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DISCUSSION: The application was denied by the Director, California Service Center, and is now before the 
Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be summarily dismissed. 

The petitioner is a naturalized citizen of the United States who seeks to classify the beneficiary, a native and 
citizen of The Philippines, as the fiancke of a United States citizen pursuant to section 101(a)(15)(K) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 U.S.C. 5 1101(a)(15)(K). 

The director denied the petition after determining that the petitioner had failed to comply with the meeting 
requkement of section 214(d) of the Act and that the record did not establish a basis for exempting him from that 
requirement. Decision of the Director, dated July 1,2005. 

The petitioner submitted a timely Form I-290B on July 20, 2005, indicating that he had misunderstood the 
meeting requirement of section 214(d) of the Act. He states that, prior to his receipt of the director's denial, he 
believed he was required to meet the beneficiary within a two-year period after filing the Form I-129F, not before. 
The petitioner also notes that he intends to submit a brief andlor other evidence within 30 days. The record, 
however, contains no additional materials submitted by the petitioner. 

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. 8 C.F.R. 
5 1033(a)(l)(v). The appeal in the instant case states that the petitioner misunderstood the meeting requirement 
of section 214(d) of the Act, not that the director made an erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact in 
denying the petition. Accordingly, the appeal will be summarily dismissed in accordance with 8 C.F.R. 
5 103.3(a)(l)(v). 

The burden of proof in these proceedings rests solely with the petitioner. Section 291 of the Act, 8 U.S.C. 5 1361. 
The petitioner has not met that burden. 

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed. 


