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PER CURI AM *

Janes Curioso, a native and citizen of the Phili ppines, peti-
tions for review of a decision of the Board of I mm gration Appeal s
(“BIA") affirmng a decision of an immgration judge (“1J”) denying
his application for discretionary cancellation of renoval under
8 US C 8§ 1229b(a). Curioso argues that he should have been

granted cancell ation of renoval, because the factors favorable to

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.
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his remaining in this country outweigh the adverse factors. Be-
cause Curioso was found to be renovabl e by reason of having comm t -
ted a crimnal offense covered in section 8 U S.C. § 1182(a)(2), we
lack jurisdiction to consider this argunent. See id. § 1252-
(a)(2) (0.

Curioso al so contends that when, after hearing testinony from
Curioso and his wife, the IJ refused to hear fromany other wt-

nesses, the 1J (1) violated Inre GV-T-, 22 1.&N. Dec. 7, 11 (BIA

1998), by not all ow ng evidence attesting to Curioso’s good charac-
ter and (2) violated Curioso’s due process rights. W review ques-

tions of |aw and due process chall enges de novo. Mi_v. Gonzal es,

473 F.3d 162, 164 (5th Cir. 2005); Anwar v. INS, 116 F.3d 140, 144

(5th Gir. 1997).

Curioso has not denonstrated that, by limting unnecessary
testinony after the IJ had already determ ned that Curioso | acked
good noral character, the |J disregarded CV-T-, 22 1. & N Dec.
at 11. Curioso also has failed to make an initial show ng of sub-
stantial prejudice with respect to his due process claim See
Anvar, 116 F.3d at 144.

The petition for reviewis DI SM SSED I N PART for |ack of jur-

i sdiction and DENI ED | N PART.



