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

The petitioner is an information technology services company. It secks to employ the beneficiary permanently
in the United States as a software engineer. As required by statute, the petition is accompanied by a Form
ETA 750, Application for Alien Employment Certification, approved by the Department of Labor. The
director determined that the petitioner had not established that the beneficiary is qualified to perform the
duties of the proffered position because he did not have a single source four-year bachelor’s degree or the
equivalent foreign degree that would be the equivalent of a U.S. bachelor’s degree in the major fields of study
stipulated on the Form ETA 750. The director denied the petition accordingly.

On appeal, counsel states that the director erred in finding that the beneficiary’s formal education was not the
foreign degree equivalent of a U.S. bachelor’s degree. Counsel states that she would submit a brief and/or
evidence to the AAO within 30 days. Counsel dated the appeal August 11, 2005. As of this date, more than 18
months later, the AAO has received nothing further.!

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. The appeal must therefore be summarily dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.

1 On February 12, 2007, the AAO submitted a fax to counsel asking whether a brief or evidence had been
submitted to the record in a timely manner. Counsel indicated in her faxed response that she had not
submitted a brief or evidence in support of the appeal.



