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DISCUSSION: The employment-based immigrant visa petition was denied by the Director, California Service
Center, and is now before the Administrative Appeals Office on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed.

The petitioner is a laser manufacturer. It seeks to classify the beneficiary as an outstanding researcher pursuant to
section 203(b)(1)(B) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. § 1153(b)(1)(B). The petitioner
seeks to employ the beneficiary permanently in the United States as an electronic engineer. The director
determined that the petitioner had not established the significance of the beneficiary’s research, or that the
beneficiary is recognized internationally as outstanding in his academic field, as required for classification as an
outstanding researcher.

On appeal, counsel merely stated that the director’s decision “is unsound as beneficiary meets the criteria for
EBIB classification.” She indicated that she was “gathering information in response to denial” and that she
would submit a brief and/or evidence to the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) within 45 days. Counsel dated
the appeal May 15, 2004. As of May 26, 2005, this office had received nothing further. Thus, on that date this
office inquired of counsel as to whether she had submitted any supplemental materials. In response, she affirmed
that she had not because the petitioner “elected to have the case reviewed on existing record.”

As stated in 8 CF.R. § 103.3(a)(1)(v), an appeal shall be summarily dismissed if the party concerned fails to
identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact for the appeal.

Counsel here has not specifically addressed the reasons stated for denial and has not provided any additional
evidence. She has merely expressed disagreement with the director’s decision. The appeal must therefore be

summarily dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.



