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DISCUSSION: The preference 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 regulation at 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(1)(v) states, in pertinent part, “[a]n 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 1-290B Notice of Appeal filed by the petitioner on June 16, 2006, the petitioner indicated that a
separate brief or evidence was being submitted within 30 days. To date, nearly six months later, no further
submission has been received. The record, therefore, is considered complete as it now stands.

The petitioner states the following as the reason for the appeal: “I disagree with the decision to deny my 1-360
petition. I will send something further within 30 days.” The fact that the petitioner indicates that he disagrees
with the director’s determination is not sufficient to meet the substantive requirements for the filing of an appeal.
The petitioner fails to specifically identify any erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact on the part of the
director. The petitioner’s general statement is not sufficient to meet the requirement of the regulation.

Inasmuch as the petitioner has faled to specifically identify any erroneous conclusion of law of statement or fact
as a basis for the appeal, the regulations mandate the summary dismissal of the appeal.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.



