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DISCUSSION: The »emplbyment based immigrant visa petition was denied by the Director, Vermont Service
Center, and is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be
summarily dismissed.

The petitioner seeks to classify the beneficiary pursuant to section 203(b)(2) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (the Act), 8 US.C. § 1153(b)(2), as a member of the professions holding an advanced degree or an alien of
exceptional ability. The director determined the petitioner had not established that it had the financial ability to
pay the proffered wage as of the priority date of the visa petition.

On appeal, counsel states: “Being aggrieved by the said decision the petitioner has preferred this appeal....
We propose to furnish a detailed brief in support of our contentions. In order to respond to the issues raised,
we need time for 90 days to complete and submit the brief to you for consideration.” Counsel did not
specifically challenge the director’s findings, nor was additional evidence presented.

Counsel further states: “In view of the issues involved and reasons indicated for denial, we in the interest of
justice, strongly feel the need and therefore, request an opportunity for oral arguments.”

In regard to counsel’s request, the regulations provide that the requesting party must explain in writing why
oral argument is necessary. Furthermore, Citizenship and Immigration Services has the sole authority to grant
or deny a request for oral argument and will grant argument only in cases involving unique factors or issues
of law that cannot be adequately addressed in writing. See 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(b). In this instance, counsel
identified no unique factors or issues of law to be resolved. In fact, counsel set forth no specific reasons why
oral argument should be held. Moreover, the written record of proceedings fully represents the facts and
issues in this matter. Consequently, the request for oral argument is denied.

Counsel dated the appeal September 5, 2003. As of this date, more than nine months later, the AAO has
received nothing further.

As stated in 8 C.F.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.

The petitioner has not specifically addressed the reasons stated for denial and has not provided any additional
evidence. The appeal must therefore be summarily dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.



