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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 dlsrmssed The
petltlon will be denied. = - i :

The petitioner is a distributor of low carbohydrate baked goods. It seeks to employ the beneficiary as a -
legal advisor and to classify him as a nonimmigrant worker in a specialty occupation pursuant to section
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b).

The director denied the petition on two grounds: (1) the petitioner does not have an Internal Revenue
Service tax identification number, which means that he does not meet the definition of a United States
employer and cannot self-petition under the H-1B nonimmigrant visa classification; and (2) the record
fails to establish that the proffered position qualifies as a specialty occupation.

On the appeal form counsel states as follows: “The decision appealed from is incorrect, both on the law
and on the facts, in alleging that: (1) The beneficiary self-petitioned; (2) The position offered to the
Beneficiary is not a specialty occupation; (3) The Beneficiary is ineligible for classification as an alien to
be employed in a specialty occupation. Additional incorrect allegations will be detailed in the brief that
will follow within 30 days.”. No brief was submitted in the next 30 days, however, or at any time
thereafter. Nor has any additional evidence been submitted in support of the appeal. Thus, the petitioner
has not addressed the substance of the director’s decision.

As specified in 8 C.F.R. § 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.” Despite broad assertions of error in the director’s decision, the

petitioner has not specifically identified any erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact in the

decision. Accordmgly, the appeal will be summarily dlSInlSSCd

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



