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Vahagn Abrahamyan and his daughter, Lilya Abrahamyan, natives and
citizens of Armenia, seek review of the decision of the Board of Immigration
Appeals (BIA) affirming the decision of the Immigration Judge (IJ) to deny
asylum, withholding of removal, and withholding of removal under the Convention
Against Torture (CAT). We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(1), and we
deny the petition for review.

The 1J based his adverse credibility determination on the implausibility of
Vahagn Abrahamyan’s testimony, which is a permissible basis for such a
determination, 8 U.S.C. § 1158(b)(1)(B)(ii1). Abrahamyan did not challenge the
1J’s implausibility findings in his appeal to the BIA, and the BIA did not review
that i1ssue on the merits. See Arsdi v. Holder, 659 F.3d 925, 930 (9th Cir. 2011)
(explaining that the BIA may decline to review issue not raised on appeal).
Because Abrahamyan failed to exhaust this issue, we lack jurisdiction to review it.
Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 678 (9th Cir. 2004). The 1J also based his
adverse credibility determination on Vahagn Abrahamyan’s demeanor, which is
not only a permissible basis for such a determination, but is entitled to “special

deference.” Ling Huang v. Holder, 744 F.3d 1149, 1154 (9th Cir. 2014) (quoting



Singh-Kaur v. INS, 183 F.3d 1147, 1151 (9th Cir.1999)).! Accordingly, the 1J’s
adverse credibility determination is supported by substantial evidence. See Rizk v.
Holder, 629 F.3d 1083, 1088 (9th Cir. 2011).

Abrahamyan argues, for the first time on appeal, that the 1J erred in failing to
afford Abrahamyan an opportunity to corroborate his testimony. This issue was
not exhausted before the BIA, and we lack jurisdiction to address it. Barron, 358
F.3d at 678.

On appeal, Abrahamyan fails to identify any evidence in the record, other
than his own non-credible testimony, that establishes that he is entitled to relief.
Therefore, this argument is waived. Rizk, 629 F.3d at 1091 n.3.

PETITION DENIED.

" Abrahamyan also failed to exhaust his argument that the 1J erred in
considering Abrahamyan’s demeanor during other witnesses’ testimony.
Therefore, we lack jurisdiction to review it in the first instance. Barron, 358 F.3d
at 678.



