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Before: GOODWIN, WALLACE, and W. FLETCHER, Circuit Judges.  

Jiyong Zheng, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the

Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an immigration

judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his application for asylum and withholding of

removal.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  “This court reviews factual
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determinations, including credibility determinations, for substantial evidence.” 

Morgan v. Mukasey, 529 F.3d 1202, 1206 (9th Cir. 2008).  We deny the petition

for review.

There were discrepancies between Zheng’s asylum application and his

testimony concerning the circumstances of his mother’s death.  See Li v. Ashcroft,

378 F.3d 959, 964 (9th Cir. 2004).  There were further discrepancies between

Zheng’s asylum application, his testimony, and his father’s asylum application

concerning his father’s imprisonment and his mother’s death following their

participation in a political demonstration.  See Pal v. INS, 204 F.3d 935, 938 (9th

Cir. 2000).  Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s adverse credibility determination

because these discrepancies go to the heart of Zheng’s claim, and the IJ reasonably

found Zheng’s explanations for the discrepancies unconvincing.  See Rivera v.

Mukasey, 508 F.3d 1271, 1275 (9th Cir. 2007).  Accordingly, in the absence of

credible testimony, Zheng’s claims for asylum and withholding of removal fail. 

See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156–57 (9th Cir. 2003).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


