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Gilberto Carlos Tajimaroa-Mendoza petitions for review of the Board of

Immigration Appeals (BIA’s) affirmance of an Immigration Judge’ s decision

denying his application for awaiver of inadmissibility and adjustment of status.

We deny the petition for review.

This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent

except as provided by 9th Cir. R. 36-3.



Regardless of statutory jurisdictional limits, we retain jurisdiction in
immigration cases over “constitutional claims and questions of law.” Fernandez-

Ruiz v. Gonzales, 410 F.3d 585, 587 (9th Cir. 2005), adopted in relevant part, 466

F.3d 1121, 1124 (9th Cir. 2006) (en banc). Tajimaroaraises two issues that are
within our jurisdiction, namely that (1) the Attorney General exceeded his
authority in promulgating 8 C.F.R. § 212.7(d), and (2) the BIA applied an incorrect
legal standard in determining that Tajimaroa had been convicted of a dangerous
crime. Contrary to the government’ s assertion, we have jurisdiction over this

petition for review. Mejiav. Gonzales, 499 F.3d 991, 998-99 (9th Cir. 2007).

Tagjimaroa s argument that the Attorney General exceeded his authority in
promulgating the regulationsis foreclosed by Megjia. 1d. at 995-97.

Tajimaroa s second argument fails aswell. Thereis no question that the
BIA found Tgimaroato have been convicted of a*“violent or dangerous crime,” a
standard taken directly from the applicable regulation. Seeid. at 998-99 (holding
that the BIA’ s determination that the petitioner’ s crimes were “both violent and
dangerous’ and “crimes of violence” adequately stated the proper standard).
Moreover, Tajimaroa makes no colorable argument that the BIA’ s interpretation of

the “violent or dangerous crime” standard violated his Constitutional rights, or was



not rationally related to the discretionary grant of waivers of inadmissibility. See

id. at 996-97; Ramirez-Perez v. Ashcroft, 336 F.3d 1001, 1005 (9th Cir. 2003).

Because Tgjimaroa' s claims of constitutional and statutory violations fail,

we must deny the petition for review.

PETITION DENIED.



