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DISCUSSION: The employment-based immigrant visa petition was denied by the Director, California Service 
Center, and is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal w,iP be summarily 
dismissed. 

The petitioner is a church. It seeks to classify the beneficiary as a special immigrant religious worker pursuant to 
section 203(b)(4) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. 5 1153(b)(4), to perform services as a cantor. 
The director denied the petition on September 16,2003, after determining that the petitioner failed to establish the 
beneficiary has been performing full-time work as a cantor for the two-year period immediately preceding the 
filing of the petition. The director further determined the petitioner failed to establish its ability to pay the 
beneficiary the proffered wage. 

8 C.F.R. 5 103.3(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 October 16,2003, the petitioner indicated that it was submitting a 
brief andlor separate evidence concurrently with the filing the appeal. In a letter submitted concurrently with the 
appeal, the petitioner states: 

time, I would request an extension of thirty (30) days to submit the necessary 
documentation that is required since it is coming vi 
consideration given to this particular circumstance of 
this morning. 

The petitioner does not assert that any of the director's findings are incorrect or based upon an erroneous 
conclusion of law or policy. Further, despite the passage of more than 14 months since the petitioner's request for 
an extension of 30 days, the petitioner has not submitted any additional evidence. 

Inasmuch as the petitioner has failed 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. 


