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DISCUSSION: The Director, California Service Center, denied the nonimmigrant visa petition. The
matter is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be
dismissed.

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

The director denied the nonimmigrant visa petition because the petitioner failed to establish that he and
the beneficiary personally met within the two-year period immediately preceding the filing of the
petition. On appeal, the petitioner submits a statement.

A "fiancé(e)" is defined at Section 101(a)(15)(K) of the Act as:
Subject to subsections (d} and (p) of section 214, an alien who -

(i) is the fiancée or fiancé of a citizen of the United States . . . and who seeks (o enter the
United States solely to conclude a valid marriage with the petitioner within ninety days
after admission.

Section 214(d)(1) of the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1184(d)(1), states in pertinent part that a fiancé(e) petition:

[s]hall be approved only after satisfactory evidence is submitted by the petitioner to
establish that the parties have previously met in person within 2 years before the date of
filing the petition, have a bona fide intention to marry, and are legally able and actually
willing to conclude a valid marriage in the United States within a period of ninety days
after the alien's arrival . . ..

The petitioner filed the Petition for Alien Fiancé(e) (Form I-129F) with USCIS on March 4, 2010,
Therefore, the petitioner and the beneficiary were required to have met in person between March 4,
2008 and March 4, 2010.

When he filed the petition, the petitioner responded “Yes” to question #18 on the [-129F Petition that
asks whether he and the beneficiary had met in person within the two-year period immediately
preceding the filing of the petition. The petitioner stated that he met the beneficiary online and went to
meet her in March 2009,

On May 10, 2010, the director issued a Request for Evidence (RFE), requesting that the petitioner
submit evidence that he and the beneficiary had met in person within the two-year period immediately
preceding the filing of the petition or that he qualified for a waiver of that requirement.

In response to the director’s RFE, the petitioner submitied: a four-page “interim invoice” dated March
17, 2009, from a hotel in Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, listing his name and reflecting arrival and
departure dates of March 7, 2009 and March 18, 2009, respectively; and copies of his U.S. passport
pages showing corresponding entry and exit stamps.
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On June 1, 2010, the director issued a second RFE, requesting that the petitioner submit an explanation
of the circumstances of his in-person meeting with the beneficiary, and copies of all the pages of the
beneficiary’s passport.

In response to the director’s second RFE, the petitioner submitted a copy of the online travel itinerary
for his March 2009 trip to Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, and copies of the documentation
previously submitted.

The director denied the petition because the petitioner failed to establish that he and the beneficiary had
met, as reguired under section 214(d) of the Act.

On appeal, the petitioner states, in part, that he and the beneficiary met in Abu Dhabi, United Arab
Emirates, in March 2009, where the beneficiary has worked since March 2003.

The law clearly states that the petitioner and the beneficiary must have met in person within the
two-year period immediately preceding the filing of the petition. In this case, the petitioner and the
beneficiary were required to have met in person between March 4, 2008 and March 4, 2010. The
petitioner asserts that he and the beneficiary met in Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, in March 2009,
where the beneficiary has worked since March 2003. As evidence of his trip to Abu Dhabi, the
petitioner submitted a hotel invoice, a travel itinerary, photographs of himself with the beneficiary that
are not film-dated, and copies of the pages from his U.S. passport. The petitioner, however, did not
submit all of the evidence requested by the director, namely copies of all the pages of the beneficiary’s
passport, that is, the passport of INNEEEEEE [nsicad, the petitioner submitted a second
copy of his own passport. Failure to submit requested evidence that precludes a material line of
inquiry shall be grounds for denying the petition. 8 C.F.R. § 103.2(b)(14). As stated by the director,
the evidence is insufficient to establish that the petitioner and the beneficiary were in the same place
at the same time. In view of the foregoing, the evidence of record does not establish that the
petitioner and the beneficiary met as required. Accordingly, the appeal is dismissed. The petition
must be denied.

Beyond the decision of the director, the record does not contain original statements from the petitioner
and the beneficiary or other evidence that establishes their mutual intent to marry within 90 days of the
beneficiary’s entry inlo the United States in K-1 status. For this additional reason, the petition may not
be approved.

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

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. The petition is denied.




