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DISCUSSION: The application for temporary resident status pursuant to the terms of the 
settlement agreements reached in Catholic Socral Services, Inc., et al., v. Ridge, et nl., CIV. NO. 
S-86-1343-LICK (E.D. Cal) January 23, 2004, and Felicity Mary Newman, et al., v. United States 
Immigration and Citizenship Sewices, et al., CIV. NO. 87-4757-WDK (C.D. Cal) February 17, 
2004 (CSSNewrnan Settlement Agreements), was denied by the Director, Los Angeles. The 
decision is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be 
dismissed. 

'The applicant submitted a Form 1-687, Application for Status as a Temporary Resident under 
Section 245A s f  the Immigration ilnd Nationality Act, and a Form 1-687 Supplement, CSS,Newman 
(LULAC) Class Membership Worksheet. The director denied the application because the applicant 
did not establish that she continuously resided in the United States for the duration of the requisite 
period. In so finding, the director stated: 

A review of your service record indicates that January 20, 2006, you were detained 
at the Calkico International Port of Entry. You were placed under oath and 
interviewed by ail officer. The officer asked you several questions and your answers 
i~~dicated that you did not permanently enter the United States until 1990. b'ou 
stated you had a border crossirtg card issued to you in 1975; which you used to trr~.vt:! 
back and forth from the U.S. to Mexico to only visit relatives in the United States 
because you were living and working in Mexicali. Your testimony clearly confirms 
that you entered the Untied States in 1990. therefore, you cannot met the residency 
requirements. 

In the document you submitted, and during your interview, you claimed that you 
entered the W.S. prior to January 1, 1982. You have not submitted evidence of such 
an entry; or any circumstailtial evidence of such an entry can be made. You claimed 
to have resided continuously in unlawful status through the date you (or your parent 
or spouse), were turned away by the INS when you tried lo apply for legalization. 
You furnished no document in support of your residence other that affidavits of 
people who claim to have known you during the 1980's. However, the internal 
inconsistencies between your testimony, applications and documents raises 
questions which in turn. impact your credibility. 

On appeal, the applicant argues that she should have been sent a Notice of Intent to Deny (NOID) 
before her class membership was denied. The applicant states that she will submit a brief 
supporting her appeal in 30 days. 

h this case, the director denied the application because the applicant did not establish that she 
continuously resided in the United States for the duration of the requisite period. The director was not 
required to send the applicant a NOID concerning class membership her decision was not based on that issue. 
On appeal, the applicant stated that she would submit a brief to the AAO withir, 30 days; 
however, she has not done so. Therefore, the record is considered complete. 



The applicant failed to address the director's analysis of the evidence, contradictions between the 
applicant's assertions and the evidence, the failure to submit requested evidence, and did not furnish 
any additional evidence. 

As stated in 8 C.F.R. 6 103.3(a)(3)(iv), any appeal that fails to state the reason for appeal, or is 
patently frivolous, will be summarily dismissed. 

A review of the decision reveals that the director accurately set forth a legitimate basis for the denial 
of the application. On appeal, the applicant has not presented additional evidence or specifically 
addressed the basis for denial. The appeal shall therefore be summarily dismissed. 

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


