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Shuying Liang, 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”) denial of asylum, withholding of removal, and protection under the 

Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We review for substantial evidence the 
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agency’s factual findings, applying the standards governing adverse credibility 

determinations created by the REAL ID Act.  Shrestha v. Holder, 590 F.3d 1034, 

1039-40 (9th Cir. 2010).  As the parties are familiar with the facts, we do not 

recount them here.  We deny the petition. 

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination 

based on inconsistencies between Liang’s testimony and the household registries, 

and Liang’s inconsistent testimony as to whether she was under residential 

surveillance following her release from detention.  See id. at 1048 (holding that the 

adverse credibility finding was reasonable under the totality of the circumstances).  

Liang’s explanations for the inconsistencies do not compel a contrary result.  See 

Zamanov v. Holder, 649 F.3d 969, 974 (9th Cir. 2011).  Contrary to Liang’s 

contention, the agency was entitled to discount the abortion certificate she 

submitted because the document was issued sixteen years after her alleged forced 

abortion and was obtained through suspect means.  See Lin v. Gonzales, 434 F.3d 

1158, 1162 (9th Cir. 2006) (noting that the agency may discount the probative 

value of documents if the record “include[s] some evidence undermining their 

reliability, such that a reviewing court can objectively verify whether the IJ has a 

legitimate basis to distrust the documents” (citation and internal quotation marks 

omitted)).   
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In the absence of credible testimony, Liang’s asylum and withholding of 

removal claims fail.  See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003). 

Finally, Liang’s CAT claim also fails because it rests on the same evidence 

the agency found not credible, and Liang points to no other evidence in the record 

that compels the conclusion that it is more likely than not she would be tortured by, 

or with the consent or acquiescence of, a public official in China.  See id. at 1156-

57. 

PETITION DENIED. 


