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Mohamed Lahmar, a native and citizen of Tunisia, petitions pro se for
review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal
from an immigration judge’s (“1J’) removal order. Our jurisdiction is governed by

8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the agency’s denial of a
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continuance. Sandoval-Luna v. Mukasey, 526 F.3d 1243, 1246 (9th Cir. 2008). We
deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for review.

The agency did not abuse its discretion in denying for lack of good cause
Lahmar’s motion for a continuance to await the BIA’s decision on his appeal of the
revocation of his visa petition. See Singh v. Holder, 638 F.3d 1264, 1274 (9th Cir.
2011) (“[A]n IJ ‘may grant a motion for continuance for good cause shown.’”
(citation omitted)). Lahmar’s evidence did not support his contention that the
agency would change its decision, and the basis for the motion remained merely a
speculative possibility at the time of his final removal hearing. See id. (“[T]he 1J
[1s] not required to grant a continuance based on . . . speculations.”).

Contrary to Lahmar’s contention, we lack jurisdiction to consider his
challenges to the revocation of his visa petition by U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services. See Elbez v. INS, 767 F.2d 1313, 1314 (9th Cir. 1985) (visa
petition decisions are collateral matters not within the scope of a removal
proceeding, and therefore not reviewable by the court of appeals).

We do not consider the documents that Lahmar submitted at Docket Entries
No. 22 and No. 23, because they were not part of the administrative record. See
8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(A) (judicial review is limited to the administrative record);
Dent v. Holder, 627 F.3d 365, 371 (9th Cir. 2010) (stating standard for review of
out of record evidence).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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