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Before: ALARCÓN, LEAVY, and GRABER, Circuit Judges.

Wenping Zhu, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the

Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an

immigration judge’s decision denying his application for asylum and withholding

of removal.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for
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substantial evidence factual findings.  Tekle v. Mukasey, 533 F.3d 1044, 1051 (9th

Cir. 2008).  We deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the BIA’s adverse credibility determination

because the inconsistencies regarding the timing and length of Zhu’s detention go

to the heart of his claim.  See Kaur v. Gonzales, 418 F.3d 1061, 1067 (9th Cir.

2005) (concluding the discrepancies were significant because they involved one of

the few interactions between the petitioner and the police).  In the absence of

credible evidence, Zhu has failed to show eligibility for asylum or withholding. 

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

Zhu does not challenge the BIA’s denial of his CAT claim.  See Martinez-

Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259-60 (9th Cir. 1996) (issues not specifically

argued are deemed waived).

We lack jurisdiction to consider Zhu’s claim that the IJ demonstrated bias

because this issue was not exhausted before the BIA.  See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358

F.3d 674, 677-78 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


