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DISCUSSION: The employment-based preference visa petltacm was lnltaally approved by the D~rector, Wemont 
Seavace Center. ELna connectaon wath the beneficaary's Form 1-130, Petntnon for Aken Relative, the director sewed 
the petitloner w ~ t h  notice of intent to revoke the approval of the petn:~on (NOR). 1~ a Notice of Revscatnor, 
(NOR), the drrector znltmately revoked the approva: of the Irnmgan; Petataon for Allen Worker (Form 1-140). 
The matter IS now before the Adm~nasPrat~ve Appeals Office (AAO) 0.1 appeal. The appeal w-all be d~smssed. 

The pet~tnoner IS an Htalnan restaurant. Ht seeks to employ the beneficlany rpemanently an the Unlted States as a 
cook. The petltnon was filed for classnfication of the beneficmy mder secbon 203(b)(3)(A)(1) of the lmragrataon 
and Nat~onaahty Act (the Act) as a skalled worker. As reqm~red by statute, the pehhon was accoK=,anied by 
md1~dw8 labor cerhficat~on, the Apphcabon fop Ahen EmpBspent Cert~ficat~on (Fom ETA 7501, approved by the 
Department of labor (DOE). 

The petitloner's F o m  ETA 750 was filed with DOL on August 5,2000 and ce;-t~fied by DOL on August 31,2000. 
The pekrtaorer subsequently Eled Form 1-140 w ~ t h  C~tnzenshap and Ernmigratnon Ses%i:ces (CIS) onz October 2, 
2000, which was approved on May 8,200 1. The darector never assued a request for evndence or notnce of nntent to 
deny the F o m  1-140. The merits of the Form 1-140 have never been an questaon. h a?pl~cat~on for lawful 
pemanent residence ( F o m  1-485) in connection w:"i the approved Form 1-140 was pend~ng at the tlme the 
dnrector ~ssued :he NOR. 

The zpproval of this petition was revoked as a resuIt of the beneficiary's other ammigrant v ~ s a  petnt~on. A Form E- 
130, Petat~on for Alien Welatlve (Form I-130), was filed on the beneficiary's behalS on June 6, 1994. Conc~n-ent 
with the filing of F o m  1-130, the beneficiary also sought lawful pemanent residence and employment 
zuthorizataon as the i m m d ~ a t e  restive of a U.S. citizen. The fiie contams the compkted f m s ,  
beneficlany, photographs, a copy of a Certificate s f  Man-~age Registration between the Seneficaa 

( ~ s n d  copies of documents showing that the baeficialy's and Ms. 
names are on a lease agreement, utility bills, bank accounts, and the income :ax returns 
for 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 199&, and 1995, all dated in 3 9 5  and clanring Ms and ssxetimes kez son 
as well, as a dependect' . 

Ar interview was conducted of the beneficiary and Ms. o n  N o v e d e r  14, 1994, after which a Stokes 
intervied was requested because of incalnsistencies m n~afomat~on provided by the pair, which wzs subsequently 
held on December 5, 1995. The December 5, 1995 Stokes interview was transcribed and is part of the record of 
proceeding. The distric nied the 1-130 on July 22, 1996 for mcons~stencies in infomation provnded by 
the beneficiary an6 Ms. urang the Stokes intervaew. 

The discrepancies in infomation from the Stokes interview noted by the diskict director in his decision include 
the fo1Towing: (1) the district director noted that the beneficiary claimed his fat5er in 
Trinidad "st MS. said she neva  met him; (2) the beneficiary and Ms. 
of what they zte and drank to celebrate Ms. birthday; (3) the beneficiary said they had thee  televisions 

1 It appears that many of these supporting documents were submtted after the Form I-130's nnitrai denla1 3y the 
distnct darector. 
"tokes v. INS, 393 F.Supp. 24 (S.D.N.Y. 1975) set forth pocedu~es  for governmental ~~vestigations of fraud. h 
rnamzge-based nmrnigant petit~ons, thns involves seyaratnng tiae spouses and ask~ng the same questions to each 
spouse separately. 
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lin the house but Ms. s a d  tiere was one; (4) Ms s a d  she d ~ d  the laund but the benefic~ary 
s a d  MS. n fic~any's s~ster dad the lamdry; ( 5 )  the beneficnary and Ms w d l f i e r e n t  
verslons about the varrous names represented on Shear mailbox; (6) the beneEcaary and Ms. g a v e  
differen: verslons abod whether or not ~ s . a n d  her son recelive welfare payments; acd (7) the 
beneficiary and M s . r e p o r t e d  different balances nm tlneir bank accounts 

Additionally, the district director noted in his decision that the. beneficiary's individ~al iccome tax reb~rns for 
199 1, i992, 1993, ; 994, and 1995 were all dated 1995, cla~ming Ms. n d  her son as dependents, and 
filed a4er the ~ n t e m e w  was conducted. The d~str id  darector also noted the m~sreport~ng of M s  social 
secmty number between a F o m  1-72 to report welfare history against the number reported on the F o ~ a  H-130. 
The dishct director detemined that the beneficiary failed to provide "evidence either documenta~  or by 
testimony given at the time of this interview that this, in fact, a bona fide marital relationship." 

Th bexficaary and ~s.-~edl an appeal on August 9, 1996 with the Board of immigration Appeals 
(BIAQ, who sgbsequentiy remanded the case on August 20, 1998. Counsel's bnef to the B M  explaned that the 
beneficiary and M s  a n s w e r e d  many conect questions showing an "mt;mate lolowledge of each other9' 
ard  the mstalces made were reasonable and not dis?oslt~ve that the marriage lacked "om fides. Counsel also 
sta:ed that the kanscnption shows that the CIS examiner did not understand ~s The BM's decnion 
stated the followmg, rn pertinent part: 

We find that while some of the discrepancies relied upon by the distmct director ir his 
decision to deny the visa pktition are not differences a4 all, w are minor discrepancies, t3me 
are some discrepancies that have no': been adequately expla~ned. For example, we do not End 
~t amportant that [ ~ s . s t a : e d  that they had $8,368 m the bank whale the benefic~aly 
stated that they had $8,3 16 m the bank. Nor do we End it s~gmficant that [ h l s  dlid 
not nnclrade her snster-nn-law ~11th herse:f w h n  she s a d  that she dad the s5oppmg znd the 
iaundry. However, it does appear that the tax returns were a11 subm~tted and apparently 
prepared after the Novem5er 1994 interview, the jeneficiary and [Ms. i d  not 
agree on how many televisrons were in the apartmect, and [Ms. - forgot that she had 
met her fzther-m-law. The record contains llttle infomation regarding details ofthe couple's 
11fe together such as how they met, their living axangements, weddings, andor photos. Tke 
record wnlP be remanded for further develoyment of the record a d  the nssuance of a new 
decisiora. 

Purs~ant to the BIA remand, a second Stokes mtemlew was corducted of the beneficlay and Ms. o n  
Apra: 25,  2000, whrch 1s also banscrnbed and pae of the record of proceedmg. The d:stslct d:rector de3:ed the 
F o m  1-130 agaln on July 18, 2000 based on d~screpancaes m n n f m a t ~ o n  provnded by the beneficmy acd Ms 
d u n n g  t i e  second Stokes mtervrew. 

The d ~ s h c t  d~rector mted the follow:ng d~screpancies during :he second Stokes mtervlew: (1) M S  did 
not h o w  the Senefic~ay's m~ddle name although :be beneficiary believed she dad; ( 2 )  MS.-larnzaed to 
use the benef c~ary's last name wh~le  the beneficmy claimed she d ~ d  not; (3) ~ s . d ~ d  not h o w  when 
the beneficliary amved ~r, the Un~ted States, (4.) Ms. -and the beneficlaw gave dafferent versions aboxt 



Ms - son's whereabouts both for the mommg of tke second Stokes nntemaew and the night before; ( 5 )  
the beneficnary gave the address represented as the residence he shared wnth M s . h e n  they f rs: met, the 
same address p ~ o v ~ d e d  at the first Stokes antervrew, but Ms. s a n d  she d ~ d  not recall where they lived and 
then changed her mand and gave a dnfferent street name; (6) the beneficlay clanrned to have changed Ms, 

w e d d i n g  rrng but Ms. s a d  it was the sane one frcm the date of the~r  wedding; (7) the 
beneficnary and M S  gave different versnons of where thenr two telepiones were located m thenr 
res~dence; (8) the beneficiary cia~med to have a vo:ce ma11 service but Ms. s a i d  there was neither volce 
man1 nor an answel-nng rrmachnne; (9) the beneficmy sand there were thee  chairs at thenr k c h e n  table bxt Ms. 

e were four; (10) the beneficiary cla~med there was a black sponge couch 1n the Bavang room but 
they s ~ t  on the carpeted floor and there IS no furnature an :hat room; Q B  1) the beneficaary sa:a he 
smoke c~garettes on occasmn but MS. t h e y  never do; (12) the beneficlay ard Ms. 
~fferent verslons about how they spent tkear evening the nnght before the second Stokes 

mtewiew: (1 3) the beneficiary and M S  gave different verslons about whether or not they showered :he 
evening before the second Stokes mtervnew; and (Id) the beneficaary and Ms. a v e  different verslons 
about whach h-arn they used to tPave1 to the second Stokes nntemaew. 

The diseict director concluded the foIEovaing, in pertinent part: 

The answers the coua~Pe gave zegardin~ their lives together made it doubtfil that this is a bona " " 

fide marriage.  sand the beneficiary were given the opportunity to rebut the 
nany discrepancies discovered during their sworn testimonies, but ne~t ier  [Ms. nor 
[the] beneficiary opted to address any of the discrepaccies by giving Bog~cal or clear 
expiana:~ons to the many discrepancies discovered dueng the [second] Stokes :ntervnew. 

[Ms. h a s  not prov:eed evidence, by testimony given at the time of t k  inreview, 
%at there ns a bona Gde maritat relationsh~p. The conduct s f  the gartles of mamage IS 

relevant to their intent at the tim~e of marriage . . . F~rther,  where there is reason to doubt the - 
validity of the marital relationship [MS.-ust stow evidence thzt the marriage was 
not entered into for the purpose of evading the immigration laws . . . 

You have not provided evidence, by test~mocy given at the time of this intemew, that fkere 
is, in faact, a bona fide rnarltal relationship. 

The beneficiary and Ms. -led another appeal to the BIA on August 18, 2000. The instant Form 1-140 
was approved on May 8, 2001, after which the bene5czary's counsel corresponded with the assnstan: d~s t rc t  
counsel and stated the beneficmy would withdraw the BM appeal ar.d pursue the employment-based nnzKigact 
wsa with his consent. Sgbseqiaent correspondence from the assnstant dnstnct cornsel grants the wntl~&awaP 
request and dnrected counsel to file the adjustment of s t a m  paperwork. The Seneficiargr Eled F o m  1-485 wnth 
sup?ort~ng forms and docearnentatmn on Augus: 9,2001 and the appeal to the BIA was w~thdrawn. 

On Jancary 2, 2003, the benefic1ax-y'~ pend~ng Form 1-485 was relocated 3 Vemont Service Center's Bus~ness 
Branch for cons~derat~on of revoking the underlying 1-140 petltlon pursuant to sectlon 2046~) of the Act. The 
officer recornending revocat~on dnsagreed with the ass~stant d ~ s ~ c t  coucsel's assessment of the case contained 



in internal correspondence that the case did not appear to contain 'Yampant fraud." 

Sec t io~  204 of the Act governs the l~rocedures for ganting immigrant sta:us. Section 204(c) provides for the 
following: 

Notwithstanhg the provisions of subsection (b13 -r:o petition shall be approved if 

(1) the allen has previously been accorded, or has sought to be accorded, an mmednate 
relat~ve or preference status as the spouse of a crtizen sf the Unlted States or the spouse 
of an ahen lawfully admitted for permanent residence, by reason of a narriage 
determined by the [director] to have been entered znto for the puqpose of evadnng the 
immigratnon laws or 

(2) the [&-:rectorB-] has detem~ned that the alaen has zttempted or conaspred to enter  to a 
marriage for the p u ~ o s e  of evadirg the immigration Baws. 

On April 25, 2003, the director sent a WOIR to the petitioner stating the following: 

It has  ow come to the attent~on of [CIS: that there ap2ears to be fraud mvolved w ~ t h  
the filnng of the instant F o m  1-140. It appears a pnor F o m  1-130, Petltnon for Alnen 
Rela".ve, filed on behalf of the beneficaary was denied after ddascrepancies mvolvnng the 
beneficnary's marnage and purported children were noted nn two Stokes intewlews, nakmg 
the beneficiary permanently sdqect to Sectaon 204(c) because of a sham mannage. The 
attorney of record at the time of the fi1:ng of the F o m  I-130 allegedly attempted to nulllfy the 
record oS that form and nts attendant Form H-485, Applacation to Regnster Permanent Resadent 
or Adjust Status, by obtannang an "agreement" to "allow" the benefic~ary to puzsue 
adjustment based on the nnstant Form 1-140 nn return for wnthkawnng a second appeal of tile 
d e c ~ s ~ o n  o~? that F o m  1-130 denaai to the [BIAJ. There are also ad&ess drscrepancnes noted 
rrz the 6-325A's submtted with both the f o m  4-130 and the Form 1-140. 

The WOIR provided a copy of the district director's July 4 8,2000 decision. 

The M0 notes that the W 0 I R  was properly issued pcrsuant to Matter ofArias, 19 B&W Dec. 548 (BW 1988) and 
idafter afEstirne, 19 H&W Dec. 450 ( B U  3.987). Both cases held t5at a not~ce of rctent to revoke a visa petnt:on rs 
?rope~ly sssued 5 r  "good and sufficnent cause" when the evidence of record at t5e tnme of issuance, nf 
unexplaaned and amebutted, would warrant a denrral of the visa pet~ticm based upon the petnt~oner's failwe to nee: 
h s  bu~dec  of proof. The d~reckor's NOD?. suffic~ently expla~ned zts :ellance hpon the detailed investrgatno~ by the 
dnstrict d~rector and the record or pzoceedlng that woinld warrant a den~al nf unexplamed and u~~e?Jutted, a d  thus 
was properly nssued for good and sufficieint cause. 

h response to the NOIR, counsel cited to the fact that assistant district counsel chose not to invoke Section 204(c) 

3 Subsection (b) of sect~on 204 of the Act refers to preference visa petihons that are venfied as t n e  and 
A~omarded to the State Department for issuance of a visa. 



of the Act but two years Iater CIS is mahng a finding of fraud. Noting that the district director determined that 
the beneficiary and Ms. ' d i d  not have a bona fide marital relationship at the time of t i e  interview 2nd 
that the parties had failed to prove that despite the finding, [Fom 1-1301 should be a2proved based on their intent 
at time of marriage," she asserts that tlaere was no finding of an i n t e ~ t  to enter into a sham rnm-iage and no 
evidence in the record of proceeding that the beneficiary's "previoas maniage" was entered into for the purpose 
of evading the immigration laws. Coeansel cites to Matter s f  Tawfik, 20 Z&N Dec. 166 (BM 1990) as precedent 
requijng a finding that a mamiage is a sham in order to a~voke Section 204(c) of the Act, and that "even a 
'reasonable inference does last rise to th'e Bevel of substantial and probative evidence request to the 1precLusion of 
approval of a visai petition in according with Section 2046~) of the Act."' 

Ord December 29, 2803, the acting director revoked the approval of the 4-140 visa pet~tioc became she found 
cornsel's response ineffectwe since, ~n laer interpretation, the dishct director d ~ d  deny tlae Form 1-130 based on 
findmgs that the beneficmy and ~ s . t e r e d  into a sham marriage4. Add~tionally, U:e dlstsict d~rector 
noted that r o  additnonal ev~dence was provided to rebut the mvoca:~orn of Section 204(c). On the same date, the 
acting director denied :he adjustment applicapon the beneficiary filed m connection with the previocsly approved 
Fsnn 1-140. 

On appeal, counsel states the follownng: "emor of law - there was no findmg that mamage er-tered into to dekaud 
government but rather fanlure to prov~de suffic~ent documentatnon :o overcome burden, see atteched. Flndlng ns 
necessary under Paw." Counsel r e s d m t s  the varnous cPecss~ocs rssued m t h ~ s  matter, her cconespomdence wltk the 
ass~stant dnstnct co~nsel ,  and her respocse to the dlrector9s not~ce of ~ntent to revoke the petntnon. 

The standard for reviewing sectnon 2046~) appeals 1s laid out in ?kfatder ofTaw$k, 20 I&N Dec. 166 ( B U  9990). 
In Tatvfik, the Board he:d that visa revocation pursuant to sectron 204Qc) may only be sustaaned if there ns 
substantial and probative ev~dence in the record of proceedrng to support a reasonable ~nfereplce that the prior 
manziage was entered into for the purpose of evading irnmngratlon aws.  See also Matter ofKahy, 19 I&N Dee. 
803 ( B H  1988); Matter ofAgQZinaoayy, 116 H&W Dec. 545 (BEa 1978); Idotter o f L a  Grotta, 14. H&N Dec. 110 
(BM 1972). 

Comsel's assertnon nn response to the N O R  tkat there was no bona fide mamage but there was also a fanlure to 
prove that the F o m  1-130 should be approved 3ased on their n.atent at the tnme of manrage 1s not persuasave. Mer 
reliance upon Tawjik does not support her claer?t7s case as she asseds. Tawfik does not stand for a d~stnnctnon 
between a detemnnat~o~ that a marnage lacks bona fides 2nd a detem~natron that a mamage 1s a sham, 
f~a~duPent, or entered nnto to evade the nmmngataoza laws. The facts of TawJik are dafferen'. from the case at hand. 
In Tawfik, the dismct &rector d ~ d  not make a E~dang that the mamage was entered into to evade ~ ~ r n n g a t ~ o n  
laws, beat spec~fically used knguage that he has made a reasonable rnference, whnch the BW focnd msufficieat to 
revoke an approved ~mmngant vlsa. 

Taw$k at 147 states the fol'lowing, in pertinerat part: 

4 The actrng dnrector also nssued a decns~on orn October 1, 2003 slating tkat no response was rece~ved to the cotlee 
of znte~t to revoke and revokmg the pet~tnon, to whncl-n counsel filed an appellate form pzovlng she had su'smntled a 
Tesponse. 



Sect~on 204k) of the Act . . . prohablts the approval of a visa pe t~ t~on  filed on behalf of zn 
alnena who has attempted or conspired b enter anto a mamage for the purpose of evadlng the 
.~mmlga t~oc  laws. Accordangly, the dastmct drrector must deny any subsequent vlsa petntlon 
for nmagrar,t classificataon filed on behalf of such alren, regardless of whether the allen 
rece~ved a be~ef i t  though the attempt or conspiracy. As a basis for the denaal ~t IS not 
necessary that the ahen have h e n  conwacted of, or even prosecuted for, the attempt or 
conspx-acy. However, the evidence of such attempt or conspsracy must be documented ~n the 
a?ae~'s  file and must be substantaal and probatnwe. 

(citnng Matter ofKahy, htenm Decnsion~ 3086 (BM 1988); Matter ofAgdinaoay, 16 I&N Dec. 545 (BM 1978); 
Matter ofLa Grsrra, 14 B&N Dec. 118 (BW 1972); and 8 C.F.W. 5 204.B(a)(2Q(iv) (1989)). Tawfik states that the 
revocatnon decrsnon may be made at any tine and is properly detemaced by the d:stnct dnrector rn the course of 
hrs a5judicatnon of the subsequent vlsa petat~on. Id. at 148 (citmg Matter of Samsen, 15 I&N Dec. 28 (BM 
1974)). 

T w d k  states that "m oder  to find tkat an ahen has attempted to enter nnto a mamage for the purpose of evading 
the i m ~ g a t ~ o n  laws, the evndence of such an attempt must be documented nn tine alaen9s file." Iw the ~nstant case, 
the AAO concurs with the acting dnrector that there zs substantnal and probative ev~dence nn the record of 
proceedang to s u p p o ~ ~  a reasonable ~nference that the beReficiary's pnor mamage was entered mnto for the puFose 
of evading immigration laws. The AAO finds that there is a m ~ l e  evidence that t?ae beneficiary attempted to evade - - 
the np~~migratlon laws by marrying Ms. nd that attempt 1s documented in the alien's He. Contrary to 
counsel's assert~on, lust because the specifically state that %he beneiicaary's przor mamage was a 
sham marriage does not indicate that it was not a sham man-iage. 

The district director interviewed the beneficiary and Ms b e e  times, two through a r  exkns~ve and 
thorough Stokes procedure, which were both carefully transcribed and iacovorated into the record of proceeding. 
The noted inconsistencies nn sworn test~rnony are detailed and extensive, not only w~thin the mntewrews 
the~selves,  but aiso in the types of misinformation represented from one interview to the nexJ. In the secocd 
Stokes mterv~ew, the beneficiary and ~ s . a ~ l e d  to respond to the examiner who carefully rev~ewed wnth 
tkem :r, person the rnconsrstent and d~screpant nnfomataon provaded by them sndsxdual?y and jonwtly. 

The AAO concurs wnth the distrrct director that there were substantla1 inconsistencies in the infomation 
pe-taining to i l l s . c h i l d ,  Terrence M s  s t a t e d  that she alone took the tram and dropped off 
Terrence with her sister-m-law the nrght before the secocd Stokes intemew whale the beneficlay stated that they 
drove together in the car the mom:ng of the secord Stokes interview. It :s reasonzble to prescrne that a couple 
could remember the details of their sodstepson's child care provns~ons within the past 24 hours and the major 
inconas~stency m that fact alone was quate damagmg to the c:arm that they share a life 'end have a bona fide 

6 mamage . The filing of the tax returns 221 at once in 1995 seems to reveal an effort: to prove a de.;pendent 

- 

5 For example, :n the first interview, Ms. a p p a r e n t l y  forgot she met the becefic~ary.s father; bct in 
subsequent mterviews, they both concede she never met h ~ m  at all. 
6 The A40 also notes that there are two other b~r th  certificates and welfare docurnentat~on relating to Tacysha 
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relationshb. The incons~stent factual representations made concerning ~ s w e d d i n ~  ring, the details of 
their dinner the night before the second Stokes interview, the details about the furniture and entiiity services in the 
home and showering habits, al? mdemme a finding that tine couple are intimate and share a life as husband and 
wife. The testimony was carefully analyzed by the distmc*. director and his findings detailed in his decision, 
wkch was incorporated into the record of p-oceeding. 

Counsel, nn zesponse to the dlrector9s NOR, aclaowledged that the mannage bas been temnnated slnce she use6 
the phase " p o p  mamage," and offered no further evndence of its v l a b ~ l ~ q  nn the ps t7 .  The BM, nn I ~ S  declsnmS 
noted that the record of proceednng dnd not contann such ev~denace as "details of the couple's I ~ f e  together such as 
how they met, thenr Ilvmg arrangements, weddmgs, ar,dor photos." Even after remand, the record of proceed~ng 
stnl? does not contam such evidence. The dlsLr~ct director clearly stated ir, hns decrs;on that the mamage was not 
bora fide and "'the conduct of the parties of rnanrnage 1s relevant to thear lntent at the tnme ofmmlage . . . Further, 
where there 1s reason to doubt the valndity of the marntal relat~onship the pet~taoner must show evndence that the 
mamage was not entered ~ n t o  for the pan-pose of evadmg the nmmgrataon laws," nn hns k a l  conclius~on that the 
petnt~on should we denied based or, ~t lack~ng bona fides. 

Therefore, the PaFaB find, after an ~ndependent review of the docurnentat~on m the record of proceedmg, the~e  ns 
substantla1 and probative evidence to support a reasonable mference that the pnor marriage was entered anto for 
the purpose of evading nmnlgratnon laws The dnrector correctly analyzed and noted the drscrepancaes mn factual 
~epresentatnons througto~t the multnple test~momals proxded by the benefic~ary and ~ s . a n d  failure to 
provnde cor~oborztang evldecce. There 1s ample evadence that the beneficray attempted to evade the n m i g a t ~ o n  
laws by man-ylng Ms. and ihat attempt as documented m the ahen's file. Thus, the darector9s 
dekewnimzation that the beneficmy sought to be accorded an ~mmedate  relative or preference status as the spouse 
of a ci trze~ of the Un:ted States by reason of a mamage detemined by CIS to have been entered into for t;~e 
purpose of evadmg the immigration jaws is affirmed. 

The burden of proof in these proceedings rests solely wrth the petitioner. Section 291 of the Act, 8 U.S.C. $ 1341. 
The pet":isna has not met that b-drdein. 

ORDER: The appeal is disn-lssed. 

and-, whose mother :s hsted as Ms. In the hanscnbed Stokes nnterviews, Ms. - 
and the beneficiary stated that she only has one chrld. 
7 The M O  notes that the temnnataon of lhe marriage must have occurred after counsel w~thdrew the BIA appeal 
and pursaed the beneficiary's lawful permanent residence based on the employment-based imm~gant vlsa. 


