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PER CURI AM *

Juana Medi na Hornburg appeal s the denial of her application
for cancellation of renoval pursuant to 8 U S.C. 8§ 1229b. The
immgration judge (1J) determ ned that Hornburg had not made the
requi site showing that her United States citizen daughter woul d
suffer “exceptional and extrenely unusual hardship.” See
8§ 1229b(b) (1) (D). A single nenber of the Board of Inmm gration

Appeals (BIA) affirnmed the IJ’'s opinion, thereby making the 1J’'s

decision the final agency determnation. See 8 CF. R § 1003.1

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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(e)(4).
Where the BIA affirnms the 1J decision without opinion, this

court reviews the 1J' s deci sion. See Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324

F.3d 830, 831-32 (5th Gr. 2003). To the extent that Hornburg
chal l enges the 1J's discretionary determ nation that she had not
made the requisite show ng under § 1229b(b)(1)(D), this court is
W thout jurisdiction to hear her petition. 8 U S C

§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(i), (ii); Rueda v. Ashcroft, 380 F.3d 831, 831

(5th Gir. 2004).

Hor nburg al so chall enges the BIA's application of its
summary affirmance procedures to her case, arguing that the
procedure viol ated her due process rights and that her appeal did
not satisfy the requirenents for enploying that procedure
enunerated in 8§ 1003.1(e)(4), (e)(6). This court has previously
held the BIA's summary affirnmance procedures constitutional.

Soad] ede, 324 F.3d at 832-33. The |1J's decision nmet the criteria
for summary affirmance pursuant to 8 1003.1(e).
Accordingly, the petitionis DISMSSED in part for |ack of

jurisdiction and DENIED in part.



