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PER CURIAM:

Oscar Alexander Barahona-Padilla, a native and citizen of
Honduras, petitions for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’
(“*Board”) order dismissing Barahona-Padilla’s appeal of the
immigration judge’s denial of his application for asylum, which was
construed to request withholding of removal and protection under
the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”)."

We have reviewed the administrative record, the
immigration judge’s decision, and the Board’s affirmance thereof,
and find that substantial evidence supports the ruling that
Barahona-Padilla failed to establish a nexus between the past
persecution he sustained and the political opinion he asserts his
persecutors imputed to him. See 8 C.F.R. § 1208.13(a) (2007)

(stating that burden of proof is on alien to establish eligibility

for asylum); INS wv. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 483 (1992)

(same). Such a causal nexus is required to support the grant of

asylum. 8 U.S.C. § 1101 (a) (42) (n) (2000); Abdel-Rahman v.

Gonzales, 493 F.3d 444, 450-51 (4th Cir. 2007); Saldarriaga V.

Gonzales, 402 F.3d 461, 466 (4th Cir. 2005), cert. denied, 546 U.S.

1169 (2006) .

‘Because Barahona-Padilla does not challenge the Board’'s
affirmance of the denials of asylum based on his membership in a
particular social group, withholding of removal, or CAT relief, we
will not consider the disposition of those claims. See 4th Cir. R.
34 (b); Edwards v. City of Goldsboro, 178 F.3d 231, 241 n.6 (4th
Cir. 1999).




Accordingly, we deny the petition for review for the
reasons stated by the Board. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argument would not aid the

decisional process.

PETITION DENIED




