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" DISCUSSION: The application to adjust to permanent resident status pursuant to Section 245A
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, as amended, 8 U.S.C. § 1255a was denied by the
Director of the California Service Center, and is now before the Administrative Appeals Office
(AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed." !

In a Request for Evidence (RFE), the dlrector asked the apphcant to submit certified copies of
court records for all arrests, showing charges and dispositions, including perjury, welfare fraud
and food stamp fraud. The director also requested proof of financial responsibility, and a letter
from the Department of 8001al Services.explaining the amount and nature of the applicant’s
receipt of public assistance. The applicant failed to respond to the RFE. The director denied the
application, finding the applicant failed to estabhsh her ehglblhty for adjustment from temporary
to permanent resident status. '

On appeal, the applicant indicates that the basis of the dlrector s dec131on 1s a violation of her
constitutional right to due process. Although the ‘applicant asserts that her rights to procedural
due process were violated, she has not shown that any violation of the regulations resulted in
"substantial prejudice" to her. See De Zavala v. Ashcroft, 385 F.3d 879, 883 (5th Cir. 2004)
(holding that an alien "must make an initial showing of substantlal prejudice” to prevail on a due.
process challeng€). The respondent has fallen far short of meetlng this standard. A review of the
record and the adverse decision indicates that the director properly applied the statute and
regulations to the applicant's case. The applicant's primary complamt is that the director denied
the application. As previously discussed, the applicant has not met-its burden of proof and the
denial was the proper result under the regulation. Accordingly, the apphcant's claim is without
merit. ‘ : ,

As stated in 8 CF.R. § 103. 3(a)(3)(1v) any appeal Wthh is ﬁled that ‘fails to state the reason for
appeal, or'is patently frivolous, will be summarily dlsmlssed

A review 'of the decision reveals the director accurately set forth a legitimate basis for denial of the
application. On appeal the applicant has not presented additional evidence. Nor has she addressed

the grounds stated for denial. The appeal must therefore be summarily dismissed.

ORDER:  The appeal is dlsmlssed. Thjls decision constltute_s a final notice of ineligibility.

' The applicant'was initially represented by attorney has been disbarred so a copy of this
decision shall not be sent to him. ‘ . #



