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 Hector Culpatan Xinico, a native and citizen of Guatemala, petitions for 

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) denial of his motion to 
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reopen.  We deny the petition.  

Culpatan Xinico’s only argument in his petition for review is that the BIA 

erred in denying his motion to reopen because he offered new, material evidence of 

changed conditions in Guatemala that was not available and would not have been 

discovered or presented at his previous removal proceeding.  Culpatan Xinico has 

forfeited any argument on that point: His opening brief states only that country 

conditions are “far worse” than when he was first ordered removed, but he cites 

nothing in the record to support that assertion.  Christian Legal Soc’y Chapter of 

Univ. of Cal. v. Wu, 626 F.3d 483, 487–88 (9th Cir. 2010) (explaining that we will 

not consider bare assertions unsupported by legal argument).   

 PETITION DENIED.1   

 
1  The temporary stay of removal remains in place until the mandate issues.  

The motion for a stay of removal (Dkt. No. 3) is otherwise denied. 


