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This is the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. If your appeal was rejected, your file 
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longer have a case pending before this office, and you are not entitled to file a motion to reopen or reconsider 
your case. 

John F. Grissom, Acting Chief 
Administrative Appeals Office 



DISCUSSION: On November 21, 2006, the director, Columbus, Ohio denied the applicant's Form 
1-687, Application for Status as a Temporary Resident. On December 22, 2006, the applicant 
appealed that decision to the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on the Form 1-694, Notice of 
Appeal of Decision Under Section 210 or 245A. Subsequently, the director, on his own motion, 
reopened the matter and withdrew the November 21, 2006 decision. On January 31, 2007, the 
director issued a new decision on the application for class membership in this matter filed pursuant 
to the terms of the settlement agreements reached in Catholic Social Services, Inc., et al., v. Ridge, et 
al., CIV. NO. S-86-1343-LKK (E.D. Cal) January 23, 2004, or Felicity Mary Newman, et al., v. 
United States Immigration and Citizenship Services, et al., CIV. NO. 87-4757-WDK (C.D. Cal) 
February 17, 2004, (CSSNewman Settlement Agreements), which relate to the application for 
temporary resident status. The application for class membership was denied by the director. The 
applicant appealed that decision to a Special Master. The appeal filed on December 22, 2006 on the 
Form 1-694 to the AAO will be rejected and the file will be returned to the director for further action 
and consideration. 

The director determined that there was sufficient cause to reopen and reconsider the November 21,2006 
decision issued in this matter. He withdrew that decision and entered a new decision denying the 
application for class membership filed pursuant to the CSSNewman Settlement Agreements. In that 
decision, the director stated correctly that the applicant might appeal the denial of the class membershp 
application to a Special Master. The applicant properly filed an appeal of that decision with a Special 
Master. 

The November 21, 2006 decision was withdrawn by the director. Therefore, the AAO must reject 
the appeal of that decision. 

Pursuant to 8 C.F.R. 5 245a.2(p), the AAO has jurisdiction over the denial of the Form 1-687. 
However, the AAO does not have authority to review the denial of the class membership application. 

In the record is a request fkom the Special Master that she be informed regarding whether the 
applicant's appeal to the Special Master has been rendered moot based on the pending appeal before 
the AAO filed on the Form 1-694. The director should inform the Special Master that the appeal to her 
office is not moot and should forward the matter to the Special Master. 

ORDER: The appeal is rejected and the file is returned to the director for further action and 
consideration pursuant to the above. 


