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INSTRUCTION& 

This is the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. All documents have been returned to 
the office that originally decided your case. If your appeal was sustained, or if the matter was remanded for 
fUrther action, you will be contacted. If yo- appeal was'dismissed, you no longer have a case pending before 
this office, and you are not entitled to file a motion to .reopen or reconsider your case. 

Robert P. Wiemadn, Director 
Administrative Appeals Office 



DISCUSSIOX: , The application for permanent resident status under the Legal Immigration Family Equity 
(LIFE) Act was (denied by the District Directar, Baltimore, and is now before the Administrative Appeals 
Office (AAO) o i  appeal. The appeal will be dismissed. 

The district chrdctor denied the application because the applicant had not demonstrated that she had 
continuously resided in the United States in an unlawfd status since before January 1, 1982 through May 4, 
1988. 

submits additional evidence attesting to her current residence in the State of 
district &tor's notice of intent to deny. 

An applicant lor permanent resident status must establish entry into the United States before January 1, 1982 
and continuous ysidence in the United States in an unlawful status since such date and through May 4, 1988. 
8 C.F.R. 5 245a.lll(b). 

An applicant for h a n e n t  resident status under section 1104 of the LlFE Act has the burden to establish by 
a preponder&ce of the evidence that he or she has resided in the United States for the requisite periods, is 

I admissible to the, United States and is otherwise eligible for adjustment of status under this section. The 
inference to be e w n  fkom the documentation provided shall depend on the extent of the documentation, its 
credibility and anienability to verification. 8 C.F.R. 4 245a. 12(e). 

to be established by a preponderance of the evidence it is sufficient that the proof 
true. See Matter of E- M--, 20 I&N Dec. 77 (Comm. 1989). 

provide an illustrative list of contemporaneous documents that an applicant may 
the submission of affidavits and any other relevant document. 8 C.F.R. 

establish continuous unlawful residence since prior to January 1, 1982, the applicant 

A rental a eement along with bank and checking account statements, all of which show the applicant 
to be resi g in the state of Maryland; a I 

Two Air il envelopes addressed to the applicant in Worcester, Massachusetts, both of whlch carry 
stamped 1 81 postmark dates; t 
An entplo/mnent letter fko- Store Manager of Tim-Buk-Tu Fashions, Worcester, 
~assachdetts,  indicating the applicant was employed at that enterprise from November 198 1 through 

fro-indicating he had driven the applicant to Toronto, Canada for the 
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Another &davit fb-ted December 9, 1990, in which the affiant attests to the 
applican having resided in.Worcester, Massachusetts &om 1981 to 1984, and in Alexandria, Virginia 
since 191 14. 

In the district dir :ctor's notice of intent to deny, it was indicated tliat the applicant had submitted no evidence 
that she was a re: jdent of the State of Maryland and, therefore, that the applicant fell within the jurisdiction of 
the Baltimore D strict Office of Citizensiup and Immigration Services, or CIS. On appeal, the applicant 
provides the follt wing  page 1 of a Bank Account Statement dated February 20,2004, page 1 of a checking 
statement, and t?e first page of i WtaVLease agreement. These documents all show the applicant as 
currently residing j within the state of Maryland. The applicant has, therefore, submitted documentation which 
credibly addresscb and resolves any questions raised in the notice of inteht regarding the applicant's claim to 
Maryland resider /ce. 

& stated above, the inference to be drawn from the documentation provlded shall depend on the extent of the 
documentation, il credibility and amenability to verification. In this case, the applicant has submitted only 
one resident afic bvit and only one employment letter. The affidavit from submitted in support 

to continuous residence, indicates the applicant lived in Worcester, Massachusetts 
in Alexandria, Virginia since 1984. However, this affidavit is lacking basic and 
details and, as such, falls far short of containing what such a document should . - 

include in order 10 render it probative for the purpose of establishing an a licant's continuous unlawful 
residence during lthe N o d  in question. Specifically, the affiant, &provides no indication 
regarding by wha means he is knowledgeable regarding the applicant's successive places of residence since 
198 1. Nor does t \e affiant indicate by what means he came to be acquainted with the applicant. 

Whtle the applicaft claims to have been employed from 1981 through May 1988, she submits only one letter 
attesting to her ebloyment in Worcester, Massachusetts in 1981 to 1984. The applicant has provided no 
other documents or third-party statements attesting to her employment since 1984, and no other 
contemporaneous supporting her claim to continuous residence during the entire period from 
1982 to 1988. 

Given the applica t's reliance on a minima1 amount contemporaneous documentation covering only a small 
&action of the pe 'od in question, along with affidavits and third-party statements which do not meet basic ! 
standards of proba bve value, it is concluded that she has fhiled to establish continuous residence in an unlawful 
status from prior t c ~  January 1,1982 through May 4,1988, as required. I 
ORDER: T & appeal is dismissed. This decision constitutes a final notice of ineligibility. 


