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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 is a garment manufacturer. It seeks to employ the beneficiary permanently in the 
United States as a market research analyst. As required by statute, the petition is accompanied by an 
ETA Form 9089, Application for Permanent Employment Certification, approved by the United 
States Department of Labor (DOL). The director determined that the ETA Form 9089 failed to 
demonstrate that the job requires a professional holding an advanced degree and, therefore, the 
beneficiary cannot be found qualified for classification as a member of the professions holding an 
advanced degree. The director denied the petition accordingly. 

The record shows that the appeal is properly filed and timely. The procedural history in this case is 
documented by the record and incorporated into the decision. Further elaboration of the procedural 
history will be made only as necessary. 

The AAO conducts appellate review on a de novo basis. See Soltane v. DOl, 381 F.3d 143, 145 (3d 
Cir. 2(04). The AAO considers all pertinent evidence in the record, including new evidence 
properly submitted upon appeal. 

In pertinent part, section 203(b)(2) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.c. § 
1153(b)(2), provides immigrant classification to members of the professions holding advanced 
degrees or their equivalent and whose services are sought by an employer in the United States. An 
advanced degree is a United States academic or professional degree or a foreign equivalent degree 
above the baccalaureate level. 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(k)(2). The regulation further states: "A United 
States baccalaureate degree or a foreign equivalent degree followed by at least five years of 
progressive experience in the specialty shall be considered the equivalent of a master's degree. If a 
doctoral degree is customarily required by the specialty, the alien must have a United States 
doctorate or a foreign equivalent degree." ld. 

The regulation at 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(k)(4) states in pertinent part that "[t]he job offer portion of an 
individual labor certification, Schedule A application, or Pilot Program application must demonstrate 
that the job requires a professional holding an advanced degree or the equivalent of an alien of 
exceptional ability." 

The ETA Form 9089, section H, items 4 through 14, set forth the minimum education, training, and 
experience that an applicant must have for the proffered position. Here, section H, items 4 through 
14, indicates that the position requires a master's degree, or foreign educational equivalent, in 
business administration or economics. The petitioner will also accept a bachelor's degree and 5 years 
of experience or a "[ m laster's equivalent based on any suitable combination of education, training or 
experience by a qualified evaluation service." 

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USerS) must examine "the language of the labor 
certification job requirements" in order to determine what the job requires. M andany v. Smith, 696 
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F.2d 1008. 1015 (D.C. Cir. 1983). The only rational manner by which USCIS can be expected to 
interpret the meaning of terms used to describe the requirements of a job in a labor certification is to 
examine the certified job offer exactly as it is completed by the prospective employer. See Rosedale 
Linden Park Company v. Smith, 595 F. Supp. 829, 833 (D.D.C. 1984) (emphasis added). USCIS's 
interpretation of the job's requirements, as stated on the labor certification must involve reading and 
applying the plain language of the alien employment certification application form. See id. at 834. 
USCIS cannot and should not reasonably be expected to look beyond the plain language of the labor 
certification that the DOL has formally issued or otherwise attempt to divine the employer's 
intentions through some sort of reverse engineering of the labor certification. 

In evaluating the requirements for the offered position, USCIS must look to the job offer portion of 
the labor certification. USCIS may not ignore a term of the labor certification, nor may it impose 
additional requirements. See Matter of Silver Dragon Chinese Restaurant, 19 I&N Dec. 401, 406 
(Comm. 1986). See also, Mandany v. Smith, 696 F.2d 1008; K.RK Iwine, Inc. v. Landon, 699 F.2d 
1006 (9th Cir. 1983); Stewart Infra-Red Commissary of Massachusetts, Inc. v. Coorney, 661 F.2d 1 
(1st Cir. 1981). 

The instant Form 1-140 was filed on April 22, 2008. On Part 2.d. of the Form 1-140, the petitioner 
indicated that it was filing the petition for a member of the professions holding an advanced degree 
or an alien of exceptional ability. However, the minimum requirements listed in Part H-4 through H­
lOB, of the ETA Form 9089, can be satisfied by someone without a degree since the petitioner will 
accept a "[mJaster's equivalent based on any suitable combination of education, training or 
experience by a qualified evaluation service." 

On appeal, counsel argues that the phrase "[mJaster's equivalent based on any suitable combination 
of education, training or experience by a qualified evaluation service" was taken out of context by 
USCIS. Moreover, "[wJhen the two sentences are read together, the only reasonable interpretation is 
that an advanced degree position was always been the minimum requirement." However, counsel's 
argument is unpersuasive. When determining whether a beneficiary is eligible for a preference 
immigrant visa, USCIS may not ignore a term of the labor certification, nor may it impose additional 
requirements. See Madany, 696 F.2d at 1015. In this case, the job offer portion of the ETA Form 
9089 indicates that the minimum level of education required for the position is "[ m Jaster's 
equivalent based on any suitable combination of education, training or experience by a qualified 
evaluation service." 

Counsel also references minutes from an American Immigration Lawyers Association (AILA) 
teleconference liaison meeting with the Nebraska Service Center on April 12, 2007 and April 19, 
2006. The AAO is bound by the Act, agency regulations, precedent decisions of the agency and 
published decisions from the circuit court of appeals from whatever circuit that the action arose. See 
N.L.R.B. v. Ashkenazy Property Management Corp., 817 F.2d 74, 75 (9th Cir. 1987) (administrative 
agencies are not free to refuse to follow precedent in cases originating within the circuit); R.L. Inv. 
Ltd. Partners v. INS, 86 F. Supp. 2d 1014, 1022 (D. Haw. 2000), aff'd, 273 F.3d 874 (9th Cir. 2001) 
(unpublished agency decisions and agency legal memoranda are not binding under the APA, even 
when they are published in private publications or widely circulated). Even USCIS internal 
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memoranda do not establish judicially enforceable rights. See Loa-Herrera v. Trominski, 231 F.3d 
984, 989 (5th Cir. 2000) (An agency's internal guidelines "neither confer upon [plaintiffs] 
substantive rights nor provide procedures upon which [they] may rely.") See also Stephen R. Vina, 
Legislative Attorney, Congressional Research Service (CRS) Memorandum, to the House 
Subcommittee on Immigration, Border Security, and Claims regarding "Questions on Internal Policy 
Memoranda issued by the Immigration and Naturalization Service," dated February 3, 2006. The 
memorandum addresses, "the specific questions you raised regarding the legal effect of internal 
policy memoranda issued by the former Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) on current 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) practices." The memo states that, "policy memoranda 
fall under the general category of nonlegislative rules and are, by definition, legally nonbinding 
because they are designed to 'inform rather than control. '" CRS at p.3 citing to American Trucking 
Ass'n v. ICC. 659 F.2d 452, 462 (5th Cir. 1981). See also Pacific Gas & Electric Co. v. Federal 
Power Comm 'n, 506 F.2d 33 (D.C. Cir. 1974), "A general statement of policy ... does not establish 
a binding norm. It is not finally determinative of the issues or rights to which it is addressed. The 
agency cannot apply or rely upon a general statement of policy as law because a general statement of 
policy announces what the agency seeks to establish as policy." The memo notes that "policy 
memoranda come in a variety of forms, induding guidelines, manuals, memoranda, bulletins, 
opinion letters, and press releases. Legislative rules, on the other hand, have the force of law and are 
legally binding upon an agency and the public. Legislative rules are the product of an exercise of 
delegated legislative power." Id. at 3, citing to Robert A. Anthony, Interpretive Rules, Policy 
Statements, Guidances, Manuals, and the Like - Should Federal Agencies Use them to Bind the 
Public?, 41 Duke LJ. 1311 (1992). 

Since the minimum requirements, as stated on the ETA Form 9089, do not require the beneficiary to 
have either a master's degree or a bachelor's degree and 5 years of experience, the petitioner has not 
established that the ETA Form 9089 requires a professional holding an advanced degree; and the 
appeal must be dismissed. 

The burden of proof in these proceedings rests solely with the petitioner. Section 291 of the Act, 
S U.S.c. § 1361. The petitioner has not met that burden. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. 


