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Ranyjit Singh, a citizen of India, petitions for review of a decision of the Board

of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) affirming the order of an Immigration Judge (“1J”)
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denying his application for asylum, withholding of removal, and protection under
the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). We deny the petition.

1. Substantial evidence supported the BIA’s conclusion that Singh did not
show past persecution or a well-founded fear of future persecution. See 8 U.S.C.
§ 1101(a)(42)(a).

a. A petitioner who has demonstrated past persecution on account of a
protected ground is entitled to a rebuttable presumption of future persecution.
Velasquez-Gaspar v. Barr, 976 F.3d 1062, 1064 (9th Cir. 2020). The “key question”
in determining whether Singh has shown past persecution is “whether, looking at the
cumulative effect of all the incidents that a Petitioner has suffered, the treatment he
received rises to the level of persecution.” Gormley v. Ashcroft, 364 F.3d 1172,
117677 (9th Cir. 2004) (cleaned up). Singh never suffered physical harm, nor was
he arrested. See Sharma v. Garland, 9 F.4th 1052, 1061 (9th Cir. 2021). And police
never threatened to harm Singh or his family. The beating of Singh’s friend by
police does not compel a finding of past persecution. See Nagoulko v. INS, 333 F.3d
1012, 1017 (9th Cir. 2003).

b. To establish an objectively reasonable fear of future persecution, a
petitioner must present “credible, direct, and specific evidence in the record.” Id. at
1016 (quoting Duarte de Guinac v. INS, 179 F.3d 1156, 1159 (9th Cir. 1999)). That

police demanded money from Singh’s friend and visited his mother, without



indicating why they are interested in Singh, does not compel the finding that Singh
will face persecution if he returns to India.!

2. Substantial evidence supported the BIA’s denial of CAT relief. See
Kamalthas v. INS, 251 F.3d 1279, 1283 (9th Cir. 2001). Singh’s speculation that
police will harm him on return, his mother’s interactions with police, and the
documentary evidence do not compel the conclusion that he is more likely than not
to be tortured if removed. See Delgado-Ortiz v. Holder, 600 F.3d 1148, 1152 (9th
Cir. 2010).

PETITION DENIED.

: Singh also points to reports from the Immigration and Refugee Board of

Canada to support his claim, but those reports were not before the 1J and the BIA
did not have to consider them. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.1(d)(3)(iv). In any event, the
reports do not compel the finding that Singh will face persecution.
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