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

The director denied the application because the applicant had failed to establish that he satisfied the 
"basic citizenship skills" requirement under section 11 04(c)(2)(E) of the LIFE Act. The applicant was 
provided two opportunities to pass the English literacy andlor the United States history and government 
tests, but failed to pass the tests or submit relevant evidence as described in the regulations at 8 C.F.R. § 
245a.17. The director noted that the applicant was first interviewed, on July 6, 2006, and on that 
occasion he failed to pass the test; and, the applicant failed to appear for a second interview which had 
been scheduled for January 5,2007. 

On appeal, the applicant states that he reported for the second interview, but, he was not interviewed 
and he was told to go home. The applicant does not state any other basis for the appeal. The 
applicant did not submit additional documents. Contrary to counsel's assertion, as noted above, the 
record reflects that the applicant's second interview was scheduled on January 5,2007, and, there is no 
indication that the applicant reported for the scheduled interview. Furthermore, the record of 
proceedings does not reflect that the applicant submitted a request to reschedule the second interview. 
Without documentary evidence to support the claim, the applicant's assertions will not satisfy his 
burden of proof. The unsupported assertions do not constitute evidence. Matter of Obaigbena, 19 
I&N Dec. 533, 534 (BIA 1988); Matter of Laureano, 19 I&N Dec. 1 (BIA 1983); Matter of 
Ramirez-Sanchez, 17 I&N Dec. 503,506 (BIA 1980). 

Any appeal that fails to state the reason for appeal, or is patently ii-ivolous, will be summarily dismissed. 
8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(3)(iv). A review of the decision reveals the director accurately set forth a legitimate 
basis for denial of the application. It is noted that the applicant indicated on his Form G-325A that he 
resided in Senegal from birth until December 1986. Therefore, the applicant could not establish the 
requisite continuous residence fiom prior to January 1, 1982. On appeal, the applicant has not presented 
additional evidence and has not addressed the basis for denial. The appeal must therefore be summarily 
dismissed. 

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


