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Bahadur Singh, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of the
Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an
immigration judge’s (“1J”’) decision denying his application for asylum,

withholding of deportation, and protection under the Convention Against Torture
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(“CAT”). Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for
substantial evidence the agency’s adverse credibility determination, Tekle v.
Mukasey, 533 F.3d 1044, 1051 (9th Cir. 2008), and we deny in part and dismiss in
part the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination
because the inconsistencies and omissions with respect to the nature of the
mistreatment Singh allegedly suffered, the number of times he was arrested, and
whether Singh’s brother-in-law was killed in 1989 or abducted in 1994, go to the
heart of his claim of persecution. See Li v. Ashcroft, 378 F.3d 959, 962 (9th Cir.
2004). Accordingly, Singh’s asylum and withholding of deportation claims fail.
See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).

We lack jurisdiction to consider Singh’s contentions that (1) the 1J applied
an incorrect standard when she denied his CAT claim; (2) his due process rights
were violated because the merits hearing transcript was incomplete; and (3)
translation errors prejudiced his claim such that remand is necessary. See Barron
v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 677-78 (9th Cir. 2004) (arguments not raised before the
BIA are unexhausted).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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