U.S. Department of Homeland Security
20 Massachusetts Ave. N.W., Rm. 3000
Washington, DC 20529-2090

MAIL STOP 2090

U.S. Citizenship
and Immigration
Services

identifying data defeted to
prevent ciearily unwarranied
invasion of personai privacy

PUBLIC COPY

v,

FILE: LIN 02 206 55626 Office: NEBRASKA SERVICE CENTER  Date: NOV 2 4 m

IN RE: Petitioner:
Beneficiary:

PETITION: Petition for a Nonimmigrant Worker Pursuant to Section 101(a)(15S)(H)(i}(b) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b)

ON BEHALF OF PETITIONER:

INSTRUCTIONS:

This is the decision of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. All documents have been returned
to the office that originally decided your case. Any further inquiry must be made to that office.

yah (

~ John F. Grissom, Acting Chief
/bAdministrative Appeals Office

WWw.uscis.gov



LIN 02 206 55626
Page 2

DISCUSSION: The Director, Nebraska Service Center, denied the nonimmigrant visa petition, and
affirmed the denial on a subsequent motion to reopen. The matter is now before the Administrative
Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed.

The petitioner is a Japanese university and junior college branch campus that teaches English as a second
language (ESL). It seeks to employ the beneficiary as a special residence advisor. The petitioner,
therefore, endeavors to classify the beneficiary as a nonimmigrant worker in a specialty occupation pursuant
to section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C.

§ 1101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b).
The director denied the petition concluding that the proffered position is not a specialty occupation.

On appeal, counsel asserts that the proffered position meets the requirements of a specialty occupation, and
emphasizes that it has submitted other H-1B petitions for the same position that were approved.

A review of U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services records indicates that this beneficiary is also the
beneficiary of an approved immigrant petition and has adjusted status to that of a permanent resident as of
November 29, 2007. While the petitioner has not withdrawn the appeal in this proceeding, it would appear
that the beneficiary is presently a permanent resident and the issues in this proceeding are moot. Therefore,
this appeal is dismissed.

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed as moot.



