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Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal, and denied again by the Director, California Service Center. The matter is now
before the AAO on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed.

The directors denied the application because the applicant failed to establish the performance of at least 90

man-days of qualifying agricultural employment during the eligibility period. This decision was on adverse
information acquired by the Service relating to the applicant's claim of employment foﬂ

On appeal from the initial decision, the applicant submitted a personal statement.
On appeal from the final decision, the applicant submitted a statement from counsel.

In order to be eligible for temporary resident status as a special agricultural wbrker, an alien must have engaged in
qualifying agricultural employment for at least 90 man-days during the twelve-month period ending May 1, 1986,
and must be otherwise admissible under section 210(c) of the Act and not ineligible under 8 C.F.R. § 210.3(d). 8

C.FR. § 210.3(b).

On the Form I-700 application, the applicant claimed 163 man-days employment for_in Bakersfield
and Delano, California from April 1985 to October 1985. The applicant also claimed 128 man-days employment
subsequent to the qualifying period ending May 1, 1986.

In support of the claim, the applicant submitted an employment verification letter purportedly signed by -

The letter contains a stamp which identiﬁes- s a farm labor contractor and indicates tha
M. address is ﬁ

In the course of attempting to verify the applicant's claimed employment, the Service acquired information which
cast doubt on the credibility of the applicant's documentation. The signatures on the applicant's supporting
documents are visibly and significantly different from authentic exemplars obtained by the Service.

On August 27, 2001, the LAU determined that the record did not contain any exemplars o’f-
signature and remanded the case for the inclusion of such evidence into the record.

On April 10, 2002, the applicant was again advised in writing of the adverse information obtained by the Service,
and of the Service's intent to deny the application. Specifically, the applicant was informed that on April 25,
1988

appeared before a Service officer and exailred applications which bore rubber stamp

erheads. After examining the documents Mr: refuted both the letters and the signatures
contathed on the letters. Mr. stated that the rubber stamp misspelled the street on which he lived. He
indicated that he lived on no treet as indicated on the rubber stamp. The applicant’s letter
contained the rubber stamp, which ad identified as being fraudulent. The applicant was granted

~ thirty days to respond. The record d3€e N0 contain a response to the notice from the applicant.
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The director concluded the applicant had not overcome the derogatory evidence, and denied the application on

October 25, 2004. On appeal, counsel for the applicant ted that the application should be approve ause the
record neither contained any exemplars of“ignature nor any evidence that“ppeared
before the Service on April 25, 1988.

Generally, the inference to be drawn from the documentation provided shall depend on the extent of the
documentation, its credibility, and amenability to verification. 8 CF.R. § 210.3(b)(1). Evidence submitted by an

There is no mandatory type of documentation required with respect to the applicant's burden of proof; however,
the documentation must be credible. All documents submitted must have an appearance of reliability, i.e., if the
documents appear to have been forged, or otherwise deceitfully created or obtained, the documents are not
credible. United Farm Workers (AFL-CIO) v. INS, Civil No. S-87-1064-JFM (E.D. Cal.).

A review of the record reveals that there are several exemplars of _s signature contained in the

record. Further, the record contains copies of officer notes taken at the time appeared at the
Bakersfield, California Legalization Office on April 25, 1988. In light of the Tact that the record contains

’

s objections are not persuasive.

The signature discrepancy noted by the director calls into question the origin and authenticity of the applicant's
documentation. The applicant submitted documentation which#eclared to be fraudulent. The

applicant has not overcome this derogatory evidence. Therefore, the documen ry evidence submitted by the



