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Gang Li, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the Board of

Immigration Appeals’ decision dismissing his appeal from the Immigration Judge’s
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order denying asylum, withholding of removal, and relief under the Convention

Against Torture.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a), and we deny

the petition.1

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s adverse credibility determination.  Ren

v. Holder, 648 F.3d 1079, 1085 (9th Cir. 2011).  The IJ found that Li’s credibility

was undermined because he omitted key details in his initial declaration that he later

included in his oral testimony.  See Silva-Pereira v. Lynch, 827 F.3d 1176, 1185

(9th Cir. 2016).  Central to the IJ’s credibility finding, which the BIA affirmed, was

that Li’s testimony also added new allegations that “substantially change[d] the

nature of his claim.”  See id.  His declaration stated that a family planning

committee official requested that his wife have an IUD placed, but he then testified

that they were offered the choice between sterilization or an IUD and that the police

later threatened him with sterilization if he had a second child.  Additionally, Li’s

testimony enhanced the details of his release from detention.  His declaration stated

only that he “was released,” but he testified that his uncle used communist party

connections and bribery to secure his release.  He further testified that his release

was conditioned on his reporting to the police monthly, performing cleaning chores,

1  Because the parties are familiar with the facts, we recite only those facts
necessary to decide the petition.
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and promising not to have a second child; and that he was later fired after his

employer received phone calls from the police informing them of his “conflict.”  Li

omitted all of these details from his declaration.  The BIA agreed with the IJ that

Li’s explanations for excluding these “core” allegations—namely, his worry about

making the declaration “too long,” his failure to realize the importance of these

details, and his decision to include only “the things which [he] thought [were]

true”—were unsatisfactory.  See Rizk v. Holder, 629 F.3d 1083, 1088 (9th Cir.

2011) (“Major inconsistencies on issues material to the alien’s claim of persecution

constitute substantial evidence supporting an adverse credibility determination.”). 

Here, Li failed to show that the record compelled a contrary conclusion.  See id. at

1087–88.

In light of the agency’s adverse credibility determination, Li failed to meet

his burden of establishing eligibility for asylum, withholding of removal, and

protection under CAT.  See Shrestha v. Holder, 590 F.3d 1034, 1048–49 (9th Cir.

2010).

PETITION DENIED.
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