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Fernando Reyes Ambulo and Lolita Espiritu Ambulo, natives and citizens of
the Philippines, petition for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ decision

affirming without opinion an Immigration Judge’'s (“1J’) order denying their
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application for asylum, withholding of removal and relief under the Convention
Against Torture (“CAT”). We havejurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We
review for substantial evidence, see Limv. INS, 224 F.3d 929, 933 (9th Cir. 2000),
and we deny the petition.

Substantial evidence supports the 1J' s determination that petitioners did not
establish awell-founded fear of future persecution because, as the 1J noted, they
remained in the Philippines unharmed for several years after receiving a
threatening letter from the New People’ sArmy. See Latav. INS 204 F.3d 1241,
1245 (9th Cir. 2000) (concluding that petitioner did not establish awell-founded
fear of future persecution where she remained in Fiji for approximately two years
after isolated incident of harm). Furthermore, substantial evidence supports the
|J' s conclusion that petitioners could safely relocate within the Philippines. See
Gonzalez-Hernandez v. Ashcroft, 336 F.3d 995, 998-999 (9th Cir. 2003).

Because petitioners cannot meet their burden to demonstrate eligibility for
asylum, they necessarily fail to meet the more stringent standard for withholding
of removal. See Mansour v. Ashcroft, 390 F.3d 667, 673 (9th Cir. 2004).

In the opening brief, petitioners failed to raise, and therefore have waived,
any challenge to the |J s determination that they are ineligible for CAT relief. See
Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259 (9th Cir. 1996).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



