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DISCUSSION: The waiver application was denied by the District Director, Mexico City (Ciudad 
Juarez), Mexico. The matter is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. 
The appeal will be dismissed. 

The applicant is a native and citizen of Mexico who was found to be inadmissible to the United 
States pursuant to section 212(a)(9)(B)(i)(II) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 
8 U.S.C. 5 1182(a)(9)(B)(i)(II), for having been unlawfully present in the United States for more 
than one year and seeking readmission within ten years of her last departure from the United States. 
The applicant is married to a U.S. citizen and seeks a waiver of inadmissibility in order to reside in 
the United States. 

The district director found that the record failed to establish that the applicant's U.S. citizen spouse 
would suffer extreme hardship as a result of her continued inadmissibility. The application was 
denied accordingly. Decision of the District Director, dated June 1,2006. 

On appeal, counsel states that he is requesting a sixty-day extension to submit additional evidence in 
the applicant's case. He states that he is on vacation for two weeks in July and is unable to complete 
the processing for the applicant's appeal within thirty days. Form I-290B, dated June 6,2006. 

The AAO notes that it has been over sixty days since the filing of the applicant's appeal and that the 
only additional documentation submitted was a document in the Spanish language, with no certified 
English translation attached, received on September 29, 2006. Furthermore, the only documentation 
submitted with the initial waiver application included two statements from the applicant and one 
statement from his spouse, all in Spanish, with no certified English translations attached. Because 
counsel and the applicant failed to submit certified translations of these documents, the AAO cannot 
determine whether the evidence supports the applicant's claims. See 8 C.F.R. 5 103.2(b)(3). 
Accordingly, the evidence is not probative and will not be accorded any weight in this proceeding. 

8 C.F.R. 5 103.3(a)(v) states in pertinent part that: 

(v) Summary dismissal. 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 AAO finds that the applicant's appeal fails to identify any erroneous conclusion of law or 
statement of fact in the district director's decision. The appeal is therefore summarily dismissed. 

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed. 


