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Bonifacio Rabanales Alvarez, a native and citizen of Guatemala, petitions
for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order summarily
affirming the immigration judge’s (“I1J”") decision denying his application for

cancellation of removal. Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We
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review de novo due process claims, Ram v. INS, 243 F.3d 510, 516 (9th Cir. 2001),
and we deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for review.

Rabanales Alvarez’s contention that the BIA violated due process by
streamlining his case is foreclosed by Falcon Carriche v. Ashcroft, 350 F.3d 845,
848 (9th Cir. 2003) (BIA’s summary affirmance procedure does not violate due
process).

We lack jurisdiction to review the agency’s denial of cancellation of removal
on hardship grounds. See Martinez-Rosas v. Gonzales, 424 F.3d 926, 930 (9th Cir.
2005).

Rabanalez Alvarez’s contention that the agency violated his due process
rights by failing to consider all the elements of his hardship claim is not supported
by the record and does not amount to a colorable constitutional claim. See
Mendez-Castro v. Mukasey, 552 F.3d 975, 980 (9th Cir. 2009).

We lack jurisdiction to review the BIA’s February 9, 2006, order dismissing
Rabanales Alvarez’s appeal from the [J’s decision denying asylum, withholding of
removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture, because this
petition for review is not timely as to that order. See Singh v. INS, 315 F.3d 1186,

1188 (9th Cir. 2003).
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Rabanales Alvarez’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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