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DISCUSSION: The application for temporary resident status pursuant to the terms of the settlement
agreements reached in Catholic Social Services, Inc., et al., v. Ridge, et al., CIV. No.-.- (E.D.
Cal) January 23 , 2004, and ~ewman, et al., v. United States Immi~enship
Services. et al., CIV. NO . _ (C.D. Cal) February 17, 2004, (CSS/Newman Settlement
Agreements) was denied by the District Director, Tukwila, Washington, and is now before the Administrative
Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed.

The director determined the applicant had not demonstrated that he had continuously resided in the United
States in an unlawful status since before January 1, 1982 through the date that he attempted to file a Form I­
687, Application for Status as a Temporary Resident, with the Immigration and Naturalization Service or the
Service (now Citizenship and Immigration Services or CIS) in the original legalization application period of
May 5, 1987 to May 4, 1988. Therefore, the director determined that the applicant was not eligible to adjust
to temporary resident status pursuant to the terms of the CSSlNewman Settlement Agreements and denied the
application. In doing so, the director spec ifically discussed the documentation provided by the applicant and
explained the deficiencies that formed the basis for the adverse findings cited in the denial.

On appeal , the applicant focuses on one affiant in particular, reasserting the prior claim that this individual has
resided in the United States since 1977. The applicant did not , however, address the director's specific adverse
fmding that challenges the veracity of the claim regarding the affiant's residence in the United States.

As stated in 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(3)(iv), any appeal which is filed that fails to state the reason for appeal, or is
patently frivolous, will be summarily dismissed.

A review of the decision reveals the director accurately set forth a legitimate basis for denial of the application.
On appeal, the applicant has not presented additional evidence. Nor has he addressed director's numerous
fmdings or the grounds stated for denial. The appeal must therefore be summarily dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. This decision constitutes a final notice of ineligibility.,


