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DISCUSSION: The application for temporary resident status 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, and 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) was denied by the director in San Jose, California. 
The decision is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal 
will be dismissed. 

The applicant, a native of India who claims to have lived in the United States since 1981, submitted 
a Form 1-687, Application for Status as a Temporary Resident under Section 24519 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (Act), and a Form 1-687 Supplement, CSS/Newrnan (LULAC) 
Class Membership Worksheet on December 28, 2005.' The director denied the application, 
finding that the applicant had not established by a preponderance of the evidence that he had 
continuously resided in the United States in an unlawful status for the duration of the requisite 
periods. 

On appeal, counsel asserts that: 

The director erred in finding that the applicant failed to provide sufficient 
documents to substantiate continuous residence and physical presence in the 
United States covering the period 1982 to 1988. 

The record reflects that the applicant met his burden regarding residency and 
physical presence, and that the applicant has established that he entered the 
United States without inspection prior to January 1, 1982. 

The applicant did not remember that a fiance petition had been filed on his behalf, 
otherwise he would have addressed the issue. 

Counsel does not allege any legal or factual error in the director's decision, and does not address 
the evidentiary deficiencies and inconsistencies cited in the Notice of Intent to Deny (NOID) and 
the Notice of Decision (NOD).' The applicant has not submitted new evidence bearing on the 

' The AAO notes that the applicant who claims to have entered the United States in 1981, was about 6 
years old when he allegedly entered the United States in 1981. Thus, the applicant is expected to have 
medical records (specifically, immunization records) and school records during the years 198 1 to 1988. 

2 The record reflects that the applicant submitted conflicting information and documents regarding his 
initial entry and continuous residence in the United States. The record reflects that the applicant testified 
that he attended school in the United States from 1984 to 1988, but failed to provide copies of his school 
records when requested. The record also reflect that the applicant completed a Form G-325A under 
penalty of perjury on March 13, 2003, in which the applicant stated that he was residing Ludhiana, Punjab 
province, India, from July 1976 to the present (March 2003). The record further reflects that the 



grounds for denial discussed in the decision. As of the date of this decision, no additional 
evidence has been submitted, and the record will be deemed complete. 

As stated in 8 C.F.R. 5 103.3(a)(3)(iv), any appeal which is filed 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 denial of 
the application. On appeal, the applicant has not addressed the grounds stated for denial, and has 
not cited any error(s) in the decision nor has he presented additional evidence relevant to the 
grounds for denial or the stated reason for appeal. The appeal must therefore be summarily 
dismissed. 

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

petitioner indicated on the Form I-129F (petition for alien relative) she filed on April 14, 2003, that the 
applicant had never been in the United States as of the time the petition was completed. 


