
. , 
identifying data deleted to 
prevent clearly unwarrantec' 
invasion of personal privac ~ 
PUBLICCOpv 

FILE: 

IN RE: Petitioner: 
Beneficiary: 

U.S. Department of Homeland Secu .. ity 
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services 
Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) 
20 Massachuselts Ave .. N.W .. MS 2090 
Washington. DC 20529-2090 

u.s. Citizenship 
and Immigration 
Services 

Office: CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER Date: 

FEB 08 2011 

PETITION: Petition for Special Immigrant Religious Worker Pursuant to Section 203(b)(4) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.s.C. § I I 53(b)(4), as described at Section 
101(a)(27)(C) of the Act, 8 U.s.c. § 1101(a)(27)(C) 

ON BEHALF OF PETITIONER: 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

Enclosed please find the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. All of the 
documents related to this matter have been returned to the office that originally decided your case. Please 
be advised that any further inquiry that you might have concerning your case must be made to that office. 

If you believe the law was inappropriately applied by us in reaching our decision, or you have additional 
information that you wish to have considered, you may file a motion to reconsider or a motion to reopen. 
The specific requirements for filing such a request can be found at 8 C.F.R. § 103.5. All motions must be 
submitted to the office that originally decided your case by filing a Form 1-290B, Notice of Appeal or 
Motion, with a fee of $630. Please be aware that 8 C.F.R. § I 03.5(a)(1 lei) requires that any motion must 
be filed within 30 days of the decision that the motion seeks to reconsider or reopen. 

Thank you, 

. . . . I 
I (I' "'1 'Ii, ., ,/1, . ), /'\1, 1'0 I Perry Rhew 

, Chief, Administrative Appeals Office 

www.uscis.gov 
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DISCUSSION: The Director, California Service Center, initially approved the employment
based immigrant visa petition. On further review, the director determined that the petitioner was 
not eligible for the visa preference classification. Accordingly, the director properly served the 
petitioner with a Notice of Intent to Revoke the approval of the preference visa petition and her 
reasons therefore, and subsequently exercised her discretion to revoke the approval of the 
petition on June 15,2009. The petition is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) 
on appeal. The appeal will be summarily dismissed. 

The petitioner is a church. It seeks to classify the beneficiary as a special immigrant religious 
worker pursuant to section 203(b)(4) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.c. 
§ I 153(b)(4), to perform services as an evangelist. The director determined that the petitioner 
had not established that it has extended a qualifying job otTer to the beneficiary and that it could 
provide a permanent, full time position to the beneficiary. 

Section 205 of the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1155, states that the Secretary of the Department of Homeland 
Security "may, at any time, for what he deems to be good and sufficient cause, revoke the approval 
of any petition approved by him under section 204." 

Regarding the revocation on notice of an immigrant petition under section 205 of the Act, the 
Board of Immigration Appeals has stated: 

In Maller of £Slime, ... this Board stated that a notice of intention to revoke a 
visa petition is properly issued for "good and sufficient cause" where the 
evidence of record at the time the notice is issued, if unexplained and 
unrebutted, would warrant a denial of the visa petition based upon the 
petitioner's failure to meet his burden of proof. The decision to revoke will be 
sustained where the evidence of record at the time the decision is rendered, 
including any evidence or explanation submitted by the petitioner in rebuttal to 
the notice of intention to revoke, would warrant such denial. 

Matter of Ho, 19 I&N Dec. 582, 590 (BIA 1988)(citing Maller of Eslime, 19 I&N 450 (BIA 
1987». 

By itself, the director's realization that a petition was incorrectly approved is good and sufficient 
cause for the issuance of a notice of intent to revoke an immigrant petition. Jd. 

On appeal, counsel states that "[t]he truthfulness of one's devotion to the religious work should not 
be judged by the size of the congregation" and that the petitioner has submitted sufficient 
documentation to establish the bona fides of the petitioning organization, how it intends to 
compensate the beneficiary, and the beneficiary's qualifications for the proffered position. Counsel, 
however, did not address the issue of the petitioner's ability to provide full-time, permanent work to 
the beneficiary and failed to provide any argument or evidence to contest the director's findings. 
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The regulation at 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(1)(v) states, in pertinent part: 

An otlicer to whom an appeal is taken shall summarily dismiss any appeal when 
the party concerned fails to identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of 
law or statement of fact for the appeal. 

The petitioner has failed to identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law or a statement of 
fact in this proceeding; therefore, the appeal must be summarily dismissed. 

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed. 


