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U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
20 Mass. Ave., N.W., Rm. A3000 
Washington, DC 20529 

U. S. Citizenship 
and Immigration 

IN RE: Applicant: 

APPLICATION: Application for Status as a Permanent Resident pursuant to Section 1 104 of the Legal 
Immigration Family Equity (LIFE) Act of 2000, Pub. L. 106-553, 114 Stat. 2762 
(2000), amended by Life Act Amendments, Pub. L. 106-554, 114 Stat. 2763 (2000) 

ON BEHALF OF APPLICANT: 

SELF-REPRESENTED 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

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. Any further inquiry must be made to that office. 

u Administrative Appeals Office 



DISCUSSION: The application for permanent resident status under the Legal Immigration Family Equity 
(LIFE) Act was denied by the District Director, Los Angeles, California, and is now before the 
Administrative Appeals Office on appeal. The appeal will be summarily dismissed. 

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

In her Notice of Intent to ust 18, 2004, the director noted that, while the applicant 
submitted an affidavit from tating that he had met the applicant in California in 1980, 
the applicant stated during his LIFE Act interview that he had first entered the United States in 1986. The 
applicant did not response to the NOID. On appeal, the applicant stated that he is eligible to adjust status 
under the LIFE Act since he has been residi w United States since January 1980. As evidence, the 
applicant resubmitted the affidavit from Mr. he applicant submitted no other evidence on appeal 
relevant to his presence and residency in the United Stat mi@ 1982, and submitted no evidence to resolve 
the inconsistency between his statement and that of Mr. is incumbent upon the applicant to resolve 
any inconsistencies in the record by independent objective evidence. Any attempt to explain or reconcile such 
inconsistencies will not suffice unless the applicant submits competent objective evidence pointing to where 
the truth lies. Matter of Ho, 19 I&N Dec. 582, 59 1-92 (BIA 1988). 

The regulation at 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(l)(v) states, in pertinent part: 

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. 

The applicant has failed to identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law or a statement of fact in this 
proceeding; therefore, the appeal must be summarily dismissed. 

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


