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

The petitioner seeks classification pursuant to section 203(b)(2) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. 1153@)(2), as a member of the professions holding an advanced degree. At 
the time he filed the petition, the petitioner was a geographic information systems ("GIs7') data 
manager for the Carteret County (North Carolina) Tax Office. The petitioner asserts that an 
exemption from the requirement of a job offer, and thus of a labor certification, is in the national 
interest of the United States. The director found that the petitioner qualifies for classification as a 
member of the professions holding an advanced degree, but that the petitioner has not established 
that an exemption fkom the requirement of a job offer would be in the national interest of the United 
States. 

8 C.F.R. 103.3(a)(l)(v) states, in pertinent part, "[aln 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 September 22,2000, counsel indicated that a brief 
would be forthcoming within thirty days. To date, 22 months later, careful review of the record 
reveals no subsequent submission; all other documentation in the record predates the issuance of 
the notice of decision. 

The statement on the appeal form reads, in its entirety: 

The Service erred in arguing that the petitioner's accomplishments, skills, and 
expertise would not prospectively and substantially benefit the United States in 
the hture. Specifically, the Service erred by ignoring the petitioner's impact on 
future U.S. Census projects with his work and also did not consider the 
petitioner's impact on the future of the hog/lagoon industry in the 21st century. 

The director's decision does, in fact, mention the petitioner's work on behalf of the U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, as well as work pertaining to state legislation regarding "the placement of swine 
houses." These tasks, and others, appear to be inherent in the petitioner's position as a specialist in 
geographic information systems. Counsel does not explain, on appeal, how Census projects and 
swine farming will continue to be affected by the petitioner's involvement, in ways that they would 
not have been affected by other qualified GIs specialists. The bare assertion that the director came 
to the wrong conclusion in rendering the decision is not suMicient basis for a substantive appeal. 

Inasmuch as counsel has failed to identifl specifically an erroneous conclusion of law or a 
statement of fact as a basis for the appeal, the regulations mandate the summary dismissal of the 
appeal. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. 


