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Shu Mei Hu, a native and citizen of China, petitions pro se for review of the
Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing her appeal from an immigration

judge’s (“1J°) decision denying her application for asylum, withholding of
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removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).!

We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial
evidence the 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). We deny the petition for review.

1. To overturn an adverse credibility determination, we must conclude
that the evidence compels a contrary conclusion. Lianhua Jiang v. Holder, 754
F.3d 733, 739 (9th Cir. 2014). The agency was not required to credit Hu’s
explanations for the inconsistencies in her testimony or her inability to provide
evidence corroborating her claim that she was forced to undergo an abortion. See
Zamanov v. Holder, 649 F.3d 969, 974 (9th Cir. 2011) (“[T]he record does not
compel the finding that the 1J°s unwillingness to believe this explanation . . . was
erroneous.”); Shrestha, 590 F.3d at 104748 (“[W]e reverse an agency’s
determination concerning the availability of corroborative evidence only if a
reasonable trier of fact would be compelled to conclude that such corroborating
evidence is unavailable.”).

2. Substantial evidence supports the agency’s conclusion that Hu failed
to establish persecution on account of her religion. See Gu v. Gonzales, 454 F.3d

1014, 1020 (9th Cir. 2006) (concluding that a brief detention, an interrogation, and

Hu does not challenge the agency’s denial of CAT protection.
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a beating that did not require medical treatment did not compel the conclusion that
the petitioner had suffered past persecution or had a well-founded fear of future
persecution). Thus, Hu’s asylum and withholding of removal claims fail.

The temporary stay of removal remains in place until issuance of the

mandate.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



