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 Xin Yu is a native and citizen of the People’s Republic of China. He 

petitions for review of a decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) 
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dismissing an appeal from an order by an Immigration Judge (“IJ”) (collectively, 

the “Agency”) denying his application for asylum on the basis that Yu’s testimony 

in support of his application was not credible.1 We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. 

§ 1252, and we deny the petition. 

Where, as here, the BIA incorporates findings of the IJ and adds its own 

reasoning, we review both decisions. Bhattarai v. Lynch, 835 F.3d 1037, 1042 (9th 

Cir. 2016). We review the Agency’s credibility determination for substantial 

evidence. See Barseghyan v. Garland, 39 F.4th 1138, 1142 (9th Cir. 2022). 

Substantial evidence supports the Agency’s adverse credibility 

determination, including its conclusion that Yu provided inconsistent testimony 

about where he was arrested, the harm that he experienced while detained, the date 

of his release, and the name of the police station where he was detained. Even 

assuming that Yu’s explanations for the inconsistencies are “plausible,” the 

Agency was under no obligation to accept the proffered explanations. See Dong v. 

Garland, 50 F.4th 1291, 1300–01 (9th Cir. 2022) (“[P]lausible explanations do not 

always compel credence.”). And the Agency noted various inconsistencies in its 

decision that Yu failed to address. Cf. Barseghyan, 39 F.4th at 1143 (“[I]f the 

 
1 The Agency also denied Yu’s applications for withholding of removal and 

protection under the Convention Against Torture, but Yu did not challenge the 

denial of those applications to the BIA or in this petition. He has therefore forfeited 

those claims. See Hernandez v. Garland, 47 F.4th 908, 916 (9th Cir. 2022). 
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noncitizen does not provide a plausible explanation, or if the IJ reasonably rejects 

the proffered explanation, the IJ may rely on that inconsistency to make an adverse 

credibility determination.”). Substantial evidence therefore supports the Agency’s 

adverse credibility determination. Cf. Li v. Garland, 13 F.4th 954, 959 (9th Cir. 

2021) (“In the end, petitioners carry a substantial burden to convince us to overturn 

a Board decision denying relief on credibility grounds, particularly when the Board 

has adopted multiple bases for its adverse credibility determination.”). 

 PETITION DENIED.2 

 
2 The temporary stay of removal remains in place until the mandate issues. 


