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DISCUSSION: The service center director denied the nonimmigrant visa petition. The matter is now on
appeal before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO). The appeal will be summarily dismissed. The
petition will be denied.

The attorney whom the petitioner retained as counsel for this petition has been suspended from the practice of
law and therefore is not authorized to represent the petitioner before Citizenship and Immigration Services.
The Form I-290B and associated documents submitted on appeal, however, have been considered by the
AAO.

The petitioner is a restaurant group. It seeks to employ the beneficiary as director of operations and to
classify her as a nonimmigrant worker in a specialty occupation pursuant to section 101(2)(15)(H)(i)(b) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(15)(H)(i)Xb).

The director denied the petition on the ground that the record failed to establish that the proffered position
qualifies as a specialty occupation.

On appeal the petitioner states as follows: “Position clearly qualifies. Appears to be a training issue.
Please review and approve.” In support of the appeal a new academic equivalency evaluation has been
submitted for the beneficiary, asserting that her foreign degrees are equivalent to U.S. baccalaureate and
master’s degrees in hospitality management, as well as photocopies of documentation already in the
record. The academic equivalency evaluation addresses the issue of whether the beneficiary is qualified
to perform the services of a specialty occupation. It does not address the issue of whether the proffered
position is itself a specialty occupation, which was the deciding issue in the director’s decision. The
appeal does not mention the specialty occupation issue, and no additional documentation has been
submitted on this issue.

As specified in 8 C.FR. § 103.3(a)(1)(v), “[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.” The petitioner has not specifically identified any erroneous
conclusion of law or statement of fact in the decision. Accordingly, the appeal must be summarily
dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. The petition is denied.



