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Before: GOODWIN, WALLACE, and FISHER, Circuit Judges.

Graciela Gomez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro se for review

of the decision of the Board of Immigration Appeals dismissing her appeal from

the immigration judge's denial of her application for cancellation of removal based
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on petitioner's failure to establish the requisite exceptional and extremely unusual

hardship to a qualifying United States citizen relative, namely, petitioner's son

Juan.  Petitioner contends that her due process rights were violated: when the IJ

failed to admit the testimony of a psychologist concerning the effect on Juan of

petitioner's removal; when the IJ and BIA failed to follow the case law in denying

her cancellation application; and when the IJ failed to consider the factors of

petitioner's continuous residence and good moral character. 

Petitioner fails to state a colorable due process claim.  Contrary to

petitioner's assertion, in making its hardship determination, the IJ did indeed

consider the psychologist's report, and concluded that even in its "best light" the

report did not establish the requisite level of hardship.  A difference of opinion as

to the weight a piece of evidence should be given is not a colorable due process

claim.  See Martinez-Rosas v. Gonzales, 424 F.3d 926, 930 (9th Cir, 2005).  A

disagreement with the BIA's application of the legal standards to the facts of

petitioner's case is not a colorable due process claim.  See id.  Finally, there is no

requirement that the agency analyze non-dispositive matters.  See INS v.

Bagamasbad, 429 U.S. 24, 25 (1976 (per curiam).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED.


