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Jaspreet Singh of Jalandhar, India petitions for review of a Board of
Immigration Appeals (BIA) order affirming an immigration judge’s (IJ) denial of

his claims for asylum, withholding of removal, and protection under the
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Convention Against Torture. Because the parties are familiar with the facts, we
will not recite them here except as necessary. We deny the petition.

We review BIA determinations of law de novo and findings of fact for
substantial evidence. Singh v. Whitaker, 914 F.3d 654, 658 (9th Cir. 2019). The
BIA’s findings of fact are conclusive unless a reasonable adjudicator would be
compelled to conclude to the contrary. /d.

1. The BIA’s adverse credibility determination is supported by substantial
evidence. In his testimony, Singh could not provide a logistically consistent
account of one of the alleged attacks. He did not plausibly explain how his
assailants could have known where to find him, nor did he explain how they could
have gotten the better of him when he was driving a motorcycle and they were on
foot. Based in part on the implausibility of Singh’s account, the BIA credited the
[J’s finding that Singh appeared to be “simply making up most of his testimony as
he went along.” The BIA reasoned that the implausibility of some parts of Singh’s
testimony, along with some minor inconsistencies between Singh’s testimony and
his documentation, supplied evidence to support an adverse credibility
determination. The record does not compel a contrary conclusion.

2. Even if Singh’s testimony were credible, there is substantial evidence to
support the conclusion that Singh was ineligible for relief because the government

was neither behind the attacks nor powerless to stop them. The attacks that Singh



described were committed by private members of opposing political parties. He did
not report the attacks to the police, and there is little evidence that asking the police
for help would have been futile. Though Singh described one instance in which he
was pursued by police officers, substantial evidence supports the BIA’s finding
that this pursuit was warranted because Singh had fled a lawful checkpoint. These
determinations, and the resulting conclusions that Singh’s allegations lacked the
government connection necessary for asylum, withholding of removal, or
protection under the Convention Against Torture, are supported by the record.

3. A reasonable adjudicator would not be compelled to conclude that Singh’s
proceedings in immigration court were tainted by judicial bias. Substantial
evidence supports a conclusion that the [J was unbiased. An 1J has the authority to
“interrogate, examine, and cross-examine the alien,” 8 U.S.C. § 1229a(b)(1), and
the 1J’s questions can be understood as a genuine effort to sort out narrative
inconsistencies. The 1J could have taken more care to discuss the corroborative
elements in Singh’s documentation, but his decision to highlight parts of the record
that supported his finding does not compel a conclusion that he acted out of bias.

Because substantial evidence supports the BIA’s findings, and because
Singh’s claims cannot succeed in the face of these findings, we deny the petition.

PETITION DENIED.



