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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court held that federal courts lack jurisdiction to review factual findings made in
discretionary-relief proceedings under 8 U.S.C. § 1255 and the other provisions listed in 8 U.S.C. §
1252(a)(2)(B)(i). The Court interpreted the statute's bar on reviewing "any judgment regarding the
granting of relief" to encompass factual determinations underlying the denial of relief, while
preserving review of constitutional claims and questions of law under § 1252(a)(2)(D). The Court
affirmed the Eleventh Circuit's judgment.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petition for review of a removal order and denial of discretionary
adjustment of status; the Supreme Court granted certiorari to review
the Eleventh Circuit's determination that it lacked jurisdiction to
review factual findings underlying the denial of adjustment of status.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The jurisdictional question concerning the scope of 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)
(2)(B)(i) was reviewed de novo. The underlying administrative
findings of fact were subject by statute to review only if any
reasonable adjudicator would be compelled to conclude to the
contrary, but the Court held that § 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) stripped
jurisdiction to conduct that factual review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) bars federal courts from reviewing factual findings made as part of
discretionary-relief proceedings under 8 U.S.C. § 1255.

2. Whether the statutory exception in 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(D) preserves judicial review of factual
questions underlying a denial of adjustment of status.

HOLDINGS

1. Federal courts lack jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) to review facts found as part of
discretionary-relief proceedings under § 1255 and the other provisions enumerated in that subsection.

2. The presumption favoring judicial review does not apply because the text and statutory context of §
1252(a)(2)(B)(i) clearly preclude judicial review of factual determinations in the discretionary-relief
context.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“With an exception for legal and constitutional questions, Congress has barred judicial review of the Attorney
General’s decisions denying discretionary relief from removal. We must decide how far this bar extends—
specifically, whether it precludes judicial review of factual findings that underlie a denial of relief. It does.”
(1)

“Federal courts lack jurisdiction to review facts found as part of discretionary-relief proceedings under
§1255 and the other provisions enumerated in §1252(a)(2)(B)(i).” (17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pankajkumar Patel and his wife entered the United States illegally in the 1990s. Patel sought adjustment of status
under 8 U.S.C. § 1255(i), but USCIS determined that he was inadmissible because he had checked a box falsely
representing that he was a United States citizen on a Georgia driver's-license application. During later removal
proceedings, Patel conceded removability but renewed his adjustment request, claiming that he had checked the
box by mistake; the Immigration Judge found his testimony not credible and found that he intentionally
misrepresented his citizenship.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

USCIS denied Patel's adjustment-of-status application after finding that his false representation of United States
citizenship on a Georgia driver's-license application rendered him inadmissible. In removal proceedings, an



Immigration Judge found that Patel intentionally misrepresented his citizenship, denied adjustment of status, and
ordered Patel and his wife removed; the Board of Immigration Appeals dismissed the appeal. The Eleventh
Circuit panel and then the en banc court held that 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) deprived the court of jurisdiction
to review the factual findings. The Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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