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DISCUSSION: The preference visa petition was denied by the Director, Vermont Service Center, and is now 
before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be summarily dismissed. 

The petitioner is a native and citizen of Mexico who is seeking classification as a special immigrant pursuant to 
section 204(a)(l)(A)(iii), 8 U.S.C. 5 1154(a)(l)(A)(iii), as the battered spouse of a United States citizen. The 
director denied the petition, finding that the petitioner failed to establish that he: (1) has been battered by, or has 
been the subject of extreme cruelty perpetrated by, the citizen or lawful permanent resident during the marriage; 
or is the parent of a child who has been battered by, or has been the subject of extreme cruelty perpetrated by, the 
citizen or lawful permanent resident during the marriage. The director determined that the evidence was 
insufficient to establish that the behavior of the petitioner's spouse toward the petitioner qualifies as an act (or 
acts) of extreme cruelty. 

On appeal, the petitioner states as the reasons for the appeal: desertion by his wife, her mental cruelty and 
behavior. The petitioner included a written statement fkom his wife's grandmother that states that the petitioner's 
wife "has done the desertion, personnel mental cruelty and her behavior is awful." 

The petitioner failed to identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact in the decision 
of the director. 

The regulation at 8 C.F.R. 5 103.3(a)( 1 )(v) states, in pertinent part: 

An officer to whom an appeal is taken shall summarily dismiss any appeal when the party 
concerned fails to identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact for 
the appeal. 

Inasmuch as the petitioner has failed to identify specifically an erroneous conclusion of law or a statement of fact 
in this proceeding, the appeal must be summarily dismissed. 

ORDER The appeal is dismissed. 


