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*

On Petition for Review of an Order of the

Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted June 16, 2009**  

Before: PAEZ, TALLMAN, and N.R. SMITH, Circuit Judges.

Zhanna Ghukasyan, her husband and two children, natives and citizens of

Armenia, petition pro se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order
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dismissing their appeal from an immigration judge’s decision denying their

application for asylum, withholding of removal, and protection under the

Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C.

§ 1252.  We review for substantial evidence, Li v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d 959, 962 (9th

Cir. 2004), and we deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination

because Ghukasyan testified inconsistently regarding the location of her April

2000 speech, and her testimony concerning her August 2000 blood transfusion was

inherently implausible.  See Chebchoub v. INS, 257 F.3d 1038, 1043 (9th Cir.

2001) (inconsistencies that relate to basis for fear of persecution go to the heart of

the claim and support an adverse credibility finding); see also Don v. Gonzales,

476 F.3d 738, 743 (9th Cir. 2007) (testimony that is implausible can support an

adverse credibility determination).  Substantial evidence also supports the agency’s

adverse credibility finding based on Ghukasyan’s submission of two fraudulent

documents that go to the heart of her asylum claim.  See Desta v. Ashcroft, 365

F.3d 741, 745 (9th Cir. 2004).  Because the agency had reason to question

Ghukasyan’s credibility, Ghukasyan’s failure to provide corroborating evidence

further undermines her claim.  See Sidhu v. INS, 220 F.3d 1085, 1090-92 (9th Cir. 
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2000).  Accordingly, Ghukasyan’s asylum and withholding of removal claims fail. 

See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).

Because Ghukasyan’s CAT claim is based on the same testimony the agency

found to be not credible, and Ghukasyan points to no other evidence the agency

should have considered, she has failed to establish eligibility for CAT relief.  See

id. at 1157.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


