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PER CURI AM

Rifagat Ali, a native and citizen of Pakistan, petitions
for review of an order of the Board of |Immgration Appeals
(“Board”) affirmng without opinion the immgration judge s deni al
of his application for adjustnment of status.

Ali first contends that the immgration judge erred in
finding that he lacked credibility and that the denial of relief
was an abuse of discretion. Qur review of the inmgration judge’s
deci sion reveal s that he denied Ali’s application for adjustnent of
status on two i ndependent grounds: (1) Ali’s failure to establish
statutory eligibility for relief; and (2) as a nmatter of
di scretion. Under 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) (2000), entitled
“Denials of di scretionary relief,” “no court shal | have
jurisdiction to review any judgnent regarding the granting of
relief under section . . . 1255,” which is the section governing
adj ustment of status. Thus, we find that we lack jurisdiction to
review the inmmgration judge' s discretionary denial of Ali’s
application for adjustnment of status. Because the immgration
judge’s discretionary denial was an independent basis for his
deci sion, we need not address the judge’ s separate finding that Ali
failed to establish statutory eligibility for relief.

Ali also contends that he was denied his right to due
process of |aw when the immgration judge refused to allow himto

present the testinony of two wtnesses. Assumi ng, W thout



deciding, that this <court retains jurisdiction to consider

substantial constitutional chall enges, cf. Cal cano-Mrtinez v. | NS,

533 U. S. 348, 350 n.2 (2001), we find that Ali does not present
such a substantial issue as he fails to establish prejudice
stemming from the immgration judge's refusal to allow him to
present additional witnesses. |In order to succeed on a procedural
due process claim an alien nust nake a showi ng of prejudice. See

Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 324 (4th Cr. 2002); Farrokhi v. INS,

900 F.2d 697, 703 n.7 (4th Gr. 1990).

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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