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been returned to the office that originally decided your case.

analysis used in reaching the decision was inconsistent with the

information provided or with precedent decisions, you may file a motion to reconsider. Such a motion must state the
reasons for reconsideration and be supported by any pertinent precedent decisions. Any motion to reconsider must be

filed within 30 days of the decision that the motion seeks
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8 C.F.R. § 103.7.

to reconsider, as required under 8 C.F.R. § 103.5@a)(1)(i).

to have considered, you may file a motion to reopen. Such a

reopened proceeding and be supported by affidavits or other

filed within 30 days. of the decision that the motion seeks to

expires may be excused in the discretion of the Bureau of

is demonstrated that the delay was reasonable and beyond the

ecided your case along with a fee of $110 as required under
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DISCUSSION: The nonimmigrant visa petition was denied by the
Director, California Service  Center, and is now before the
Administrative Appeals Office (ARAO) on appeal. The appeal will be

summarily dismissed.

The petitioner seeks classification for the beneficiary as a
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On appeal, counsel stated tha
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November 20, 2001. The appeal w
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further.
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summarily dismissed if the p

specifically any erroneous conc
In visa pet
proving eligibility for the ber
Section 291 of

for the appeal.

the petitioner.
counsel failed to identify spec

law or statement of fact in th
not sustained the burden of prov

Counsel has not addressed the
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summarily dismissed.

ORDER:
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ition proceedings, the burden of
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