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DISCTUSSTION: The Dirceror, Texas Service UCenrer, denied the petition for 2 nogimmierant visa. The matter
iy now before the Adminisirative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. 'T'he appeal will be synmmarily dismissed.

The petitionet i & Crzorgia corporalion that clubmes to be the subsidiary company of Kakateeva Diesel Enginesrs
i [ndia. It seeks anthorization to employ the beneficiury rnpoeraly n the United States as vice prosident. On
November 5, 2002, the director determined that petitioner had not cstablished that the U.S. company and the
foreign cntity have a qualifying relationship as dafined in the rogulations at 8 CF.R § 2142005
Additicnally. the director determined the petitioner had not established thart the beoeficiary bad buen employed in
a primarily managerial or executive level position at a gualifying ollice abroad lor at least one year of Lhe hree
jrevious vears before filing (the insiant petidon.  The director determined that the reeord does not establish that the
mtended United States operation, within one year of approval ol the petition, would support an exscutive or
manager a5 defmed in paragraphs QXIINB) or (Cy of 8 CRR. § 2142

{m the Feern I-200B counsel stated that the evidence submitted established that the United Stales petitioner-
company, San ‘I'muding. Inc., mod the claimed parent organization in Tndia were under common ownership and
coatrol in that the satne persons who owned the Indian company owned 50% of the U.S. company and had
actual control ovar the ULS. company. Although counsel takes issue with the director’s decision. and stated
that the beneliciary perfonned executive and managerial dutics with the parent company and that the
proffered job dutivs in the United States were clearly managerial and execulive in pature, comnsel did mol
spessifically indicate how the director erred. Counscl stated that additional information woald b submitted in
G days. As of this date, mors then one year later, the AAO has received nothing [urther in support of 1the
appeal. The regulation at 8 C.FR. § 103.3(a)(1)(v) states, in pertineol part:

An ollicer to whom an appeal is taken shall sunnmarily dismiss any appeal when the party
concemed fails o wdeniify specilically any erronaous conclusion of law or staterment of fact for

tlwe appeal.

Ionsmuch as counsel has failed o wentily specifically an eroneous conclusion of law or a statement of Tact in
this proceeding. the appeal iz summarty disnmssed.

ORDER: The appeal iz surmmirily dismissed.



