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Rajiv Batra, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of the Board of
Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an immigration judge’s
decision denying his application for asylum, withholding of removal, and
protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). We have jurisdiction
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under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence the agency’s factual
findings. Zehatye v. Gonzales, 453 F.3d 1182, 1184-85 (9th Cir. 2006). We grant
the petition for review and we remand.
The agency denied asylum and withholding of removal because it found
Batra failed to establish that an imputed political opinion or other protected ground
was or would be at least one central reason for harm he suffered or fears.
Substantial evidence, however, does not support the agency’s nexus determination
because the evidence compels the conclusion that at least one central reason for the
physical abuse to which Batra was subjected by Indian police was an imputed
political opinion. See Singh v. Holder, 764 F.3d 1153, 1159-62 (9th Cir. 2014);
see also Hu v. Holder, 652 F.3d 1011, 1018-20 (9th Cir. 2011) (record compelled
the conclusion that petitioner established one central reason for persecution was a
protected ground).
Finally, in denying Batra’s CAT claim, the agency did not consider that
Batra was detained for five days and severely beaten by police after relocating
from Punjab to Delhi. See Eneh v. Holder, 601 F.3d 943, 948-49 (9th Cir. 2010)
(agency erred by failing to analyze potentially dispositive evidence).
Thus, we grant the petition as to Batra’s asylum, withholding of removal,
and CAT claims, and remand for further proceedings consistent with this
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disposition. See INS v. Ventura, 537 U.S. 12, 16-18 (2002) (per curiam).
PETITION FOR REVIEW GRANTED; REMANDED.
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