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DATE: 
AUG 2 6 2014 

INRE: Petitioner: 
Beneficiary: 

OFFICE: TEXAS SERVICE CENTER 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
U. S. Citizenship and Immigration Services 
Office of Administrative Appeals MS 2090 
Washington, DC 20529-2090 

U.S. Citizenship 
and Immigration 
Services 

FILE: 

PETITION: Immigrant Petition for Alien Worker as a Member of the Professions Holding an Advanced 
Degree or an Alien of Exceptional Ability Pursuant to Section 203(b )(2) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1153(b)(2) 

ON BEHALF OF PETITIONER: 

SELF -REPRESENTED 

Enclosed please find the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) in your case. 

This is a non-precedent decision. The AAO does not announce new constructions of law nor establish agency 
policy through non-precedent decisions. If you believe the AAO incorrectly applied current law or policy to 
your case or if you seek to present new facts for consideration, you may file a motion to reconsider or a 
motion to reopen, respectively. Any motion must be filed on a Notice of Appeal or Motion (Form I-290B) 
within 33 days of the date of this decision. Please review the Form I-290B instructions at 
http://www.uscis.gov/forms for the latest information on fee, filing location, and other requirements. 
See also 8 C.F.R. § 103.5. Do not file a motion directly with the AAO. 

Thank you, 

.Bi~lhl1l~ 
Ron Rosenberg 
Chief, Administrative Appeals Office 

www.uscis.gov 
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DISCUSSION: The employment-based visa petition was denied by the Director, Texas Service 
Center (director). The director also invalidated the labor certification after concluding that the 
petitioner had misrepresented the details of the proffered position. The matter is now before the 
Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The director' s decision will be affirmed, in part, 
and withdrawn, in part. The appeal will be dismissed. 

The petitioner describes itself as an IT services company. It seeks to employ the beneficiary 
permanently in the United States as a software developer, applications, pursuant to section 203(b)(2) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. §1153(b)(3). As required by statute, a 
labor certification approved by the Department of Labor (DOL) accompanied the petition. The 
director determined that the petitioner had not established that it had a valid job offer for the 
beneficiary. The director cited numerous inconsistent statements made by the petitioner on the Form 
I-140 petition and the Form ETA 9089 labor certification application and concluded that the 
petitioner had attempted to "obtain a benefit l1llder the Immigration and Nationality Act through 
fraud and misrepresentation of a material fact" involving the labor certification. Therefore, the 
director denied the petition and invalidated the labor certification. 

We maintain plenary power to review each appeal on a de novo basis. 5 U.S.C. § 557(b) ("On 
appeal from or review of the initial decision, the agency has all the powers which it would have in 
making the initial decision except as it may limit the issues on notice or by rule."); see also, Janka v. 
US. Dept. ofTransp., NTSB, 925 F.2d 1147, 1149 (9th Cir. 1991). Our de novo authority has been 
long recognized by the federal courts. See, e.g. Dor v. INS, 891 F.2d 997, 1002 n. 9 (2d Cir. 1989). 

The labor certification is evidence of an individual alien's admissibility under section 
212(a)(5)(A)(i) of the Act, which provides: 

In generaL-Any alien who seeks to enter the United States for the purpose of performing 
skilled or unskilled labor is inadmissible, unless the Secretary of Labor has determined 
and certified to the Secretary of State and the Attorney General that-

(I) there are not sufficient workers who are able, willing, qualified (or equally 
qualified in the case of an alien described in clause (ii)) and available at the time 
of application for a visa and admission to the United States and at the place where 
the alien is to perform such skilled or unskilled labor, and 

(II) the employment of such alien will not adversely affect the wages and working 
conditions of workers in the United States similarly employed. 

The regulation at 20 C.F.R. § 656.30(c)(2) provides: 

A labor certification involving a specific job offer is valid only for the particular job 
opportunity, the alien for whom certification was granted, and for the area of intended 
employment stated on the Application for Alien Employment Certification form. 
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In this case, the netitioner indicated on the labor certification application that the offered job would 
be performed at However, on the Form I-140 
petition the petitioner indicated that the worksite would be at 

The labor certification on which the underlying petition is based does not match the job offer 
described on the petition. The petitioner explains on appeal that the address listed on the petition was 
its mailing address and was not intended to be considered the location where the beneficiary would 
be employed. However, the petition requested the petitioner to indicate at Part 6, Line 4, the 
"[a]ddress where the person will work if different from address in Part 1." The petitioner left Part 6, 
Line 4, blank, thus indicating that the work would be performed at the ( Pennsylvania, 
address listed in Part 1. A petitioner may not make material changes to a petition in an effort to 
make a deficient petition conform to USCIS requirements. See Matter of!zummi, 22 I&N Dec. 169, 
176 (Assoc. Comm'r 1988). Counsel provides no legal authority, and we know of none, that would 
allow USCIS to rely on a labor certification that does not support the petition. Therefore, the 
director's decision to deny the petition will be affirmed. 

The AAO will next address the director's finding that the petitioner engaged in fraud and/or material 
misrepresentation. On appeal, counsel contends that the DOL's approval of the labor certification 
application indicates that there was no fraud or irregularity in the labor certification process. 

As immigration officers, USCIS Appeals Officers and Center Adjudications Officers possess the full 
scope of authority accorded to officers by the . relevant statutes, regulations, and the Secretary of 
Homeland Security's delegation of authority. See sections 101(a)(18), 103(a), and 287(b) of the 
Act; 8 C.F.R. §§ 103.1(b), 287.5(a); DHS Delegation Number 0150.1 (effective March 1, 2003). 

With regard to immigration fraud, the Act provides immigration officers with the authority to 
administer oaths, consider evidence, and further provides that any person who knowingly or 
willfully gives false evidence or swears to any false statement shall be guilty of perjury. Section 
287(b) of the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1357(b). Additionally, the Secretary of Homeland Security has 
delegated to USCIS the authority to investigate alleged civil and criminal violations of the 
immigration laws, including application fraud, make recommendations for prosecution, and take 
other "appropriate action." DHS Delegation Number 0150.1 at para. (2)(1). 

The administrative findings in an immigration proceeding must include specific findings of fraud or 
material misrepresentation for any issue of fact that is material to eligibility for the requested 
immigration benefit. Within the adjudication of the visa petition, a finding of fraud or material 
misrepresentation will undermine the probative value of the evidence and lead to a reevaluation of 
the reliability and sufficiency ofthe remaining evidence. Matter ofHo, 19 I&N Dec. at 591-592. 

Outside of the basic adjudication of visa eligibility, there are many critical functions of the 
Department of Homeland Security that hinge on a finding of fraud or material misrepresentation. 
For example, the Act provides that an alien is inadmissible to the United States if that alien seeks to 
procure, has sought to procure, or has procured a visa, admission, or other immigration benefits by 
fraud or willfully misrepresenting a material fact. Section 212(a)(6)(C) of the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1182. 
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Additionally, the regulations state that the willful failure to provide full and truthful information 
requested by USCIS constitutes a failure to maintain nonimmigrant status. 8 C.F.R. § 214.1(f). For 
these provisions to be effective, USCIS is required to enter a factual finding of fraud or material 
misrepresentation into the administrative record. 

Section 204(b) of the Act states, in pertinent part, that: 

After an investigation of the facts in each case . . . the [Secretary of Homeland 
Security] shall, if he determines that the facts stated in the petition are true and that 
the alien ... in behalf of whom the petition is made is an immediate relative specified 
in section 201(b) or is eligible for preference under subsection (a) or (b) of section 
203, approve the petition .... 

Pursuant to section 204(b) of the Act, US CIS has the authority to issue a determination regarding 
whether the facts stated in a petition filed pursuant to section 203(b) of the Act are true. 

Section 212(a)(6)(C) of the Act governs misrepresentation and states the following: 

"Misrepresentation. - (i) In general. - Any alien who, by fraud or willfully 
misrepresenting a material fact, seeks to procure (or has sought to procure or has 
procured) a visa, other documentation, or admission into the United States or other 
benefit provided under this Act is inadmissible." 

The Attorney General has held that a misrepresentation made in connection with an application for a 
visa or other document, or with entry into the United States, is material if either: 

(1) the alien is excludable on the true facts, or (2) the misrepresentation tends to 
shut off a line of inquiry which is relevant to the alien's eligibility and which might 
well have resulted in a proper determination that he be excluded. 

Matter of S & B-C-, 9 I&N Dec. 436, 447 (A. G. 1961). Accordingly, the materiality test has three 
parts. First, if the record shows that the alien is inadmissible on the true facts, then the 
misrepresentation is material. !d. at 448. If the foreign national would not be inadmissible on the 
true facts, then the second and third questions must be addressed. The second question is whether 
the misrepresentation shut off a line of inquiry relevant to the alien's admissibility. Id. Third, if the 
relevant line of inquiry has been cut off, then it must be determined whether the inquiry might have 
resulted in a proper determination that the foreign national should have been excluded. ld. at 449. 

Furthermore, a finding of misrepresentation may lead to invalidation of the Form ETA 750. See 20 
C.F .R. § 656.31 (d) regarding labor certification applications involving fraud or willful 
misrepresentation: 

Finding of fraud or willful misrepresentation. If as referenced in Sec. 656.30( d), a 
court, the DHS or the Department of State determines there was fraud or willful 
misrepresentation involving a labor certification application, the application will be 
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considered to be invalidated, processing is terminated, a notice of the termination and 
the reason therefore is sent by the Certifying Officer to the employer, attorney/agent 
as appropriate. 

Upon de novo review, we find that the evidence of record does not support the director's conclusion 
that there was fraud or willful misrepresentation involving the labor certification. There has been an 
insufficient development of the facts upon which the director can make a determination of fraud or 
willful misrepresentation in connection with the documentation submitted to support the 
beneficiary's qualifications based on the criteria of Matter of S & B-C-, 9 I&N Dec. at 447 (A.G. 
1961 ). The director's decision invalidating the labor certification is withdrawn. The validity of the 
labor certification is reinstated. 

Beyond the decision of the director, the petitioner has also not established that the beneficiary is 
qualified for the offered position. The petitioner must establish that the beneficiary possessed all the 
education, training, and experience specified on the labor certification as of the priority date. 8 
C.F.R. § 103.2(b)(l), (12). See Matter of Wing 's Tea House, 16 I&N Dec. 158, 159 (Acting Reg'l 
Comm'r 1977); see also Matter of Katigbak, 14 I&N Dec. 45, 49 (Reg'l Comm'r 1971). In 
evaluating the beneficiary's qualifications, USCIS must look to the job offer portion of the labor 
certification to determine the required qualifications for the position. USCIS may not ignore a term 
of the labor certification, nor may it impose additional requirements. See Madany v. Smith, 696 F.2d 
1008 (D.C. Cir. 1983); KR.K Irvine, Inc. v. Landon, 699 F.2d 1006 (9th Cir. 1983); Stewart Infra
Red Commissary of Massachusetts, Inc. v. Coomey, 661 F.2d 1 (1st Cir. 1981). 

In the instant case, the labor certification states that the offered position requires a Master's Degree 
in Computer Science, Engineering, Math, Business Administration or related. On the labor 
certification, the beneficiary claims to ualify for the offered position based on a Master's degree in 
Computer Science from India, completed in 1997. The record does 
not contain a copy of the beneficiary's diploma and transcripts or statement of marks and certificate of 
examination from in 1997. 

The petitioner submits a credential evaluation report from 
dated November 15, 2013 and signed by _ The evaluator reviewed the 

beneficiary' s credentials from and concluded that the beneficiary has the 
educational equivalent of a Master's in Computer Information Systems from a regionally accredited 
college or university in the United States. The record, however, does not contain copies of these 
credentials. The regulation requires that a petition for an advanced degree professional must be 
accompanied by an official academic record. 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(k)(3)(i). Going on record without 
supporting documentary evidence is not sufficient for purposes of meeting the burden of proof in 
these proceedings. Matter of Sofjici, 22 I&N Dec. 158, 165 (Comm'r 1998) (citing Matter of 
Treasure Craft of California, 14 I&N Dec. 190 (Reg'l Comm'r 1972)). 

The evidence in the record does not establish that the beneficiary possessed the required education 
set forth on the labor certification by the priority date. Therefore, the petitioner has also failed to 
establish that the beneficiary is qualified for the offered position. 
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The petition will be denied for the above stated reasons, with each considered as an independent and 
alternative basis for denial. In visa petition proceedings, the burden of proving eligibility for the 
benefit sought remains entirely with the petitioner. Section 291 of the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1361. Here, 
that burden has not been met. 

ORDER: 

FURTHER ORDER: 

The appeal is dismissed and the petition remains denied. 

The director' s finding of fraud and misrepresentation against the 
petitioner is withdrawn. The director's action invalidating the labor 
certification is withdrawn. 


