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PER CURI AM *
Mazen Jaber Mahnoud Ahmad, his wife Suhair Saado Banat, and

their children (collectively, the Ahmads) petition this court for

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



review of the Board of Immgration Appeals’ (BIA) order denying
their notion to reconsider a final order of renoval. The Ahmads
contend that the immgration judge (1J) abused his discretion in
denying a notion for a continuance because the Ahnmads establi shed
that their visa application should have been approved, rendering
visas “imedi ately available” to them as required by 8 U S. C 8§
1255(a) (3) .

As an initial matter, the respondent asserts that we do not
have jurisdiction over the Ahmads’ petition for review under 8
US C 8§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii). This argunent is foreclosed by this
court’s opinions in Zhao v. Gonzales, 404 F.3d 295, 302-03 (5th
Cr. 2005), and Manzano-Garcia v. Gonzales, 413 F.3d 462, 466-70
(5th Gir. 2005).

This court reviews the BIA's denial of a notion to reconsider
under a highly deferential abuse-of-discretion standard. Lara v.
Trom nski, 216 F.3d 487, 496 (5th Cr. 2000); Osucukwu v. INS, 744
F.2d 1136, 1141-42 (5th Cr. 1984). The Ahmads have not net this
standard. An alien is entitled to an adjustnent of status at the
Attorney GCeneral’'s discretion “if (1) the alien nmnakes an
application for such adjustnent, (2) the alien is eligible to
receive an inmgration visa and is adm ssible to the United States
for permanent residence, and (3) an immgrant visa is imediately
available to [the alien] at the tinme his applicationis filed.” 8

U S C 8§ 1255(a). Even if it is assunmed that the Ahmads’ visa



appl i cation was approved, rendering themeligible to receive visas,
they have not established that immgrant visas are imediately
available to themas third preference visa holders. See 8 U S. C
§ 1153(a)(3). See also 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1101(b)(1). The IJ therefore
did not abuse his discretion in denying a notion for continuance,
because the Ahmads have not shown good cause. See Wtter v. [|NS,
113 F.3d 549, 555 (5th Cr. 1997); D arra v. Conzales, 137 F
App’ Xx. 627, 632 n.5 (5th Gr. June 2, 2005) (No. 04-60097)
(unpublished). Consequently, the Ahmads’ petition for reviewis

DENI ED.



