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Juan Ai, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the Board of 

Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing her appeal from an immigration judge’s 

(“IJ”) decision denying her application for asylum, withholding of removal, and 

protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have jurisdiction 
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under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial evidence the agency’s factual 

findings, applying the standards governing adverse credibility determinations 

created by the REAL ID Act.  Lai v. Holder, 773 F.3d 966, 970 (9th Cir. 2014).  

We grant the petition for review and remand. 

  Substantial evidence does not support the agency’s adverse credibility 

determination based on the finding that Ai offered implausible testimony as to the 

circumstances surrounding her visit to the doctor in May 2001.  See Ren v. 

Holder, 648 F.3d 1079, 1086-89 (9th Cir. 2011) (agency mischaracterized the 

testimony).  Substantial evidence also does not support the agency’s determination 

based on Ai’s failure to have her contraceptive device removed in the United 

States.  See id. at 1087-88 (agency’s findings were speculative).  Further, 

substantial evidence does not support the agency’s determination based on the 

purported inconsistency between Ai’s testimony and her medical document as to 

the forced nature of her abortion.  See Rizk v. Holder, 629 F.3d 1083, 1088 (9th 

Cir. 2011) (“If [petitioner] offers a ‘reasonable and plausible explanation’ for the 

apparent discrepancy, the IJ must provide a specific and cogent reason for rejecting 

it.”).  

Thus, we grant the petition for review, deem Ai credible, and remand Ai’s 



   3 14-72165  

asylum, withholding of removal, and CAT claims to the agency for further 

proceedings consistent with this disposition.  See INS v. Ventura, 537 U.S. 12, 16-

18 (2002) (per curiam). 

  PETITION FOR REVIEW GRANTED; REMANDED. 


