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Sukhvinder Singh and his family, natives and citizens of India, petition pro
se for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order affirming
without opinion an immigration judge’s (“1J””) decision denying their application

for asylum and denying Singh’s applications for withholding of removal and
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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
under the REAL ID Act. Shrestha v. Holder, 590 F.3d 1034, 1039—40 (9th Cir.
2010). We deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination
based on (1) internal inconsistencies in Singh’s testimony; (2) inconsistencies
between Singh’s testimony, his answers on his asylum application, and his written
declaration; (3) inconsistencies between Singh’s testimony and other documentary
evidence, including the declarations of Singh’s father, wife, and neighbor; and (4)
the 1J’s observations regarding Singh’s demeanor at the hearing. See Barseghyan
v. Garland, 39 F.4th 1138, 1142-43 (9th Cir. 2022) (IJ may “consider factors such
as demeanor, candor, responsiveness, plausibility, inconsistencies, inaccuracies,
and falsehoods to form the basis of an adverse credibility determination”);
Shrestha, 590 F.3d at 1048 (adverse credibility finding reasonable under the
totality of the circumstances). Petitioners’ explanations do not compel a contrary
conclusion. See Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1245 (9th Cir. 2000).

Substantial evidence also supports the agency’s finding that Singh’s
documentary evidence did not independently establish eligibility for relief. See

Rodriguez-Ramirez v. Garland, 11 F.4th 1091, 1094 (9th Cir. 2021) (absent
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credible testimony, petitioner failed to establish eligibility for relief). Singh’s
claims, therefore, fail. See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003);
see also Shrestha, 590 F.3d at 1048-49 (denial of CAT claim that rested on
evidence found not credible upheld, where petitioner did not point to any other
evidence in the record that compelled the conclusion he was more likely than not
to be tortured).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.

3 24-3801



