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DISCUSSION: The director of the California Service Center denied the nonimrnigrant visa 
petition and the matter is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The 
appeal will be dismissed. The petition will be denied. 

The petitioner is engaged in software development and consulting services and seeks to employ 
the beneficiary as a software engineer. The petitioner endeavors to employ the beneficiary in the 
nonimmigrant classification as a worker in a specialty occupation pursuant to section 
lOl(a)(lS)(H)(i)(b) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8U.S.C. 
§ 1 101 (a)(l5)(H)(i)(b). 

The director denied the petition on December 5, 2007, concluding that the petitioner is not in 
compliance with the terms and conditions of employment. The director evaluated whether the 
petition and the documentary evidence are credible and sufficient to establish that the petitioner will 
comply with the terms and conditions of employment. The director noted that discrepancies in the 
evidence call into question the petitioner's ability to document the requirements under the statute 
and regulations. 

The record of proceeding before the AAO contains: (1) the Form 1-129 and supporting 
documentation; (2) the director's request for additional evidence; (3) counsel's response to the 
director's request for evidence (RFE) and supporting documentation; (4) the director's denial 
letter; and (5) the Form I-290B and supporting documentation. The AAO reviewed the record in 
its entirety before reaching its decision. 

In the denial decision, the director made a chart of beneficiaries who were previously approved 
for H-1B status to work for the petitioner, and the wages each beneficiary earned according to 
documentation submitted by the petitioner such as tax returns, Form W-2 and state quarterly 
wage reports. The director found conflicting evidence between wages paid to H-1B beneficiaries 
as indicated on the state quarterly wage reports, from the wages listed on the Form 1-129 and 
Labor Condition Application (LCA) from past approved H-1B petitions. On appeal, counsel for 
the petitioner stated that many wages are not reflected in the state quarterly wage reports due to 
an error made by the petitioner's accountant. 

Counsel for the petitioner submitted the following documents: (1) a letter from the petitioner's 
accountant regarding errors in the petitioner's quarterly tax returns; (2) a letter from the 
petitioner regarding the corrected returns; (3) copies of the petitioner's corrected returns; and, (4) 
a table and documentation regarding the employees listed in the director's denial. 

The petitioner, on appeal, has still failed to fully address the director's concerns regarding its 
compliance with the continuous employment of its other H-1B employees and, despite the 
additional documentary evidence submitted on appeal, nothing to overcome this issue was 
submitted. It appears based on the evidence provided that some H-1B employees were either: (1) 
not paid the prevailing wage rate listed on their respective LCAs; or, (2) benched during certain 
periods of time. 
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Counsel for the petitioner submitted letters from the petitioner's accountant and the petitioner, 
along with copies of amended quarterly returns, alleging that the discrepancies listed by the 
director in his denial can be explained due to an accounting error and that the error was corrected 
through the filing of the amended quarterly returns. The AAO noted that a copy of the check 
was submitted evidencing that the petitioner filed the amended returns with the State of Illinois 
Department of Employment Security. While this documentation does address some of the 
discrepancies between the employees' W-2 statements for 2006 and the petitioner's quarterly 
wage reports for 2006, it does not prove conclusively that the petitioner complied with the terms 
and conditions of the LCA and Form 1-129 regarding wages paid to beneficiaries. 

The evidence submitted by the petitioner on appeal also raises additional discrepancies. For 
example, the 2006 W-2 by the petitioner in exhibit 10 of the 
appeal indicates that, in 2006, as paid $26,848.00 in the wages, tips, and 
other compensation as well as $5,600.00 in social security and medicare wages. According to 
the petitioner, t a r t e d  working in F-1 optional practical training for the 
petitioner on June 16, 2006, and then worked for the petitioner in H-1B status as of October 1, 
2006. The amended Em~lover's Contribution and Wage Re~or t  submitted bv the ~etitioner to 

A a " 
a period in which worked in 

as paid $17,376.00 for this period. If this is 
correct, then been paid $17,376.00 in social security and 
medicare wages on the W-2, instead of the $5600.00 that matches the amount indicated on the 
fourth quarter report for 2006 submitted by the petitioner in response to the RFE issued by the 
director on April 16,2007. 

Without getting into an exhaustive analysis of each individual named in the director's denial, the 
AAO notes that this discrepancy is sufficient to demonstrate that the petitioner has not overcome 
its burden to disprove the director's finding that "the petitioner's statement with regard to the 
proffered wages or hours worked, were not true and correct for each of the aforementioned 
beneficiaries." In any case, it does not appear that the petitioner fully complied with H-1B 
program requirements with regard to these and perhaps many of its other employees. As such, 
the director did not err in denying the petitioner on the ground that a bona fide offer of 
employment did not exist. Without documentary evidence to support the claim, the assertions of 
counsel will not satisfy the petitioner's burden of proof. Going on record without supporting 
documentary evidence is not sufficient for purposes of meeting the burden of proof in these 
proceedings. Matter of Soffici, 22 I&N Dec. 158, 165 (Comm. 1998) (citing Matter of Treasure 
Craft of California, 14 I&N Dec. 190 (Reg. Comm. 1972)). The unsupported assertions of 
counsel do not constitute evidence. Matter of Obaigbena, 19 I&N Dec. 533, 534 (BIA 1988); 
Matter of laureano, 19 I&N Dec. 1 (BIA 1983); Matter of Ramirez-Sanchez, 17 I&N Dec. 503, 
506 (BIA 1980). 

Moreover, the AAO notes that the discrepancies in the record call into question the petitioner's 
ability to document the requirements under the statute and regulations. 
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An application or petition that fails to comply with the technical requirements of the law may be 
denied by the AAO even if the Service Center does not identify all of the grounds for denial in 
the initial decision. See Spencer Enterprises, Inc. v. United States, 229 F. Supp. 2d 1025, 1043 
(E.D. Cal. 2001), affd. 345 F.3d 683 (9th Cir. 2003); see also Dor v. INS, 891 F.2d 997, 1002 n. 
9 (2d Cir. 1989)(noting that the AAO reviews appeals on a de novo basis). 

Beyond the decision of the director, the AAO determines that the evidence provided by the 
petitioner is not sufficient to establish that the proffered position is a specialty occupation. To 
determine whether a particular job qualifies as a specialty occupation position, the AAO does not 
solely rely on the job title or the extent to which the petitioner's descriptions of the position and 
its underlying duties correspond to occupational descriptions in the Handbook. Critical factors 
for consideration are the extent of the evidence about specific duties of the proffered position and 
about the particular business matters upon which the duties are to be performed. In this pursuit, 
the AAO must examine the evidence about the substantive work that the beneficiary will likely 
perform for the entity or entities ultimately determining the work's content. 

Section 214(i)(l) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. 5 1184(i)(l) defines 
the term "specialty occupation" as one that requires: 

(A) theoretical and practical application of a body of highly specialized 
knowledge, and 

(B) attainment of a bachelor's or higher degree in the specific specialty (or its 
equivalent) as a minimum for entry into the occupation in the United 
States. 

The term "specialty occupation" is further defined at 8 C.F.R. 5 214.2(h)(4)(ii) as: 

An occupation which requires theoretical and practical application of a body of 
highly specialized knowledge in fields of human endeavor including, but not 
limited to, architecture, engineering, mathematics, physical sciences, social 
sciences, medicine and health, education, business specialties, accounting, law, 
theology, and the arts, and which requires the attainment of a bachelor's degree or 
higher in a specific specialty, or its equivalent, as a minimum for entry into the 
occupation in the United States. 

Pursuant to 8 C.F.R. 5 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A), to qualify as a specialty occupation, the position must 
meet one of the following criteria: 

( I )  A baccalaureate or higher degree or its equivalent is normally the 
minimum requirement for entry into the particular position; 

(2) The degree requirement is common to the industry in parallel positions 
among similar organizations or, in the alternative, an employer may show 
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that its particular position is so complex or unique that it can be performed 
only by an individual with a degree; 

(3) The employer normally requires a degree or its equivalent for the position; or 

(4) The nature of the specific duties is so specialized and complex that 
knowledge required to perform the duties is usually associated with the 
attainment of a baccalaureate or higher degree. 

United States Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) interprets the term "degree" in the 
above criteria to mean not just any baccalaureate or higher degree, but one in a specific specialty 
that is directly related to the proffered position. 

To determine whether a particular job qualifies as a specialty occupation, USCIS does not simply 
rely on a position's title. The specific duties of the proffered position, combined with the nature 
of the petitioning entity's business operations, are factors to be considered. USCIS must 
examine the ultimate employment of the alien, and determine whether the position qualifies as a 
specialty occupation. CJ: Defensor v. Meissner, 201 F. 3d 384 (5th Cir. 2000). The critical 
element is not the title of the position nor an employer's self-imposed standards, but whether the 
position actually requires the theoretical and practical application of a body of highly specialized 
knowledge, and the attainment of a baccalaureate or higher degree in the specific specialty as the 
minimum for entry into the occupation, as required by the Act. 

The petitioner states that it is seeking the beneficiary's services as a software engineer. In a 
letter of support, dated March 28, 2007, the petitioner described the beneficiary's proposed day- 
to-day duties: 

Analysis of software requirements and programming - 25% 
Evaluation of interface feasibility between hardware and software - 10 % 
Research, software system design and development (using scientific analysis and 
mathematical models to predict and measure design consequences and 
outcome) - 40% 
Unit and integration testing - 15% 
System installation - 5% 
Systems maintenance - 5% 

However, in response to the director's W E  of August 7, 2007, the petitioner submitted a more 
detailed job description in a letter dated October 5, 2007, that contradicts the duties listed on the 
initial submission. The new job duties are as follows: 

Working on converting business requirements to technical requirements - 20% 
Documenting technical requirements - 10% 
Giving estimates for programming - 5% 
Programming and debugging - 25% 
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Creating test cases - 5% 
Partnering with testing team and performing test conditions - 10% 
Preparation of unit Test cases and Test Plans. Creating Test scenarios for 
thorough testing of the required Business Process - 10% 
Extensive functional Testing of the module post customization - 10% 
Validating and explaining the Functional design to the technical team - 5% 

These newer duties more closely resemble those of a programmer analyst than of a software 
engineer. It is incumbent upon the petitioner to resolve any inconsistencies in the record by 
independent objective evidence. Any attempt to explain or reconcile such inconsistencies will 
not suffice unless the petitioner submits competent objective evidence pointing to where the truth 
lies. Matter of Ho, 19 I&N Dec. 582, 591-92 (BIA 1988). Doubt cast on any aspect of the 
petitioner's proof may, of course, lead to a reevaluation of the reliability and sufficiency of the 
remaining evidence offered in support of the visa petition. Matter of Ho, 19 I&N Dec. 582, 591 
(BIA 1988). 

Upon review of the record, the petitioner has established none of the four criteria outlined in 
8 C.F.R. tj 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A). Therefore, the AAO find that the proffered position is not a 
specialty occupation. 

In determining whether a proposed position qualifies as a specialty occupation, USCIS looks 
beyond the title of the position and determines, from a review of the duties of the position and 
any supporting evidence, whether the position actually requires the theoretical and practical 
application of a body of highly specialized knowledge, and the attainment of a baccalaureate 
degree in a specific specialty, as the minimum for entry into the occupation as required by the 
Act. The AAO routinely consults the Department of Labor's Occupational Outlook Handbook 
(the Handbook) for its information about the duties and educational requirements of particular 
occupations. In reviewing the 2008-2009 edition of the Handbook, the AAO finds that the duties 
and responsibilities of the proposed position are closely aligned to the responsibilities of the 
occupational grouping of computer systems analysts as discussed in the Handbook. 

In its discussion of the duties of computer systems analysts, the 2008-2009 edition of the 
Handbook states the following: 

All organizations rely on computer and information technology to conduct 
business and operate efficiently. Computer systems analysts help organizations to 
use technology effectively and to incorporate rapidly changing technologies into 
their existing systems. The work of computer systems analysts evolves rapidly, 
reflecting new areas of specialization and changes in technology. 

Computer systems analysts solve computer problems and use computer 
technology to meet the needs of an organization. They may design and develop 
new computer systems by choosing and configuring hardware and software. They 
may also devise ways to apply existing systems' resources to additional tasks. 
Most systems analysts work with specific types of computer systems-for 
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example, business, accounting, or financial systems or scientific and engineering 
systems-that vary with the kind of organization. Analysts who specialize in 
helping an organization select the proper system software and infrastructure are 
often called system architects. Analysts who specialize in developing and fine- 
tuning systems often are known as systems designers. 

To begin an assignment, systems analysts consult managers and users to define 
the goals of the system. Analysts then design a system to meet those goals. They 
specify the inputs that the system will access, decide how the inputs will be 
processed, and format the output to meet users' needs. Analysts use techniques 
such as structured analysis, data modeling, information engineering, mathematical 
model building, sampling, and cost accounting to make sure their plans are 
efficient and complete. They also may prepare cost-benefit and return-on- 
investment analyses to help management decide whether implementing the 
proposed technology would be financially feasible. 

When a system is approved, systems analysts determine what computer hardware 
and software will be needed to set it up. They coordinate tests and observe the 
initial use of the system to ensure that it performs as planned. They prepare 
specifications, flow charts, and process diagrams for computer programmers to 
follow; then they work with programmers to "debug," or eliminate errors, from 
the system. Systems analysts who do more in-depth testing may be called 
software quality assurance analysts. In addition to running tests, these workers 
diagnose problems, recommend solutions, and determine whether program 
requirements have been met. 

In some organizations, programmer-analysts design and update the software that 
runs a computer. They also create custom applications tailored to their 
organization's tasks. Because they are responsible for both programming and 
systems analysis, these workers must be proficient in both areas. (A separate 
section on computer programmers appears elsewhere in the Handbook.) As this 
dual proficiency becomes more common, analysts are increasingly working with 
databases, object-oriented programming languages, client-server applications, 
and multimedia and Internet technology. 

One challenge created by expanding computer use is the need for different 
computer systems to communicate with each other. Systems analysts work to 
make the computer systems within an organization, or across organizations, 
compatible so that information can be shared. Many systems analysts are involved 
with these "networking" tasks, connecting all the computers internally, in an 
individual office, department, or establishment, or externally, as when setting up 
e-commerce networks to facilitate business among companies. 

The Handbook states the following regarding the educational requirements for computer systems 
analysts: 
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Training requirements for computer systems analysts vary depending on the job, 
but many employers prefer applicants who have a bachelor's degree. Relevant 
work experience also is very important. Advancement opportunities are good for 
those with the necessary skills and experience. 

The AAO finds the petitioner's description of the duties of its proffered position to reflect the 
type of activities generally performed by programmer, i.e., the review and analysis of a business' 
computer systems, operations and policies. However, the petitioner's listing of these duties is so 
generic, so nonspecific that it precludes the AAO from determining precisely what tasks the 
beneficiary would perform for the petitioner on a daily basis. For example, although the 
petitioner has stated that the beneficiary would be responsible for programming and debugging, 
it offers no indication of what type of programming and debugging would be implemented and 
what the petitioner would require of the beneficiary in completing these tasks. In addition, the 
job duties indicate that the beneficiary will be responsible for converting business requirements 
to technical requirements; however, the petitioner did not provide a detailed description of what 
these requirements are and how the beneficiary will implement them. Without this type of 
description, the AAO is unable to determine whether the responsibilities of the proffered position 
would require the beneficiary to hold the minimum of a baccalaureate or higher degree or its 
equivalent to perform them. Accordingly, it finds the record does not establish that the proffered 
position qualifies as a specialty occupation under the first criterion at 8 C.F.R. 5 
214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A) - a baccalaureate or higher degree or its equivalent is normally the minimum 
requirement for entry into the particular position. 

For all of these reasons, the AAO finds that the position does not qualify as a specialty 
occupation on the basis of a degree requirement under the first criterion set forth at 8 C.F.R. § 
2 14.2(h)(4)(iii)(A). 

The AAO now turns to a consideration of whether the petitioner, unable to establish its proposed 
position as a specialty occupation under the first criterion set forth at 8 C.F.R. § 214.2(h)(iii)(A), 
may qualify it under one of the three remaining criteria: a degree requirement as the norm within 
the petitioner's industry or the position is so complex or unique that it may be performed only by 
an individual with a degree; the petitioner normally requires a degree or its equivalent for the 
position; or the duties of the position are so specialized and complex that the knowledge required 
to perform them is usually associated with a baccalaureate or higher degree. 

The proposed position does not qualify as a specialty occupation under any prong of 
8 C.F.R. § 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A)(2). 

The first prong of this regulation requires a showing that a specific degree requirement is common 
to the industry in parallel positions among similar organizations. To meet the burden of proof 
imposed by the regulatory language, a petitioner must establish that its degree requirement exists in 
positions that are parallel to the proffered position and found in organizations similar to the 
petitioner. The petitioner did not submit any evidence to establish this criterion. Simply going on 
record without supporting documentary evidence is not sufficient for purposes of meeting the 
burden of proof in these proceedings. Matter of Soffici, 22 I&N Dec. at 165. 
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Accordingly, the proposed position does not qualify for classification as a specialty occupation 
under the first prong of 8 C.F.R. 5 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A)(2). 

The AAO also concludes that the record does not establish that the proposed position is a 
specialty occupation under the second prong of 8 C.F.R. §214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A)(2), which requires 
a showing that the position is so complex or unique that it can only be performed by an 
individual with at least a bachelor's degree in a specific specialty. The AAO finds no evidence 
that would support such a finding, as the position proposed in the petition is very general and 
vague. Accordingly, the petitioner has not established its proposed position as a specialty 
occupation under either prong of 8 C.F.R. 5 2 14.2(h)(4)(iii)(A)(2). 

Moreover, the petitioner offered a generic description of the beneficiary's duties in the proposed 
position. The petitioner indicated that the duties will include programming and debugging. 
However, the petitioner does not explain the type of programming and debugging the beneficiary 
will perform or how it fits into the overall project. Without a description of the work to be 
performed by a beneficiary, a petitioner cannot establish that the tasks he or she would perform 
are of sufficient complexity to impose the minimum of a baccalaureate degree or its equivalent. 

The proposed position does not qualify as a specialty occupation under 8 C.F.R. 5 
214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A)(3), whch requires a showing that the petitioner normally requires a degree or its 
equivalent for the position. To determine a petitioner's ability to meet this criterion, the AAO 
normally reviews the petitioner's past employment practices, as well as the histories, including 
names and dates of employment, of those employees with degrees who previously held the position, 
and copies of those employees' diplomas. The petitioner did not submit any supporting evidence to 
establish the third criteria. Again, 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. at 165. 

While the petitioner states that a degree is required, the petitioner's creation of a position with a 
perfunctory bachelor's degree requirement will not mask the fact that the position is not a 
specialty occupation. USCIS must examine the ultimate employment of the alien, and determine 
whether the position qualifies as a specialty occupation. CJ: Defensor v. Meissner, 201 F. 3d 384 
(5ith Cir. 2000). The critical element is not the title of the position or an employer's self-imposed 
standards, but whether the position actually requires the theoretical and practical application of a 
body of highly specialized knowledge, and the attainment of a baccalaureate or higher degree in 
the specific specialty as the minimum for entry into the occupation as required by the Act. To 
interpret the regulations in any other way would lead to absurd results: if USCIS were limited to 
reviewing a petitioner's self-imposed employment requirements, then any alien with a bachelor's 
degree could be brought into the United States to perform a menial, non-professional, or an 
otherwise non-specialty occupation, so long as the employer required all such employees to have 
baccalaureate or higher degrees. See id. at 388. 

Accordingly, the petitioner has not established the proffered position as a specialty occupation 
under the third criterion at 8 C.F.R. § 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A). 
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To the extent that they are depicted in the record, the duties of the proposed position do not 
appear so specialized and complex as to require the highly specialized knowledge usually 
associated with a baccalaureate or higher degree, or its equivalent, in a specific specialty. Again, 
there is no information in the record to support a finding that the proposed position is more 
complex or unique than similar positions in other, similar organizations. As previously noted, 
USCIS must examine the actual employment of an alien, i.e., the specific tasks to be performed 
by that alien, to determine whether a position qualifies as a specialty occupation. However, the 
petitioner's description of the duties of its position is so generic that it is not possible to identify 
those tasks and, therefore, whether the position is that of a programmer analyst. Further, without 
a reliable description of the position's duties, the AAO is unable to determine whether the 
performance of those duties meets the statutory definition of a specialty occupation -- 
employment requiring the theoretical and practical application of a body of highly specialized 
knowledge and the attainment of a bachelor's or higher degree in the specific specialty (or its 
equivalent) as a minimum for entry into the occupation. As a result, the AAO finds the 
petitioner has failed to establish that it has a specialty occupation for which it is seeking the 
beneficiary's services. Therefore, the evidence does not establish that the proposed position is a 
specialty occupation under 8 C.F.R. 5 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A)(4). 

Therefore, for the reasons related in the preceding discussion, the proposed position does not 
qualify for classification as a specialty occupation under any of the four criteria set forth at 
8 C.F.R. $ 5  214.2(h)(4)(iii)(A)(I), (2), (3), and (4), and the petition was properly denied. The 
proposed position in this petition is not a specialty occupation, so the beneficiary's qualifications 
to perform its duties are inconsequential. Accordingly, the AAO will not disturb the director's 
denial of the petition. 

Beyond the decision of the director, the petitioner did not provide sufficient evidence to establish 
that the beneficiary is qualified to perform the duties of a specialty occupation. The beneficiary 
obtained a Bachelor of Technology in Engineering from Jawaharlal Nehm Technological 
University, and the record contains of copy of the degree awarded to the beneficiary, and a copy 
of his school transcripts. The petitioner also submitted the beneficiary's Form 1-20, which he 
received when entering the United States in F-1 status. While in F-1 status, the beneficiary was 
pursuing a Master's in Mechanical Engineering from the Illinois Institute of Technology. 

Pursuant to 8 C.F.R. $ 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(C), to qualify to perform services in a specialty 
occupation, an alien must meet one of the following criteria: 

(I) Hold a United States baccalaureate or higher degree required by the 
specialty occupation from an accredited college or university; 

(2) Hold a foreign degree determined to be equivalent to a United States 
baccalaureate or higher degree required by the specialty occupation from 
an accredited college or university; 

(3) Hold an unrestricted state license, registration or certification which 
authorizes him or her to fully practice the specialty occupation and be 
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immediately engaged in that specialty in the state of intended 
employment; or 

(4) Have education, specialized training, andlor progressively responsible 
experience that is equivalent to completion of a United States 
baccalaureate or higher degree in the specialty occupation, and have 
recognition of expertise in the specialty through progressively responsible 
positions directly related to the specialty. 

In making its determination as to whether the beneficiary qualifies to perform the duties of a 
specialty occupation, the AAO turns to the criteria at 8 C.F.R. $ 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(C)(I), as 
described above, which requires a demonstration that the beneficiary holds a United States 
baccalaureate or higher degree required by the specialty occupation from an accredited college or 
university. The petitioner submitted transcripts and a certificate of graduation from Jawaharlal 
N e b  Technological University in India. The certificate states that the beneficiary was awarded 
a bachelor of technology in engineering. Since the degree was not obtained from a United 
States institution of higher education, he does not qualify under the first criterion. 

Nor does the beneficiary qualify under the second criterion, which requires a demonstration that 
the beneficiary's foreign degree has been determined to be equivalent to a United States 
baccalaureate or higher degree required by the specialty occupation from an accredited college or 
university. The record does not contain a foreign credential evaluation. Thus, the record does 
not establish that the beneficiary's foreign degree has been determined to be equivalent to a 
United States baccalaureate degree. The AAO hrther notes, other than the Form 1-20? no 
documentation was submitted by the petitioner from the beneficiary's U.S. school. The evidence 
of record does not contain transcripts of the U.S. school, nor does it contain evidence such as a 
letter from the U.S. school's dean of admissions office, confirming that the beneficiary is in 
attendance there as well as the degree program the beneficiary is in, and the school's minimum 
education requirements for entering the degree program. 

The record does not demonstrate, nor has the petitioner contended, that the beneficiary holds an 
unrestricted state license, registration or certification to practice the specialty occupation, so she 
does not qualify under the third criterion, either. 

The fourth criterion, set forth at 8 C.F.R. $ 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(C)(4), requires a showing that the 
beneficiary's education, specialized training, and/or progressively responsible experience is 
equivalent to the completion of a United States baccalaureate or higher degree in the specialty 
occupation, and that the beneficiary also has recognition of that expertise in the specialty through 
progressively responsible positions directly related to the specialty. 

Thus, it is the fourth criterion under which the petitioner must classify the beneficiary's 
combination of education and work experience. Pursuant to 8 C.F.R. 5 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(D), 
equating a beneficiary's credentials to a United States baccalaureate or higher degree is 
determined by one or more of the following: 
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( I )  An evaluation from an official who has authority to grant college-level 
credit for training and/or experience in the specialty at an accredited 
college or university which has a program for granting such credit based 
on an individual's training and/or work experience; 

(2) The results of recognized college-level equivalency examinations or 
special credit programs, such as the College Level Examination Program 
(CLEP), or Program on Noncollegiate Sponsored Instruction (PONSI); 

(3) An evaluation of education by a reliable credentials evaluation service 
which specializes in evaluating foreign educational credentials; 

(4) Evidence of certification or registration from a nationally-recognized 
professional association or society for the specialty that is known to grant 
certification or registration to persons in the occupational specialty who 
have achieved a certain level of competence in the specialty; 

(5) A determination by the Service that the equivalent of the degree required 
by the specialty occupation has been acquired through a combination of 
education, specialized training, andlor work experience in areas related to 
the specialty and that the alien has achieved recognition of expertise in the 
specialty occupation as a result of such training and experience. 

The beneficiary does not qualify under 8 C.F.R. 5 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(D)(l), as the petitioner has not 
submitted a credential evaluation with the petition. 

No evidence has been submitted to establish, nor has counsel contended, that the beneficiary 
satisfies 8 C.F.R. 5 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(D)(2), which requires that the beneficiary submit the results 
of recognized college-level equivalency examinations or special credit programs, such as the 
College Level Examination Program (CLEP), or Program on Noncollegiate Sponsored 
Instruction (PONSI). 

Nor does the beneficiary satisfy 8 C.F.R. 5 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(D)(3) as no credential evaluation has 
been submitted with the filing. 

No evidence has been submitted to establish, nor has counsel contended, that the beneficiary 
satisfies 8 C.F.R. 5 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(D)(4), which requires that the beneficiary submit evidence of 
certification or registration from a nationally-recognized professional association or society for 
the specialty that is known to grant certification or registration to persons in the occupational 
specialty who have achieved a certain level of competence in the specialty. 

The AAO next turns to the fifth criterion. When CIS determines an alien's qualifications 
pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 214.2(h)(4)(iii)(D)(5), three years of specialized training and/or work 
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experience must be demonstrated for each year of college-level training the alien lacks. The 
petitioner did not submit sufficient evidence to determine this criterion. 

Based on the foregoing analysis, the AAO has determined that the record, as presently 
constituted, fails to establish that the beneficiary qualifies to perform the duties of the proffered 
position. The petition will be denied and the appeal dismissed for the above stated reasons. 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. 
The burden of proof in these proceedings rests solely with the petitioner. Section 291 of the Act, 
8 U.S.C. $ 1361. The petitioner has not sustained that burden. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. The petition is denied. 


