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Chunli Wu, a native and citizen of the People’s Republic of China, petitions
for review of the streamlined decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals, which
affirmed without opinion the decision of the Immigration Judge (1J) denying her
claims for asylum, withholding of removal, and protection under the Convention
Against Torture (CAT).! We deny the petition.

The denid of petitioner’ s asylum claim was based on an adverse credibility
determination, the key component of which was that petitioner had submitted a
counterfeit document in support of her claim. Based on the report of aU.S.
consular official, the 1J found that Wu'’ s certificates purporting to confirm that she
was made to undergo a forced abortion were “poor quality counterfeits.” Those
certificates, obvioudly, go to the heart of her claim. See Desta v. Ashcroft, 365
F.3d 741, 745 (9th Cir. 2004). Thus, we conclude that the |J' s rglection of Wu's
asylum claim on the basis of lack of credibility is supported by substantial

evidence. Id.

! Petitioner’ s husband, Xiagjian Ding, and her son, Dian Ding, aso
seek review of the same decision. Petitioner isthe principal asylum applicant and
the claims of her husband and son are derivative of her claim. See8 C.F.R. §
208.21. For convenience, we refer to all three as “ petitioner.”

2 The facts and prior proceedings are known to the parties and we do

not recite them here.



Wu also contends that she was deprived of due process at her removal
hearing because of the surprise introduction of the consular official’ s letter
attesting to the counterfeit nature of the abortion certificates. The |J granted Wu
and her counsel a one-hour recess to discuss the letter, but denied alonger
continuance. We conclude that it was neither an abuse of discretion nor a due
process violation to deny alonger continuance, primarily because there was no
showing of prgjudice. See Jacinto v. INS, 208 F.3d 725, 727028 (9th Cir. 2000).
The chief effect of the letter wasto cdl Wu' s testimony into question. However,
there were ampl e other grounds, in addition to the letter, which supported the 1J's
lack-of -credibility finding.® Moreover, Wu made no specific showing of what a
longer recess would have accomplished that would have made a difference to the
outcome of the proceeding.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.

3 We als0 reject Wu's hearsay objection. Formal rules of evidence do
not apply to removal proceedings, Jacinto, 208 F.3d at 727-28, and hearsay
documents are admissible, as long as they are probative and admitting the
document is “fundamentally fair.” Cunanan v. INS 856 F.2d 1373, 1374 (Sth Cir.
1988).



