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Petitioner DullaSingh (“ Singh™) seeksreview of theBoard of Immigration Appeals

(“BIA”) decision affirming the Immigration Judge’'s (“1J’) denial of his application for
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asylum, withholding of removal and protection under the Convention Against Torture
(“CAT").! We havejurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252, and we deny the petition.

Substantial evidence supports the Board’s finding that Singh failed to establish a
nexus between the aleged harm and a protected ground. Singh’'s own testimony
established that the Indian authorities detained and questioned him as part of an
Investigation into the location of amilitant’ s cache of weapons. See Dinuv. Ashcroft, 372
F.3d 1041, 1043-44 (9th Cir. 2004) (presumption of persecution for political opinion
“arisesonly wherethere appearsto be no other logical reason for the persecution at issue”).
Although the tactics alegedly employed by the Indian police were reprehensible, they
“were neverthelessdirected at thelegitimate goal” of locating anillegal cache of weapons.
Seeid. at 1044. Astherecord fails to compel a contrary finding, we are bound to uphold
the BIA’sdetermination. See 8 U.S.C. 8 1252(b)(4)(B); INSv. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S.
478, 483-84 (1992).

Because Singh failed to satisfy thelower standard of proof for asylum, it necessarily
followsthat hefailed to satisfy themore stringent standard for withholding of removal. See
Fisher v. INS, 79 F.3d 955, 960-61 (9th Cir. 1996) (en banc).

PETITION DENIED.

! Welack jurisdictionover Singh’ sCAT claimbecause hefailedto present
ittothe Board. See8 U.S.C. 8§ 1252(d)(1); Barronv. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 677-78
(9th Cir. 2004).



