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Jatinder 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 asylum, withholding of 

removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We 
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have jurisdiction under 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).  We review for abuse of discretion the agency’s denial of humanitarian 

asylum.  Belayneh v. INS, 213 F.3d 488, 491 (9th Cir. 2000).  We deny the 

petition for review. 

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s determination that, even if Singh 

established past persecution, the government rebutted the presumption of a well-

founded fear of future persecution by demonstrating that Singh could safely and 

reasonably relocate to another part of India.  See 8 C.F.R. § 1208.13(b)(1)(i)(B), 

(ii), (b)(3).  We reject Singh’s contention that the BIA erred in its internal 

relocation analysis.  See Sowe v. Mukasey, 538 F.3d 1281, 1286 (9th Cir. 2008) 

(declining to second-guess an IJ’s construction of “an ambiguous or somewhat 

contradictory” country report). 

The BIA also did not abuse its discretion in denying humanitarian asylum.  

See Vongsakdy v. INS, 171 F.3d 1203, 1205 (9th Cir. 1999) (humanitarian asylum 

based on the severity of past persecution is “reserved for rare situations of 

‘atrocious’ persecution”); Marcu v. INS, 147 F.3d 1078, 1080, 1082-83 (9th Cir. 

1998) (finding no abuse of discretion in denying humanitarian asylum where 
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petitioner was detained, interrogated, and beaten and had his home searched by 

Romanian police multiple times and was harassed repeatedly for decades). 

Because Singh failed to establish eligibility for asylum, he necessarily failed 

to meet the more stringent standard for withholding of removal.  See Zehatye, 453 

F.3d at 1190. 

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

because the record does not compel a finding that it is more likely than not that 

Singh will be tortured if he is removed to India.  See Vitug v. Holder, 723 F.3d 

1056, 1066 (9th Cir. 2013). 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


