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MEMORANDUM  
*

On Petitions for Review of Orders of the

Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted December 17, 2008**  

Before: GOODWIN, RYMER, and TROTT, Circuit Judges.

In these consolidated petitions, Juventino Reyes-Silva and Guadalupe 

Reyes-Corona, husband and wife and natives and citizens of Mexico, seek review 
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of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing their appeal from 

an immigration judge’s decision denying their applications for cancellation 

of removal, and the BIA’s order denying their motion to reopen.  We dismiss the 

petitions for review.

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

petitioners 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).  Petitioners’ contention that the agency violated their due process rights by 

disregarding certain hardship evidence is not supported by the record and therefore 

does not amount to a colorable constitutional claim.  Id.  

The evidence petitioners presented with their motion to reopen concerned 

the same basic hardship grounds previously considered by the agency.  See 

Fernandez v. Gonzales, 439 F.3d 592, 602-03 (9th Cir. 2006).  We therefore 

lack jurisdiction to review the BIA’s discretionary determination that the evidence 

was insufficient to establish a prima facie case of hardship for purposes of 

cancellation of removal.  Id. at 601. 

 PETITIONS FOR REVIEW DISMISSED.


