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DISCUSSION: The Director, Vermont Service Center, approved the petitioner’s U nonimmigrant
status petition (Form 1-918) but denied the Petition for Qualifying Family Member of a U-1 Recipient
(Form [-918 Supplement A) submitted by the petitioner on behalf of the beneficiary. The matter is now
before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be summarily dismissed.

The petitioner seeks nonimmigrant classification of her daughter under section 101(a)(15)(U)(ii) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (“the Act”), 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(15)(U)(ii), as a qualifying family
member of a U nonimmigrant.

On February 12, 2010, the director denied the Form [-918 Supplement A because evidence in the
record showed that the petitioner was not the legal mother of the beneficiary and thus the beneficiary
did not meet the definition of a qualifying family member at 8 C.F.R. § 214.14(a)(10).

Counsel for the petitioner timely submits a Form [-290B, Notice of Appeal and checks the box on
the Form 1-290B indicating that a brief and/or additional evidence will be submitted to the AAQO
within 30 days. In a March 12, 2010 letter accompanying the Form I-290B, counsel requested that
she be allowed a 90-day extension to submit further evidence so that DNA testing could be
completed. On June 22, 2010, counsel sent a second letter to the AAO requesting an additional 60
days to supplement the record on appeal. The AAO by facsimile, dated June 25, 2010, informed
counsel that her June 22, 2010 letter did not provide any updated information indicating why she was
unable to obtain the supplemental evidence within the requested timeframe and thus the request to
extend the time to supplement the record a second time on appeal was denied. The record is
considered complete.

The regulation at 8 C.F.R. §103.3(a)(1)(v) states, in pertinent part: “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.”

In this matter, neither counsel nor the petitioner submits any further evidence or argument establishing
that the beneficiary in this matter is the legitimate child of the petitioner. As the petitioner in this
matter has not provided evidence to overcome the director’s determination that the beneficiary is not a
qualifying family member of the petitioner, the appeal must be summarily dismissed.

The petition will be denied for the stated reasons set out in the director’s decision. In visa petition
proceedings, the burden of proving eligibility for the benefit sought remains entirely with the

petitioner. Section 291 of the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1361. Here, that burden has not been met.

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed.




