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Esther Cruz Quiroz, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of
the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing her appeal from an
immigration judge’s decision denying her application for cancellation of removal.

We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence
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the agency’s factual findings, applying the standards governing adverse credibility
determinations created by the REAL ID Act. Shrestha v. Holder, 590 F.3d 1034,

1039-40 (9th Cir. 2010). We review de novo constitutional claims. Mohammed v.
Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791-92 (9th Cir. 2005). We deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s adverse credibility determination
based on numerous inconsistencies between Cruz Quiroz’s testimony, her
witnesses’ testimony, and her documentary evidence. See 8 U.S.C.

§ 1229a(c)(4)(B)-(C); Shrestha, 590 F.3d at 1039-45 (detailing REAL ID Act
adverse credibility standards). Cruz Quiroz’s explanations for the inconsistencies,
including her contentions regarding her husband’s mental illness, do not compel a
contrary conclusion. See Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1245 (9th Cir. 2000).

The record does not support Cruz Quiroz’s contentions that the BIA failed to
consider relevant evidence and arguments presented on appeal. See Najmabadi v.
Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 990 (9th Cir. 2010) (agency need not write an exegesis on
every contention); Fernandez v. Gonzales, 439 F.3d 592, 603 (9th Cir. 2006)
(petitioner did not overcome the presumption that the BIA did review the record).

We reject Cruz Quiroz’s contention that she was denied a fair hearing, see
Colmenar v. INS, 210 F.3d 967, 971 (9th Cir. 2000) (due process claims require

showing that proceedings were “so fundamentally unfair that the alien was
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prevented from reasonably presenting his case” (internal quotation marks and
citation omitted)), or denied a substantive due process right, see Lim v. Holder, 710
F.3d 1074, 1076 (9th Cir. 2013) (““Cancellation of removal is a form of
discretionary relief which does not give rise to a substantive interest protected by
the Due Process Clause.” (internal quotation marks and citation omitted)).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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