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IN RE: Applicant: 

Date: SEP 1 5 2009 

APPLICATION: Application for Status as a Permanent Resident pursuant to Section 1104 of the 
Legal Immigration Family Equity (LIFE) Act of 2000, Pub. L. 106-553, 114 Stat. 
2762 (2000), amended by LIFE Act Amendments, Pub. L. 106-554. 114 Stat. 
2763 (2000). 

ON BEHALF OF APPLICANT: 

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. If your appeal was sustained, 
or if your case was remanded for further action, you will be contacted. If your appeal was dismissed or 
rejected, 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. 

i .d. 

.+3$-*k% t* +dP '" 
'b 

/f""'* $2 

k . 
John F. Grissom 
Acting 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 Director, Tampa, and is now before the Administrative 
Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed. 

In adjudicating the LIFE application, the director found a number discrepancies between the 
applicant's testimony and the evidence of record concerning when and how the applicant first 
entered the United States. The director fbrther found the applicant ineligible for the benefit sought 
as he stated orally and in writing during his LIFE interview that he remained outside the United 
States for about four to five months in 1988. The director noted in his decision that the applicant's 
absence in 1988 was for more than 45 days, was not due to emergent reasons, and could not be 
considered brief, innocent, or casual. 

On appeal, counsel for the applicant asserts that the director's finding and decision is contrary to the 
substantial evidence that the applicant has submitted. Counsel further promises to file a brief 30 
days after receiving the record of proceedings. 

The AAO filed a FOIA request on January 28,2008. The record reflects that the FOIA request was 
processed and completed on July 13, 2009, but no brief has been submitted or received thus far. 
Neither the applicant nor counsel has provided additional evidence to resolve the discrepancies in 
the record as noted by the director. It is incumbent upon the applicant to resolve any inconsistencies 
in the record by independent objective evidence. Any attempt to explain or reconcile such 
inconsistencies will not suffice unless the applicant submits competent objective evidence pointing 
to where the truth lies. Matter of Ho, 19 I&N Dec. 582, 591-92 (BIA 1988). Doubt cast on any 
aspect of the applicant's proof may, of course, lead to a reevaluation of the reliability and sufficiency 
of the application. Id. at 591. 

A review of the decision reveals 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, nor has he 
presented additional evidence relevant to the stated grounds for denial. 

As stated in 8 C.F.R. $ 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. The appeal must therefore be 
summarily dismissed. 

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


