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DISCUSSION: The application for permanent resident status under the Legal Immigration 
Family Equity (LIFE) Act was denied by the District Director in New York City. It is now on 
appeal before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO). The appeal will be summarily 
dismissed. 

The director denied the application on the ground that the applicant failed to establish that he 
resided in the United States in a continuous unlawful status from before January 1, 1982 through 
May 4, 1988, and was continuously physically present in the United States from November 6, 
1986 through May 4, 1988, as required under section 1 104(c)(2)(B)(i) and (C)(i) of the LIFE 
Act. 

The applicant, a native of Ghana, filed his current application for permanent resident status under 
the LIFE Act (Form 1-485) on August 27, 2001. In a Notice of Intent to Deny (NOID), dated 
June 20, 2006, the director cited documentation in the record that appeared to contradict the 
applicant's claim of continuous residence in the United States during the requisite time period. 
For example on a Form G-325A, Biographic Information, he filed in conjunction with an earlier 
Form 1-485 in October 1995, the applicant stated that he had a post office address in Kumali, 
Ghana, from January 1980 to June 1989. In addition, on that earlier Form 1-485 the applicant 
stated that two of his children (neither of whom was acknowledged on his current Form 1-485) 
were born in Ghana on October 31, 1984 and May 16, 1986, respectively. The director indicated 
that the foregoing information cast doubt on the veracity of the applicant's claim to have taken 
up residence in the United States before January 1, 1982, to have maintained continuous 
residence in an unlawful status through May 4, 1988, and to have been continuously physically 
present in the country from November 6, 1986 through May 4, 1988. The applicant was granted 
30 days to submit additional evidence to explain these discrepancies and otherwise establish his 
eligibility for legalization under the LIFE Act. 

The applicant did not respond to the NOID. On August 22, 2006, therefore, the director denied 
the application for the reasons stated in the NOID. 

On appeal counsel asserts that the documentation and oral testimony presented by the applicant 
"was sufficient to warrant a favorable exercise of discretion," that the director's decision was 
"arbitrary and not supported by the facts and circumstances," and that the "applicant's testimony 
was detailed, consistent and believable." 

The record refutes counsel's contentions, since two specific evidentiary discrepancies cited by the 
director in the NOID were not addressed by the applicant either in a response to the NOID or on 
appeal. Neither counsel nor the applicant has addressed the director's analysis of the evidence in 
the NOID. On the appeal form (Form I-290B) counsel indicated that no legal brief or additional 
evidence would be submitted. 

As provided in 8 C.F.R. 5 103.3(a)(3)(iv), any appeal that fails to state the reason for appeal, or is 
patently fnvolous, will be summarily dismissed. 



A review of the decision shows that the director accurately set forth a legitimate basis for denial 
of the application. On appeal, the applicant has not addressed the specific bases for denial, and 
has not presented additional evidence. In accordance with 8 C.F.R. $ 103.3(a)(3)(iv), therefore, 
the appeal will be summarily dismissed. 

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


