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 Xiao Zheng, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of a decision 

of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) affirming the order of an Immigration 
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Judge (“IJ”) denying his application for asylum and withholding of removal.  We 

deny the petition.1 

Substantial evidence supported the IJ’s adverse credibility determination, 

which the BIA affirmed.  See Yali Wang v. Sessions, 861 F.3d 1003, 1007 (9th Cir. 

2017).  The IJ properly relied on Zheng’s inconsistent testimony about his reasons 

for seeking work in Beijing, the omission from his declaration about the fear of 

forced sterilization that Zheng included in his testimony, Zheng’s implausible 

testimony about his wife’s ability to obtain official documents while in hiding, and 

Zheng’s evasive testimony about his residence in Las Vegas.  See Shrestha v. 

Holder, 590 F.3d 1034, 1048 (9th Cir. 2010); see also Lalayan v. Garland, 4 F.4th 

822, 836–37 (9th Cir. 2021) (an “IJ’s implausibility finding will ultimately hinge on 

the application of a reasonable evaluation of the testimony and evidence based on 

common sense.”).  In the absence of Zheng’s rejected testimony, the evidence does 

not establish eligibility for relief.  See Shrestha, 590 F.3d at 1048; Ramirez-Munoz 

v. Lynch, 816 F.3d 1226, 1230 (9th Cir. 2016).  

PETITION DENIED. 

 
1   The BIA treated Zheng’s claim for relief under the Convention Against 

Torture as “waived on appeal,” and Zheng does not argue otherwise in his petition 

for review.   


