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                     Petitioner,
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Before: KLEINFELD, TASHIMA, and M. SMITH, Circuit Judges.

Milovan Urosevic petitions for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’

order dismissing his appeal from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying

his application for cancellation of removal.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8

U.S.C. § 1252, to review the claim of due process violations, and do so de novo. 
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Colmenar v. INS, 210 F.3d 967, 971 (9th Cir. 2000).  We deny the petition for

review.  

Urosevic’s constitutional argument is that the IJ deprived him of due process

because the IJ did not give him a full and fair hearing and was biased against him. 

See Reyes–Melendez v. INS, 342 F.3d 1001, 1006 (9th Cir. 2003).  The record

does not reflect that the IJ was biased, and Urosevic fails to demonstrate prejudice. 

See Vilchez v. Holder, 682 F.3d 1195, 1199 (9th Cir. 2012) (requiring prejudice

for a petitioner to prevail on a due process claim).  The IJ did not err in admitting

and considering evidence of Urosevic’s arrests.  Paredes–Urrestarazu v. INS, 36

F.3d 801, 810 (9th Cir. 1994).

PETITION FOR REVIEW IS DENIED.
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