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Before: SKOPIL, LEAVY and T.G. NELSON, Circuit Judges.

Rudik Hovhannisyan, a native of the former Soviet Union and a citizen of

Armenia, petitions for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order

affirming the Immigration Judge’s (“IJ”) denial of asylum, withholding of

removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have
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jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review an adverse credibility

determination under the substantial evidence standard and will uphold the

determination unless the evidence compels a contrary conclusion.  See Singh v.

Ashcroft, 367 F.3d 1139, 1143 (9th Cir. 2004).  We deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the adverse credibility determination.

Hovhannisyan’s testimony regarding material events was vague, lacked sufficient

detail, and, in several instances, was inconsistent with his declaration.  See Kohli v.

Gonzales, 473 F.3d 1061, 1071 (9th Cir. 2007) (finding discrepancies between

petitioner’s testimony and declaration substantially supported an adverse

credibility finding); Li v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d 959, 964 (9th Cir. 2004) (upholding

adverse credibility determination where at least one of the identified grounds is

supported by substantial evidence and goes to the heart of the asylum claim); 

Singh-Kaur v. INS, 183 F.3d 1147, 1152-53 (9th Cir. 1999) (upholding adverse

credibility finding based on petitioner’s demeanor and testimony that was

inconsistent, implausible, and lacking in specificity).  The adverse credibility

determination also is supported by Hovhannisyan’s failure to produce general

background evidence corroborating his claim.  See Sidhu v. INS, 220 F.3d 1085,

1092 (9th Cir.2000).
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Because Hovhannisyan failed to establish eligibility for asylum, he

necessarily has failed to meet the more stringent standard for withholding of

removal. See Movsisian v. Ashcroft, 395 F.3d 1095, 1097 (9th Cir. 2005).

Hovhannisyan also has failed to meet the standard for CAT relief.  See Farah v.

Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156-57 (9th Cir. 2003); Kamalthas v. INS, 251 F.3d

1279, 1284 (9th Cir. 2001).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


