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Roberto German Tepozteco-Rios, 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 (“IJ”) removal order.  We have jurisdiction 
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under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review de novo questions of law. Tawadrus v. Ashcroft, 

364 F.3d 1099, 1102 (9th Cir. 2004). We deny the petition for review.   

We reject Tepozteco-Rios’s contention that the agency denied his right to 

counsel and violated due process, where he expressly opted to continue 

unrepresented after the IJ asked if he would like more time to find an attorney. See 

id. at 1103 (explaining requirements for waiver of right to counsel); Lata v. INS, 

204 F.3d 1241, 1246 (9th Cir. 2000) (requiring error and substantial prejudice to 

prevail on a due process claim). 

The BIA did not err in rejecting Tepozteco-Rios’s unsupported contentions 

that he was incapable of representing himself and that he fears returning to 

Mexico. See Carrillo-Gonzalez v. INS, 353 F.3d 1077, 1079 (9th Cir. 2003) 

(argument of counsel does not constitute evidence). 

 PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 
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