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Ever Torres-Riasco petitions this court for review of the
Board of Immgration Appeals’ (“BIA’) decision affirmng the
| mm gration Judge’'s (“1J”) order denying his application for
cancel l ation of renoval pursuant to 8 U S.C. 8§ 1229b(b). Torres-
Ri asco challenges the 1J’s finding that he failed to neet any of
the three requirenents for cancellation of renoval. This court

reviews only the BIA s decision except to the extent that the

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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| J’s decision influenced the decision of the BlIA. See Bel tran-

Resendez v. INS, 207 F.3d 284, 286 (5th Gr. 2000); M khael v.

INS, 115 F.3d 299, 302 (5th Gr. 1997). Accordingly, because the

Bl A’ s decision rested solely upon the hardship requirenent, the

other requirenents for cancellation of renoval are not at issue.
Because this case involves the granting of relief under

8 U S.C 8 1229b(b), the jurisdictional bar of 8 U S. C

8§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) is inplicated. See Garcia-Ml endez v.

Ashcroft, 351 F.3d 657, 661 (5th Cr. 2003). The jurisdiction-
stripping provision elimnates jurisdiction over those deci sions

that involve the exercise of discretion. M rel es-Val dez v.

Ashcroft, 349 F.3d 213, 216 (5th GCr. 2003). The 1J's

determ nation that Torres-Riasco’ s spouse and child woul d not
suffer an “exceptional and extrenely unusual hardship” if Torres-
Ri asco were renoved to Col onbia invol ved the exercise of

di scretion. Rueda v. Ashcroft, 380 F.3d 831, 831 (5th Cr

2004). Therefore, this court lacks jurisdiction to reviewthe
| J's determ nation on hardship. The respondent’s notion to
dismss the petition for lack of jurisdiction is GRANTED, and

Torres-R asco’s petition is DI SM SSED



