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Won Sik Chung, a native and citizen of South Korea, petitions for review of 

the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an 

immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his application for adjustment of 

status.  Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We dismiss the petition 
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for review.  

We lack jurisdiction to review Chung’s challenges to the IJ’s denial of 

adjustment of status where the IJ denied relief as a matter of discretion.  See 8 

U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(i); see also Ortega-Cervantes v. Gonzales, 501 F.3d 1111, 

1113 (9th Cir. 2007) (recognizing court generally lacks jurisdiction to review 

discretionary denial of adjustment of status).  Although the court retains 

jurisdiction over questions of law, Chung’s contentions do not amount to colorable 

claims that would invoke our jurisdiction.  See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(D); Bazua-

Cota v. Gonzales, 466 F.3d 747, 749 (9th Cir. 2006) (disagreement with weighing 

of equities is not colorable question of law). 

We reject as unsupported by the record Chung’s contentions that the agency 

applied the incorrect standard in declining to exercise its discretion or otherwise 

erred in its analysis of his case.   

The temporary stay of removal remains in place until issuance of the 

mandate.  The motion for a stay of removal is otherwise denied. 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED. 


