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Ericscande Garcia-Lopez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for
review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an
immigration judge’s decision denying his application for cancellation of removal.
Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review de novo
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constitutional claims. Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791-92 (9th Cir.
2005). We deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for review.
Garcia-Lopez’s contention that the agency violated due process by failing to
consider relevant evidence of hardship is not supported by the record. See
Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 990 (9th Cir. 2010) (the agency must consider
the issues raised and express its decision “in terms sufficient to enable a reviewing
court to perceive that it has heard and thought and not merely reacted” (citation
and internal quotation marks omitted)); Almaghzar v. Gonzales, 457 F.3d 915, 922
(9th Cir. 2006) (holding that the immigration judge’s decision need not discuss
every piece of evidence, and accepting the immigration judge’s general statement
that he considered all of the evidence before rendering a decision.)
To the extent Garcia-Lopez requests review of the agency’s discretionary
determination that he failed to show exceptional and extremely unusual hardship to
his qualifying relatives, we lack jurisdiction to consider this contention. See
Vilchiz-Soto v. Holder, 688 F.3d 642, 644 (9th Cir. 2012) (absent a colorable legal
or constitutional claim, the court lacks jurisdiction to review the agency’s
discretionary determination regarding hardship, and traditional abuse of discretion
challenges recast as alleged due process violations do not restore jurisdiction).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part, DISMISSED in part.
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