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Before: O’SCANNLAIN, LEAVY, and TALLMAN, Circuit Judges. 

Zubiar Uddin Khan, a native and citizen of Pakistan, petitions for review of

the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an

immigration judge’s decision denying his application for asylum, withholding of

removal, and relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have
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jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for substantial evidence, INS v.

Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 481 n.1 (1992), and deny the petition for review.  

Even if Khan timely filed his asylum application, substantial evidence

supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination based on the discrepancies

between Khan’s testimony and the letter from the Sanan Academy he submitted

regarding the date and other details central to his alleged attack by religious

fundamentalists, see Pal v. INS, 204 F.3d 935, 938 (9th Cir. 2000), and the agency

reasonably found Khan’s explanations for the inconsistencies unconvincing, see

Rivera v. Mukasey, 508 F.3d 1271, 1275 (9th Cir. 2007).  Without credible

testimony, Khan’s asylum and withholding of removal claims fail.  See Farah v.

Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).  

Because Khan’s CAT claim is based on the same testimony found to be not

credible, and he points to no other evidence the agency should have considered,

substantial evidence also supports the denial of CAT relief.  See id. at 1156-57.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


