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Pedro Bautista-Vasquez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review
of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an

immigration judge’s (“1J”) decision denying his request for a continuance. Our
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jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for abuse of discretion the
denial of a continuance and review de novo questions of law. Ahmed v. Holder,
569 F.3d 1009, 1012 (9th Cir. 2009). We deny in part and dismiss in part the
petition for review.

The agency did not abuse its discretion or violate due process in
denying Bautista-Vasquez’s request for a continuance where he did not
demonstrate good cause. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.29; Ahmed, 569 F.3d at 1012 (factors
considered in determining whether the denial of a continuance constitutes an abuse
of discretion include the nature of the evidence excluded); Carrillo-Gonzalez v.
INS, 353 F.3d 1077, 1079 (9th Cir. 2003) (statements by counsel are not evidence);
Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1246 (9th Cir. 2000) (requiring error and substantial
prejudice to prevail on a due process challenge).

To the extent Bautista-Vasquez challenges the BIA’s 2015 order dismissing
his appeal from the 1J’s denial of cancellation of removal, we lack jurisdiction to
consider those contentions because this petition for review is not timely as to that
order. See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(1) (“The petition for review must be filed not later
than 30 days after the date of the final order of removal.”); Singh v. Lynch, 835
F.3d 880, 883 (9th Cir. 2016) (a BIA order denying an alien relief from removal
but remanding the case to an 1J for voluntary departure proceedings is a final order

of removal from which a timely petition for judicial review must be filed).
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We do not consider the extra-record information discussed in Bautista-
Vasquez’s opening brief because the court’s review is normally limited to 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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