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This is the decision in your case. documents have been returned to the office that originally decided your case.
Any further inquiry must be made to|that office.

IN BEHALF OF PETITIONER:

If you believe the law was inappropriately applied or the analysis used in reaching the decision was inconsistent with
the information provided or with pre¢edent decisions, you may file a motion to reconsider. Such a motion must state
the reasons for reconsideration and be supported by any pertinent precedent decisions. Any motion to reconsider must
be filed within 30 days of the decision that the motion seeks to reconsider, as required under 8 C.F.R. 103.5(a)(1)(i).

If you have new or additional infornm}i\on that you wish to have considered, you may file a motion to reopen. Such a
motion must state the new facts to be|proved at the reopened proceeding and be supported by affidavits or other
documentary evidence. Any motion to reopen must be filed within 30 days of the decision that the motion seeks to
reopen, except that failure to file before this period expires may be excused in the discretion of the Service where it is
demonstrated that the delay was reasonable and beyond the control of the applicant or petitioner. Id.

Any motion must be filed with the office that originally decided your case along with a fee of $110 as required under
8 C.F.R. 103.7.

fpoert P, Wiemann, Director ‘
Administrative Appeals Office
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This petition seeks| to classify the petitioner as an alien with
extraordinary abilitly as an acrobat. At the time of the petition’s
filing, the petitioner performed at Circus Circus Hotel Casino in
Las Vegas, Nevada.

On motion, the petitjioner submits letters from two figures in the
juggling field, in| an effort to demonstrate the petitioner’s
standing in the field. Counsel states that these letters establish
the petitioner’s eligibility. Counsel offers: no arguments
regarding the AAO’s prior findings, and therefore we need not
revisit those findings here.

Alan Howard, associate editor of Juggle magazine, states that he is
"preparing an article about [the petitioner] for the next issue of
our magazine." Mr. Howard’s letter is dated March 28, 2000, nearly
two years after the petition’s June 1998 filing date. Mr. Howard'’s
reference to an article which, as of March 2000, was still yet to
be published, cannot|establish that the petitioner qualified as of
June 1998. See Matter of Katigbak, 14 I&N Dec. 45 (Reg. Comm.
1971), in which the Service held that beneficiaries seeking
employment-based immigrant classification must possess the
necessary qualifications asg of the filing date of the visa
petition.

Mr. Howard states that the petitioner’s "unique and innovative
antipod (foot jugglimg) act" and "the introduction of her original
Gyro Wheel routine" |place the petitioner "in a category all by
herself." This letter is intended to establish that the petitioner
is responsible for original contributions of major significance, a
regulatory criterion|set forth at 8 C.F.R. 204.5(h) (3) (v) . While
several jugglers have praised the petitioner’'s antipod and Gyro
Wheel routines, attesting to the significance of the petitioner’s
contributions, a significant original contribution cannot suffice
by itself to establish eligibility.

Mr. Howard states that the petitioner received a "tremendous
reception last year| at the International Jugglers Association
convention." Given the March 2000 date of the letter, "last year"
evidently refers to 1999. Obviously, the 1998 petition contains no
mention of this convention, and the motion provides no first-hand
documentation regarding the event.

The other letter on motion is from Brian Dubé, a seller of juggling
equipment, who states that "the unique and nearly lost art of foot
juggling . . . is virtually unknown in the United States." Mr.
Dubé mentions "the uniqueness of [the petitioner’s] skills and act™
and states that the petitioner appears in "the upcoming book 4,000
Years of Juggling’" but otherwise he limits his comments to general
observations about fopt juggling. Even if 4,000 Years of Juggling
had been published in|time to be considered for a 1998 filing date,
the record does not| indicate the extent of coverage that the
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