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 Anna Khachatryan and her children, as derivative beneficiaries, petition for 

review of a decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) affirming the 
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order of an Immigration Judge (“IJ”) denying their application for asylum, 

withholding of removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture 

(“CAT”).  We deny the petition. 

1.  Substantial evidence supported the BIA’s conclusion that the IJ did not 

clearly err in making an adverse credibility determination.  See Yali Wang v. 

Sessions, 861 F.3d 1003, 1007 (9th Cir. 2017).  The IJ correctly observed that 

Khachatryan’s testimony in the removal hearing that she “never intended to use a 

false visa” directly contradicted her colloquy in connection with her guilty plea to 

possession of a false identification document used to enter this country, and that 

Khachatryan therefore made a deliberate choice in one of the proceedings not to be 

truthful under oath.  Except in circumstances not relevant here, deliberate deception 

“always counts as substantial evidence supporting an adverse credibility finding.”  

Singh v. Holder, 643 F.3d 1178, 1181 (9th Cir. 2011); see also Rojas Alvarado v. 

Barr, 830 F. App’x 246, 247 (9th Cir. 2020).   

 2.  In the absence of her rejected testimony, Khachatryan did not satisfy 

her burden to show a reasonable possibility of persecution or a likelihood of torture 

if removed to Armenia.  See Rizk v. Holder, 629 F.3d 1083, 1091 (9th Cir. 2011); 

Almaghzar v. Gonzales, 457 F.3d 915, 922–23 (9th Cir. 2006).   

PETITION DENIED.  


