
(b)(6)

•. ~· -~ 

.. ------· ., --- -~ ______ .,......... 

U.S. Department of Homel.and Security 
U. S. Citizenship and Immigration Services 
Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) 
20Massachusetls Ave. N.W., MS 20'>0 
Washington, DC 20529-2090 

. U.S. Citizenship 
and Immigration 
Services 

DATE: FEB 2 8 2013 Office: CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER FILE: ' 

INRE: Petitioner: 
Beneficiary: 

PETITION: Petition for a Nonimmigrant Worker Pursuant to Section 101 (a)(15)(L) of the lmmigratio'n 
and Nationality Act, 8 U .S.C. § 1101 (a)(15)(L) 

ON BEHALF OF PETITIONER: SELF-REPRESENTED 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

Enclosed please find the decision· of the Administrative Appeals Office in your case. All of the documents 
related to this matter have been returned to the office that originally decided your case. Please be a,dvised that 
any further inquiry that you might have concerning your case must be made to that office. ; · 

If you believe the law was inappropriately applied by us in reaching our decision, or you have additional 
information that you wish to have considered, you may file a motion to reconsider or a motion to reopen in 
accordance with the instructions on Form I-290B, Notice of Appeal or Motion, with a fee of $630. The 
specific requirements for filing such a request can be found at 8 C.F.R. § 103.5. Do not file any motion 
directly with the AAO. Please be aware that 8 C.F.R. § 103.5(a)(l)(i) requires that any motion mu~l be filed 
within 30 days of the decision that the motion seeks to reconsider or reopen. · 

Thank you, 

~4 . 
7' Ron Rosenberg 

/'" Acting Chief, Administrative Appeals Office 
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DISCUSSION: The Director, California Service Center, denied the petition for a nonimmigrant visa. ·The 
matter is now before the Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The AAO will summarily dis'miss 
the appeal. 

The petitioner filed a nonimmigrant visa petition seeking to employ the beneficiary in the position .of 
Bilingual Design Engineering Foe~! for three years as an L-IB nonimmigrant intracompany transferee ,with 
specialized knowledge pursuant to section l0l(a)(15)(L) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 
U.S.C. § ll0l(a)(l5)(L). · · · · 

The director denied the petition, finding that the petitioner failed.to .establish that the beneficiary possesses 
specialized knowledge or that he had beeri employed abroad or would be employed in the United States in a 
capacity requiring specialized knowledge. 

The petitioner subsequently fiied an appeal. On the Fonn J.:.290B, Notice of Apj)eal or Motion, the petit~oner 
states on that the appeal "is based on our conclusion that we apparently failed to adequately explain and 
support our contention that [the beneficiary] possesses specialized knowledge." The petitioner indicateq that 
it would submit an appellate brief or additional evidence directly to the AAO within 30 days. The record 
indicates that the petitioner did not file a brief or supplemental evidenc~ within the allowed timeframe. The 

. AAO will consider the record complete as presently constituted. 

To establish eligibility for the L-1 nonimmigrant visa classification, the petitioner must meet the criteria 
outlined in section 10l(a)(15)(L) of the Act. Specifically, a qualifying organization must have employed the 
beneficiary in a qualifying managerial or executive capacity, or in a specialized knowledge capacity, for one 
continuous year within the three years preceding the beneficiary's application for admi.ssion into the United 
States. In addition, the beneficiary must ~eek to enter the U.S. temporarily to continue rendering his or her 
services to the same employer or a subsidiary or affiliate. 

The regulations at 8 C.F.R. § l03.3(a)(l )(v) state, in pertinent part: 

An officer to whom .a~ appeal is taken shall summarily dismiss any appeal when the pa11y 
concerned fails to identify specifica:tly any erroneous conclusion of Jaw or statement of 
fact for the appeal. 

Upon review, the AAO agrees with the director's decision and will afflrrii the denial of the petition. ·The 
petitioner has not identified an erroneous conclusion of law or statement of fact on the part of the director as a 
basis for the appeal. ' 

The director provided a detailed analysis and specifically cited the deficiencies in the evidence in the course 
of the denial. The petitioner'sbrief statement on Fonn I-290B, does not specifically identify any errors on the 
part of the director and is therefore insufficient to over~ome the conclusions the director reached based on the 
evidence submitted by the petitioner. Rather; .the petitioner acknowledges that it failed to adequately explain 
and support its claim that the beneficiary possesses specialized knowledge and does not conten<;J that the 
director's decision was in error based on the evidence of record. · 
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As the petitioner presents no additional brief or evidence .on appeal to overcome the decision of the director, the 
appeal w~ll be summarily dismissed in accordance with 8 C.F.R. § 103.3(a)(l)(v). 

In visa petition proceedings, the burden of provin·g eligibility for the benefit sought remains entirely with· the 
petitioner. Section 2~1 of the Act, 8 U.S.C. § 1361 .. The petitioner has not sustained that burden. 

ORDER: The appeal is summarily dismissed. 
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