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ase. All documents have been returned to the office that originally decided your case. Any 
: to that office. 

xppropriately applied or the analysis used in reaching the decision was inconsistent with the 
1 precedent decisions, you may file a motion to reconsider. Such a motion must state the 
~d be supported by any pertinentprecedent decisions. Any motion to reconsider must be filed 
n that the motion seeks to reconsider, as required under 8 C.F.R. 103.5(a)(l)(i). 

11 information that you wish to have considered, you may file a motion to reopen. Such a 
facts to be proved at the reopened proceeding and be supported by affidavits or other 
notion to reopen must be filed within 30 days of the decision that the motion seeks to reopen, 
efore this period expires may be excused in the discretion of the Service where it is 
vas reasonable and beyond the control of the applicant or petitioner. Id. 
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DISCUSSION: application was denied by the District Director, 
and is now before the Associate Commissioner 

The appeal will rejected. His decision 
matter will be remanded to him for 

ry 31, 1991, in India. The 
was born in India in July 1958 
nship. The applicant's mother, 
ia in June 1961 and became a 

izen on December 7, 1994. The applicant's 
1 2, 1990. The applicant was 
esidence in March 1991. The a 

citizenship under section 320 
t (the Act), 8 U.S.C. § 1431. 

The district d'rector reviewed the record and concluded that the . C applicant was pot residing permanently in the United States. The 
district direcqor then denied the application accordingly. 

Section 320 of the Act was amended by the Child Citizenship Act of 
2000 (CCA), an took effect on February 27, 2001. The CCA benefits 
all persons have not yet reached their 18th birthdays as of 
February 27, The applicant was 10 years old on February 27, 
2001. is eligible for the benefits of the CCA. 

On appeal, the 

Section of the Act, effective on February 27, 2001, 
rt, that a child born outside of the United States 
ecomes a citizen of the United States when all of 

have been fulfilled: 

applicant's mother states that she is staying in ' 

st one parent of the child is a citizen of the 
whether by birth or naturalization. 

India with her husband, and her children are going to school in 
India. The applicant's mother states that the school year will only , . 
allow her to br'ng the children to the United States in April 2003. I 

(2) The child is under the age of eighteen years. 

(3) The child is residing in the United States in the 
legal and 1 hysical custody of the citizen parent pursuant 
to a lawf71 admission for permanent residence. 

(b) Subse tion (a) shall apply to a child adopted by a 
United St tes citizen parent if the child satisfies the 
requireme ts applicable to adopted children under section 
101 (b) (1) . i 

The record ects that the applicant was born in India to a 
lawful t resident mother. In March 1991 the applicant 

. with her mother to obtain an NA-3 admission in 
a record of lawful admission as a permanent 
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resident. She returned to India where she has been living with 
her mother. I her mother returned to the United States, 
obtained U.S. and returned to India. Her mother 
returned to in 2001 to apply for and obtain a 
U.S. She then returned to India on July 
8, 2001. 

In Matter of ~illanueva, 19 I&N Dec. 101 (BIA 1984), the Board of 
Immigration Ap eals (the Board) held that, unless void on its face, rl a valid United States passport issued to an individual as a citizen 
of the United States is not subject to collateral attack in 
administrative immigration proceedings but constitutes conclusive 
proof of such P erson's United States citizenship. 
22 U.S.C. § 2705 provides that a passport, during its period of 
validity (if sych period is the maximum period authorized by law), 
issued by the S cretary of State to a citizen of the United states, 
shall have the same force and effect as proof of United States 
citizenship as certificates of naturalization or of citizenship 

jurisdiction. 
e issued by the ttorney general or by a court having naturalization A 

The district d rector notes that the applicant's mother had been 
living in India since her marriage in 1990 and erroneously obtained i U.S. citizenship in December 1994. 

The record es ablishes that the applicant was issued a United t States passpor on June 7, 2001, valid for 5 years, the maximum 
period authori j ed by law for a person under 18 years of age. See 7 

will withdraw the district director's 
to him to enter a new decision 

revocation of naturalization proceedings 
the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1451, against the 

or, after determining that the applicant's 
passport is on its face, or, after accepting the applicant's 
U. S. evidence of U. S. citizenship under the terms of 22 
C.F.R. § 2705. 

FAM 1384. Unless 
Associate 
Villanueva. 

ORDER : appeal is rejected. The district 
tor's decision is withdrawn. The matter 

to him for further action 
discussion and 

decision which, if adverse to 
is to be certified to the 

that passport is shown to be void on its face, the 
Commissioner is bound by the decision in Matter of 


