
U.S. Citizenship 
and Immigration 
Services 

MATTER OF F-V-C-

Non-Precedent Decision of the 
Administrative Appeals Office 

DATE: JUNE 13, 2019 

MOTION ON ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS OFFICE DECISION 

APPLICATION: FORM I-601, APPLICATION FOR WAIVER OF GROUNDS OF 
INADMISSIBILITY 

The Applicant has applied to adjust status to that of a lawful permanent resident and seeks a waiver of 
inadmissibility under section 212(a)(9)(B)(v) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 
8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(9)(B)(v). 

The Director of the Denver, Colorado Field Office denied the application concluding that the record 
did not establish, as required, that the Applicant's U.S. citizen spouse would experience extreme 
hardship if he were refused admission. We dismissed the appeal and denied a subsequent motion to 
reopen, finding the evidence insufficient to show extreme hardship to the Applicant's spouse in the 
event of separation. We acknowledged the Applicant's claims of possible relocation-related 
hardships, but did not address them in detail because the spouse did not indicate that she would move 
to Mexico. 

The matter is now before us on a combined motion to reopen and reconsider. The Applicant submits 
his spouse's statement that she intends to move with him to Mexico, and asserts that such relocation 
will cause his spouse extreme hardship. 

Upon review, we will deny the combined motion, as the evidence is insufficient to show that the 
claimed hardships to the Applicant's spouse upon relocation will be extreme. 

I. LAW 

A motion to reopen must state new facts and be supported by documentary evidence. 8 C.F.R. 
§ 103.5(a)(2). A motion to reconsider, in tum, must establish that our decision was based on an 
incorrect application oflaw or USCIS policy and that the decision was incorrect based on the evidence 
in the record of proceedings at the time of the decision. 8 C.F.R. § 103.5(a)(3). 

We may grant a motion that satisfies the above requirements and demonstrates eligibility for the 
requested immigration benefit. 
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II. ANALYSIS 

The issues on motion are whether the Applicant has shown that our prior decision was incorrect as a 
matter oflaw or USCIS policy, or if he has presented new facts or evidence sufficient to demonstrate 
that his spouse will suffer extreme hardship upon relocation to Mexico. We incorporate our prior 
decisions by reference, and will repeat only certain facts and evidence as necessary to address the 
Applicant's claims on motion. 

As previously discussed, to demonstrate eligibility for a waiver of inadmissibility an applicant must 
demonstrate extreme hardship to a qualifying relative in the event of separation and relocation, unless 
the applicant can establish that only one scenario, either separation or relocation, would result from 
denial of admission. The applicant can meet this burden by submitting a statement from a qualifying 
relative certifying under penalty of perjury that the qualifying relative would relocate or separate if the 
applicant is denied admission. Because we found the evidence insufficient to show that the 
Applicant's spouse, his only qualifying relative would experience extreme hardship in the event of 
separation, and the spouse did not indicate whether she would relocate, we concluded that the 
Applicant did not establish he was statutorily eligible for a waiver. 

On motion, the Applicant does not contest our prior determination that he did not establish extreme 
hardship to his spouse upon separation. Instead, he submits a certified statement from his spouse that 
she will move with him to Mexico ifhe is not allowed to remain in the United States. The Applicant 
asserts that such relocation will cause his spouse extreme hardship because of dangerous country 
conditions, lack of economic opportunity, difficulty with cultural integration and obtaining medical 
care, and separation from her family and friends in the United States. We find, however, that the 
evidence is insufficient to substantiate the Applicant's claims of extreme hardship to his spouse upon 
relocation. 

The Applicant states that he intends to move with his spouse tol I Mexico, where he was born. 
The U.S. Department of State (DOS) advises individuals travelling to Mexico to exercise increased 
caution due to crime and kidnapping, and recommends that they reconsider travel td I because 
of crime and gang activity common in parts of that state. Generally, the fact that the country of 
relocation is subject to a DOS countrywide travel warning may indicate that a qualifying relative 
would face significantly increased danger if he or she were to relocate to that country with the 
applicant. See 9 USCIS Policy Manual B.5(E)(4), https://www.uscis.gov/policy-manual. However, 
the evidence before us does not adequately show that the Applicant and his spouse would in fact 
relocate to I I Specifically, the Applicant previously indicated on his Form G-325A'. 
Biographic Information, that although he was born in I I he resided in I I 
Chihuahua, from 1990 until he came to the United States in 2003. In addition, the Applicant testified 
during his adjustment of status interview that he traveled tol I several times between 2003 
and 2007 to visit his mother and his children who lived there at the time. The Applicant does not 
explain whether he currently has any family, relatives, or employment opportunities inl l or if 
he has made any living and other arrangements in the event he has to return to Mexico. His general 
statement that he plans to return tq I because he was born there is insufficient, without more, 
to show that his spouse would experience extreme hardship upon relocation to Mexico due to 
significant dangers in that country. 
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The evidence is also insufficient to demonstrate that the relocation would cause his spouse extreme 
financial hardship. The documents previously submitted indicate that the Applicant is currently the 
sole breadwinner, earning approximately $10,000 a year as a self-taught carpenter and general laborer. 
His spouse does not have a high school diploma; she worked only sporadically in the past, and has 
been unemployed since 2007. The Applicant claims that his spouse's financial future would be grim 
upon relocation, because she would enter the Mexican labor market as an "alien national" with a lower 
earning potential. The Applicant further states that he would struggle to earn livable wages as well, 
because he has not worked in Mexico for over 10 years. In addition, he claims that even if they both 
worked, they would earn considerably less money than in the United States. The Applicant avers that 
the limited employment opportunities and disparity in the U.S. and Mexican wages will result in 
extreme financial hardship to his spouse. However, the evidence does not support these statements. 
The Applicant's spouse has a Mexican citizen father, and she is married to a Mexican citizen. The 
Applicant does not explain whether his spouse would be eligible for employment authorization on 
either basis and, if so, whether she would be treated differently than any other individual who has 
permission to work in Mexico. Furthermore, while we recognize that the Applicant and his spouse's 
combined income in Mexico would likely be lower than in the United States, the Applicant has not 
provided any evidence to show that they would not be able to support themselves in Mexico, or afford 
basic necessities such as food and clothing. As previously discussed, inability to pursue chosen 
employment abroad and economic detriment are common consequences of relocation and, as such, do 
not establish extreme hardship. 

The Applicant further asserts that his spouse would have difficulty with cultural integration because 
of her age (the spouse is 58 years old), and because she does not want to become a dual citizen in order 
to work and have access to basic services in Mexico. The record does not support a finding of extreme 
hardship on that basis. The spouse describes herself as a first-generation Mexican-American. During 
her psychological evaluation, she stated that although she knows English, she mostly speaks Spanish. 
According to the evaluation, the spouse never visited Mexico; however, other evidence, including the 
spouse's own declaration and an affidavit from her friend, indicates that she has been traveling to 
Mexico since the 1980s to visit relatives and to buy medicine. Moreover, while the spouse stated that 
she would be opposed to obtaining Mexican citizenship, there is no evidence that she must become a 
Mexican citizen in order to reside and work in Mexico, or that her U.S. citizenship would be 
compromised if she decided to remain there. The Applicant asserts that as an American living in 
Mexico his spouse would have to endure a long and complicated process to obtain work authorization, 
and she could even be deported. In support, he submits two online articles concerning certain Mexican 
immigration rules and deportation. However, those articles discuss only non-working temporary 
resident and tourist visas, and deportation of U.S. citizens who were either undocumented or had 
expired tourist permits. They do not establish, therefore, that the Applicant's spouse might face similar 
problems if she obtained permanent resident status in Mexico. 

The Applicant also claims, generally, that his spouse would be forced to bribe officials to obtain basic 
services and needs, which would add to her other relocation-related hardships. We recognize that the 
2016 DOS country report indicates that there is a lack of transparency in Mexican government and 
corruption at the most basic level involves paying bribes for routine services in lieu of fines to 
administrative officials and security forces. However, as the Applicant does not provide any examples 
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of such services his spouse might require while in Mexico, we cannot conclude that she would suffer 
extreme hardship because of bribery and corruption in that country. 

The Applicant states further that relocation would be difficult for his spouse because of her health 
problems, including hypertension, migraines, decreased kidney function, sciatica, and macular 
degeneration in her left eye, for which she needs injections every two months. In particular, the spouse 
has established relationships with her current medical providers, and she has no confidence in the 
Mexican healthcare services, which rank lower than the services in the United States. However, 
inferior quality of medical services and facilities in a foreign country are among the common 
consequences of relocation. Furthermore, the Applicant submits no evidence that the spouse's medical 
conditions could not be adequately managed in Mexico, or that she would not be able to return to the 
United States to obtain additional, specialized treatment, if necessary. 

We also recognize that upon relocation to Mexico the Applicant's spouse will experience some degree 
of emotional hardship because of separation from her children, grandchildren, and friends in the United 
States. However, to be considered "extreme," such hardship must exceed that which is usual or 
expected. See Matter of Pilch, 21 I&N Dec. 627, 630-31 (BIA 1996) (finding that factors such as 
economic detriment, severing family and community ties, loss of current employment, and cultural 
readjustment were the "common result of deportation" and did not alone constitute extreme hardship). 
Here, the evidence including the spouse's psychological evaluation, her personal statement, and letters 
from friends and relatives, is insufficient to show that the emotional hardship she would experience as 
a result of separation from her family and friends in the United States would be extreme. Furthermore, 
as discussed above, the record also does not establish that the anticipated hardships related to financial, 
medical, social, and cultural impact of moving to Mexico would exceed those typically associated 
with relocation to a foreign country when considered individually and cumulatively. 

In view of the above, we conclude that the Applicant has not shown that his spouse will experience 
extreme hardship if she moves with him to Mexico. Moreover, we previously determined that the 
evidence is insufficient to establish extreme hardship to the spouse upon separation, and the Applicant 
does not contest this determination. Consequently, as the Applicant has not demonstrated statutory 
eligibility for a waiver of unlawful presence, we find no basis for reopening or reconsideration of our 
prior decision. 

ORDER: The motion to reopen is denied. 

FURTHER ORDER: The motion to reconsider is denied. 

Cite as Matter of F-V-C- ID# 05622521 (AAO June 13, 2019) 
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