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SUMMARY

The United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit denied Norberto Leonardo Argueta Castillo's

petition for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals' denial of his application for cancellation of

removal. The court held that the agency properly considered the asserted aggregate hardship to

Castillo's two U.S. citizen daughters and that the record did not establish exceptional and extremely
unusual hardship under 8 U.S.C. § 1229b(b)(1)(D).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the agency committed legal error by failing to consider relevant evidence and hardship factors

in adjudicating cancellation of removal.

2. Whether the agency's explanation was insufficient because it did not expressly discuss every
circumstance and piece of evidence identified by the petitioner.

3. Whether the agency erred in determining that the aggregate hardship to the petitioner's daughters would

not be exceptional and extremely unusual.

HOLDINGS

1. Under Wilkinson v. Garland, the court may not review the facts underlying an agency determination on
cancellation of removal and may review only the agency's application of the exceptional-and-extremely-
unusual-hardship standard to the given facts. Because the review is deferential, the court may not disturb
the agency's factual findings concerning the daughters' medical conditions or the availability of medical

care in Guatemala.

2. The agency is not required to provide commentary on every piece of evidence, address every factor
identified in precedent, or dissect every contention in minute detail. The agency did not commit legal
error because its decisions addressed the material categories of evidence and did not turn a blind eye to

salient facts.

3. The agency properly determined that Argueta Castillo had not shown that removal would cause his
daughters exceptional and extremely unusual hardship. The agency considered the relevant evidence in
the aggregate, including the daughters' health, education, country conditions, access to treatment, family

finances, and relocation prospects.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under Wilkinson v. Garland, we are precluded from reviewing "[t]he facts underlying any [agency]

determination on cancellation of removal."” (at 9)

“Our review is restricted to the agency's "application of the exceptional and extremely unusual hardship

standard to a given set of facts."” (at 10)

“We hold that the 1J and the BIA holdings are not based on any error of law, are not clearly erroneous, and

are supported by substantial evidence.” (at 12)

“We cannot say the [a]gency turned a blind eye to the evidence available for its consideration, and therefore

it did not commit legal error.” (at 14)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Argueta Castillo, a Guatemalan national who entered the United States without inspection in 2005, lived with his
two minor U.S.-citizen daughters and their mother. He sought cancellation of removal based on alleged
exceptional and extremely unusual hardship to his daughters if the family relocated to Guatemala. One daughter
experienced anxiety and sleepwalking, while the other had amblyopia and astigmatism treated with corrective
lenses. The record also contained evidence concerning Guatemala's medical-care, economic, and security

conditions, as well as Argueta Castillo's savings and other assets.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Department of Homeland Security charged Argueta Castillo with removability under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(6)
(A)(i). The Immigration Judge denied his application for cancellation of removal and ordered him removed to
Guatemala. The BIA dismissed his appeal on February 26, 2025, and Argueta Castillo petitioned the First Circuit
for review. The First Circuit denied the petition.
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