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Ruben Ramirez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for review of the
Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order denying his motion to reopen
removal proceedings. We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We review for
abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to reopen and review de novo questions
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of law. Singh v. Ashcroft, 367 F.3d 1182, 1185 (9th Cir. 2004). We deny the
petition for review.
The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying Ramirez’s motion to reopen,
where Ramirez sought to reopen his proceedings to pursue adjustment of status,
but submitted with his motion only the application for the pending I-130 visa
petition filed on his behalf and not the application for adjustment of status. See 8
C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(1) (“A motion to reopen proceedings for the purpose of
submitting an application for relief must be accompanied by the appropriate
application for relief and all supporting documentation.”); 8 C.F.R.
§ 1245.2(a)(2)(i)(B) (an application for adjustment of status can be filed
concurrently with a pending immediate relative visa application); see also
Tadevosyan v. Holder, 743 F.3d 1250, 1252 (9th Cir. 2014) (alien submitted
pending visa petition, adjustment of status application, and supporting document
with the motion to reopen).
Ramirez’s contention that the BIA violated due process by not providing an
explanation for its decision is not supported.
In light of this decision, we need not address Ramirez’s contentions
regarding prima facie eligibility for adjustment of status. See Simeonov v.
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Ashcroft, 371 F.3d 532, 538 (9th Cir. 2004).
PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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