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DISCUSSION: The Director, Vermont Service Center, denied the employment-based immigrant visa petition.
The Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) summarily dismissed the petitioner’s appeal, and subsequently
dismissed the petitioner’s motion to reopen that decision. The AAO then dismissed an untimely motion
improperly filed by the beneficiary. The director retumed a later motion filed by the petitioner. - The matter is
now before the AAO on appeal. The appeal will be rejected.

We note that the petitioner has submitted two Form G-28 Notices of Entry of Appearance of Attorney or
Representative, signed by SN of Ladder To Success, Inc. On the first Form G-28, | G4
not claim to be an attorney. Instead, she identified herself as an accredited representative of an organization
recognized by the Board of Immigration Appeals. On January 23, 2007, the. AAO instructed NN to
submit either “a copy of a current Bar Admission Certificate or Card, or proof that Ladder To Success, Inc. is an
organization recognized by the Board of Immigration Appeals.” In response, Il has submitted a second
Form G-28. On the new form, she claims to be an attorney and a member of the bar in both Florida and New
York. She states: “Our office is affiliated with the Hennessey Law Firm. il did not provide a copy of a
current Bar Admission: Certificate or Card. Thus, the record contains no documentation to show that

IR s licensed anywhere as an attorney, nor evidence of any affiliation between Ladder To Success, Inc., and
the Hennessey Law Firm. The AAO therefore considers the petitioner to be self-represented.

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 (the Act), 8 U.S.C. § 1153(b)4), to perform services as
a pastoral assistant. The director determined that the petitioner had not established that the beneficiary’s position
qualifies as a religious occupation. On appeal, Pastor _‘ of the petitioning church states that his
organization secks to appeal “the decision dated October 5, 2005.” That decision was the AAO’s dismissal of a
motion improperly and untimely filed by the beneficiary, who had no standing to file such a motion. There is no
regulatory provision to allow a petitioner to appeal, move to reopen, or otherwise contest the dlsmlssal of a
motion improperly filed by a third party. We must therefore reject the latest appeal.

Review of the record reveals that the petitioner has failed, on numerous occasions, to follow the various
procedural rules required to keep the proceeding active. At no time has the petitioner provided documentary
evidence to show that the AAO erred in its summary dismissal of August 21, 2003. The petitioner claims
ineffective assistance of counsel pursuant to Matter of Lozada, 19 1&N Dec. 637 (BIA 1988), in that the
petitioner’s prior attorney failed to provide evidence of the timely submission of an appellate brief. The filing of
a complaint against the prior attorney, however, cannot and does not take the place of evidence of such timely
submission. A petitioner does not, merely by following the procedural steps described in Lozada exempt itself
from the usual evidentiary requirements in such matters,

The petitioner’s numerous procedural errors do not preclude the filing of a new petition, with a new fee and
all required evidence, but with regard to the present proceeding, the petitioner has failed, despite numerous
attempts, to demonstrate that the AAQ’s original finding was in error at the time it was rendered.

ORDER: The appeal is rejected.



