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Bar kat Pi r mnuhammad petitions this court to reviewthe decision
of the Board of Immgration Appeals (“BlIA’) denying relief on his
application for asylum wthholding of renoval, and relief under
the Convention Against Torture (“CAT"). As to his asylum
application, Pirnmuhanmad seeks to chall enge the BIA's determ nation
that his application was untinely under 8 U.S. C § 1158(a)(2).

This court lacks jurisdiction to review the BIA's determ nation

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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that Pirnmuhammad’ s asylum application was untinely. See 8 U . S. C
§ 1158(a)(3).

Pi rmuhammad argues that the BIA erred in denying his

application for wthholding of renoval. He contends that the
several death threats he received while living in the Sindh
provi nce of Pakistan constitute past persecution. “[P]ersecution

requires nore than a fewisolated i nci dents of verbal harassnent or
i ntimdation, unacconpani ed by any physi cal punishnent, infliction
of harm or significant deprivation of I|iberty.” Eduard v.
Ashcroft, 379 F.3d 182, 187 n.4 (5th GCr. 2004) (quotation
omtted). According to his testinony, Pirnmuhanmad was never
physi cal | y abused, detained, or interrogated by police. He has
failed to show that he was subject to past persecution. See id.;

Abdel -Masieh v. INS, 73 F.3d 579, 583-84 (5th Gr. 1996).

Because Pirmuhanmad failed to establish past persecution, he
must show that it is nore likely than not that he wll suffer
persecution in the future. See 8 CF. R 8 208.16(b)(2). Relying
on docunentary evidence, he argues that nenbers of the MM party
face continuing danger in Pakistan.

Pi rmuhammad testified that he was able to avoid threats and
persecution from 1994 to 1998 by noving to small villages in the
Si ndh province. The docunentary evidence shows that MM party
menbers such as Pi rmuhanmmad can safely rel ocate to ot her provinces.
Substantial evidence supports the BIA's determnation that

Pi rmuhanmad has not net his burden to establish an entitlenent to
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wi t hhol di ng of renoval. See Efe v. Ashcroft, 293 F.3d 899, 906

(5th Gr. 2002); 8 CF.R 8 208.16(b)(2), (3)(i).
Pi rmuhanmad does not brief the BIA's denial of relief under

the CAT. Accordingly, he has waived the claim See Rodriguez v.

INS, 9 F.3d 408, 414 n.15 (5th Gr. 1993).

Pi rmuhammad’ s petition for review is DEN ED.



