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DISCUSSION: The application was denied by the Director, Texas Service Center. The matter is 
now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed. 

The record of proceedings indicates that the applicant is a native of India who claims to have been 
issued a Certificate of Citizenship. He seeks a replacement of this document. 

The applicant has requested oral argument to explain "the complicated nature of [his] immigration 
and naturalization process that involved 2 different legal name changes." See Applicant's September 
15, 2008 letter on appeal, at 1. The AAO notes that the regulation at 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(b) provides 
that the affected party must explain in writing why oral argument is necessary. United States 
Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) has the sole authority to grant or deny a request for 
oral argument and will grant such argument only in cases that involve unique factors or issues of law 
that cannot be adequately addressed in writing. In the present case, the applicant has not demonstrated 
that these proceedings involve unique factors or issues of law that cannot be adequately addressed in 
writing. No cause for oral argument is shown. Consequently, the request is denied. 

The applicant asserts that he previously received a certificate but "lost [it] during [a] move from 
Boston to Virginia." Applicant's Form N-565, at Part 2, Item 2 (Basis for Application). The AAO 
notes the applicant's submission of the form letter of August 10, 1999, addressed to the applicant in 
his present legal name i n  which INS(now USCIS) notified him to appear at a 
specified address in Philadelphia, within certain hours and with specified documents, in order to 
receive his Certificate of Citizenship. 

However, the applicant does not establish, and the AAO's search of USCIS records does not 
indicate, that the applicant ever complied with the letter's instructions, or that he ever received a 
Certificate of Citizenship. Further, the AAO finds that certain aspects of the record affirmatively 
indicate that the applicant was not issued a Certificate of Citizenship: a duplicate (record-retention 
copy) Certificate of Citizenship, in the applicant's name ) ,  that bears the 
annotation ''I.DE.] NOT Determined Cert Voided" and a notation in the "Remarks" section of the 
record's original copy of the Form N-565 that indicates that the Certification of Citizenship prepared 
for the applicant was voided because he did not appear to establish his identity and complete the 
processing required for the issuance of the certificate.' 

In addition, the AAO notes that the Form N-600 (Application for Certificate of Citizenship) has not 
been completed. The affidavit as to the truth of the form's contents, at page 4 of the form, has not 
been executed and signed in the presence of an immigration officer; and there is no signature of the 
District Director or Officer in Charge at page 4, approving the issuance of the Certificate of 
Citizenship. Further, the back of the voided duplicate Certificate of Citizenship lacks the signatures 
required to record the taking of the Oath of Allegiance and to acknowledge receipt of the document. 

1 The AAO notes that the applicant obtained his present legal n a m e ,  by court 
action, and that his name had once before been legally changed, by court action, from his birth name,= 
, to . Despite the applicant's belief to the contrary, the record of 
proceedings does not indicate that the applicant's name changes have had any bearing on the outcome of this 
application. 



As reflected in the discussion above, the evidence does not support the applicant's claim that he 
previously received a Certificate of Citizenship. Rather, the evidence indicates that neither 'INS nor 
its successor USCIS ever issued the document for which the applicant seeks a replacement. As a 
result, the applicant has not established that he is eligible to file the Form N-565. Therefore, the 
appeal will be dismissed. 

The regulation at 8 C.F.R. 8 341.2(c) states that the burden of proof shall be on the applicant to 
establish the claimed citizenship by a preponderance of the evidence. The applicant has not met his 
burden in this proceeding. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. 


