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specific proposed endeavor to support a finding that it has national importance. Accordingly, he has 
not met the first prong of the Dhanasar framework. 

B. Well Positioned to Advance the Proposed Endeavor 

The second prong shifts the focus from the proposed endeavor to the Petitioner. The record includes 
documentation of his academic credentials, physician license, professional memberships, medical 
training, conference presentations, and book entitled Atopy, Finding Answer from European 
Medicine. 5 He also submitted his curriculum vitae, a "Research and Business Plan," a certificate of 
business registration (Korea), and three reference letters from colleagues in Korea discussing his 
research experience and projects.6 

The Petitioner contends that he has devoted his "career to the study of homeopathy" and that he is "a 
pioneer in the field." In addition to the aforementioned book, the Petitioner asserts that he has 
authored three others relating to homeopathy or autism, but the record does not include evidence to 
corroborate his claim. 7 Furthermore, the Petitioner maintains that he has "worked with and will 
continue to work with the top homeopathic researchers and physicians in the United States. . . . My 
connection with other top researchers in the field attests to the fact that I am well positioned to 
advance my field once I get to the United States." The record, however, does not include any letters 
of support from researchers, physicians, potential customers, users, or investors in the United States 
expressing their interest in the Petitioner's proposed endeavor to conduct homeopathic research 
aimed at autism and its link to other medical conditions. 

In letters supporting the petition, the Petitioner's colleagues in Korea discussed his homeopathic 
treatment methods. While complimentary of the Petitioner's work, their uncorroborated statements 
are not sufficient to support his claim that his "publications are used by doctors as well as 
laypersons, because they provide a foundational knowledge set for homeopathy." For example, 

a neurosurgery specialist with the 
asserts that the Petitioner's " : among top tier selling books 

related to t" and that "[a]ll members of the community are 
administering this treatment." The record, however, does not include sales figures from the book's 
publisher or other evidence to corroborate these claims. In addition, a professor 
in the department of internal medicine at in Korea, 
contends that the Petitioner's "published books are currently used by doctors and even ordinary 

5 The documentation relating to this book includes only its cover page and a brief summary. The book's International 
Standard Book Number (ISBN) (a unique numeric commercial book identifier) was not included in the submitted 
documentation. 
6 Two of these three letters did not include an address, a telephone number, or any other information through which the 
references can be contacted. The lack of proper contact information as a means for verifying the information in the 
references' letters diminishes the probative value of their statements. 
7 The Petitioner also indicates that he has "translated books from English into Korean so that the Korean population can enjoy 
learning from the international community about homeopathic breakthroughs." The record contains documentation of these 
translated books which were authored by ___ and 
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people studying the Homeopathy as a textbook in Korea," but the record does not adequately 
document utilization of his publications or methodologies at medical centers, homeopathic clinics, or 
educational institutions, or show how they otherwise render him well positioned to advance his 
proposed endeavor. 

The record demonstrates that the Petitioner has conducted, published, and presented research during 
his medical career and worked on homeopathic treatment methods for various diseases. While we 
recognize that research must add information to the pool of knowledge in some way in order to be 
accepted for publication, presentation, funding, or academic credit, not every individual who has 
performed medical studies will be found to be well positioned to advance his or her proposed 
research. Rather, we examine the factors set forth in Dhanasar to determine whether, for instance, 
the individual's progress towards achieving the goals of the proposed research, record of success in 
similar efforts, or generation of interest among relevant parties supports such a finding. Id. at 890. 
Here, the Petitioner has not shown that his research has been frequently cited by independent 
researchers or otherwise served as an impetus for progress in the field, that it has affected treatment 
methods outside of the institutions where he has worked, or that it has generated substantial positive 
discourse in the broader medical community. Nor does the evidence otherwise demonstrate that his 
work constitutes a record of success or progress in his area of research. 

The evidence offered in the present matter is insufficient to show that the Petitioner's medical 
research constitutes a record of success or progress in his field, or has garnered degree of interest in 
his work from relevant parties, that would rise to the level of rendering him well positioned to 
advance his proposed endeavor aimed at improving treatment options for autism and investigating that 
condition's link to other ailments. As the record is insufficient to demonstrate that the Petitioner is 
well positioned to advance his proposed endeavor, he has not established that he satisfies the second 
prong of the Dhanasar framework. 

C. Balancing Factors to Determine Waiver's Benefit to the United States 

As explained above, the third prong requires the petitioner to demonstrate that, on balance, it would 
be beneficial to the United States to waive the requirements of a job offer and thus of a labor 
certification. Here, the Petitioner claims that he is eligible for a waiver due to his expertise in 
homeopathy and the impracticality of labor certification, and because his work will advance the 
medical field and improve Americans' healthcare. However, as the Petitioner has not adequately 
documented the national importance of his endeavor under the first prong of the Dhanasar 
framework, or established that he is well positioned to advance his proposed endeavor as required by 
the second prong, he is not eligible for a national interest waiver and further discussion of the 
balancing factors under the third prong would serve no meaningful purpose. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

As the Petitioner has not met the requisite three prongs set forth in the Dhanasar analytical framework, 
we find that he has not established he is eligible for or otherwise merits a national interest waiver as 
a matter of discretion. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. 
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