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 Ramiro Nunez-Reyes, a native and citizen of Mexico, seeks review of a Board 

of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) order affirming an immigration judge’s denial of 
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cancellation of removal on the ground that Nunez-Reyes failed to show that his 

“removal would result in exceptional and extremely unusual hardship” to his United 

States citizen daughter.  8 U.S.C. § 1229b(b)(1)(D).  We have jurisdiction under 8 

U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(D), see Wilkinson v. Garland, 601 U.S. 209, 217 (2024), and 

deny the petition. 

We review the BIA’s hardship determination under the “highly deferential” 

substantial evidence standard.  Gonzalez-Juarez v. Bondi, 137 F.4th 996, 1002–03 

(9th Cir. 2025).  Under this standard, the BIA’s hardship determination is 

“conclusive unless any reasonable adjudicator would be compelled to conclude to 

the contrary.”  Id. at 1002 (quoting 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B)). 

The record does not compel the conclusion that Nunez-Reyes’s daughter 

would suffer “out of the ordinary and exceedingly uncommon” hardship if Nunez-

Reyes were removed.  See id. at 1006.  As stated in the BIA’s order, Nunez-Reyes’s 

daughter would remain in the United States with her mother, who would provide her 

with emotional, physical, and financial support, and his daughter “does not have any 

compelling medical or special needs that that w[ould] not be met if [he were] 

removed.”  Further, Nunez-Reyes would likely be able to find employment in 

Mexico, allowing him to continue to support his daughter financially.  Given these 

facts—which we may not review, see Wilkinson, 601 U.S. at 225—the BIA 

reasonably concluded that the hardship to Nunez-Reyes’s daughter, including any 
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mental health issues that she might suffer from his removal, would not “deviate, in 

the extreme, from the norm.”  See Gonzalez-Juarez, 137 F.4th at 1006.  Nunez-

Reyes’s contention that the BIA applied the wrong standard by failing to consider 

the future hardship his daughter would experience if he were removed is belied by 

the record. 

 PETITION DENIED.1 

 
1 The stay of removal is lifted. 


