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Mustapha Kamara petitions for review of the Board of Immigration

Appeals’ decision affirming the IJ’s denial of his applications for asylum,

withholding of removal, and CAT relief.  We review the IJ’s adverse credibility

finding and determinations of eligibility for asylum and CAT relief for substantial
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evidence.  See Mousa v. Mukasey, 530 F.3d 1025, 1027 (9th Cir. 2008); Sowe v.

Mukasey, 538 F.3d 1281, 1285.  We dismiss the petition in part and deny it in part.

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s adverse credibility determination. 

Kamara’s inconsistencies regarding the dates and length of his forced recruitment

were not trivial and went to the heart of his claim because they concerned the very

event upon which he predicated his claim for asylum.  See Don v. Gonzales, 476

F.3d 738, 741-42 (9th Cir. 2007).

Substantial evidence also supports the IJ’s alternate conclusion that Kamara

had failed to establish that his abduction by the RUF, even accepting that it

occurred, was on account of a protected ground.  He failed to provide any evidence

that whatever happened to him was on account of a political opinion imputed to

him; likewise, there is no evidence that he would be persecuted by the government

on account of an imputed political opinion if he were to return to Sierra Leone. 

See Sangha v. INS, 103 F.3d 1482, 1488-90 (9th Cir. 1997).

Similarly, substantial evidence supports the IJ’s determination that Kamara

is not entitled to CAT relief.

We lack jurisdiction over Kamara’s arguments concerning voluntary

departure because he failed to request voluntary departure before the IJ and the

BIA.  See Garcia v. Ashcroft, 368 F.3d 1157, 1159 (9th Cir. 2004); Zara v.
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Ashcroft, 383 F.3d 927, 931 (9th Cir. 2004).  Accordingly, we dismiss Kamara’s

voluntary departure claim.

PETITION DENIED IN PART AND DISMISSED IN PART.


