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DISCUSSION: The preference visa petition was denied by the Director, California Service Center, and is
now before the Administrative Appeals Office on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed.

The petitioner is a Japanese restaurant. It seeks to employ the beneficiary permanently in the United States as a
cook. The director determined that the petitioner had not established that the beneficiary has the requisite work
experience as listed on the approved Form ETA 750 labor certification, and denied the petition accordingly.

Counsel submitted a Form [-290B appeal in this matter. In the section reserved for the basis of the appeal,
counsel inserted, "It is respectfully requested that (CIS) allows (sic) additional 30 days to submit a brief and
additional evidence to the (AAO). Client is currently in the process of locating the former Employer in Korea
through governmental agency to satisfy her employment in Korea."

No further information, argument, or documentation was received from counsel. Subsequently, this office sent
counsel a faxed inquiry to determine whether an intended submission had been misrouted. In response, the
beneficiary submitted materials to this office. The beneficiary stated, “We decided to work this with our own.
We are no longer work with our lawyer.” The beneficiary submitted evidence pertinent to her employment in
Korea and statements from her family members.

The beneficiary has no standing in this matter and is not entitled to appeal. 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(1)(iii), 8 C.F.R.
§ 103.3(a)(2)(v), 8 C.F.R. § 103.2(2)(3), and 8 C.FR. § 103.3(a)(2)(i). The beneficiary may not, therefore,
dismiss counsel for the petitioner and proceed pro se. The evidence and argument the beneficiary submitted is
not correctly before this office.

Counsel's statement on appeal contains no specific assignment of error. 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 has failed to identify any erroneous conclusion of law or a statement of fact as a basis for the appeal and
the appeal must be summarily dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed.



