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Submitted:  October 25, 2016 Decided:  November 3, 2016 

 
 
Before AGEE, WYNN, and HARRIS, Circuit Judges. 

 
 
Petition dismissed by unpublished per curiam opinion. 
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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. 
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PER CURIAM: 

 Alfredo Herrera-Reyes, a native and citizen of Mexico, 

petitions for review of an order of the Board of Immigration 

Appeals dismissing his appeal of the Immigration Judge’s denial 

of his application for cancellation of removal.  Herrera-Reyes 

challenges the Board’s finding that he failed to establish 

exceptional and extremely unusual hardship to his United States 

citizen son so as to qualify for relief.  Because we lack 

jurisdiction to review this finding and Herrera-Reyes has not 

raised any constitutional claims or questions of law, we dismiss 

the petition for review for the reasons stated by the Board.  In 

re Herrera-Reyes (B.I.A. Feb. 3, 2016); see Sorcia v. Holder, 

643 F.3d 117, 124-25 (4th Cir. 2011) (finding no jurisdiction to 

review discretionary denial of cancellation of removal absent 

constitutional claim or question of law).  We dispense with oral 

argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately 

presented in the materials before this court and argument would 

not aid the decisional process. 

PETITION DISMISSED 
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