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Non-Precedent Decision of the 
Administrative Appeals Office 

DATE: APR. 13,2018 

MOTION ON ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF APPEALS DECISION 

APPLICATION: FORM N-600, APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF CITIZENSHIP 

The Applicant , \Vho was born in Mexico in 1971 , seeks a Certificate of Citizenship indicating she 
acquired citizenship at birth through her father. See Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act) section 
30 I (a)(7), 8 U.S.C. § 140 I (a)(7), amended by Act of October l 0, 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-432, 92 Stat. 
l 046. An individual born outside the United States who acquired U.S. citizenship at birth, or who 
automaticall y derived U.S. citizenship after birth but before the age of 18, may apply to receive a 
Certificate of Citizenship. For an individual claiming to be a U.S. citi~en at birth, and who was born to 
married parents between December 24, 1952, and November 14, 1986, one parent must be a U.S. 
citizen parent, and that parent must have been physically present in the United States for t 0 years (with 
at least ? years occurring after the age of 14) before the individual's birth. 

The Director of the San Antonio, Texas Field Office denied the application, concluding the record 
contained insutlicient evidence to establish that the Applicant's father was a U.S. citizen, or that he 
legitimated the Applicant, as required. We dismissed the matter on appeal , and denied two 
subsequent motions, finding that although the Applicant sufficiently established that her father was a 
U.S ...... citizen, she did not show, by a preponderance of the evidence, that she was legitimated by her 
father, as required by current and former section 309(a) of the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1409(a). We 
incorporate our prior findings into this decision. 

The matter is now before us on another motion to reconsider. In this motion, the Appl icant refers to 
a U.S. circuit court of appeals decision, and claims that the record shows she was legitiri1ated by her 
U.S. citizen father in Mexico, and that she acquired ci tizenship through him at birth 
under forn1er section 301 (a)(7) of the Act. 

We \vill deny this third motion. 

I. LAW 

A motion to reconsider must estab lish that our decision was based on an incorrect application of law 
or policy and that the decision \vas incorrect based on the evidence in the record of proceedings at 
the time of the decision. 8 C.F.R. § I 03 .5(a)(3). The motion to reconsider must be supported by a 
pertinent precedent or adopted decision, statutory or regulatory provision, or statement of U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCfS) or Department of Homeland Security policy. !d. 
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II. Af\=AL YSIS 

The issue on motion is whether the Applicant has established that our previous decision was 
incorrect based on an incorrect application of law or USCIS policy. We tind she has not. 

The Applicant agrees, on motion, that the provisions of former section 301(a)(7) ofthe Act, 8 U.S.C. 
§ 1407(a)(7), apply to her citizenship claim. She also does not dispute our finding that she must 
satisfy the requirements of current or former section 309(a) of the Act, which pertains to 
legitimat ion. In addi tion, the Applicant does not contest our finding that she did not satisfy the 
legitimat ion requirements set forth at current section 309(a) of the Act. The Applicant disagrees 
with, however, our prior determination that she did not show her father legitimated her in 
Tamaulipas, Mexico, as required under former section 309(a} of the Act 

The Applicant cites to the Third U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals decision, Brcmdao v. Attorney 
General (~(U.S., 654 F.3d 427 (3d Cir. 2011 }, to demonstrate that our find ing was incorrect as a 
malter of law. This decision, however, pertains to legitimation laws in Cape Verde, not to 
legitimation in Mexico, and as such it does not shO\v our finding (that the record 

. contained insuflicient evidence to demonstrate the Applicant's father legitimated her in accordance 
\Vith 1987 Civil Code of Mexico procedures) was in error. 

The Applicant also indicates, on motion, her mother's regi stratio n of her birth should satisfy 
legitimation requirements in Mexico, and that civil code conditions that allow 
legitimation to occur only when a father registers h is child's birth are discriminatory and should not 
apply in her case. The Applicant cites to no legal authority to corroborate her di scrimination claims, 
though, nor has she shown we may disregard application of those laws in the citizenship context on 
that basis alone. 1 

The Applicant restates lastly, that one of her two birth certificates contains her U.S. citizen father's 
name, and that this certi ficatc establishes that he recognized and acknowledged her as h is daughter, 
in accordance with l\·1ex ico legitimation requirements. We thoroughl y discussed this 
issue in our prior decision, and the Applicant provides no legal authority to show that our prior 
analysis was in error. Accordingly, she has also not established that our decision was incorrect on 
thi s basis. 

In conclusion, the Applicant has not identified an incorrect application of law or policy in our 
previous decision based on the evidence in the record of pmceedi:1gs at :he time a~· t he decision; and 
she has r_ot cited to precedent legal decis ions., autr.ority, or policy demonstrat: ng that our prior 
decision was legally ir.corrcct. See 8 C.F.R. § I 03 .S(a)(3). T;,us, she has still not shown she 
acquixd U.S. ci tizenshi p at ·:-irth through her father under fonner section 301 (a)(7) of the Act 

1 See DHS Delegation Number 0150.1 (etTective March. I, 2003). 
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ORDER: The motion to reconsider is denied. 
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