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PER CURIAM:

Jose Santos-Amaya, a native and citizen of €EI
Salvador, petitions for review of an order of the Board of
Immigration Appeals (“Board”) dismissing his appeal from the
immigration judge’s order directing that he be removed to EI
Salvador. Santos-Amaya contends that it was an error to deny
his motion to administratively close proceedings until 2018,
when he would have established ten years” continuous presence 1In
accordance with 8 C.F.R. 8 1240.66(c)(1)-(4) (2013) for the
purpose of being prima facie eligible for relief under the
Nicaraguan Adjustment and Central American Relief Act
(““NACARA”), Pub. L. No. 105-100, 111 Stat. 2160 (1997). We deny
the petition for review.

We review the decision to deny a motion to
administratively close a case for abuse of discretion. Garza-

Moreno v. Gonzales, 489 F.3d 239, 242 (6th Cir. 2007). The

Board abuses its discretion when it “fails to offer a reasoned
explanation for 1ts decision, [or] distorts or disregards

important aspects of the alien’s claim.” Jian Tao Lin v.

Holder, 611 F.3d 228, 235 (4th Cir. 2010) (internal quotation
marks omitted). We conclude that the Board and the immigration
judge gave due consideration to the factors stated in Matter of

Avetisyan, 25 1. & N. Dec. 688, 696 (B.1.A. 2012). We also



conclude that Santos-Amaya was not denied an opportunity to be
heard on this issue.”

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented iIn the materials before

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

PETITION DENIED

The Attorney General contends that this court does not
have jurisdiction to review the denial of a motion for
administrative closure because the decision to deny the motion
was within the Board’s and the immigration judge’s unfettered
discretion. While this iIs an open question, we conclude that iIn
this iInstance there exists a judicially manageable standard of
review. See Vahora v. Holder, 626 F.3d 907, 917-18 (7th Cir.

2007).




