United States Court of Appeals

Fifth Circuit
FILED
IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH CIRCUI T March 22, 2007

Charles R. Fulbruge IlI
Clerk

No. 06-60452
Summary Cal endar

RAFI Q MAREDI A, al so known as Rafiq Rajabali Maredia, also
known as Rafiq Raj anudeen Maredi a,

Petiti oner,
ver sus
ALBERTO R. GONZALES, U.S. ATTORNEY CGENERAL

Respondent .

Petition for Review of an Order of the
Board of I mm gration Appeals
Bl A No. A78 987 794
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PER CURI AM *

Rafiq Maredia, a native and citizen of India, petitions for
review of an order of the Board of |Inmm gration Appeals (BlIA)
denying his application for wthhol ding of renoval and relief
under the Convention Against Torture (CAT). W nust defer to the
Bl A’ s deci sion unless substantial evidence conpels a contrary

conclusion. Zhang v. Gonzales, 432 F.3d 339, 343-44 (5th Cr.

2005). \Where, as here, the Bl A has adopted and affirned the

decision of the immagration judge (1J), this court has

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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jurisdiction to review both decisions. See Chun v. INS, 40 F.3d

76, 78 (5th Cir. 1994).

First, Maredia seeks review of the determ nation that he is
not entitled to w thholding of renoval under 8 U S.C.

8§ 1231(b)(3)(A). He attenpts to rely upon reports by the State
Departnent as evidence that violence against Miuslins has occurred
in India since he departed the country. However, the |IJ did not
accept the reports into evidence. Maredia offers nothing else in
support of his claim other than conclusory assertions that

Musl inms are subject to false arrest in India and that the |Indian
governnent is willing to assist H ndu extrem sts in the
destruction of Muslimcomunities. He fails to cite any evidence
in the record to support his allegations. Accordingly, he fails
to show that the evidence is “so conpelling [that his |life or
freedomwoul d be threatened if he returns to India] that no
reasonabl e factfinder could conclude against it.” Chun, 40 F.3d
at 78.

Next Maredia seeks review of his claimthat he entitled to
relief under the CAT. He offers only conclusory, unsupported
assertions that the Indian governnent will instigate or condone
his torture if he returns to India. His claimis therefore
unavailing. See 8 C.F.R 88 208.16(c), 208.18(a)(1); Zhang, 432

F.3d at 344.
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Finally, Maredia asserts that the IJ msstated Indian | aw
governing the arrest and detention of suspects. Assum ng
arguendo that Maredia is correct, any error was harnl ess.

The petition for review is DEN ED.



