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Ying Li petitions for review of an order of the Board of Immigration

Appeals (“BIA”). Li claims that she fled to the United States from China because
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Chinese family-planning officials forced her to have an abortion and threatened to
have her sterilized if she did not have an intrauterine device inserted. Li conceded
that she 1s removable because she came to the United States without a visa or other
valid entry documents. She requested asylum, withholding of removal, and relief
under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”). The immigration judge (“1J”)
found Li not credible, denied her relief, and ordered her removed to China. The
BIA dismissed Li’s appeal. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(1), and
we deny Li’s petition for review.

1. Substantial evidence supports the 1J’s adverse credibility finding. Li gave
clearly conflicting and evasive testimony about Shan Bin Li’s presence in the
United States, and Shan Bin Li—the putative father and, later, Li’s husband—was
the only witness to many of the events that are central to Li’s asylum claim.
Moreover, Li did not call Shan Bin Li as a corroborating witness or proffer
corroborating medical records even though she easily could have. See Singh v.
Holder, 638 F.3d 1264, 1271-73 (9th Cir. 2011); Singh v. Gonzales, 491 F.3d
1019, 1023-27 (9th Cir. 2007); Sidhu v. INS, 220 F.3d 1085, 1090-92 (9th Cir.
2000).

2. The evidence in the record other than Li’s discredited testimony does not

“support a finding that ‘any reasonable adjudicator would be compelled to



conclude’ that Li 1s eligible for asylum. Jie Cui v. Holder, 712 F.3d 1332, 1336
(9th Cir. 2013) (quoting 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B)). Because Li’s claim for
withholding of removal is based on the same facts as her asylum claim, it too fails.
See id. at 1338 n.3.

3. Li failed to exhaust her claim for relief under the CAT by not presenting
that claim in her brief to the BIA. See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 67778
(9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



