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APPLICATION: Application for Waiver of Grounds of Inadmissibility under section 212¢a)(9)(B)(v)
of the Immigration and Nalionality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. § L182(a)}(9)(B)(v) and
Section 212(i) of the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1182(1)

ON BEHALF OF APPLICANT:

INSTRUCTIONS:

Enclosed please find the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. All of the documents
related to this matter have been returned to the office that originally decided your case. Pleasc be advised
that any lurther inquiry that you might have concerning your case must be made to that oltice.

If you believe the AAO inappropriately applied the law in reaching its decision, or you have additional
information that you wish (o have considercd, you may file a motion to reconsider or 4 motion to reopen
with the ficld olfice or service center that originally decided your case by liling a Form 1-290B, Notice ol
Appeal or Motion, with a fee of $630. The specific requirements for filing such a motion can be found al
SC.F.R. §$103.5. Do not file any motion directly with the AAOQO. Please be awarc (hal
8 C.F.R. § 103.5(2)(1)(i) requircs any motion to be filed within 30 days of the decision that the motion

secks to reconsider or reopen,
Thank you,

Ron Rosenberg, Acting Chict
Administrative Appeals Otfice
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DISCUSSION: The waiver application was denied by the Field Office Director, Santo Domingo,
Dominican Republic. The application is now before the Administrative Appeals Otfice (AAO) on

appeal. The appeal will be dismissed.

The applicant is a native and ctuizen of Dominican Republic who was found to be inadmissible to
the United States pursuant to section 212(a)}(9} B)(1)(II) of the Immigration and Nationality Act
(the Act), 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(9)}B)(1)(1I), for having been unlawfully present in the United States
for one year or more and seeking readmission within 10 years of departure from the United States.,
She was also found to be i(nadmissible under section 212(a)(6)(C)(1) of the Act
8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(6)(C)(1), for having procured admission into the United States through fraud or
material misrepresentation. The applicant seeks a waiver of inadmissibility under scction
212(a)(9KB)(v) of the Act, 8 US.C. § 1182(a)(9)(B)(v) and section 212(1) of the Act. S U.S.C.
§ 1182(1), to reside 1in the United States with her U.S. lawful permanent resident mother.

In a decision dated January 19, 2012, the Field Office Director concluded thit the hardship that the
applicant’s U.S. lawtul pecrmanent resident mother would suffer did not rise to the level ol extreme
as required by the statute and the application for a waiver of inadmissibility was denied
accordingly. On appeal, counsel indicated that previously unavailable medical reports would be
submitted within 30 days of the appeal to the AAO within 30 days of the filing of the appeal.
Pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(2)(vii) and (viil), an affected party may request additional time to
file a brief, which is to be submitted directly to the AAQ.

8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(1) states in pertinent part:

(v) Summary dismissal. An officer to whom an appeal is taken shall summarily
dismiss any appcal when the party concerned fails to identify specifically any
erroneous conclusion ot law or statement of fact for the appeal.

The AAO did not receive any additional evidence from counsel or the applicant. Morcover, on
Form [-290B. Part 3, counsel did not specifically identify any erroneous conclusion of law or
statement of fact in the Field Otfice Director’s decision. Counsel submitted the same bricl as
submitted with the original application.  Going on record without supporting documentaury
evidence 15 not sufficient for purposes of meeting the burden of proof in these proceedings.

Matter of Soffici, 22 1&N Dec. 158, 165 (Comm. 1998) (citing Matter of Treasure Craft of
California, 14 [&N Dec. 190 (Reg. Comm. 1972). The AAOQO tinds that the applicant’s appeal
tailed 10 specitically identify any erroneous conclusion of taw or statement of tact in the Freld
Office Director’s decision. In proceedings for an application for waiver of grounds of
inadmissibility, the burden of proving eligibility remains entirely with the applicant. Scction 291
of the Act, 8§ US.C. § 1361. Here, the applicant has not met that burden. The appeal is thereforc
summarily dismissed.

ORDER: The appcal 1s summarily dismissed.



