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Petitioner Jingna Wang seeks review of the decision of the Board of
Immigration Appeals (Board), which affirmed the Immigration Judge’s (IJ) denial
of her applications for asylum and withholding of removal on adverse credibility

grounds. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252 to review final orders of
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removal. “We review factual findings, including adverse credibility
determinations, for substantial evidence.” Garcia v. Holder, 749 F.3d 785, 789
(9th Cir. 2014). “Factual findings are conclusive unless any reasonable adjudicator
would be compelled to conclude to the contrary.” Id. (quotation marks omitted)
(quoting 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B)). “[A] trier of fact may base an adverse
credibility determination on the ‘totality of the circumstances,’ including, for
example, the applicant’s responsiveness, consistency between written and oral
statements, the internal consistency of those statements, and any inaccuracies or
falsehoods without regard to whether an inconsistency, inaccuracy, or falsehood
goes to the heart of the applicant’s claim, or any other relevant factor.” /Id.
(citations and quotation marks omitted). “When the BIA conducts its own review
of the evidence and law rather than adopting the 1J’s decision, our review is limited
to the BIA’s decision, except to the extent that the [J’s opinion is expressly
adopted.” Shrestha v. Holder, 590 F.3d 1034, 1039 (9th Cir. 2010) (quotation
marks omitted).

In upholding the adverse credibility determination, the Board relied on two
of the 1J’s findings. First, the Board cited the 1J’s finding that Wang’s timeline of
events was implausible. Wang testified that she wanted to leave China following a

forced abortion, but she only did so six years later, after traveling to Southeast Asia



and suffering a second forced abortion. The 1J found that there was no urgency in
Wang’s applying for a visa to the United States and concluded that her timeline
and testimony about a second abortion were not plausible. Second, the Board cited
the multiple inconsistencies between Wang’s testimony and her and her husband’s
household registers that she had proffered as documentary evidence. Wang
testified that she married her second husband in September 2012. However, her
household register issued in October 2012 did not indicate that she was married,
and her husband’s household register issued in August 2012 indicated that he was
already married.

The Board also agreed with the 1J’s decision to accord Wang’s corroborating
evidence limited weight and determined that the documents did not rehabilitate her
testimony or independently satisfy her burden of proof. In addition to the issues
with the proffered household registers, the 1J identified multiple issues with
Wang’s documentary evidence, including numerous discrepancies between two
versions of Wang’s medical records and the timing of when her son’s birth
certificate and a one-child certificate were issued.

Accordingly, the record does not compel the conclusion that the adverse
credibility determination was erroneous or that Wang’s corroborating evidence

independently satisfies her burden of proof. The petition for review is DENIED.



