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Nelson Calis, a native and citizen of Belize, petitions for review of the Board 

of Immigration Appeals’ order dismissing his appeal from an immigration judge’s 

(“IJ”) decision denying his request for a continuance.  We have jurisdiction under 

8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for abuse of discretion the agency’s denial of a 
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continuance.  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 Calis’s motion to 

continue, where he had been granted nine previous continuances, he repeatedly 

failed to cooperate or communicate with his counsel resulting in counsel’s repeated 

withdrawal and delays in his case, the IJ advised him of his obligation to file an 

application for relief and supporting documentation or risk being ordered removed, 

and he failed to submit an application for relief despite having had years to do so.  

See Ahmed, 569 F.3d at 1012 (listing factors to consider when reviewing the 

agency’s denial of a continuance); cf. Cui v. Mukasey, 538 F.3d 1289, 1294-95 (9th 

Cir. 2008) (abuse of discretion in denying continuance where IJ failed to warn Cui 

that failure to resubmit fingerprints in advance to merits hearing could result in 

pretermission of her claim, previous delays were not due to Cui’s conduct, and Cui 

was otherwise diligent).  Calis’s contention that the agency did not show proper 

consideration of all factors is not supported.  

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


