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Petitioner Jatinder Singh seeks review of a Board of Immigration Appeals’ 

(“BIA”) decision denying his applications for asylum, withholding of removal, and 

protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). These applications 

were based on his membership in the Mann Party, also known as the Shiromani 

Akali Dal (Amritsar) political party, in India. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. 

§ 1252, and we deny Singh’s petition. 

We review the BIA’s denials for substantial evidence. Ahmed v. Keisler, 

504 F.3d 1183, 1191, 1200 (9th Cir. 2007). We limit our review to the BIA’s 

decision, and the elements of the immigration judge’s decision that underpin it. Lai 

v. Holder, 773 F.3d 966, 970 (9th Cir. 2014) (citing Tekle v. Mukasey, 533 F.3d 

1044, 1051 (9th Cir. 2008)).  

Credibility determinations must be based on the “totality of the 

circumstances,” including “the demeanor, candor, or responsiveness of the 

applicant[,] . . . the inherent plausibility of [the applicant’s] account,” and the 

consistency of the applicant’s various statements. 8 U.S.C. § 1158(b)(1)(B)(iii). 

The BIA’s adverse credibility determination was based on an inconsistency 

between Singh’s testimony and his interview with a Customs and Border 

Protection agent, the implausibility of his account of political persecution, and his 

demeanor. We “must uphold the BIA’s finding unless the evidence compels a 

contrary result.” Almaghzar v. Gonzales, 457 F.3d 915, 920 (9th Cir. 2006) 
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(quoting Monjaraz–Munoz v. INS, 327 F.3d 892, 895 (9th Cir. 2003)). In the 

present case, it does not.  

Singh also argues that his CAT claim should be remanded. The “failure to 

establish eligibility for asylum does not necessarily doom an application for relief 

under [CAT].” Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003). However, a 

petitioner’s CAT claim may fail if it is “based on the same statements . . .  that the 

BIA determined to be not credible.” Id at 1157. Singh did not present sufficient 

independent evidence to establish that he was “more likely than not” to be tortured 

in India. 8 C.F.R. § 208.16. 

Petition DENIED. 


