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Xiaofeng Zhao, a native and citizen of the People’s Republic of China, seeks

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an
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immigration judge’s decision denying his application for asylum, withholding of
removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture. We have
jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(1), and we review the Board’s determination
for substantial evidence. Under that standard, factual findings, including adverse
credibility findings, are “conclusive unless any reasonable adjudicator would be
compelled to conclude to the contrary.” 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B); see Shrestha v.
Holder, 590 F.3d 1034, 1039 (9th Cir. 2010).

The Board gave several reasons for affirming the 1J’s finding that Zhao’s
testimony was not credible. For example, the Board concluded that Zhao’s
testimony about the date of his hospital visit after he was released from detention
for his participation in a Christian church conflicted with the hospital record that he
provided. In response, Zhao suggested “maybe the hospital put the wrong date.”
The Board reasonably upheld the 1J’s rejection of that explanation, and the record
does not compel us to conclude to the contrary.

Similarly, the Board determined that Zhao’s testimony, in conjunction with
his documentary submissions in support of his asylum application, created an
inconsistent timeline about a fine imposed for violating a family planning policy.
When given an opportunity to explain the conflicting documents, Zhao stated, “I’'m
not sure. This was given by hospital. I didn’t look at it.” The Board identified no

clear error in the 1J’s decision that Zhao’s explanation was not persuasive, and



again, the record does not compel a contrary conclusion.
The adverse credibility finding provided a sufficient basis for the rejection of
all of Zhao’s claims. See Garcia v. Holder, 749 F.3d 785, 791 (9th Cir. 2014).

PETITION DENIED.



