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Petitioner Gui Lin, a native and citizen of China, petitions pro se for
review of a decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) dismissing
his appeal from the immigration judge’s order denying his applications for
asylum, withholding of removal, and protection under the Convention Against
Torture (“CAT”). “We review factual findings, including adverse credibility

determinations, for substantial evidence.” Iman v. Barr, 972 F.3d 1058, 1064
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(9th Cir. 2020). As the parties are familiar with the facts, we do not recount
them here. We deny the petition.

1. Substantial evidence supports the agency’s adverse credibility
determination. This case is governed by the REAL ID Act, which dictates that
“an adverse credibility determination must be made after considering the totality
of circumstances, and all relevant factors.” Shrestha v. Holder, 590 F.3d 1034,
1040 (9th Cir. 2010) (citation and internal quotation marks omitted). Relevant
factors include any “falsehoods” and “the consistency between . . . written and
oral statements.” 8 U.S.C. § 1158(b)(1)(B)(ii1).

To determine that Lin was not credible, the agency relied on (1) Lin’s
admission that he presented false employment and marriage information to U.S.
officials in hopes of obtaining a visa; (2) an inconsistency between Lin’s
credible fear interview, written application materials, and merits hearing
testimony regarding the date of his arrest by Chinese police; and (3) an
inconsistency between Lin’s testimony and his sister’s testimony regarding
whether he had previously spoken to her about his asylum claim.

2. In the absence of credible testimony, Lin failed to establish his
eligibility for asylum or withholding of removal. See Rodriguez-Ramirez, 11
F.4th 1091, 1094 (9th Cir. 2021) (per curiam). Contrary to Lin’s contention, his
documentary evidence, such as the arrest certificate and fine receipt, is
insufficient to independently establish his claims.

3. Substantial evidence also supports the agency’s denial of CAT
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protection. The record does not compel the conclusion that Lin established that,
independent of his non-credible testimony, he would more likely than not be
tortured by or with the acquiescence of a public official if removed to China,
even considering country conditions. See Shrestha, 590 F.3d at 1048-49
(“[W]hen the petitioner’s ‘testimony [is] found not credible, to reverse the
BIA’s decision [denying CAT protection,] we would have to find that the
reports alone compelled the conclusion that [the petitioner] is more likely than

299

not to be tortured.”” (citation omitted)).
The stay of removal remains in place until the mandate issues.

PETITION DENIED.
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