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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 withdraw the
director's decision and remand the matter to the service center for entry of a new decision.

The petitioner filed this nonimmigrant petition to classify the beneficiary as an intracompany transferee
pursuant to section 101(a)(15)(L) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (the Act), 8 US.C. §

1101(a)(15)(L). The petitioner, a California corporation, states that it operates a manufacturing and import
business and that it is a subsidiary of . ', located in China. The

beneficiary was previously granted L- 1A classification in ordel to opcn a new office in the United States-and
the petitioner now seeks to-extend his status for two additional years.

The director denied the petition, concluding that the petitioner failed to establish that it will employ the
beneficiary in a managerial or executive capacity.

The petitioner subsequently filed an appeal. The director declined to treat the appeal as a motion and
forwarded the appeal to the AAO for review. On appeal, counsel for the petitioner asserts that the director
failed to review the totality of the evidence submitted, disregarded the cvidence and arguments the petitioner
submitted in response to the director's notice of intent to deny, and denied the petition, in part, based on the
petitioner's failure to provide evidence that was never requested. Counsel submits a detailed brief and
additional evidence in support of the appeal.
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To establish eligibility for the L-1 nonimmigrant visa classification, the petitioner must meet the criteria
outlined insection 101(2)(15)(L) of the Act. Specifically, a qualifying organization must have employed the
beneficiary in a qualilying managerial or executive capaclty. or in a specialized knowledge capacity, for one
continuous year within three years preceding the beneficiary's application for admission into the United
States. In addition, the beneficiary must seek to enter the United States temporarily to continue rendering his
or her services to the same employer or a subsidiary or affiliate thereof in a managerial, cxecutive, or
specialized knowledge capacity.

The regulation at 8 C.FR. § 214.2(1)(3) states that an individual petition filed on Form I-129 shall be
accompanied by:

(i) Evidence that the petitioner and the organization which employed or will employ the
alien are qualifying organizations as defined in paragraph (I}(1)({1)(G) of this section.

(i1) Evidence that the alien will be employed in an exceutive, managerial, or specialized
knowledge capacity, including a detailed description of the services to be performed.

(i)  BEvidence that the alien has at least one continuous year of full-time employment
abroad with a qualifying organization within the three years preceding the filing of
the petition.




