution.  See Lim v. INS, 224

F.3d 929, 936 (9th Cir. 2000) (unfulfilled threats standing alone constitute past

persecution in only a small category of cases).  Substantial evidence also supports

the BIA’s denial of asylum and withholding of removal because Singh failed to

establish that he could not reasonably relocate within India.  See Gonzalez-

Hernandez v. Ashcroft, 336 F.3d 995, 999 (9th Cir. 2003).  Accordingly, Singh’s

asylum and withholding of removal claims fail. 

Finally, substantial evidence also supports the BIA’s denial of Singh’s CAT

claim, because he failed to show a likelihood of torture at the instigation of, or with

the acquiescence of the Indian government.  See Silaya v. Mukasey, 524 F.3d 1066,

1073 (9th Cir. 2008). 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


