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DISCUSSION: The application for temporary resident status was denied by the Director, New York, 
and is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed. 

The director denied the application because she found the evidence submitted was insufficient to 
establish eligibility for Temporary Resident Status pursuant to the terms of the CSSNewman settlement 
agreements. The director specifically noted numerous contradictory, conflicting, and inconsistent 
information provided by the applicant on his application, in support of his application, and in response 
to a Notice of Intent to Deny (NOID) the application. 

On appeal, the applicant states that: the director's decision was based on "surmise and conjecture" 
without evaluating the evidence submitted in support of his claim; the director should have accepted his 
rebuttal in response to the NOID; all of the documentation he submitted is "true and genuine and 
sufficient" to approve his application; he is aggrieved and dissatisfied; was continuously physically 
present in the United States from January 1, 1982, through May 4, 1988; and, any inconsistencies or 
contradictions in the record "might be due to ignorance." 

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 fnvolous, will be summarily dismissed. 

A review of the decision reveals the director accurately set forth a legitimate basis for denial of the 
application. On appeal, the applicant has not presented additional evidence. Nor has he addressed the 
grounds stated for denial. The appeal must therefore be summarily dismissed. 

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


