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Before:   RAWLINSON, CLIFTON, and NGUYEN, Circuit Judges. 

 

Vladimir Vladimirovich Manzenko, a native of the U.S.S.R. and citizen of 

Ukraine, petitions for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) orders 

dismissing his appeals from an immigration judge’s (“IJ”) removal order denying 
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FILED 

 
JUN 15 2018 

 
MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK 

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS 



  2 17-71516  

cancellation of removal and an IJ’s order denying his motions to reopen and 

remand. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review de novo claims of 

due process violations. Padilla-Martinez v. Holder, 770 F.3d 825, 830 (9th Cir. 

2014). We deny the petition for review. 

Manzenko’s contention that the agency violated due process by denying him 

the opportunity to submit new evidence is not supported, where the BIA 

considered the proffered evidence in its de novo review of the IJ’s discretionary 

denial of cancellation of removal. See id. (“To prevail on a due-process claim, a 

petitioner must demonstrate both a violation of rights and prejudice.”); Singh v. 

Holder, 591 F.3d 1190, 1199 (9th Cir. 2010) (any error by the IJ was rendered 

harmless by the BIA’s de novo review of the issue). 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


