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Humberto Jimenez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro se for
review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal
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from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his application for
cancellation of removal. We dismiss the petition for review.
We lack jurisdiction to review the agency’s discretionary determination that
Jimenez failed to show exceptional and extremely unusual hardship to his
qualifying relative. See Martinez-Rosas v. Gonzales, 424 F.3d 926, 930 (9th Cir.
2005). Although the court would retain jurisdiction over colorable questions of
law and constitutional claims, Jimenez’s contentions that the agency failed to
consider relevant evidence of hardship or apply the correct legal standard are not
supported by the record and do not amount to colorable claims. See id. (“To be
colorable in this context, . . . the claim must have some possible validity.” (citation
and internal quotation marks omitted)).
We do not reach Jimenez’s contentions concerning denial as a matter of
discretion, because the BIA did not rely on that ground. Andia v. Ashcroft, 359
F.3d 1181, 1184 (9th Cir. 2004) (“In reviewing the decision of the BIA, we
consider only the grounds relied upon by that agency.”)
PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED.
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