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The Applicant seeks T-1 nonimmigrant classification as a victim of human trafficking under sections 
101(a)(15)(T) and 214(0) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. 
§§ 1101(a)(15)(T) and 1184(0). The Director of the Vermont Service Center denied the Form 1-914, 
Application for T Nonimmigrant Status (T application), and the matter is before us on appeal. Upon 
de nova review, we will dismiss the appeal. 

I. LAW 

Section 101(a)(15)(T)(i) of the Act provides that applicants may be classified as a T-1 nonimmigrant 
if they: are or have been a victim of a severe form of trafficking in persons (trafficking); are physically 
present in the United States on account of such trafficking; have complied with any reasonable requests 
for assistance in the investigation or prosecution of trafficking; and would suffer extreme hardship 
involving unusual and severe harm upon removal from the United States. See also 8 C.F.R. 
§§ 214.ll(b)(l)-(4) (2018). 

The term "severe form of trafficking in persons" is defined as "the recruitment, harboring, 
transportation, provision, or obtaining of a person for labor or services through the use of force, fraud, 
or coercion for the purpose of subjection to involuntary servitude, peonage, debt bondage, or slavery." 
8 C.F.R. § 214.1 l(a). The definition of trafficking also includes "sex trafficking in which a 
commercial sex act is induced by force, fraud, or coercion, or in which the person induced to perform 
such act is under the age of 18 years." Id. Sex trafficking means the "recruitment, harboring, 
transportation, provision, obtaining, patronizing, or soliciting of a person for the purpose of a 
commercial sex act." Id. 

The burden of proof is on an applicant to demonstrate eligibility by a preponderance of the 
evidence. 8 C.F.R. § 214.1 l(d)(5);MatterofChawathe, 25 l&NDec. 369,375 (AAO 2010). We review 
the questions in this matter de nova. See Matter of Christo 's Inc., 26 l&N Dec. 537, 537 n.2 (AAO 
2015). An applicant may submit any credible evidence for us to consider in our de nova review; however, 
we determine, in our sole discretion, the weight to give that evidence. 8 C.F.R. § 214.1 l(d)(5). 



II. ANALYSIS 

In her personal statement before the Director, the Applicant explained that in 2010, her estranged 
father contacted her and revealed that he was in trouble. He asked the Applicant and her brother to 
take him in and hide him. When her brother went to get their father, both were killed. 

The Applicant explained that she met R- 1 the following year, in 2011, when she was 17 years old. He 
was 25 years old and had recently returned from the United States. Two months after he began 
pursuing her, the Applicant thought she was in love and moved in with him, and in late 2011, she 
became pregnant. The Applicant stated that she learned that R- had been unfaithful to her, but she 
forgave him because of the pregnancy. About two months after the birth of their daughter, R- began 
to beat the Applicant, especially when he drank. She stated that he left bruises and hit her head against 
the ground one time, causing it to bleed. He also forced her to have sex with him, and told her that 
she was his woman and he could do whatever he wanted with her. She explained that she did not seek 
help because she did not want others to know and because she was isolated, as he prohibited her from 
having friends or staying in contact with family members with whom she was close. The Applicant 
explained that she became pregnant a second time and felt like she could not leave R-, and that she 
always forgave him because she loved him. 

In 2016, the Applicant and her mother received threatening phone calls, which they believed were 
made by the same people who had killed her father and brother. Prior to receiving these calls, R- had 
mentioned returning to the United States, but the Applicant expressed no interest in going. After the 
Applicant told R- about the threats, he began making plans for them to return. She stated that she went 
along with R-'s plans because she was scared and believed he knew what was best for them. R
planned to go first and take their daughter with him. He explained that he was more likely to be 
deported if the entire family went together. R- convinced the Applicant to travel later with their son, 
and reassured her that he would find an apartment and job before their arrival. 

The Applicant stated that about two months after R- reached the United States, she traveled with their 
son to join him and their daughter. She explained that she was released from immigration custody to 
live with R- and his brother's wife. Upon arrival, R- told the Applicant that she needed to find a job 
immediately. The Applicant explained that she found a job working nights, but that she also had to 
care for the children during the day. During this time, she was only able to sleep between 3:00am and 
6:00am. During the day, she had to cook all meals for R-, clean the house, and do chores for everyone 
in the apartment. The Applicant explained that R- initially gave the Applicant $500 to help pay for an 
immigration attorney who was going to prepare their cases together, but that the Applicant had to pay 
thousands more for the attorney out of her wages. 

After living with his family for a time, R- decided that he, the Applicant, and their children should 
move into their own apartment. The Applicant stated that she was working seven days per week and 
that R- required her to pay for food and rent, in addition to the aforementioned attorney's fees. The 
Applicant explained that she felt alone and scared, as R- had promised that he would work to care for 
her and the children. She stated that R- continued to force her to sleep with him, punched the walls 
when he was angry, and was verbally abusive, reiterating that she was his woman and he could do as 

1 We use initials to protect the privacy of individuals. 
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he wanted with her. On one occasion, he accused her of being unfaithful and punched the wall when 
she tried to refuse him. The Applicant stated that he grabbed the phone and took it away from her 
when she tried to call the police. Following this incident, the Applicant confided in her brother, who 
was also living in the United States, about her situation. Shortly thereafter, she took her children and 
moved in with her brother. She stated that R- continues to try to convince her to return to him and 
harasses her by calling her multiple times a day and leaving threatening voice messages. 

The Applicant additionally submitted an affidavit from D-L-, who describes herself as an expert on 
human trafficking in the United States. D-L- opines that the Applicant is a victim of trafficking by 
R-. 

The Director denied the T application, determining that the Applicant had not established that she was 
a victim of trafficking. The Applicant has not overcome this determination on appeal. 

B. The Applicant Has Not Demonstrated That She is a Victim of Trafficking 

Applicants seeking to demonstrate that they were victims of labor trafficking must show, in pertinent 
part: (1) that they were recruited, harbored, transported, provided, or obtained for their labor or 
services, (2) through the use of force, fraud, or coercion, (3) for the purpose of subjection to 
involuntary servitude, peonage, debt bondage, or slavery. 22 U.S.C. § 7102(8); 8 C.F.R. § 214.1 l(a) 
( defining the term "severe forms of trafficking in persons"). In the instant case, the Director 
determined that the Applicant had not established that she was a victim of trafficking because although 
domestic violence and trafficking are not mutually exclusive, and the record indicated that R
perpetrated acts of domestic violence against her that included force, fraud, and coercion, she had not 
demonstrated that R- recruited, harbored, transported, provided, or obtained her for the purpose of 
subjecting her to involuntary servitude. 

On appeal, the Applicant claims that she is a victim of trafficking because R- transported her through 
the use of force, fraud, and coercion for the purpose of subjection to involuntary servitude. 
"Involuntary servitude" is defined as "a condition of servitude induced by means of any scheme, plan, 
or pattern, intended to cause a person to believe that, if the person did not enter into or continue in 
such condition, that person or another person would suffer serious harm or physical restraint .... " 
8 C.F.R. § 214.ll(a). "Servitude" is not defined in the Act or the regulations, but is commonly 
understood as "the condition of being a servant or slave," or a prisoner sentenced to forced labor. 
Black's Law Dictionary (B.A. Gamer, ed.) (11th ed. 2019). 

In support of the Applicant's claim, she avers that she did not initially wish to come to the United 
States but was groomed into believing this was her only option as she had no other male figures to 
guide her and there was a substantial age difference between her and R-. She asserts that once in the 
United States, R- held her in involuntary servitude by threat of force as he raped her and forced her to 
work to support him, exploited the vulnerabilities of her age, lack of sophistication and maturity, and 
lack of financial means and created a "climate of fear" that overcame her will and forced her to provide 
involuntary services and sex acts. 

Upon de nova review, however, the record does not establish the Applicant's claim. As the Director 
correctly noted, the record shows that R- subjected the Applicant to domestic violence, including 
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physical, sexual, and emotional abuse in Honduras. The record farther indicates that the Applicant 
did not initially wish to travel to the United States, that she agreed because she was afraid after 
receiving threatening calls and believed R- knew what was best for them, and that R- did not fulfill 
his promise to support the Applicant and their children once in the United States. The record farther 
shows that contrary to her expectations, the Applicant had to work nights, pay for food and lodging, 
care for the children during the day, and perform household responsibilities. In addition, R- continued 
to subject the Applicant to domestic violence in the United States, resulting in her decision to seek 
safety for herself and her children with her brother, where she has remained despite R-'s attempts to 
convince her to return to him. Although we acknowledge the severity of the acts perpetrated against 
the Applicant by R-, the preponderance of the evidence does not demonstrate that R-'s purpose was to 
subject the Applicant to involuntary servitude, because it does not establish that R- induced her to 
work, sleep with him, care for their children, or perform household responsibilities by means of a 
"scheme, plan, or pattern" intended to cause her to believe that if she did not continue, she or another 
person would "suffer serious harm or physical restraint," as the definition of involuntary servitude at 
8 C.F.R. § 214.ll(a) requires. 

The Director farther determined that the Applicant had not established that she was a victim of 
trafficking because she had not demonstrated that R- recruited, harbored, transported, provided, or 
obtained her for the purpose of subjecting her to commercial sex. Applicants seeking to demonstrate 
that they are victims of sex trafficking, must show: (1) that they were recruited, harbored, transported, 
provided, obtained, patronized, or solicited, (2) for the purpose of a commercial sex act, (3) induced 
by force, fraud, or coercion, or alternatively, the person induced to perform such an act is under 18 
years of age. See 22 U.S.C. § 7102(8); 8 C.F.R. § 214.1 l(a) (defining the terms "severe forms of 
trafficking in persons" and "sex trafficking"). Commercial sex act is defined as "any sex act on 
account of which anything of value is given to or received by any person." Id. Here, the record does 
not reflect, and the Applicant does not assert, that R' -s purpose was to subject her to a commercial sex 
act, as the record does not indicate that sex acts between the Applicant and R- involved an exchange 
of anything of value. As such, the Applicant has not established that she is a victim of sex trafficking. 

The Director additionally determined that the Applicant had not established that she was physically 
present in the United States on account of trafficking, that she had complied with reasonable requests 
for assistance in the investigation or prosecution of acts of trafficking, and that she would suffer 
extreme hardship involving unusual and severe harm if removed from the United States. As the 
Applicant's inability to establish that she is a victim of trafficking is dispositive of the instant appeal, 
we decline to reach and hereby reserve the Applicant's appellate arguments on these issues. See 
INS v. Bagamasbad, 429 U.S. 24, 25 (1976) ("courts and agencies are not required to make findings 
on issues the decision of which is unnecessary to the results they reach"); see also Matter of L-A-C-, 
26 I&N Dec. 516, 526 n.7 (BIA 2015) (declining to reach alternative issues on appeal where an 
applicant is otherwise ineligible). 
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III. CONCLUSION 

The Applicant has not established that she is a victim of a severe form of trafficking in persons, as 
required by section 101(a)(15)(T)(i) of the Act. Consequently, she has not established her eligibility 
for T-1 nonimmigrant status. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. 
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