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ON BEHALF OF APPLICANT: 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

This is the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. The file has been returned to the 
National Benefits Center. If your appeal was sustained, or if the matter was remanded for further action, you 
will be contacted. If your appeal was dismissed, 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. 
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DISCUSSION: DISCUSSION: The application for permanent resident status under the Legal 
Immigration Family Equity (LIFE) Act was denied by the District Director, Dallas, Texas. A 
subsequent appeal was rejected by the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO). The matter is now before 
the AAO on a motion to reconsider. The motion will be dismissed. 

On August 16,2004, the director denied the application because the applicant had failed to demonstrate 
his understanding of U.S. history and English as required under section 1104(c)(2)(E) of the LIFE Act. 
The director noted that the applicant was interviewed on two occasions in connection with his LIFE Act 
application, on June 2, 2003, and, again on December 8, 2003. However, at both interviews the 
applicant failed to demonstrate his understanding of U.S. history and English. The record reflects the 
director notified the applicant in a March 24,2004 notice of intent to deny (NOID) that he had appeared 
for interviews twice. However, at both interviews the applicant failed to demonstrate his understanding 
of U.S. history and English. 

A subsequent appeal was rejected by the Chief, AAO, on September 11, 2006. The AAO chief 
noted that the Form I-290B was not filed in accordance with 8 C.F.R. 245a.20(a)(2), as the 
applicant filed the appeal in the form of a letter to the Dallas District Director. Counsel for the 
applicant filed this motion to reopen. 

The regulation at 8 C.F.R. tj 103.5(b) provides that motions to reopen a proceeding or reconsider a 
decision under part 210 or 245a of this chapter shall not be considered. The regulation at 8 C.F.R. 8 
245a.20(c) provides that motions to reopen a proceeding or reconsider a decision shall not be 
considered under Subpart B. The AAO has no jurisdiction in this matter. Motions to reopen or 
reconsider are not to be considered; however, the director may sua sponte reopen any adverse 
decision. 8 C.F.R. 8 245a.20(c) and 8 C.F.R. 8 103.5(b). 

As such, the previous decisions of the field office director and the AAO will not be disturbed and the 
motion will be dismissed. 

ORDER: The motion is dismissed. The decision of the AAO dated September 1 1, 2006 is 
affirmed. 


