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The Petitioner seeks "U-1" nonimmigrant classification as a victim of qualifying criminal activity. 
See Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act) sections 101(a)(15)(U) and 214(p), 8 U.S.C. 
§§ 1101(a)(15)(U) and 1184(p). The U-1 classification affords nonimmigrant status to victims of 
certain crimes who assist authorities investigating or prosecuting the criminal activity. 

The Director, Vermont Service Center, denied the Form I-918, Petition for U Nonimmigrant Status 
(U petition), because the Petitioner is inadmissible to the United States and the Petitioner's Form 
I-192, Application for Advance Permission to Enter as Nonimmigrant (waiver application), does not 
merit approval in the exercise of discretion. 

The matter is now before us on appeal. We will summarily dismiss the appeal. 

On his Form I-290B, Notice of Appeal or Motion (notice of appeal), the Petitioner indicates that he 
will not submit a supplemental brief or additional evidence. In conjunction with his notice of appeal, 
the Petitioner provides a short statement from counsel asserting that the Petitioner met all statutory 
requirements for U nonimmigrant status and that the Director did not consider the totality of the 
evidence. Counsel also requests oral argument in this matter. 

We deny counsel's request for oral argument. We typically adjudicate decisions based on the record 
of proceedings. A request for oral argument must be accompanied by an explanation of why oral 
argument is necessary, and we may grant a written request for oral argument where a case involves 
an issue of particular significance and we determine that it would benefit from supplemental 
argument. 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(b ). Counsel does not include such an explanation in his request, and the 
evidence does not demonstrate that this case would benefit from oral argument. 

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

Summary dismissal. 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. 
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The Petitioner does not identify any specific erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact in the 
Director's decision, nor does he submit any evidence or a brief in support of his appeal. Counsel's 
statement accompanying the notice of appeal also does not raise any specific error by the Director, 
so a summary dismissal ofthe Petitioner's appeal is warranted.1 

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(l)(v). 

Cite as Matter of S-E-1-, ID# 22066 (AAO Nov. 22, 2016) 

1 Even if the Petitioner had identified the basis of his appeal, we would dismiss it for lack of jurisdiction. The Director 
denied the U petition on the sole ground that the Petitioner is inadmissible and his waiver application was denied. The 
regulation at 8 C.F.R. § 212.17(b )(3) states in pertinent part: "There is no appeal of a decision to deny a waiver." As 
such, we do not have jurisdiction to review whether the Director properly denied the waiver application. We can only 
consider whether the Director was correct in finding the Petitioner inadmissible to the United States and, therefore, 
whether a waiver was required in the first instance. The Petitioner does not dispute that he is inadmissible. 
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