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This is the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. All documents have been returned to 
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If you believe the law was inappropriately applied or you have additional information that you wish to have 
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filing a Form I-290B, Notice of Appeal or Motion, with a fee of $585. Any motion must be filed within 30 
days of the decision that the motion seeks to reconsider or reopen, as required by 8 C.F.R. 5 103.5(a)(l)(i). 

Perry Rhew 
Chief, Administrative Appeals Office 



DISCUSSION: The District Director, Chicago, Illinois, denied the instant waiver application. The 
matter is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be 
summarily dismissed. 

The record shows that the applicant is a native and citizen of Mexico, the mother of a United States 
(U.S.) citizen, and the beneficiary of an approved Form 1-130 petition. The applicant was found to 
be inadmissible pursuant to section 212(a)(6)(C)(i) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA, the 
Act), 8 U.S.C. tj 1182(a)(6)(C)(i). The applicant seeks a waiver of inadmissibility pursuant to 
section 212(i) of the Act in order to reside in the United States with her daughter. 

The district director found that the applicant had sought to procure an immigration benefit by fraud 
or by willful misrepresentation of a material fact, and is therefore inadmissible pursuant to section 
212(a)(6)(C)(i) of the Act. The district director also found that the applicant had failed to establish 
extreme hardship to a qualifying relative, and denied the application. 

Counsel submitted a Form I-290B appeal in this matter. In the section reserved for the reason for filing 
the appeal, counsel inserted, 

The applicant appeals the decision of the District Director denying her application for 
waiver of grounds of inadmissibility as a matter of law and as an abuse of discretion. 
The applicant shall file a detailed brief withn 30 days. 

On that form appeal counsel also checked a box to indicate that he would provide a brief or evidence 
within 30 days. No brief or evidence was submitted, either with the form appeal or subsequently. 

Counsel's statement on appeal contains no specific assignment of error. Alleging that the director erred 
in some unspecified way is an insufficient basis for an appeal. 

The regulation at 8 C.F.R. tj 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." 

Counsel has failed to identify specifically an erroneous conclusion of law or a statement of fact as a 
basis for the appeal and the appeal must be summarily dismissed. 

The AAO notes, further, that waiver of inadmissibility under section 212(a)(6)(C)(i) of the Act must 
be obtained pursuant to section 212(i) of the Act by showing that the applicant is the spouse, son, or 
daughter of a U.S. citizen or LPR, and that failure to grant the waiver would result in extreme 
hardship to the applicant's qualifying spouse or parent. In this case, the applicant is seeking to show 
that her removal from the United States would occasion extreme hardship to her daughter, who is not 
a qualifying relative under section 212(i) of the Act. Although the record contains evidence that the 
applicant has many relatives in the United States, the record contains no indication that the applicant 
could show extreme hardship to a qualifying relative. Even if the application had not been 
summarily dismissed for failure to state a specific assignment of error, without any evidence that 



denial of the waiver application would cause extreme hardship to a qualifying relative, the waiver 
application still could not be approved. 

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed. 


