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DISCUSSION: The employment-based immigrant visa petition was denied by the Director, Nebraska
Service Center, and is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAQO) on appeal. The appeal
will be summarily dismissed.

The petitioner seeks classification as an employment-based immigrant pursuant to section
203(b)(1)(A) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. § 1153(b)(1)(A), as an alien
of extraordinary ability in the arts. The director determined that the petitioner had not established the
sustained national or international acclaim necessary to qualify for classification as an alien of
extraordinary ability. More specifically, the director found that the petitioner had failed to demonstrate
her receipt of a major, internationally recognized award, or that she meets at least three of the criteria
at 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3). The director’s decision provided a thorough discussion of the deficiencies in
the evidence submitted by the petitioner for each of the pertinent regulatory criteria.

On appeal, the petitioner states:

Golden Eagle Award is a national award. Star Flower Prize is a national level award for
documentaries. China TV Artist Association requires outstanding achievements for
applicants to apply for membership. “Cultural Messenger” and “China International
Academic Journal” are two trade journals in the field of culture and arts. Applicant has met
the 3 categories of evidence: national award, outstanding membership and publication about
applicant.

The petitioner’s appellate submission was unaccompanied by evidence to support her assertions.
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 1&N Dec. 158, 165 (Comm.
1998) (citing Matter of Treasure Craft of California, 14 1&N Dec. 190 (Reg. Comm. 1972)). For
example, there is no evidence establishing that the Golden Eagle Award and the Star Flower Prize
were primarily attributable to the petitioner’s work and were nationally recognized awards for
excellence in the field, that the China TV Artist Association requires outstanding achievements of its
members as judged by recognized experts in her field, and that Cultural Messenger and China
International Academic Journal constitute major trade publications or some other form of major
media. We find that the director properly considered the evidence submitted and appropriately
addressed the evidence and arguments in his detailed discussion of the regulatory criteria at 8 C.F.R.
§§ 204.5(h)(3)(1), (i1) and (ii1). On appeal, the petitioner does not specifically challenge any of the
director’s statements or his analyses of the evidence submitted for the preceding regulatory criteria.
Further, the appellate submission was unaccompanied by arguments or evidence addressing any of
the remaining regulatory criteria at 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3).

The petitioner indicated that she was not submitting a supplemental brief and/or evidence in support
of her appeal. As stated in 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(1)(v), an appeal shall be summarily dismissed if the
party concerned fails to identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact for
the appeal.
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The petitioner has not specifically addressed the reasons stated for denial and has not provided any
additional evidence. The appeal must therefore be summarily dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.



