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    * This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent
except as provided by 9th Cir. R. 36-3.

    ** The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision
without oral argument.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).

    *** The Honorable Thomas S. Zilly, Senior District Judge for the U.S.
District Court for the Western District of Washington, sitting by designation.



Jeetendra Sharma Singh, Meenakshi Sharma, and their two children petition

for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (BIA) decision affirming the

Immigration Judge’s (IJ) denial of their applications for asylum, withholding of

removal, and relief under the Convention Against Torture (CAT).  We deny the

petition.

Jeetendra Sharma Singh and his wife Meenakshi Sharma filed fraudulent

asylum applications in 1995.  They were granted asylum on the basis of those

applications.  When their fraud was discovered and their asylum terminated, they

filed new applications in 2006, requesting asylum, withholding of removal, and

CAT relief.

We agree with the IJ and the BIA that the 2006 asylum applications were

untimely because they were filed more than one year after petitioners arrived in the

United States.  8 U.S.C. § 1158(a)(2)(B).  Mr. Singh and Mrs. Sharma were in the

United States for over ten years before filing asylum applications in 2006.  The fact

that they had previously filed fraudulent asylum applications is not an

“extraordinary circumstance[]” that would require the BIA to extend this deadline. 

8 U.S.C. § 1158(a)(2)(D).

The REAL ID Act applies to this petition because it was filed after the

statute’s effective date of May 11, 2005.  Invoking the requirements of that statute,
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we hold that substantial evidence supports the IJ’s finding that the testimony of

Mr. Singh and Mrs. Sharma was not credible.  See Shrestha v. Holder, 590 F.3d

1034, 1039 (9th Cir. 2010).  The IJ correctly noted that Mr. Singh and

Mrs. Sharma have a “history of lying repeatedly to the United States Government.” 

The IJ then went on to identify the specific reasons that she found their testimony

in support of their asylum application not credible.  These included:

inconsistencies in their testimony, their limited knowledge of the political party of

which they were supposedly leaders, the discrepancies between their statements

about the injuries they sustained while incarcerated and the medical records related

to those incidents, and their attempt to submit fabricated documents at the asylum

hearing.  The petitioners cannot point to anything in the record that would compel

any reasonable adjudicator to conclude that the IJ’s credibility determination was

erroneous.  See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B).

In the absence of credible testimony, the petitioners’ claims fail.  See Farah

v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).1  

PETITION DENIED.

1 The petitioners do not challenge the IJ’s separate reasoning for denying
relief to the child applicants Jimmy Sharma and Reteeka Sharma.
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