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Tirso Mendez-Maldonado, 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 application for

adjustment of status. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review de
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novo questions of law. Mohammed v. Gonzales, 400 F.3d 785, 791-92 (9th Cir.
2005). We deny the petition for review.

The agency did not err in concluding that Mendez-Maldonado is ineligible
for adjustment of status under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(2)(A)(1)(II) based on his
testimony before the 1J. See Esquivel-Garcia v. Holder, 593 F.3d 1025, 1030
(9th Cir. 2010) (admissions made to the 1J may be considered in determining
petitioner’s admissibility); Urzua Covarrubias v. Gonzales, 487 F.3d 742, 749
(9th Cir. 2007) (procedural safeguards set forth in Matter of J-, 2 1.&N. Dec. 285
(BIA 1945) mapplicable where petitioner was questioned under oath in the
presence of counsel).

Because Mendez-Maldonado’s admissions before the 1J were sufficient to
establish inadmissibility, we need not reach his contentions regarding his interview
before United States Citizenship and Immigration Services. 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 motion to stay removal is denied as moot.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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