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DISCUSSION: The Director, Texas Service Center, denied the employment-based immigrant visa
petition, which is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be
dismissed.

The petitioner seeks classification pursuant to section 203(b)(2) of the Immigration and Nationality Act
(the Act), 8 U.S.C. § 1153(b)(2), as an alien of exceptional ability or a member of the professions
holding an advanced degree. The petitioner asserts that an exemption from the requirement of a job
offer, and thus of an alien employment certification, is in the national interest of the United States. On
December 8, 2008, the director found that the petitioner qualifies for classification as a member of the
professions holding an advanced degree, but that the petitioner had not established that an exemption
from the requirement of a job offer would be in the national interest of the United States.

The petitioner, through counsel, submits a timely appeal and provides the following reason as his
reason for the appeal:

We respectfully submit that the record indicates that _qualiﬁes as
an advanced degree professional whose work is in the national interest based upon

past contributions to the field which far exceed that of the vast majority of
qualified nephrologists nationwide.

Counsel did not elaborate on his argument, cite to specific errors on the part of the director or
describe any evidence the director allegedly failed to analyze. Moreover, counsel failed to provide
any new evidence on appeal. In fact, counsel, in his appeal letter, “respectfully again point(s) to the
evidence initially submitted with the original filing as well as with the response to the request for
evidence” in an attempt to overturn the denial. Accordingly, the record is considered to be complete
as it now stands.

The regulation at 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(1)(v) states, in pertinent part:

An officer to whom an appeal is taken shall summarily dismiss any appeal when the
party concerned fails to identify specifically any erroneous conclusion of law or
statement of fact for the appeal.

Counsel’s general statements regarding the petitioner’s eligibility are not sufficient to meet the
requirements for filing a substantive appeal. Therefore, as the petitioner has failed to specifically
identify an erroneous conclusion of law or a statement of fact in this proceeding, the appeal must be
summarily dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed.



