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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, New York, and is now before the
Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be summarily dismissed.

The director denied the application because the applicant failed to demonstrate that he resided in the
United States in a continuous, unlawful status from before January 1, 1982, through May 4, 1988, as
required by section 1104(c)(2)(B) of the LIFE Act.

On appeal, counsel contends that the applicant’s Form 1-589, Request for Asylum in the United
States, provided an erroneous 1988 entry date. Counsel asserts that the applicant never intentionally
misrepresented the facts and was the victim of an unscrupulous non-attorney preparer. Counsel
submits an affidavit from the applicant attesting to the above. The applicant also assets that the
preparer was later arrested and charged with filing fraudulent applications for immigrants, and that
he was advised to withdraw his Form I-589.

Although counsel notes that the applicant was not assisted by an attorney but by a preparer, there is
no remedy available for an applicant who assumes the risk of authorizing an unlicensed attorney or
unaccredited representative to undertake representations on his behalf. See 8 C.F.R. § 292.1. The
AAO only considers complaints based upon ineffective assistance against accredited representatives.
Cf. Matter of Lozada, 19 1&N Dec. 637 (BIA 1988), aff'd, 857 F.2d 10 (1st Cir. 1988) (requiring an
appellant to meet certain criteria when filing an appeal based on ineffective assistance of counsel).

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 that the director accurately set forth a legitimate basis for denial of
the application. On appeal, the applicant addressed one of the grounds stated for denial and
submitted his own affidavit. To meet his burden of proof, the applicant must provide evidence of
eligibility apart from his own testimony. 8 C.F.R. § 245a.12(f). The applicant failed to address the
other grounds for denial stated by the director. Nor did he provide any additional evidence relevant
to the grounds for denial. The appeal must therefore be summarily dismissed.

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



