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 Aaron Trevizo Ortiz, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro se for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal

from an immigration judge’s removal order.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C.

§ 1252.  We review de novo constitutional challenges to removal orders, Lopez-
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Rodriguez v. Mukasey, 536 F.3d 1012, 1015 (9th Cir. 2008), and deny the petition

for review.

Even if we assume that Ortiz’s allegedly unlawful arrest and detention was

an egregious violation of his constitutional rights, the agency did not err in

concluding that there was substantial independent evidence in the record to

establish that he nonetheless was subject to removal as charged.  See Hoonsilapa v.

INS, 575 F.2d 735, 738 (9th Cir. 1978), modified by 586 F.2d 755 (9th Cir. 1978)

(“[T]he mere fact that Fourth Amendment illegality directs attention to a particular

suspect does not require exclusion of evidence subsequently unearthed from

independent sources.”).

In his opening brief, Ortiz fails to address, and therefore has waived any

challenge to, the BIA’s determination that he is ineligible for cancellation of

removal.  See Martinez-Serrano v. INS, 94 F.3d 1256, 1259-60 (9th Cir. 1996)

(issues not specifically raised and argued in a party’s opening brief are waived).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


