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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Varathargjah Sivasambo seeks areview of the decision of the

Board of Immigration Appeals (Board) denying relief on his applica
tion for asylum and withholding of removal. The Board's determina-
tion that Sivasambo is not eigible for asylum must be upheld unless
that determination is "manifestly contrary to law." See 8 U.S.C.A.

§ 1252(b)(4)(C) (West 1999). The Board concluded that Sivasambo
failed to meet his burden of proving awell-founded fear of persecu-
tion on account of protected grounds if he were returned to Sri Lanka.
Our review of the record discloses that the Board's decision is with-
out reversible error.

The abuse suffered by Sivasambo while detained by the Sri Lankan
police does not form a sufficient basis for agrant of asylum arising
solely from the severity of past persecution. See Bakav. INS, 963
F.2d 1376, 1379 (10th Cir. 1992) (quoting Rivera-Cruz v. INS, 948
F.2d 962, 969 (5th Cir. 1991)) (holding that to establish such eligibil-
ity, an alien must show past persecution so severe that repatriation
would be inhumane). Furthermore, Sivasambo failed to establish that
he has awell-founded fear of future persecution on account of pro-
tected groundsif heisreturned to Sri Lanka. Because Sivasambo did
not establish digibility for asylum, he cannot meet the higher stan-
dard for withholding removal. See INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U.S.
421, 430-32 (1987).

Accordingly, we affirm. We dispense with oral argument because

the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materi-
als before the court and argument would not aid the decisional pro-
Cess.

AFFIRMED



