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The Petitioner, a surgeon and researcher in the field of urology, seeks classification as an individual 
of extraordinary ability. See Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act) section 203(b)(l)(A), 8 U.S.C. 
§ 1153(b)(l)(A). This first preference classification makes immigrant visas available to those who can 
demonstrate their extraordinary ability through sustained national or international acclaim and whose 
achievements have been recognized in their field through extensive documentation. 

The Director of the Nebraska Service Center denied the petition concluding that although the 
Petitioner met the initial evidentiary requirements, he did not establish the requisite national or 
international acclaim, and standing in the overall field, to qualify as an alien of extraordinary ability. 
On appeal, the Petitioner asserts that the Director did not consider the entirety of the record in his final 
merits determination. 

In these proceedings, it is the Petitioner's burden to establish eligibility for the requested benefit. See 
Section 291 of the Act, 8 U.S .C. § 1361. Upon de nova review, we will dismiss the appeal. 

I. LAW 

Section 203 (b )( 1 )( A) of the Act makes visas available to immigrants with extraordinary ability if: 

(i) the alien has extraordinary ability in the sciences, arts, education, business, or 
athletics which has been demonstrated by sustained national or international 
acclaim and whose achievements have been recognized in the field through 
extensive documentation, 

(ii) the alien seeks to enter the United States to continue work in the area of 
extraordinary ability, and 

(iii) the alien's entry into the United States will substantially benefit prospectively 
the United States. 



The term "extraordinary ability" refers only to those individuals in "that small percentage who have 
risen to the very top of the field of endeavor." 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(2). The implementing regulation 
at 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3) sets forth a multi-part analysis. First, a petitioner can demonstrate sustained 
acclaim and the recognition of his or her achievements in the field through a one-time achievement 
(that is, a major, internationally recognized award). If that petitioner does not submit this evidence, 
then he or she must provide sufficient qualifying documentation that meets at least three of the ten 
categories listed at 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(i) - (x) (including items such as awards, published material 
in certain media, and scholarly articles). 

Where a petitioner meets these initial evidence requirements, we then consider the totality of the 
material provided in a final merits determination and assess whether the record shows sustained 
national or international acclaim and demonstrates that the individual is among the small percentage 
at the very top of the field of endeavor. See Kazarian v. USCIS, 596 F.3d 1115 (9th Cir. 2010) 
( discussing a two-part review where the documentation is first counted and then, if fulfilling the 
required number of criteria, considered in the context of a final merits determination); see also 
Visinscaia v. Beers, 4 F. Supp. 3d 126, 131-32 (D.D.C. 2013); Rijal v. USCIS, 772 F. Supp. 2d 1339 
(W.D. Wash. 2011). This two-step analysis is consistent with our holding that the "truth is to be 
determined not by the quantity of evidence alone but by its quality," as well as the principle that we 
examine "each piece of evidence for relevance, probative value, and credibility, both individually and 
within the context of the totality of the evidence, to determine whether the fact to be proven is probably 
true." Matter of Chawathe, 25 I&N Dec. 369, 376 (AAO 2010). 

II. ANALYSIS 

The Petitioner is an associate in urology at I I Medical Clinic inl I Pennsylvania. He 
has published his clinical and research findings on topics including techniques for robot-assisted 
I I surgery and the physiological causes ofl I Disease. Because the Petitioner has 
not indicated or established that he has received a major, internationally recognized award, he must 
satisfy at least three of the alternate regulatory criteria at 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(i)-(x). 

A. Evidentiary Criteria 

In denying the petition, the Director concluded that the Petitioner met the following four criteria: 
judging the work of others in his field under 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(iv); original contributions of major 
significance under 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(v); authorship of scholarly articles under 8 C.F.R. 
§ 204.5(h)(3)(vi); and high salary under 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(ix). We agree with the Director that 
the Petitioner fulfilled those criteria. The Petitioner has participated as a judge of the work of others 
in his field by peer reviewing manuscripts submitted to the scientific journals World Journal of 
Urology, Journal of Clinical Urology, Journal of Robotic Surgery, and International Brazilian Journal 
of Urology. In addition, he authored eighteen scholarly articles in professional journals and three 
chapters in books in the field. Further, the Petitioner's high salary was demonstrated by his 2018 Form 
W-2, Wage and Tax Statement, a letter froml !Medical Clinic confirming his salary as of April 
2019, and geographical and position-appropriate compensation surveys showing compensation for 
urologists in Pennsylvania. Moreover, we will not disturb the Director's finding that the Petitioner 
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satisfies the original contributions criteria, based on the evidence relating to his discovery o~ 
dysfunction as a causal factor forl 11 .__ __ ___. 

Because the Petitioner has shown that he fulfills at least three criteria, we will evaluate the totality of 
the evidence in the context of the final merits determination. 2 On appeal, the Petitioner asserts that he 
also meets the evidentiary criterion related to published material at 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(iii). 
However, because he has already established that he meets the requisite three evidentiary criteria, we 
will consider this evidence along with the totality of the record in the final merits determination below. 

B. Final Merits Determination 

As the Petitioner has submitted the reqms1te initial evidence, we will evaluate whether he has 
demonstrated, by a preponderance of the evidence, his sustained national or international acclaim3 and 
that he is one of the small percentage at the very top of the field of endeavor, and that his achievements 
have been recognized in the field through extensive documentation. In a final merits determination, 
we analyze a petitioner's accomplishments and weigh the totality of the evidence to determine if his 
successes are sufficient to demonstrate that he has extraordinary ability in the field of endeavor. See 
section 203(b)(l)(A)(i) of the Act; 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(2), (3); see also Kazarian, 596 F.3d at 1119-
20. We note that in conducting the final merits determination, the Director focused only on evidence 
related to those criteria which he had found that the Petitioner met. USCIS policy states that all 
evidence in the record be considered under the final merits determination, independent of the 
evidentiary criteria analysis performed previously. 4 Accordingly, we have analyzed the record in its 
entirety, which includes other relevant evidence such as the Petitioner's membership in professional 
associations and published material in certain media. In this matter, we determine that the Petitioner 
has not shown his eligibility. 

As a preliminary matter, we will address the Petitioner's claim that the Director's decision incorrectly 
identified the Petitioner's occupation and "is confusing as it suggests that the denial was issued in 
error, and that the petition should be approved." The Petitioner's contention is based upon statements 
on page six of the decision that "[i]n the totality of the evidence, we conclude that the record 
sufficiently establishes that [ the Petitioner] has sustained national or international acclaim" and that 
the record "stops short of elevating [the Petitioner] to an international reputation as an outstanding 
Cardiothoracic Surgeon with sustained national or international acclaim." The Petitioner emphasizes 
that the evidence clearly establishes that the Petitioner is a urologist, rather than a cardiothoracic 

1 The Director determined that the Petitioner did not satisfy the claimed criteria related to membership in professional 
associations and published material in certain media. 
2 See USCIS Policy Memorandum PM 602-0005 .1, Evaluation of Evidence Submitted with Certain Form 1-140 Petitions; 
Revisions to the Adjudicator's Field Manual (AFM) Chapter 22.2, AFM Update ADI 1-14 13 (Dec. 22, 2010), 
https://www.uscis.gov/policymanual/HTML/PolicyManual.html (providing that objectively meeting the regulatory 
criteria in part one alone does not establish that an individual meets the requirements for classification as an individual of 
extraordinary ability under section 203(b )(I )(A) of the Act). 
3 Id. at 14 (stating that such acclaim must be maintained and providing Black's Law Dictionmy's definition of"sustain" 
as to support or maintain, especially over a long period of time, and to persist in making an effort over a long period of 
time). 
4 Id. at 4 (stating that USCIS officers should then evaluate the evidence together when considering the petition in its entirety 
to determine if the petitioner has established, by a preponderance of the evidence, the required high level of expertise for 
the immigrant classification). 
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surgeon. We acknowledge these errors on the part of the Director. However, while such errors are 
regrettable, a review of the adverse decision as a whole reveals that the Director conducted a review 
of the evidence and provided ample support for the conclusions reached regarding the Petitioner's 
eligibility, based on the evidence of record. The Director correctly referred to the Petitioner's intention 
"to work as a Urologist," mentioned several specific pieces of evidence in the record, evaluated the 
Petitioner's documentary evidence, and concluded that the record did not establish the Petitioner's 
sustained national or international acclaim as a urologist. Therefore, we disagree with the Petitioner's 
assertion that "the denial was issued in error, and that the petition should be approved." 

Additionally, the Petitioner argues that the Director's decision improperly considered evidence in the 
record regarding his accomplishments, specifically, that in the final merits analysis the Director 
"considered each criterion separate and apart from the others, and found that none, standing alone, 
independently supported the conclusion that [ the Petitioner] is nationally recognized as one of a small 
percentage at the top of his field." The Petitioner cites to two district court decisions, Buletini v. INS, 
860 F.Supp. 1222 (E.D. Mich. 1994) and Chursov v. Miller, 1:18-CV-02886-PKC (S.D. NY 2019). 
In contrast to those legal decisions, however, the Director did not follow, as the Petitioner asserts, the 
"circular exercise" that troubled the court in Buletini, that required an alien to first demonstrate 
"extraordinary ability" in order to satisfy the judging criterion at 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(iv), or 
determine, as in Chursov, that the Petitioner did not satisfy the original contributions criterion at 
8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(v) based on an examination of expert letters without consideration of the light 
they shed on the significance of other evidence. Rather, within the final merits analysis, the Director's 
decision discussed the evidence relating to the Petitioner's peer review activities, scientific 
contributions, publication record, citation history, and conference presentations, and explained why 
that evidence, as part of the entirety of the record, was insufficient to demonstrate the requisite 
sustained acclaim at the national or international level, or that the Petitioner has risen to be one of the 
few at the very top of his field. Further, in contrast to the broad precedential authority of the case law 
of a United States circuit court (such as with Kazarian), we are not bound to follow the published 
decision of a United States district court in cases arising within the same district. See Matter of K-S-, 
20 I&N Dec. 715 (BIA 1993). The reasoning underlying a district judge's decision will be given due 
consideration when it is properly before us; however, the analysis does not have to be followed as a 
matter of law. Id. at 719. The Petitioner's reference to the Buletini and Chursov decisions is not 
persuasive. 

According to the Petitioner's curriculum vitae, he received his Bachelor of Medicine from ._I __ __, 

Medical College i~ I India, and trained in surgery and was a research fellow and resident in 
urology in the United Kingdom. Between 2013 and 2015 he was a research fellow in endourology 
and robotics at the I I Medical Center i~ lliew York. Since 2015 the 
Petitioner has been employed as an associate in urology at the I 7Medical Clinic in LJ 
Pennsylvania. As mentioned above, the Director found that the Petitioner has judged the work of 
others in his field, authored scholarly articles, made original contributions of major significance, and 
commanded a high salary in relation to others in the field. The record, however, does not demonstrate 
that his achievements are reflective of a "career of acclaimed work in the field" as contemplated by 
Congress. H.R. Rep. No. 101-723, 59 (Sept. 19, 1990). 

Regarding the Petitioner's judging service, an evaluation of the significance of his experience is 
appropriate to determine if such evidence is indicative of the extraordinary ability required for this 
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highly restrictive classification. See Kazarian, 596 F. 3d at 1121-22. The record reflects that the 
Petitioner performed seven manuscript reviews: three for the World Journal of Urology i~ 
I I two for the Journal of Clinical Urology inD one for the Journal of Robotic Surger~ 
and one for the International Brazilian Journal of Urology in c=J. 5 On appeal, the Petitioner 
indicates that the quality of the journals where he served as a judge should also be taken into 
consideration as placing him at the top of his field, and emphasizes that the Journal of Clinical Urology 
is "the official publication of the British Association of Urological Surgeons." Here, the Petitioner 
has not submitted evidence to establish that his seven manuscript reviews places him among the small 
percentage at the very top of his field. See 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(2). He did not show, for example, how 
the number of reviews he conducted compares to others at the very top of the field. In addition, the 
record reflects that all but one of the Petitioner's review requests occurred between 2016 and 2019. 
The Petitioner did not establish that his judging experience over a three-year period contributes to a 
finding that he has a "career of acclaimed work in the field" as contemplated by Congress. H.R. Rep. 
No. 101-723 at 59. Participation in the peer review process does not automatically demonstrate that 
an individual has sustained national or international acclaim at the very top of his field. Without 
evidence that sets him apart from others in his field, such as evidence that he has a consistent history 
of completing a substantial number of review requests relative to others, served in editorial positions 
for distinguished journals or publications, or chaired technical committees for reputable conferences, 
the record does not show that his peer review experience places him in that small percentage at the 
very top of the field of endeavor. See 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(2). 

In addition, on appeal the Petitioner points to his "high salary in his field" as evidence that he is 
"nationally and internationally recognized as one of a few at the top of his field." While a high salary 
may demonstrate some degree of recognition of his achievements in the field, the Petitioner has not 
submitted evidence showing that his earnings are at a level reflecting that he is one of the small 
percentage who has risen to the very top of the field. 

Likewise, publication of a petitioner's scientific research alone does not place one at the very top of 
the field. The Petitioner emphasizes that his articles in leading peer-reviewed journals and book 
chapters have been cited more than 200 times, and that he has presented his findings at national and 
international conferences. The record does not show that conference presentation is a privilege 
reserved for those at the very top of the field. Nor has the Petitioner demonstrated that this publication 
record is consistent with having a "career of acclaimed work." H.R. Rep. No. at 59. As authoring 
scholarly articles is often inherent to the work of scientists and researchers, the citation history or other 
evidence of the influence of the Petitioner's articles can be an indicator to determine the impact and 
recognition that his work has had on the field and whether such influence has been sustained. For 
example, numerous independent citations for an article authored by the Petitioner may provide solid 
evidence that his work has been recognized and that other researchers have been influenced by it. 
Such an analysis at the final merits determination stage is appropriate pursuant to Kazarian, 596 F. 3d 
at 1122. 

5 Although the Petitioner provided evidence showing several additional requests for him to conduct manuscript reviews in 
2017 and 2018, he did not demonstrate that he completed the reviews or that the additional reviews would show him placed 
at the very top of his field. See 8 C.F.R. ~ 204.5(h)(2). 
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At the time of filing, the Petitioner submitted his Google Scholar citation history, reflecting 217 
cumulative citations to 20 publications authored by him between 2004 and 2017. Specifically, the 
record shows that his six highest cited articles received 3 7 (BJU International), 36 (Journal of 
Endourology), 23 (BJU International), 22 (BJU International), 21 (The Journal of Sexual Medicine), 
and 17 (Urology) citations, respectively. 6 While the citations, both individually and collectively, show 
that the field has noticed his work, he did not establish that such rates of citation are sufficient to 
demonstrate a level of interest commensurate with sustained national or international acclaim in his 
field. See section 203(b )(1 )(A) of the Act. Moreover, the Petitioner did not show that the citations to 
his research represent attention at a level consistent with being among small percentage at the very top 
of his field. See 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(2). 

In addition to submitting evidence related to his publications, the Petitioner provided letters from 
experts who have weighed in on the importance of his research and clinical achievements, including 
I !dysfunction as a causal factor forl Is Disease, the correlation between surgeon 
experience and the success of penile prosthesis implantation, and the use of robot-assisted surgery to 
repair difficult I ~ and perform I I. 7 The Petitioner asserts 
that the Director should have given more weight to letters from various individuals in the Petitioner's 
field. U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) may, in its discretion, use as advisory 
opinions statements from universities, professional organizations, or other sources submitted in 
evidence as expert testimony. Matter of Caron Int'l, 19 I&N Dec. 791, 795 (Comm'r. 1988). 
However, USCIS is ultimately responsible for making the final determination regarding a foreign 
national's eligibility. The submission ofletters from experts supporting the petition is not presumptive 
evidence of eligibility. Id. The Petitioner's selection of individuals who are familiar with his work 
does not necessarily demonstrate that his work is sufficiently well known so as to be consistent with 
national or international acclaim. 

Moreover, although the letters establish that the Petitioner's original contribution regarding 
~---~I dysfunction as a causal factor for I • ~ Disease is recognized as majorly significant 

in the field, the authors focused on the significance of his contribution and do not sufficiently support 
the assertion that he is considered among that small percentage at the very top of his field of endeavor 
or how he has garnered sustained national or international acclaim. For example,.__ ______ ..,... 
M.D., a urologist atl li\rizona, asserts that the Petitioner's discovery that a disorder of the 
I I is a causal factor for I I Disease is a contribution of "major significance" in 
the field, that has "significantly advanced" the field's methods for both treatment and prevention of 
the disease and "laid the groundwork for new avenues of research into a cure." I I 
I ~ a professor of urology and oncology at.__ _______ _.Urological Institute, states 
that the Petitioner established! r dysfunction as a causal factor in I I Disease, 
documented I I as the causal factor inl !formation, and provided a basis to use the 

rotein as a treatment for I ~ Disease. I ,I a professor of 
uro ogy a .__ _____ ____.School of Medicine, cites to the Petitioner's 2008 Journal of Sexual 
Medicine article as havin~ established I I dysfunction as a major causal factor in the 
development o~.__ ___ _.J Disease and asserts that "[ a ]s a direct result of the Petitioner's original 

6 The Petitioner's remaining 14 publications received between 1 and 9 citations, with two book chapters garnering no 
citations. The Petitioner's third book chapter in Pelvic Cancer Surge1y: Modern Breakthroughs and Future Advances 
does not appear on the Petitioner's submitted Google Scholar citation history. 
7 Although we discuss a sampling ofletters, we have reviewed and considered each one. 
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research, requests for medical history now routinely include information that may point to ~I---~ 
dysfunction." 

Overall, the evidence related to the Petitioner's publications and scholarly contributions to his field 
demonstrates that he is an accomplished urologist and researcher who arnered a level of recognition 
for his discovery o~ • I dysfunction as a causal factor in Disease. ITile the letters 
summarize and praise the Petitioner's research and original contribution,~--~ I 
and I I do not explain how the Petitioner's research in this area has resulted in his being 
recognized as among the small percentage of urologists in his field who have achieved sustained 
national or international acclaim as evidenced through extensive documentation. The letters do not 
provide sufficient information and explanation, nor does the record include sufficient corroborating 
evidence, to show that the Petitioner is viewed by the overall field as being among that small 
percentage at the very top of the field of endeavor. See 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(2). 

Further, although the Petitioner claims to have made additional contributions of major significance in 
other areas, such as the correlation between surgeon experience and the success of penile pr~ 
implantation, and the use of robot-assisted surgery to repair difficult ~ and perform L__J 
I I he did not demonstrate they have had remarkable influence in the overall field. While 
the recommendation letters summarize the Petitioner's research and original findings they do not 
sufficiently establish that his original contributions are already recognized as majorly significant, nor 
do they demonstrate that he is among that small percentage at the very top of hiJ field of endeavor or 
that he has sustained national or international acclaim. For instance, although_ l a 
urological surgeon at the I !Hospital inl !Ireland, indicates that based in part on the 
findings of the Petitioner's 2006 British Journal of Urology International article "we have since 
formulated guidelines regarding the number of surgeons who should be performing penile prosthesis 
implantation, which has tremendously lowered our revision rate to 5%," he does not address whether 
the Petitioner's findings have been utilized by other practitioners or researchers in the field, and if so, 
the extent of their application. Further, his letter does not explain or justify how the Petitioner's 
research in this area has resulted in his being, as he asserts, "one of a few at the top of his field." 
Repeating the language of the statute or regulations does not satisfy the Petitioner's burden of proof 
Fedin Bros. Co., Ltd. v. Sava, 724 F. Supp. 1103, 1108 (E.D.N.Y. 1989), aff'd, 905 F. 2d 41 (2d. Cir. 
1990); Avyr Associates, Inc. v. Meissner, 1997 WL 188942 at *5 (S.D.N.Y.). 

In addition, the Petitioner provided a letter from I I a urological surgeon at the D 
I !Hospital in the United Kingdom, who cited the Petitioner's 2015 Urology article in 
his 2018 chapter titled j I in the Textbook of 
Gynecologic Surgery. I I states that the Petitioner "demonstrated a wholly new~obots 
for gynecology surgery, pioneering the use of robot-assisted surgery to repair difficult L_J ... " 
and he expects "that an increasin number of repairs will be undertaken with robr-assisted 
approach in the future .... " ~-~----~~ Director of Robotic Surgery at the_ I 
University Division of Urology at Medical Center who cited the Petitioner's 2015 
Urology article in his 2018 chapter titled'~--~---~-~---' in the book R~ 
in Genitourinary Surgery, asserts the Petitioner s art1c e esta 1s es "ro ot-ass1sted approach tol__J 
repair as the new gold standard." The Petitioner has not shown that references to his research in those 
or other articles are indicative of his work's significant impact in the field. Rather, these publications 
acknowledge that his work may have resulted in incremental advancements, which, without evidence 
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of significant influence, are insufficient to qualify as a contribution of major significance in the field. 
Nor has the Petitioner demonstrated that his overall publication record including these articles is 
tantamount to a career of acclaimed work or that it demonstrates the required sustained national or 
international acclaim for this highly restrictive classification. See H.R. Rep. No. at 59; section 
203(b)(l)(A) of the Act. 

Further,! I a professor of clinical urology at the Universid.__ _____ .=====. 
asserts that the Petitioner authored "the quintessential guidelines on robotic surgery for ._I __ _. 

I f" in his co-authored book chapters in Pelvic Cancer Surgery, Robot-Assisted Radical 
Prostatectomy, and Atlas of Laparoscopic and Robotic Urologic Surgery (3rd Edition). He also 
describes the Petitioner's 2015 Journal of Enl ourolop article as a "significant contribution" to the 
field. I I Chief of Urology at ospital, credits the findings contained in the 
Petitioner's 2015 Journal of Endourology article with having "directly impacted my practice and my 
ability to counsel morbidly lbese pat;T' with prostate cancer about their best treatment options." 
The letters ofl I and do not contain specific, detailed information explaining the 
unusual influence or high impact t e Petitioner's research or work on robot-assisted! I 
I I techniques has had on the overall field. On appeal, the Petitioner places particular 
emphasis on the fact that he contributed the aforementioned three book chapters. We agree with one 
expert's opinion that his invitation to co-author those chapters is reflective of "[the Petitioner's] 
expertise in robot-assisted surgical procedures .... " However, the record does not show that the 
contribution of these book chapters, which, as of the date of filing had not been cited by other 
researchers, is indicative of his place among the small percentage at the very top of the field. 

Moreover,! I a urological surgeon atl !asserts the Petitioner's "body of 
work on penile prosthesis implantation has tremendously improved the safety and efficacy of this 
procedure and should be recognized as a major contribution in the field." He cites to the Petitioner's 
British Journal of Urology International articles," 

and 

~----------~ ."
8 However, his letter does not explain how the Petitioner's research 

findings on penile prosthesis implantation have been widely implemented or relied upon by others in 
the field or establish that the Petitioner's work has had a demonstrable impact on the field as a whole 
commensurate with a contribution of major significance, nor does the letter sufficiently support the 
assertion that he is considered among that small percentage at the very top of his field of endeavor or 
how he has garnered sustained national or international acclaim. 

Beyond the four criteria that the Petitioner satisfied, we consider additional documentation in the 
record in order to determine whether the totality of the evidence demonstrates eligibility. Here, for 
the reasons discussed below, we find that the evidence neither fulfills the requirements of any further 
evidentiary criteria nor contributes to an overall finding that the Petitioner has sustained national or 
international acclaim and is among the small percentage of the top of his field. Regarding the 
Petitioner's membership in associations, we have considered evidence demonstrating that he has been 
a Fellow of the European Board of Urology (EBU), a member of the Royal College of Surgeons of 
England, and a fellow of the Royal College of Surgeons of Edinburgh. The record indicates that his 

8 Those articles are listed on the Petitioner's resume as published abstracts, but they do not appear on the Petitioner's 
submitted Google Scholar citation history. 
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fellowship in EBU was conferred based on his having successfully sat the 2013 European Board 
Examinations in Urology. Similarly, the record shows that the Petitioner's membership in the Royal 
College of Surgeons of England and his fellowship in the Royal College of Surgeons of Edinburgh 
was conferred based upon his successful completion of the necessary examinations. The Petitioner 
did not establish, however, that his memberships require outstanding achievements, as judged by 
recognized national or international experts. Meeting minimal educational or experience requirements 
or successfully passing requisite licensing examinations is not reflective of outstanding achievements, 
nor does it indicate an individual is among the small percentage at the top of a field. As the Petitioner 
has not shown, for example, that he is a member of associations that limit membership to individuals 
in urology with renowned endeavors, his membership evidence does not contribute to a finding that 
he has sustained national or international acclaim. See section 203(b )(1 )(A)(i) of the Act and 8 C.F.R. 
§ 204.5(h)(3). 

As it relates to published material, the Petitioner provided copies of three articles. Those articles were 
not about the Petitioner, either because they were primarily about the authors' own work or recent trends 
in the field. For example, the Petitioner provided an article dated 2017 titled I _ I 

.__ ___________ _. from MyTwinTiers.com, which quotes him as relating some of the 
benefits to his urological practice from the use of robotic surgical assistants. A 2012 article titled 
I . f from www.prostate.net cites to the Petitioner's Journal of Sexual 
Medicine article among other sources, however, this article is not about the Petitioner. The Petitioner 
also provided a press release from a 2006 BSSM Newsletter, summarizing the findings of a research 
study performed atl • 

0 
• I The article, which does 

not mention the Petitioner, contains a picture of him with a caption identifying him as a urology 
research fellow atl ~nd I las the principal author of the study. In addition, the 
articles from www.prostate.net and the BSSM Newsletter and do not contain the required author. 
Further, the Petitioner did not demonstrate that three published pieces are consistent with the sustained 
national or international acclaim necessary for this highly restrictive classification. See section 
203(b)(l)(A) of the Act. The Petitioner also did not show that his overall press coverage is indicative 
of a level of success consistent with being among "that small percentage who [has] risen to the very 
top of the field of endeavor." 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(2). Moreover, the Petitioner did not establish that 
the limited media reporting reflects a "career of acclaimed work in the field" or a "very high standard 
... to present more extensive documentation than that required." See H.R. Rep. No. at 59 and 56 Fed. 
Reg. at 30704. 

The record as a whole, including the evidence discussed above, does not establish the Petitioner's 
eligibility for the benefit sought. The Petitioner seeks a highly restrictive visa classification, intended 
for individuals already at the top of their respective fields, rather than those progressing toward the 
top. USCIS has long held that even athletes performing at the major league level do not automatically 
meet the statutory standards for classification as an individual of "extraordinary ability." Matter of 
Price, 20 I&N Dec. 953, 954 (Assoc. Comm'r 1994). While the Petitioner need not establish that 
there is no one more accomplished to qualify for the classification sought, we find the record 
insufficient to demonstrate that he has sustained national or international acclaim and is among the 
small percentage at the very top of his field. See section 203(b)(l)(A)(i) of the Act and 8 C.F.R. 
§ 204.5(h)(2). 
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III. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons discussed above, the Petitioner has not demonstrated his eligibility as an individual of 
extraordinary ability. The appeal will be dismissed for the above stated reasons, with each considered 
as an independent and alternate basis for the decision. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. 
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