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DISCUSSION:  The nonimmiprant visa petilion was denied by the Director, Vermont Service Cenier. The
matter is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAC) on appeal, The AAD witl disoiss the appeal.

The pelitioner states thal 1l 15 @ computer sofiware development fmm. It seeks to employ the beneliviary
temporarly in the United States as a proprammer anulyst, The director dertied the petition cemetuding that the
beneficiary is net cmployed in a position that involves specialized knowledge. Specitically. the director
stated that the petitioner had fuiled to demonstrate thul the procedures wsed by the beneficiary arc signiticantly.
different from the mcthods generally used in other computer software developrnent finns, or thit the
beneficroy’s vnderstanding of the petidoning organization’s processes comstilutes specialized knowledge.
"The director also staied that the petitioner had not established thai the position being ofTered to the benefciary
requires the services of an individual possessing specialized knowledge. The petitioner subsequentty tiled an
appeal.

On appeal, counsel for the petilioner asscrts that the director improperly applicd the relevant staiule to the
evidenee previeusly submilted in support of the bencficiary's speeializad knowledge capacily.

To establizsh L-1 eligibility, the petitioner must meet the crileria outlined in section 101{a¥ 13)L) of the
Immigration and Nationality Acl (the Acl), 8 US.C. & 11011501 Speci fically, within three yvears
preceding the beneficiary®s application for admission into the United Sialcs, qualifying orgamzation s
have employed the beneficlary in a qualifying mapagerial or cxcoutive capacily, or in a specialized
knowledge capacity, for one conbinuous year, In addition, ihe beneficiary rmust scck to enter the |nited States
lemporarily to contimie rendering his or her services (o the same employer or a subzaidiary or affiliate thereof
in a managerial, executive, or speciahized knowledge capacily,

The regulation al 8 C.F.R. § 214 2(I)(3) further states thal an individual petition Hled on Form T-129 shall ke -
aeeormpanied by:

{1 Evidence thyl the petitioner and the organization which employed or will employ the
alien are qualifying orpmizations az defined in paragraph (I1KING) of this
section.

(i) Evidence that the alien will be employed in an execulive, managerial, or specialized

knowledye capacity, includmg a detailed description of the services to be performed.

{iiiy Evidence that the alicn has at least one continuous year of full time crmployment
abroad with a qualitying onganization within the three years preceding the Tiling of
the petition.

(iv) Fvidence thai the alien’s prior vear of employment abroad was in a position that was
mianaperial, executive or involved specialized knowledge and that the alien’s 1wior
cducation, training, and employment qualifies himfer to pertorm the imtended
services m the United States; however, the work in the United States need not be the
same work which the alicr performed abroad. '

Avcording to the evidunce submilted, the petitioner is u subsidiary of Hexaware Techmlogies Lid., lovated in
mdia. The prhticner was meorporated in 1993 and states that it iz a compuler seftware development firm.
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The petitioner ¢laims 170 plus employces and 532,000,000 in pross annual income. The petitioner secks to
erupioy the beneficiary as a programmer analyst for 3 peried of three years, at a yearly salary of $45,000.00.

The issue ip this preceeding is whether the petitioner has cstablished thai the bencAeiary possesses specialized
knowledge, und will be emploved in g specialized knowledee capacity,

Section 214(c)(ZHE) of the Act, § U.S.C. § 1184(CH2HB), provides the following:

For purposes of scofion 101(a)(13)L), an align is considered to be serving in a capacily
involving specialized knowledge with respect o a company if the alien hus a special
knowledge of the company product and its application in intermational markets or has an
advanced level of mowledge ol processes and procedures of the company.

The tegulation at § CF.R. § 214 2((1)(iXD} defines “specialized knowledge™ as:

|S]pecial knowledse possessed by an individual of the pclitioning organization’s product,
service, research, equipment, tochniques, mansgemenl, or other interests ad its application in
international markets, or an advanced level of knowledpe or cxpertise in the orsamization’s
provesses and procedires.

Tn g lelier, dated May 21, 2002, Lhe petitioner stated rhat the beneficiary has been emploved by the foreign
entity since Junc 2000 in a capacily of Software Engineer i the company’s Mainfrumes group. The
penbioner further stated that the bepeficiary had paincd in-depth knowledge of the Group's Troprietary
Conncctor product.  The petitioner asserted (hat the beneficiary is well versed with the [umctionality,
methodologies, and approaches used wiih respect to connector limetions, The petitioner also asserted that the
beneficiury had acquired his skills in relation to commector functions by working on projects culling for
extensive knowledge of the tochnologies involvid,

In a suppert letter, dated May 31, 2002, (he: heneficimy’s proposed job duties are deseribed as follows:

[The bencheiary] will fill the position of Programimer Analvst in theé Application
Muanagement Group at our Princeton, New Jersey office. This position requires specialized

knowledge of [the U.S. entity’s] proprictary product line snd. in particular, specialized
knuwledge of the “Connector™ technology. his position requires that [the beneficiary]: (1)
desipn, develop, and provide costomized Implementation for clients’ systoms utilizing the
“Comnector” technelogy: {2) obtain chents’ sign off. (3) systern testing: @nd (4) to provide
wser training o the clients.

Tn that same letter, the petitioner slated the reason for the iransfor of the benefciury to the United States as
follows:

[The prtitioner] maintuins 4 regular rotational program for key personnel with umigue and
proprictary knowledge of the company's intemnal procedurvs, methods, and product lines.
This rotation assures that all key personnel are in toueh with the most curvent techniques and
procedures ol all of the various aspects of [the U8, entity's] procedurcs and services and
ensures that some level of iniformity is achieved throughout the vartous offices.
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The petitioner described e beneficiary's experience working for the foreign entity as follows:

[The beneficiary] has ymimed in-depth knowledge of the Group’s above proprictary
“Comector” product. ITe is well versed with the functionality, methodologies & approaches
ured. During his tenure of serviee, [the bene ficiary | has acquired skills pertaining to this arca
of specialization by working on projects calling tor cxlensive knowledge of the product. |sic]

The petitioner further stated thai the beneficiary was awarded a Bachelor's degres in Engineering from the
Umiversity of Murnbai, Tadia in 2000,

The petitioner submitled as evidence a copy of an seademic evaluation from the ITustforte Corporation,
transeripls from the University of Mumbai, the beneficiary’s pay slips from the foreign crlity, and a copy of
the foreign entily’s organizational chart.

In a request for evidence, the director noled Lhat the record did not sufficiently establish that the heneficiary
had truly specialized knowledge or that he had been and will be cmployed in a truly specialized knowledge
capacity. The dirceror requested that the pelitioner submit evidence esiablishing that: (1) the beneliciary™s
Imowledge is uncormmon, noteworthy, or distinguished by sotme unusual quality and is not generally known
by practitioners in the beneficiany’s filed of endeavor; {2) the beneficiary's advanced leval of knowledye of
the processes and procedwes of the company distinguish him from those with only elementary ot basic
knowledge; (3) the lmowledpe posscssed by the benefipiary is not general knowledue held commonly
throughont the industry but that it is truly speeial or advanced; (4) the bencficiury possesses knowledyre that
13 valuable to the employer™s competitiveness in the markelplace; (5} the beneticiary is qualified to contribute
lo the United States employer’s knowledge of foreign oporating conditions as a result of special koo ledge
not generally found in the industry; {6) the beneficiary has been wtilized abroad 0 4 capacity involving
significant assignments which have enhanced the emplover’s praductivily, competitivencss, image, or
Mtnanciyl position, that he possesscs knowledge, which normally can be gained only through prior expericnce
with that particular employer; and {7) the bencliciary possesses knowledge of a product or process that cannot
be easily irunsferred or taught (o another individual. The director further staied thal the evidence rmust
subslantiate fhat the beneficiary possesses kmowledge of (he fimm's ‘business procedures or methods of
upiTation o the exient that the TLS. entity would experience a significant interruption of business m order to
train & LS, worker to assume the duties proposed for the beneficiary in the United States.

In response, counsel for the petitioner submitted a siawment asserting thal the beneficiary has an advanced
level of knowledge of the petitioning company’s processes and procedures relating to software interlices.
Clunscl presented a descripdon of the heneliciuny s work aiperience and job duties.  Specificully, counsel
claimed that ihe foreign entity has eniploved the beneliciary as a Softerare Engincer in its Mainframe Group
since June 2000. Counsel further contended that the beneficiary had wained in-depth knowledge and expertise
in the Constellar Interface products tiirough his employment with the foreign entity. Counsel asserfed That the
beneficiary had been specially trained by 1he foreign entity as a technical consultant and Lhat this traiming ang
work experience qualifies as specialized kmowledge.  Counse]l stated that Lhe beneficiary’s asquired
combination skill sets and his knowledge of the foreipm entity’s interface or conneelor technology products
are rare and different from that which is ordirarily cneountered in the ficld. Counsel further stated that the
demand by ULS. conpanies for interface proprietary technologry, imitially offchore and now on site, requires
the services of the beneficiary in the Elnited States.
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In bis decision, the dircelor concluded that the record did not cstablish that the eneliciary has been or would
be employed i a specialized knowledwe capacity, 2s required for classification as an |.-1B intracompany
irunsferee.  Upon reviewing the detailed description of the beneficiary’s job respensibilities, the dircotor
determined that the job duties were not significantly ditferent from those of other programemer analyst in a
computer software develupmenl imm. and does not “warrant the sxpertise of svmcone possessing a truly
specialized knowlodge™ The director noted (hal the petitioner’s explanation of the beneficiary®s duties
seemed to merely paraphrase the definition of specialived knewledpe., The direclor also concluded that the
petibioner had not demonstrated that the company’s technology and procedures are sipnificantly di Merent from
technology and procedures generally used in any computer software developtnent company, or how an
understanding of the lechnology constitutes specialized knowledge, The director (urther stated that an in-
- depth knowlodge of the functions and syslems of the organization docs not appear to be unusus! for an
individual employed as a programmer analyst, and is not considered to be indieative of the benefiviary™s
claimed advanced expertise. The director comeluded that the petilioner had failed to document how the
“bencficiary's knewledge of the processes and procedures. namely Camiliarity with the connector technology,
of the petitioning organization are advanced or subsiantially different from the lknowlcdge possessed by other
individuals similarly employed. The director also concluded thal the petitioner had failed 1o sufficiently
demonstrate that the knowledge the beneficiary possesses would be difficuli iv impurl Lo anather individual
without significunt economic inconvenicnce to the U.S. or foreign entities or that the knowledge is oot
generally known and ig of sorme complexity. Consequenlly, the director denied the petition.

On appeal, counsel submiis o brief and asserts that the dircelor reachied an erroneous cemelusion bazed upon
an improper Teading of the relevant scelion of the Act. Counsel also contends that the dircelor Teached an
ertoneous conclusion m that he nristakeniy coneludes that the beneficiary does nol quality for L-1B siatus in a-
specialized knowledye capacity because of the luck ol evidence to estabiish (hat the beneficiary’s knowledyge
of the processcs and procedure of the 1.5, and foreign entities are substuntially different e, or advanced in
relation to, any individual similarly employed. Counscl firther reiterates a deseription of the beneficiary’s
knowledge, training, and expertise in the computer software field.  Cuunscl asserts that the beneficiary
©revedved his specialty training regarding Constellar Interfaces products from the forcign entity snd thal within
the company only a handtul of consuliants pussess this specialized knowledge.  Counscl luriber asserts that
[he: beneficiary’s knowledye of the company’s proprietary product such as the Comstellar Interfaces qualifies
a3 “spevialized knowledge.” Counscl contends that during the offshore phase of mjor projects, the key
technical staff painy crucial information and becomes intimately familiar with the software applications of
vartous clients and the work flow ol the project, Counsel furiher contends that this interrelation has led to the
clicnt requesting the same lechnical staff be trans [omed to the United States lor the onsite phase of the project.
Counzel submils a letter from the petilioner that reepaphagizes the importance of having the technical LD
stall who assisted in offvhore projects alse be available for ensite projects in the United Stales. Counsel
resubmits on appeal a copy of the Conslellar Corporation Software License and Services nterface Developer
Apreement. '

Ou review of ithe record, the petilioner bus not established that the beneficiary possesses specialized
knowledge or that he will be employed in a specialized knowleduc capacity as required in
BCIR §214.0D(3)H).  Cowsel contends thal Lhe beneficiary posscsses specialized knowledge of the
organizations products, processes, and procedurcs. Counsel asscris that the Berefelary acquired the
specialized knowledge through the wraming programs offered to the beneficiary by the forelgn entity at its
training and predeetion facilities i India. Contrary to conmsel’s contentions, there 1s 1o evidence of Teentd 1o
demonstrate that the beneticiary reecived the claimed Lraiming. The petitioner has not presented any evidence
to substaniiate the claim that the courscs offered by the loreim entity adequatety cquip the beneficiury with
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specinlized Imowledge not commun to other programmer analysts in the industry. There has been no
evidence subriilted such ws degrees, certification; or eertificates of completion to extzhlish that the beneAoiary
received speeially framing regarding Constellar nterface products from the foreign entity. Going on record
witheut supporting documentiry evidence is not sufficient for purposes of meety the burden of proof 1o
these procecdings, Marter of Treasure Crafl of California, 14 T&N Trec. 190 (Reg. Comm. 1972).

Further, contrary to counsel’s assertions, mere familinrity with an organization’s product, process, or service,
such as knowledpe of its Connector technology amnd Constellar Interface applications, does not constie
special knowledge under section 214(c)2)B) of the Act. While the petitioner claims that the beneficiary’s
experionce with the organization ineludes mtimate fomiliarity with the forcign cntity’s offshore operations
ard proprielary products, including “conector tectmology,” and imtimate familiarity with client's sofrware
development projects gained while warking on the projects dwing the offshore phrase, this statement alone is
not indicative of specialized kmowledge capacity.  In addition, although the petilioner contends that the
beneficiary will be integral as an onsile staff member, and will conlinue W ulilize the offshore projeet
arlifacts, tools, and methodologes for providing the remaining project. lasks, this claim is insullicient to
establish that the bemeficiary possesses specialized knowledge or will be performing tasks that require
spevialized knowledge, The reeord docs not demonstrate that the lasks described are not cormmon 1o all
programmer analysts in the computer sofbware application and development field. The degeribed duties do
noL requite advanced expertise or esiablish that the beneficiary posscsses a special knowledw: of the
organizations Tunctions and software application gyslems, Further, the petitioner states that the onsite Lasks
witl comsist of business requirement apalysis, tehnical architecture requirements analysis, high-level desi L,
and post delivery implementation mnd support services. There has been no evidence submitted to establish
that the tagks are so intricate that they require the services of one who possesscs specialized knowledge in the
ficld. Simply going on record wilhout supporting documentary evidence is not sufficient for purposes of
meeting the burden of proof in (hese proceedings. Mutter of Traosure Craft of Califeania, supra. It appears
that the desetiplion given is comumon to all compuler firms in the software developinent business and docs not
differeniiate the benefleiary trom that of any other person employed as a programmer analyst.  Gf U.S.
Dicpartinent of Lsbwr, Burvau of Laber Statistics, Qeenpational Ourlook Hiwdbook 2004-D5 edition,
S“Computer Proyrammer, Systems Analysts, Dababase Administrators, and Computer Qummsts" {online al
httpafwarw blg. govioeo/foros ] 10, him snd ocos042 hin),

In the instatt case the petitioner has demonsirated that the beneticiary 1s skilled and familisr wiih connector
technolopy teclniques and apphications that are undoubledly bencficial to the orgamizations offshore and
onshore processes.  However, the plain meaning of (he term “specialized” knowledge is knowledge or
expertise beyond the ordinary in a paricular feld, process, or function. See section 214{¢){2)(B) of the Aci.
Lhe petitioner has not [urmished evidence sufticien( to dermonstrate that the bencficiary’s duties imvolve
knowledge or cxpertise beyond whal is cummenly held in his fickl In addition, the petitioner niotes that a
training division has been built in India to accommiodate fraining personncl w etfectively assisl clients, and
that it mainlms @ regular rotationa] program to assure that ail key personnel arc i touch with the most
current techniques and procedures of all of the various aspects of the oreanizations provedurcs and services.
The pelitivner stated that key personncl are tegnlarly rotated o assure that afl of them are in touch with the
most current techniques and procedures of all aspects of the orsanizations procedurss and servicos., The
pehitioner alse stafed Lhat onty a handful of the consultants ip the organization possess speciafizacd knowledge
acquired through training and experience al (he foreizn entity. However, the evidence does 1ot establish the
total number of consuitants employed by (he organization in relalion to the percentage of employees trained,
nor does the record reflect who arnony; the employees and consultants are considered “key personnel.”
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In additiem, the recerd dees not establish that the beneficiary has advanced or special knowledee of the petilioning
organization’s product, procedures, or its applicaion in U.S. and intermational markets.  Counsel comlends that
the beneficiary’s eombincd knowledge of the organization’s proprietary products, namely Constellar
Interfaces, s significant and qualifies as “specialized knowledge.” Contrary o counsel’s contenrion, a mere
lmowledge of an orgamivation’s proprictary products does nol connote “‘special” knowledge where the
individual is one of many employees privy to such information. Furthermore, any experienced programmer
analyst would necessarily possess knowledge of its cormpany’s proprietary products in order to function
cfficicntly in the field. The beneficiary”s cniployment expevience with the [orign erganization may have given
him knewledge 1hat 18 uscful in performing his duties as a programmier/analyst, bat it carmol be the case that any
useful skill is 1o be considered lo comstitute special or advanced knowledge. One’s knowledge of Conncetor
lechmologics is not, by itself, specialized knowledge, Contrary to counscl’s assertions. the beneficiary’s
knowledge of the company product or of the processes and procedures of the foreigh company, hus not been
shewn to be substmntially different from, er advanced n welation te, that of any programmer/analyst of any
software develepment firm. Simply going on record without supporting documcitary evidence is not sullicient
for purpeses of meeting the bunden of proof in these proceedings. Marter of Treasure Crafi of Calffornin,
supra.  Withoul supporting documentation. the assertions of counsel do not constitute evidence. Matter of
Obaigbena, 19 I&N Dec. 533, 534 (RIA 1988}, Matier of Rumircz-Sanchez, 17 I&N Dee. 503, 506 (BI1A
1580). '

In aceordance with the statutory definition of specialized knowledge, a bencficiary must possess "special”
knowledpe of the petitioner's product and its application in internylional markets, or an "advaneed level” of
knowledge of the peliioner's processes and procedures. See section 214(e)(2)B) of the Act. Here, the
evidence demonstrates that the bencliclary possesses the skill requited tw work as 8 programmer/analyst
dealing with various software inlerface applications, not a special knowledge of the pelitivner’s processes and
procedures.  Turlhermore, allheugh the petitioner’s approsch to software enginecring processes may be
unigue or specinlized, the bepeficiary’s appheation of the provess will hot necessarily qualify as advanced. In
addition, the computer sofiware application training appears to be readily available within the organization,
There has been ne dependent documentary cyvidence submitted to eslablish that any computer technician
within the United States earmest. be frained to perform tasks performed by the beneficiary within a reasonable
peried of time su as 1ot to negatively effzct the everalt operations of the 119, and foreizn entities.

Furthermore, the petitioner’s deseription of the heneficiary’s job dubics fuils to establish {hat sn individual
who possesses specialized knowledge is necessary [or the propesed programmer analyst position i the
United Stales.  The following job dulies are conmnon duty deseriplivms within the compuler sofbware
application field and thus appear not to rise to the level of specialized knowledye: design. develop, and
provide customized implementation for clieats’ sysiems; obtain clients’ sign ol system testing: and provide
nget trating to clients.  Additionally, the qualifications necessary for the beneficiary to successfully perform
his job as a programmmer analyst appear standard for the industry. Clcoupational Outlk Handbook,
supree. The petitioner asserted thal the maintenance and production support of thy technelogical applications
require a bgh degres of slall, expertise, knowledge and relevani expericnce, and that (he vrganization has ser
up waining tacidies o avcommodate these requirements. It is thereby reasomable to conclude that the
beneficiary’s educational background and in-house training is equivalent to that of other programmers
analysts, atd not, per se, uncommon or pnique. In addilion, there has been no depree, certificate of
completiam, or course transcripts submitted as evidenoe o stablish that the hene[ciary received specialived
trauning from the foreign entity.  Accordingly, the petitioner hus not established that the heneticiarny would be
employed i a specialized knowledye position or that the position requires sn individual with specialized
knowledge.
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On appeal, counsel also reftrred to a 1988 TNS memorandim as a guide for incrpreting the statutory
definition of ypecialized Imowledge. See Memo, Norton, Assoc. Comtm., Examinations {Ocl. 27, 1988),
reprinted in 65 Interpreter Releases 1194 (Nov. 7, 1988). Tn the memoranduny, the Commissioner noted four
charcteristics of employees with “spreialized knowledge.” which coumscl uses to emphagire (hat the
buncfciary's training and expericnee in ihe software development and maintenance processes cstuhblishes that
the benelicwry’s knowledge ditfers from that gererally found in the computer software application and
dovelopment industry. The beneficiary’s ability to execute software development and maintenance processes
does not by itsclf establish that the beneficiary’s knowledge is different from that generally tound in the
industry.  In Matier of Penner, the Commissioner cmphasized that the specialized kmowledee worker
classification was not intended for “zll employees with any level of specialized knowledge ” 1§ L&N Dec. 49
(Comm. 1982). According to Maier of Penncr, “[s]uch a conclusion would permit exiremely large numbers
of persons to quality for the “L-1" visa™ rather than just the “key” personnel that Congress specifically
mtended. With regurd to counscl's reliance on the 1988 Associate Commissiomer’s memorandum, the
memorandum wus mtcnded as a guide for employecs and will not supercede the plam language of the salute
or theregulations.  Therefore, by itselF, counsel’s assertion that ihe beneficiary's qualifications ure analogous
to the examples oullined in the memorandum is insufficient to establish the benefictary’s qualitication (or
classification as a spocialized kiowledge prolessional.  As discussed the petidomer has not submitted
probarive evidence to establish that the beneficiarys knowledpe is uncormmeon, notewerthy, or distinguished
by some wusual quality and not generally known in the alien's field of endeavor.

While the AAQ acknowledges that the specialized knowledge classification is not solely for those “relatively .
rate cmployees with unusual knowledge,” the Iegislative history for the term “speeislized knowledge”
provides ample suppori for 4 restrictive interprewation of the temt. In 7754, Tne v, Aiforney General, 745 F,
- Supp. 9 (DDA, 1990), the cowt upheld the deniyl of an L-1 petition for a chef, where the pelitioner claimed
that the: chef possessed specialized lmowledge. The courl noted that the lepislative history demonstrated »
congem that the L-1 calegory would ecome too large: ™'I'he class of persons eligible for such LLCMT I TATTIA ST AL
visas {s narrowly drawn and will be carelully regulated and monitored by the Immieration and Naturalization
Serviee.” £ at 16 (citing H.R. RFE. No, 91-831, 1970 L).S.C.C.AN. 2750, 2754 1970 WL 5215). The court
stated, “[IIn loht of Congress” intent that the 1.-] category should be limited, it was teasonable for the ING to
conclude that specialived knowledge capacity should not cxtend to all emplovees with specialized kmowledge,
On thiz score, the legislative history provides some puidance: Congress referred Lo -key personnel’ and
cxpcubives.” 7736, e, 745 F. Supp. at 16.

simibarly, in Marter of Pemner, the Commissioner emphasized that the speialized knowledpe worker
classification was ot intended for “all crrployess with any level of specialized knowledge ™ 18 1&N Dec. 49
A(Comm. 1982). Accarding ko Matier of Penner, “[s]uch a conclusion would pernail extremely large numbers
of persons to yualily for the ‘L-17 visa™ rather than the “key personmet’ that Congress speecifically imtended.
fd.at 53. In accordance with the slalute and the legislative history, it would be inappropriate to expand tho
visa category to allow the entry of any persomncl who already had knewledpe of @ petilioner's operations.”

' The precedent decigion Maifer if Penner pre-dales the 1990 amendmeni to the definition of
“specialized knowledge.” Other than deleting the former roquirement that specialived kuowledze hal 1o be
“proprictary,” however, the 1990 amendment did not greally alter the definition of the term. In particular, the
1990 Commitiee Report docs not even support the ¢laim that Congress "rejected” the INS inlerpretation of
"specialized Inowledge ' The 1990 Committee Report does not critiviec, and does not even refer o, any
spocific INS regulation o precedent decision interpreting the term. The Comumittes Report simply states that
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In visa petithom proccedings, the burden of proviny eligibility for the bencfit sought remains entirely with the
pelilioner. Section 291 of the Act, 8 L.S.C. § 1361, The petitioner has not sustained that burden.

QORDER: The appeal 15 civmissed

the Committee was recommending a stalulory definition becawse of "[¥]arying” [fe., not specifically
meorreet], “interpretations by INS." H, Rep. No. 101-723(1), stpre, at 69, 1990 US.CCAN. at 6749,
Beyend that, the Committea Reporl simply restates the tuxtology that heoume § 2142 KB) of the Act. fd.
The AAD concludes, therciore, that Meatier of Penmer remains wselul guidance converning Lhe intended scope
of the “speciatized knowledgs™ L-1B classification.



