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DISCUSSION: The waiver application was denied by the District Director, Phoenix. The matter is now
before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed.

The record reflects that the applicant is a native and citizen of Mexico. The applicant was found inadmissible
to the United States pursuant to section 212(a)(9)(B)(i)(II) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA, the
Act), 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(9)B)(i)(II). The record reflects that the applicant is the spouse of a U.S. citizen. He
seeks a waiver of inadmissibility in order to remain in the United States with his spouse.

The district director found that the applicant had failed to establish extreme hardship to his U.S. citizen
spouse. The application for waiver was denied accordingly. The entire record was reviewed and considered
in rendering a decision on the appeal.

The regulations governing these proceedings, 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(v), provide, in pertinent part:

(v) Summary dismissal. 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.

On appeal, the applicant contends that the decision of the district director was biased and unsupported in law
and fact. He also contends that he has established extreme hardship to his spouse and children. In support of
the appeal, he submits no additional evidence, cites no precedent decisions, and makes no specific allegations
of bias or legal or factual error in the district director’s decision. The AAO finds that the appeal fails to raise
for review any erroneous conclusions of law or fact. Furthermore, his claim of bias is unsupported anywhere
in the record.

Accordingly, the appeal will be dismissed under 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(v).

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.



