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DISCUSSION: The Director, California Service Center, denied the nonimmigrant visa petition. The matter
is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be rejected.

The petitioner is an import and export business that seeks to extend the beneficiary’s stay as a nonimmigrant
intracompany transferee pursuant to section 101(a)(15)L) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8
U.S.C. § 1101(a)(15)L).

Noting that the record was deficient, on June 22, 1998, the director requested additional evidence in support
of the petition and gave the petitioner 12 weeks to respond. On October 19, 1998, or 17 weeks after the notice
was issued, the petitioner responded to the director’s request for additional evidence. However, in accordance
with the regulations, the director gave the petitioner 12 weeks to respond to a request for evidence.
Additional time to respond to a request for evidence may not be granted. See 8§ C.F.R. § 103.2(b)(8). After
the petitioner failed to submit the requested evidence in a timely manner, the director denied the petition for
abandonment, pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 103.2(b)(15).

The director denied the petition on November 16, 1998. On December 21, 1998, counsel for the petitioner
filed an appeal seeking review of the director’s decision. It is noted that the director incorrectly informed the
petitioner that it may file an appeal. However, the director’s mistake does not and cannot supersede the
regulations.

The regulations provide that no appeal lies from the denial of a petition for abandonment. 8§ C.F.R.
§ 103.2(b)(15). As there is no appeal from the director’s denial, the petitioner’s appeal must be rejected.

ORDER: The appeal is rejected.



