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the applicant be deported. They have “panic attacks and psychiatric conditions™ because of the
applicant’s immigration situation. According to the applicant’s spouse, it was “very difficult”
for him to visit the applicant often when she lived in Bangladesh.

The applicant’s spouse states that relocating with the applicant also would be extreme hardship
for him. He states that he would not be able to receive the medical care he needs. He states that
living in Bangladesh would be difficult also for the applicant, who now is used to the American
lifestyle, and Bangladeshi society has become more conservative. He is also concerncd that the
applicant would be unable to find employment, may be subjected to arsenic poisoning, and
would develop health problems in Bangladesh. He also indicates that the applicant fcared for her
safety after being threatened for her political associations before her arrival in 1994, and she now
lives without fear.

The applicant’s spouse is an independent contractor and his income in 2009 was I -
bank letter indicates their checking and savings accounts with low average balances.

The AAO concludes that the applicant has failed to demonstrate extreme hardship to her spouse
should he remain in the United States if the applicant returns to Bangladesh. Although the
applicant submitted a bank statement and their 2009 income tax return, she made no claims that
her spouse would experience financial hardship as a result of her absence. Moreover, the
applicant’s spouse states that it was difficult for him to visit the applicant often when she was in
Bangladesh, but he provides no details describing the difficulties he experienced. Without clear
assertions of hardship and corroborating evidence, the AAO cannot conclude that the applicant’s
spouse would expericnce financial hardship.

Regarding the emotional hardship of the applicant’s spouse, the AAO acknowledges that he and
the applicant have a loving relationship and that he would experience hardship resulting from his
scparation {from the applicant; however, we note such hardship is a common result of deportation
or exclusion and is insufficicnt to prove extreme hardship. See Hassan v. INS, 927 F.2d 465 (9th
Cir. 1991). The record does not contain psychological evaluations or other objective reports
supporting the applicant’s spouse’s claims of psychological or emotional problems. The
assertions of the applicant’s spouse are relevant evidence and have been considered. However,
absent supporting documentation, these assertions are insufficient proof of hardship. See Matter
of Kwan, 14 1&N Dec. 175 (BIA 1972) (“Information in an affidavit should not be disregarded
simply because it appears o be hearsay; in administrative proceedings, that fact merely affects
the weight to be afforded it.”). Going on record without supporting documentary evidence
gencrally is not sufficient for purposes of meeting the burden of proof in these proceedings. See
Muatter of Soffici, 22 1&N Dec. 158, 165 (Comm. 1998) (citing Matter of Treasure Craft of
California, 14 I&N Dec. 190 (Reg. Comm. 1972)). Moreover, although the record indicates that
the applicant’s spousc is being treated for medical conditions, the applicant did not provide
documentary evidence detailing his limitations and corroborating the type of assistance he needs
for his daily care.
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The record contains no evidence supporting counsel’s assertion of extreme hardship for the
applicant’s adult daughter, and no evidence shows the effects of her hardship on the applicant’s
spouse, the only qualifying relative in the instant case. Absent supporting documentation,
counsel’s assertion is insufficient proof of hardship. The unsupported assertions of counsel do
not constitute evidence. See Matter of Obaigbena, 19 1&N Dec. 533, 534 (BIA 1988); Matter of
Laureano, 19 1&N Dec. | (BIA 1983); Matter of Ramirez-Sanchez, 17 1&N Dec. 503, 506 (BIA
1980). Therefore, the AAO concludes, considering the evidence in the aggregate, the hardship
the applicant’s spouse would experience, should they separate, would not rise 1o the level of
extreme.

The AAO finds that the applicant has also failed to demonstrate that her spouse would
experience extreme hardship if he relocates to Bangladesh. We note that the applicant’s spouse
is a native of Bangladesh and speaks the language. Furthermore, the record does not estabiish
that the applicant or her spouse would be unable to find gainful employment in Bangladesh.
Although the applicant’s spouse claims that he would not be able to receive the medical care he
needs, the record contains no evidence corroborating his assertion. Similarly, the record lacks
evidence demonstrating that the applicant would develop health issues should she relocate.
Moreover. though the applicant’s spouse refers to political problems the applicant experienced
beforc she left Bangladesh in 1994, the record includes no information that would support
concluding that she and her family would face similar threats there now. Therefore, the AAQO
concludes, considering the evidence in the aggregate, the hardship the applicant’s spouse would
experience, should he relocate, would not rise to the level of extreme.

In this case, the record does not contain sufficient evidence to show that the hardships faced by
the qualifying relative, considered in the aggregate, rise beyond the common results of removal
or inadmissibility to the level of extreme hardship. Accordingly, the applicant has not
established cligibility for a waiver of inadmissibility under section 212(i) of the Act. Because
the applicant is statutorily incligible for relief, no purpose would be served in discussing whether
she merits & waiver as a matter of discretion.

In proceedings for application for waiver of grounds of inadmissibility under section 212(i) of
the Act, the burden of proving cligibility remains entirely with the applicant. Section 291 of the
Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1361. Herc, the applicant has not met that burden. Accordingly, the appeal will
be dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.



