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Zhizhong Zheng and Zhongqing Peng, natives of China and citizens of
Nauru, and their daughter, native of Thailand and citizen of Nauru, petition for
review of the decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order

affirming an immigration judge’s decision denying their application for asylum
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and withholding of removal. 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 deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination
based on the omission from petitioners’ asylum application and asylum officer
interview of the significant instance of harm they testified they suffered in Nauru,
see Alvarez-Santoz v. INS, 332 F.3d 1245, 1254 (9th Cir. 2003) (omission of a
“dramatic, pivotal” event from asylum application supported agency’s adverse
credibility determination); see also Li, 378 F.3d at 962-63, and the agency
reasonably rejected petitioners’ explanations for the omission, see Rivera v.
Mukasey, 508 F.3d 1271, 1275 (9th Cir. 2007). We reject petitioners’ contention
that the agency improperly relied on the credible fear interview, particularly
because the asylum officer testified at the hearing. See Li, 378 F.3d at 963.

In the absence of credible testimony, petitioners’ asylum and withholding of
removal claims fail. See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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