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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 (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will 
be 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. The director determined that the petitioner had not established the requisite extraordinary ability 
and failed to submit extensive documentation of his sustained national or international acclaim. 

On appeal, the petitioner fails to specifically address the reasons stated for the denial and to identifY any 
erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact on the part of the director. Instead, the petitioner 
merely states that he will either provide stronger evidence for a particular criterion, or that he would 
submit further evidence of the criteria under which he felt he qualified. Although the petitioner 
provides additional evidence, he offers no explanation regarding how this additional evidence 
demonstrates error on the part ofthe director based upon the record that was before her. 

Additionally, on appeal the petitioner submits two articles relating to 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(iii). On 
May 6, 2010, the director issued a request for evidence addressing this regulatory criterion. The 
purpose of the request for evidence is to elicit further information that clarifies whether the petitioner 
has established the beneficiary's eligibility for the benefit sought as of the filing date of the petition. 
See 8 C.F.R. §§ 103.2(b)(8) and (12). The petitioner's failure to submit requested evidence that 
precludes a material line of inquiry shall be grounds for denying the petition. 8 C.F.R. § 103.2(b)(14). 
As in the present matter, where the director put the petitioner on notice of a deficiency in the evidence 
and gave the petitioner an opportunity to respond to that deficiency, the AAO will not accept evidence 
offered for the first time on appeal. See Matter of Soriano, 19 I&N Dec. 764 (BIA 1988); Matter of 
Obaigbena, 19 I&N Dec. 533 (BIA 1988). If the petitioner had wanted the director to consider the 
submitted evidence, it should have submitted the documents in response to the director's request for 
evidence. Id. Under the circumstances, the AAO need not, and does not, consider the sufficiency of the 
evidence submitted on appeal. 

As stated in the regulation at 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(1)(v), an appeal shall be summarily dismissed if the 
concerned party fails to identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact for the 
appeal. In this instance, the petitioner has not identified a basis for the appeal. The petitioner does not 
contest the director's findings and offers no substantive basis for the filing of the appeal. As the 
petitioner failed to provide any specific statement or argument regarding the basis of his appeal, the 
appeal must be summarily dismissed. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. 


