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INSTRUCTIONS: 

This is the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. If your appeal was dismissed or 
rejected, all documents have been returned to the National Benefits Center. You no longer have a case 
pending before this office, and you are not entitled to file a motion to reopen or reconsider your case. If your 
appeal was sustained or remanded for further action, you will be contacted. 

" - 
&&& -,%1 * -- 

," ', 
, 

'i 

*% 
- - *  ,,,-FA 

Robert P. Wiemann, Chief 
Administrative Appeals Office 



Page 2 

DISCUSSION: The application for permanent resident status under the Legal Immigration Family 
Equity (LIFE) Act was denied by the District Director, New York, and is now before the 
Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be summarily dismissed. 

The director denied the application because the applicant had failed to establish that he satisfied the 
"basic citizenship skills" required under section 1 104(c)(2)(E) of the LIFE Act. 

On appeal, the applicant asserts that he is 63 years old and has never attended school He contends 
that to request him to attend school at his age is unfair. 

It is noted that under section 1104(c)(2)(E)(ii) of the LIFE Act, the Attorney General may waive all or 
part of the above requirements for aliens who are at least 65 years of age or developmentally disabled. 
The record shows that the applicant was born on February 1, 1944, and that his LIFE Act application 
was filed on September 15, 2001. Therefore, the applicant is not eligible to the discretionary waiver 
described at both section 1 104(c)(2)(E)(ii) of the LIFE Act and 8 C.F.R. tj 245a. 17(c)(l), as he was only 
57 years of age on the date his LIFE Act application was filed. 

As stated in 8 C.F.R. tj 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 denial of 
the application. On appeal, the applicant has not presented additional evidence. Nor has he 
specifically addressed the basis for denial. The appeal therefore must be summarily dismissed. 

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


