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Maglori Martinez-Herrera, a native and citizen of Guatemala, petitions for
review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing her appeal from an
immigration judge’s (“IJ”) decision finding that Martinez-Herrera abandoned her
application for asylum and related relief. Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C.
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The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision
without oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).

§ 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the decision to deem an application
abandoned, Taggar v. Holder, 736 F.3d 886, 889 (9th Cir. 2013), and we review de
novo claims of due process violations, Zetino v. Holder, 622 F.3d 1007, 1011 (9th
Cir. 2010). We deny in part and dismiss in part the petition for review.
The agency did not abuse its discretion in determining that Martinez-Herrera
abandoned her application for relief, where she did not file a completed application
with the immigration court by the deadline the IJ imposed. See 8 C.F.R.
§ 1003.31(c) (if an application “is not filed within the time set by the [IJ], the
opportunity to file that application . . . shall be deemed waived”). We reject as
unpersuasive Martinez-Herrera’s contention that her application was not
abandoned under Matter of Interiano-Rosa, 25 I. & N. Dec. 264 (BIA 2010)
(where an application for relief is timely filed but lacking supporting documents,
an IJ may deem the opportunity to file the documents waived, but may not deem
the application itself abandoned), where her application form was not complete as
submitted.
Martinez-Herrera’s contentions that the agency ignored evidence or
arguments, and failed to provide a reasoned explanation for its decision are not
supported by the record. See Najmabadi v. Holder, 597 F.3d 983, 987, 990 (9th
Cir. 2010) (“[t]he [agency] does not have to write an exegesis on every contention”
(internal quotes omitted)).
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Accordingly, Martinez-Herrera’s contentions that her proceedings and the
BIA’s decision violated due process fail. See Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1246
(9th Cir. 2000) (requiring error and prejudice to prevail on due process challenge).
We lack jurisdiction to consider Martinez-Herrera’s unexhausted challenges
to the agency’s decision not to grant her an additional continuance. See Tijani v.
Holder, 628 F.3d 1071, 1080 (9th Cir. 2010); Figueroa v. Mukasey, 543 F.3d 487,
492 (9th Cir. 2008) (exhaustion requires a petitioner to put the BIA on notice as to
specific issues such that the agency had an opportunity to pass on those issues).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part; DISMISSED in part.
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