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INSTRIJCTIONS: 

This is the decision in your case. All tlocu~ilellts h:ive been returned to the office tliat origi~ially tlecided your case. 
Any fi~rtlier inquiry must be ~n:ide to that office. 

If  yo^^ believe the law w;is i~lal>pro]~riately ;ipl)lieil 0 1 .  the i~nalysis usetl in reaclli~ig the tlecision was inconsistent with 
tlie information ~~rovitletl  or with precedelrt tlecisions, you Inay tile ;i ~r~ot ion  t o  reconsitler. Such a motion must state 
the reasons for  reconsideration and I>e sllpported I>y ;illy pertinent precedent decisions. Any nlotion to reconsider must 
be tiletl within 30 tlays of the tlecisio~l that the lnotion seeks to recollsitler, as reqlliretl u~rtler 8 C.F.R. l03.5(a)(l)(i). 

If you have new or atl(litional infor~riation thiit you wish t o  have consitlrretl, you may file a  notion to reopen. Such ;i 
~motioii must state the new facts to he provetl at tlie reopenetl ~~roceetlilig ant1 he supportetl ky aftitlavits or other 
docu~nentar-y evidence. Any motion to r.eol)ell must I>e filed within 30 tlays of  tlie decision that the motion seeks to 
reopen, except that hilure to tile hefore this periotl expires  nay I>e excusetl in the discretion of the Service where it is 

tlemonstrated that the del:iy was reasonal>le ant1 I>eyo~id tile control c)f the al~plicant 01. petitioner. Id. 

Any motion must he tiled with the office tlicit o r ~ g ~ ~ l a l l y  tlec~tletl your cdse along with a tee o f  $1 10 as rec1i111-ed under 
8 C.F.R. 103.7. 

FOR THE ASSOClATE COMMISSIONER, 
EXAMINATIONS 

p!b Atlministrative &:Director Al>]>eals Oftice 
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DISCUSSION: The nonimmigrant visa petition was denied by the 
Director, Vermont Service Center, and is now before the Associate 
Commissioner for Examinations on appeal. The appeal will be 
dismissed. 

The petitioner is a naturalized citizen of the United States who 
seeks to classify the beneficiary, a native and citizen of 
Pakistan, as the fiance(e) of a United States citizen pursuant to 
section 101(a)(15)(K) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the 
Act), 8 U.S.C. 1101 (a) (15) (K) . 
Section 101(a)(15)(K) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the 
Act), 8 U.S.C. 1101 (a) (15) (K) , defines llfiance(e)ll as: 

~ ' n  alien who is the fiancee or fiance of a citizen of the 
United States and who seeks to enter the United States 
solely to conclude a valid marriage with the petitioner 
within ninety days after entry . . . . 

Section 214 (d) of the Act, 8 U. S. C. 1184 (d) , states in pertinent 
part that a fiance(e) petition: 

shall be approved only after satisfactory evidence is 
submitted by the petitioner to establish that the parties 
have previously met in person within two years before the 
date of filing the petition, have a bona fide intention 
to marry, and are legally able and actually willing to 
conclude a valid marriage in the United States within a 
period of ninety days after the alien's arrival . . . 
[emphasis added]. 

The petitioner filed the Petition for Alien Fiance(e) (Form I-129F) 
on October 4, 2001. Therefore, the petitioner and the beneficiary 
were required to have met during the period that began on October 
4, 1999 and ended on October 4, 2001. 

With the initial filing of the petition, the petitioner indicated 
that she and the beneficiary had never met. In resgonse to the 
directorrs request for additional information, the petitioner 
submitted a letter from Imam of the Islamic 
Center of Connecticut, Inc., dated 02tober 5, 2001, stating that 
"under Islamic jurisprudence it is permissible that parents arrange 
marriage on behalf of their daughter with her consent even if she 
has not met the fiance." 

The director denied the petition after determining that the 
petitioner and the beneficiary had not personally met within two 
years before the date of filing the petition as required by section 
214(d) of the Act. The director further found that the petitioner 
had failed to establish that she warranted a favorable exercise of 
discretion to waive this statutory requirement. 
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On appeal, the petitioner states that she fully intends to conclude 
a valid marriage with the beneficiary when he arrives in the United 
States with a fiance(e) visa and claims an exemption from the in- 
person meeting requirement due to cultural, social, and religious 
practices of the Muslim communit In su ort of the appeal, she 
submits a second letter from h dated February 20, 
2002, adding that "[blefore marrlage t e ,fiance can meet the 
fiancee in person only in the presence of her parents." 

Pursuant to 8 C.F.R. 214.2 (k) (2), a director may exercise 
discretion and waive the requirement of a personal meeting between 
the two parties if it is established that compliance would: 

(1) Result in extreme hardship to the petitioner; or 

(2) Violate strict and long-established customs of the 
beneficiary's foreign culture or social practice. 

In the instant case, the petitioner has not established that she 
warrants a favorable exercise of discretion to waive the 
requirement of a personal meeting with the beneficiary during the 
period that began on October 4, 1999 and ended on October 4, 2001. 
There is no evidence contained'ysn the record that compliance with 
the requirement would violate strict and long-established customs 
of the beneficiary's foreign practice. The 
letters of support from the 
Connecticut, Inc. merely state permits 
arranged marriages and es may only meet in the 
presence of the fiancee's 

The petitioner has failed to establish that she and the beneficiary 
personally met within the time period specified in section 214(d) 
of the Act, or that to do so would have resulted in extreme 
hardship to the petitioner or would have violated strict and long- 
established customs of the beneficiary's foreign culture or social 
practice. Therefore, the appeal will be dismissed. 

The burden of proof in these proceedings rests solely with the 
petitioner. Section 291 of the Act, 8 U. S.C. 1361. The petitioner 
has not met that burden. 

ORDER : The appeal is dismissed. 


