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Ignacio Alberto Gutierrez Aguirre, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions
for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his
appeal from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying cancellation of
removal. Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review de novo
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claims of due process violations and questions of law. Simeonov v. Ashcroft, 371
F.3d 532, 535 (9th Cir. 2004). We deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for
review.
We lack jurisdiction to review the agency’s determination that Gutierrez
Aguirre did not merit cancellation of removal as a matter of discretion. See Ridore
v. Holder, 696 F.3d 907, 911 (9th Cir. 2012). Gutierrez Aguirre’s contention that
the BIA fully adopted the IJ’s decision and thus adopted any alleged errors is not
supported by the record, and thus does not invoke our jurisdiction. See ArteagaDeAlvarez v. Holder, 704 F.3d 730, 736 (9th Cir. 2012) (alien must present a
colorable claim to invoke jurisdiction over a discretionary determination).
In light of this determination, we need not, and the BIA was not required to,
address whether the IJ correctly determined that Gutierrez Aguirre was convicted
of a crime involving moral turpitude or properly analyzed good moral character.
See Simeonov, 371 F.3d at 538; Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 992 (9th Cir.
2010) (this court’s review is limited to the grounds actually relied upon by the
BIA). Accordingly, the BIA did not violate due process in declining to address
these contentions. See Padilla-Martinez v. Holder, 770 F.3d 825, 830 (9th Cir.
2014) (“To prevail on a due-process claim, a petitioner must demonstrate both a
violation of rights and prejudice.”).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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