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INSTRUCTIONS: :
This is the decision in your case. All documents have been returned to the office which originally decided vour case.
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If you believe the law was inappropriately applied or the analysis used in reaching the decision wag incongistent with
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Any motion must be filed with the office which originally decided your case along with a fee of $110 as required
wnder 8§ CER, 1037,
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DISCUSSION: - - The employment-based immigrant viga petition was
denied by the Director, Nebraska Service Center, and is now before
the Agsociate Commisgslioner for Examinations on appeal. The appeal
will be summarily dismisged.

The petitioner geeks c¢lassification pursuant to section 203({b) {(2)
of ‘the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.8.C.
1153 (k) (2), as & member of the profesgsions holding an advanced
decree. The petitioner sesks employment as a graduate research
asscciate at the Chio State Univergity. The petitioner agserts
that an exemption from the reguirement of a job offer, and thus of
a labor certification, is in the naticnal interest of the United
Stateg, The director found that the petitioner gualifies for
clasgification as a member of the professions holding an advanced
degree, but that the petitioner had not established that an
exemption from the reguirement of a Hob offer would be in the
national interest of the United States.

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

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

On the Form I-2%08B Notice of Appeal, filed on May 28, 18%%, counsel
indicated that a brief would ke forthecoming within thirty days. To
date, over two and a half vears later, careful review of the record
reveals no subsequent submiggion; all other documentation in the
record predates The Issuance of the notice of decigion.

On the appeal form itself, counsel argues that "documentation was
provided” to establish the pefiticner’s eligibility, and that
"ltlhe Director failed to take inte account the . . . dertalls
concerning the petitioner’s specific achievements and their impact
upon the field.® Counsel’s general statements make no specific
allegation of error; counsel does not, for instance, specify these
"details" or explain how they sheould have affaected the outcome of
the decision. The bare asgertion that the evidence demonstrates
eligibility, and therefore the very denial is gelf-evident proof of
error, isa not gufficient basis for a substantive appeal.

Inasmuch as counsel hag failed to identify specifically an
erroneous conclugion of law or a statement of fact as a basis for
the appeal, the regulations mandate the summary dismisgal of the
appeal.

CRDER: The appeal is summarily dismisgsed.



