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DISCUSSION: The employment-based visa petition was denied by the
Director, Texas Service Center. The matter is now before the
Associate Commissioner for Examinations on appeal. The appeal
will be summarily dismissed.

The petitioner is a corporation organized in the state of Florida
and is engaged in the automotive trading and restaurant business.
It seeks classification of the beneficiary as an employment-based
immigrant pursuant to section 203 (b) (1) ((C) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.s.C. 1153 (b) (1) (C), as a
multinational executive or manager. The director determined that
the petitioner had not established that the beneficiary was
engaged as a manager OrI executive.

8 C.F.R. 103.3(a) (1) (v) states, in pertinent part:

An officer to whom an appeal is taken shall summarily
dismiss any appeal when the party concerned fails to
identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law
or statement of fact for the appeal.

On the Form I-290B Notice of Appeal, filed on in March 2001, the
petitioner states:

Attached to this appeal you will find evidence of the
critical ©position and valuable service that [the
beneficiary] perform [sic] in this company.

Attached to the Form I-290B is a letter signed by the beneficiary
stating that the beneficiary is the “sole person responsible for
the gourmet dishes served by our restaurant,” and that the
beneficiary “has the entire control of the bank accounts of our
company and he is the sole person responsible for the entire
payroll of the Space Grill.” The letter also provides that, “All
the necessary paperwork that the Immigration Service needs from us
for proper documentation will be provided as soon as possible.”

Also attached to the Form I-290B is a letter signed by a personal
financial representative that indicates the beneficiary is the
only signer on an account with Washington Mutual.

The information submitted with the Form I-290B does not point out

any errors in the director’s reasoning either in law or fact. The
information submitted does not contribute significantly to the
peneficiary’s job description. The information submitted does not

compel a finding that the beneficiary is a manager Or executive.

The petitioner has not identified any erroneous conclusion of law
or statement of fact as the basis for the appeal. The regulations
mandate in a case such as this that the appeal be summarily
dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal 1s summarily dismissed.



