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

Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an

immigration judge’s decision denying his application for relief under the

Convention Against Torture (“CAT”), and of the BIA’s order denying his motion
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to reopen.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial

evidence factual findings, Zehatye v. Gonzales, 453 F.3d 1182, 1184-85 (9th Cir.

2006), and we review for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to reopen,

Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 986 (9th Cir. 2010).  We deny the petitions for

review.  

Singh fears harm in India based on a family dispute related to an arranged

marriage and subsequent divorce proceedings.  Substantial evidence supports the

agency’s finding that Singh failed to establish that it is more likely than not he will

be tortured upon return to India.  See Soriano v. Holder, 569 F.3d 1162, 1167 (9th

Cir. 2009).  Accordingly, Singh’s CAT claim fails.  

In addition, the BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Singh’s untimely

motion to reopen because it considered the evidence and acted within its broad

discretion in determining that Singh did not establish prima facie eligibility for

CAT relief.  See Fernandez v. Gonzales, 439 F.3d 592, 595 (9th Cir. 2006).  

PETITIONS FOR REVIEW DENIED.


