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Jaswinder Singh Kahlon, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of
the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an
immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his application for withholding of
removal and relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). We have
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jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence the
agency’s factual findings, Santos-Lemus v. Mukasey, 542 F.3d 738, 742 (9th Cir.
2008), and deny the petition for review.
The IJ found Kahlon demonstrated past persecution by police on the basis of
a protected ground. The IJ next found the presumption Kahlon’s life or freedom
would be threatened upon return to India was rebutted by Kahlon’s testimony
indicating that, by 1997, police only sought to arrest him to extort money from his
father. Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s finding that the evidence
demonstrated Kahlon was no longer being sought on the basis of a protected
ground. See 8 C.F.R. § 1208.16(b)(1)(i)(A); see also INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502
U.S. 478, 481 n.1 (1992) (to reverse the agency’s finding “we must find that the
evidence not only supports that conclusion, but compels it”) (emphasis in original).
Accordingly, Kahlon’s withholding of removal claim fails.
Substantial evidence also supports the IJ’s finding that Kahlon failed to
demonstrate it is more likely than not he would be tortured, because he relocated to
another part of the country for seven years without harm. See 8 C.F.R.
§ 1208.16(c)(3)(ii); Singh v. Gonzales, 439 F.3d 1100, 1113 (9th Cir. 2006)
(petitioner failed to meet his burden of demonstrating he could not relocate to
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another part of India where police are not under the mistaken impression he is a
separatist). Accordingly, Kahlon’s CAT claim also fails.
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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