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 Humberto Ramirez-Martinez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for 

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal 

from an immigration judge’s decision denying cancellation of removal. We have 

jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for substantial evidence the 
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agency’s factual findings, and review de novo questions of law. 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 inconsistencies in Ramirez-Martinez’s testimony. See Shrestha v. Holder, 

590 F.3d 1034, 1048 (9th Cir. 2010) (adverse credibility determination supported 

under the totality of circumstances). 

We reject Ramirez-Martinez’s contention that the agency erred in not 

considering his wife’s pregnancy and the subsequent birth of his fourth child in its 

hardship determination, where he failed to sufficiently raise those issues before the 

agency. See Segura v. Holder, 605 F.3d 1063, 1066 (9th Cir. 2010) (broad 

statements in the notice of appeal and brief were insufficient to put the BIA on 

notice of petitioner’s claim). 

We also reject Ramirez-Martinez’s contention that the BIA was required to 

address the issue of continuous physical presence, where the agency’s hardship 

determination was independently dispositive. See Camacho-Cruz v. Holder, 621 

F.3d 941, 942 (9th Cir. 2010) (failure to satisfy any one of the statutory 

requirements is fatal to a cancellation application). For the same reason, we need 

not reach his contentions regarding evidence of physical presence. 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


