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ON BEHALF OF APPLICANT: 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

This is the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. If your appeal was dismissed or 
rejected, all documents have been returned to the National Benefits Center. You no longer have a case 
pending before this office, and you are not entitled to file a motion to reopen or reconsider your case. If your 
appeal was sustained or remanded for further action, you will be contacted. 

John F. Grissom 
Acting Chief, Administrative Appeals Office 



DISCUSSION: The application for permanent resident status under the Legal Immigration Family 
Equity (LIFE) Act was denied by the Director, Garden City, and is now before the Administrative 
Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be summarily dismissed. 

The director denied the application because the applicant failed to demonstrate that she resided in the 
United States in a continuous, unlawful status from before January 1, 1982, through May 4, 1988, as 
required by section 1 104(c)(2)(B) of the LIFE Act. Specifically, the director stated that the applicant 
submitted evidence which lacked credibility or contained inconsistencies. 

On appeal, counsel, on behalf of the applicant, asserts that the applicant provided updated affidavits 
in response to the director's decision and addressed the inconsistencies noted in the record. Counsel 
states a brief will be submitted to the AAO within 30 days. As of the date of this decision, a brief 
andlor additional evidence has not been received. Therefore, the record shall be considered 
complete. 

As stated in 8 C.F.R. 5 103.3(a)(3)(iv), any appeal which is filed that fails to state the reason for 
appeal, or is patently frivolous, will be summarily dismissed. 

A review of the decision reveals that the director accurately set forth a legitimate basis for denial of 
the application. On appeal, counsel addressed the grounds stated for denial briefly through 
unsupported assertions. Going on record without supporting documentary evidence is not sufficient 
for purposes of meeting the burden of proof in these proceedings. Matter of SofJici, 22 I&N Dec. 
158, 165 (Cornrn. 1998) (citing Matter of Treasure Craft of California, 14 I&N Dec. 190 (Reg. 
Cornm. 1972)). Nor has counsel presented additional evidence relevant to the grounds for denial or 
the stated reason for appeal. The unsupported assertions of counsel do not constitute evidence. 
Matter of Obaigbena, 19 I&N Dec. 533,534 (BIA 1988); Matter of Laureano, 19 I&N Dec. 1 (BIA 
1 983); Matter of Ramirez-Sanchez, 1 7 I&N Dec. 503, 506 (BIA 1 980). The appeal must therefore 
be summarily dismissed. 

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed. This decision constitutes a final notice of 
ineligibility. 


