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DISCUSSION: The application was denied by the Director, Texas Service Center, and is now before the 
Administrative Appeals Office (AAO), on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed. 

The applicant claims to be a native and citizen of Honduras who is seeking Temporary Protected Status (TPS) 
under section 244 of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. fj 1254. 

The director denied the application for TPS because the applicant failed to establish she was eligble for late 
registration. 

The appeal fiom the director's decision was dismissed after the Director of the AAO also concluded that the 
applicant had failed to establish her eligibility for TPS. On motion to reopen, the applicant reasserts her claim of 
eligbility for TPS. 

On motion, the applicant restates the arguments that she provided with her earlier appeal. Further, she did not 
address the grounds of denial. Therefore, the record is complete. 

An officer to whom an appeal is taken shall summarily dismiss any appeal when the party concerned fails to 
identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact for the appeal. 8 C.F.R. 
3 103.3(a)(l)(v). 

Inasmuch as the applicant has failed to identify specifically an erroneous conclusion of law or a statement of 
fact in this proceeding, the appeal shall be summarily dismissed. 

ORDER: The motion to reopen is dismissed and the previous decision of the AAO dated December 26,2002, 
dismissing the appeal is affirmed. 


