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

The petitioner filed the nonimmigrant petitIOn seeking to classify the beneficiary as an 
internationally-recognized athlete under section 101(a)(l5)(P)(i) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. § 1l01(a)(l5)(P)(i). The petitioner, a racing stable, seeks to employ the 
beneficiary as a professional rider/athlete for a period of five years. The beneficiary was previously 
granted P-I status with a different petitioning employer and the current petitioner now seeks to 
extend his status. 

The director denied the petition, concluding that the petitioner failed to establish: (I) that the 
beneficiary as an individual athlete has achieved international recognition in his sport based on his 
own reputation; and (2) that the beneficiary has been gainfully employed by the petitioner from 
which he last obtained his P-I nonimmigrant and was granted admission to the United States. 

The petitioner subsequently filed an appeal. The director declined to treat the appeal as a motion and 
forwarded the appeal to the AAO for review. On appeal, counsel for the petitioner asserts that all 
requirements for P-I classification have been met and that the director's decision was in error. The 
petitioner indicates that she will submit a brief in support of appeal within 30 days. No additional 
evidence has been received. 

Counsel's general objection to the denial of the petition, without specifically identifying any errors 
on the part of the director, is simply insufficient to overcome the conclusions the director reached 
based on the evidence submitted by the petitioner. The unsupported statements of counsel on appeal 
or in a motion are not evidence and thus are not entitled to any evidentiary weight. See INS v. 
Phinpathya, 464 U.S. 183, 188-89 n.6 (1984); Matter of Ramirez-Sanchez, 17 I&N Dec. 503 (BIA 
1980). Accordingly, the appeal will be summarily dismissed. 

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. § 1362. Inasmuch as the petitioner has failed to 
identifY specifically an erroneous conclusion of law or a statement of fact in support of the appeal, the 
petitioner has not sustained that burden. 

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed. 


