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applicant's spouse's assertions are relevant. but going on the record without supporting 
documentary evidence is not sufficient for purposes of meeting the burden of proof in these 
proceedings. Matter of Soffici, 22 I&N Dec. at 165. The record does not illustrate that the 
hardship that the applicant's spouse would experience should she relocate to El Salvador would be 
beyond that normally experienced as a result of a spouse's inadmissibility. 

Although the applicant's spouse's concern over the applicant's immigration status is neither 
doubted nor minimized, the fact remains that Congress provided for a waiver of inadmissibility 
only under limited circumstances. In nearly every qualifying relationship, whether between 
husband and wife or parent and child, there is a deep level of affection and a certain amount of 
emotional and social interdependence. While, in common parlance, the prospect of separation or 
involuntary relocation nearly always results in considerable hardship to individuals and families, 
in specifically limiting the availability of a waiver of inadmissibility to cases of "extreme 
hardship," Congress did not intend that a waiver be granted in every case where a qualifying 
relationship, and thus the familial and emotional bonds, exist. The point made in this and prior 
decisions on this matter is that the current state of the law, viewed from a legislative, 
administrative, or judicial point of view, requires that the hardship, which meets the standard in 
section 212(a)(9)(B)(v) of the Act, be above and beyond the normal, expected hardship involved 
in such cases. 

Considered in the aggregate. the hardship to the applicant's spouse does not rise to the level of 
extreme beyond the common results of rcmoval. See Hassan v. INS, 927 F.2d 465, 468 (9th Cir. 
1991); Perez, 96 F.3d at 392 (defining "extreme hardship" as hardship that was unusual or beyond 
that which would normally be expected upon deportation); Matter of Pilch, 21 I&N Dec. at 631. 
The AAO therefore finds that the applicant has failed to establish extreme hardship to a qualifying 
relative as required under section 212(a)(9)(B)(v) of the Act. Having found the applicant 
statutorily ineligible for relief, no purpose would be served in discussing whether he merits a 
waiver as a matter of discretion. 

In proceedings for an application for WaIver of grounds of inadmissibility under section 
212(a)(9)(B)(v) of the Act, the burden of proving eligibility remains entirely with the applicant. 
Section 291 of the Act, il U.S.c. § 13111. Here, the applicant has not met that burden. 
Accordingly, the appeal will be dismissed. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. 


