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Oscar Meza-Corrales, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of
an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) dismissing his appeal from
the decision of an immigration judge (“1J”) denying his application for cancellation

of removal. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. Reviewing de novo
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questions of law, Brezilien v. Holder, 569 F.3d 403, 411 (9th Cir. 2009), we deny
the petition for review.

The 1J applied the correct hardship standard to Meza-Corrales’s cancellation
application. See Mendez-Castro v. Mukasey, 552 F.3d 975, 980 (9th Cir. 2009)
(concluding that “the 1J applied the correct legal standard” in a case where “the 1J
expressly cited and applied [relevant case law] in rendering its decision, which is
all our review requires”).

The BIA did not engage in impermissible factfinding or violate Meza-
Corrales’s right to due process when it reviewed the 1J’s hardship determination,
because the BIA properly reviewed de novo the 1J’s application of the hardship
standard to the undisputed facts of the case. See Brezilien, 569 F.3d at 412 n.3
(“The Board may review questions of law, discretion, and judgment on all other
issues in appeals from decisions of immigration judges de novo.” (citation
omitted)); see also Perez-Palafox v. Holder, 744 F.3d 1138, 1146 (9th Cir. 2014)
(concluding that the BIA did not engage in impermissible factfinding).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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