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Before:   WALLACE, SILVERMAN, and McKEOWN, Circuit Judges. 

 

Jorge Villalpando-Luna, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review 

of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an 

immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his motion for a continuance. We 

have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the 
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denial of a continuance, and we review de novo questions of law. Ahmed v. 

Holder, 569 F.3d 1009, 1012 (9th Cir. 2009). We deny the petition for review. 

The agency did not abuse its discretion in denying Villalpando-Luna’s 

request for a continuance for lack of good cause, where his case had been pending 

for two years and ten months, he failed to meet the filing deadline set by the IJ and 

thus waived his opportunity to apply for additional forms of relief, and he has yet 

to present evidence that he has a viable claim for asylum-related relief. See  

8 C.F.R. §§ 1003.29 (an IJ “may grant a motion for continuance for good cause 

shown”); 1003.31(c) (applications not filed by deadline set by IJ are deemed 

waived); Ahmed, 569 F.3d at 1012 (listing factors to consider).  

We reject Villalpando-Luna’s contention that the agency failed to consider 

relevant factors in his case or insufficiently explained its decision. See Najmabadi 

v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 990 (9th Cir. 2009) (BIA is only required to “announce its 

decision in terms sufficient to enable” review). 

 PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


