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the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) upholding the denial of her claims for 

asylum and other forms of relief.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. 

§ 1252(a)(1).  We deny Garcia’s petition for review.  

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s determination that she did not 

qualify for asylum or withholding of removal because she could safely and 

reasonably relocate within Mexico.  Even assuming that Garcia established past 

persecution as a member of a cognizable particular social group, she testified 

credibly that she had a plan for relocation to avoid future persecution.  See 8 C.F.R. 

§ 1208.13(b)(2)(ii), 1208.13(b)(3)(i); Melkonian v. Ashcroft, 320 F.3d 1061, 1069 

(9th Cir. 2003) (“[T]he IJ may deny eligibility for asylum to an applicant who has 

otherwise demonstrated a well-founded fear of persecution where the evidence 

establishes that internal relocation is a reasonable option under all of the 

circumstances.” (citation omitted)).  Consequently, Garcia does not qualify for 

asylum or withholding of removal, and we need not reach her other assertions of 

error. 

Likewise, we find no clear error in the BIA’s determination that Garcia did 

not show that she will more likely than not be tortured by or at the behest of a 

person acting in an official capacity if she returns to Mexico.  See 8 C.F.R. § 

1208.18(a)(1); Madrigal v. Holder, 716 F.3d 499, 508 (9th Cir. 2013).  

Each party shall bear its own costs on appeal.  
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PETITION DENIED. 


