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 Jose Alfredo Sebastian-Rojo, 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 (“IJ”) decision denying his applications for 

withholding of removal and protection under the Convention Against Torture 
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(“CAT”). We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We deny the petition for 

review. 

The BIA did not err in its conclusion that Sebastian-Rojo waived any 

challenge to the IJ’s dispositive determination that he did not establish a nexus to a 

protected ground. See Alanniz v. Barr, 924 F.3d 1061, 1068-69 (9th Cir. 2019) (no 

error in BIA’s waiver determination); see also Cui v. Garland, 13 F.4th 991, 999 

n.6 (9th Cir. 2021) (issue raised in statement of the case but not in substantive 

argument was forfeited). Thus, Sebastian-Rojo’s withholding of removal claim 

fails.  

The BIA did not err in its conclusion that Sebastian-Rojo waived any 

challenge to the IJ’s denial of his CAT claim. See Alanniz, 924 F.3d at 1068-69; 

Marinez-Serrano, 94 F.3d at 1259.   

In light of this disposition, we do not reach Sebastian-Rojo’s remaining 

contentions regarding his withholding of removal or CAT claims. See Simeonov v. 

Ashcroft, 371 F.3d 532, 538 (9th Cir. 2004) (courts and agencies are not required 

to decide issues unnecessary to the results they reach). 

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

 PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED. 


