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Before: B. FLETCHER, REINHARDT, and WARDLAW, Circuit Judges.

Maria Del Campo-Pineda, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ dismissing her appeal from an

immigration judge’s order denying her application for cancellation of removal.  We

have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review de novo questions of law,
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Aguilar Gonzales v. Mukasey, 534 F.3d 1204, 1208 (9th Cir. 2008), and we deny

the petition for review.

The agency properly determined that Del Campo-Pineda acquired her legal

permanent resident status through fraud or misrepresentation and was therefore

ineligible for cancellation of removal.  See Monet v. INS, 791 F.2d 752, 753 (9th

Cir. 1986); In re Koloamatangi, 23 I. & N. Dec. 548, 551 (BIA 2003).  Del

Campo-Pineda fails to provide any authority that supports her contention that the

agency lacked jurisdiction to find that she acquired her legal permanent resident

status through fraud or misrepresentation where the district director had not served

her with a notice of intent to rescind.  Del Campo-Pineda’s due process claim

therefore fails.  See Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1246 (9th Cir. 2000) (requiring

error for a petitioner to prevail on a due process claim).  

Del Campo-Pineda’s contention that the agency erred by failing to weigh all

the equities is unpersuasive.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


