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Before:  BEEZER, TALLMAN, and CALLAHAN, Circuit Judges.

Carlos Gustavo Claros Rodriguez, a native and citizen of El Salvador,

petitions for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order

dismissing his appeal from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his

applications for special rule cancellation of removal under the Nicaraguan
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Adjustment and Central American Relief Act (“NACARA”), and for non-lawful

permanent resident cancellation of removal.  Our jurisdiction is governed by 8

U.S.C. § 1252.  We review de novo due process claims.  Vasquez-Zavala v.

Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 1105, 1107 (9th Cir. 2003).  We dismiss in part and deny in part

the petition for review.

We lack jurisdiction to review the agency’s determination that Claros

Rodriguez did not establish eligibility for NACARA relief, as that finding is based

on disputed facts.  See Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility

Act of 1996, § 309(c)(5)(C)(ii); cf. Barrios v. Holder, 581 F.3d 849, 857 (9th Cir.

2009).

We also lack jurisdiction to review the agency’s determination that Claros

Rodriguez failed to show exceptional and extremely unusual hardship to a

qualifying relative.  See Martinez-Rosas v. Gonzales, 424 F.3d 926, 930 (9th Cir.

2005).

Claros Rodriguez’s contentions that the IJ disregarded his evidence of

hardship and did not consider the evidence in the aggregate are not supported by

the record and do not amount to colorable constitutional claims.  See

Martinez-Rosas, 424 F.3d at 930.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED in part; DENIED in part.


