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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

PETITIONERS’ NOTICE OF MOTION AND 
MOTION TO ENFORCE COURT ORDER 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on February 7, 2017, Petitioners will and hereby do 

move this Honorable Court to enforce its January 28, 2017 order pursuant to Rule 7 of the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  Petitioners, on behalf of themselves and other similarly 

situated, move this Court to order Respondents to provide Petitioners’ counsel with a list of all 

individuals detained pursuant to the January 27, 2017 Executive Order, including those 

previously released or removed. ECF No. 8.2. Petitioners also move this Court to order 

Respondents to return individuals removed after the motion for class certification was filed in 

this case. 

This motion is based on the accompanying Memorandum of Law, the attached 

Declarations and Exhibits, and any other evidence that may be presented to the Court before or at 

the hearing on this motion.   

For the reasons stated in the contemporaneously filed Memorandum of Law in Support of 

the Motion to Enforce Court Order, this Court should grant the motion. 

HAMEED KHALID DARWEESH, et al., 

on behalf of themselves and others similarly 
situated, 

Petitioners, 

v. 

DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 
States, et al., 

Respondents. 

 Case No. 1:17-cv-00480 

Date: February 7, 2017 
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DATED: February 7, 2017 
New Haven, Connecticut 
 
 
Omar C. Jadwat**    
Lee Gelernt (LG-8511)   
Cecillia D. Wang (CW-8359)  
Andre I. Segura† 
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIEs    
UNION FOUNDATION    
125 Broad Street, 18th Floor  
New York, NY 10004 
Tel. (212) 549-2600  
ojadwat@aclu.org 
lgelernt@aclu.org 
cwang@aclu.org 
asegura@aclu.org 
 
Mark Doss 
Rebecca Heller 
Julie Kornfeld 
Stephen Poellot 
INTERNATIONAL REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 
PROJECT 
URBAN JUSTICE CENTER 
40 Rector St, 9th Floor 
New York, NY 10006 
Tel. (646)-602-5600 
mdoss@refugeerights.org 
bheller@refugeerights.org 
jkornfeld@refugeerights.org 
spoellot@refugeerights.org  
 
Karen C. Tumlin††  

Nicholas Espíritu†† 

Melissa S. Keaney†  

Esther Sung†  

NATIONAL IMMIGRATION 
LAW CENTER 
3435 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1600 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
Phone: (213) 639-3900 
tumlin@nilc.org 
espiritu@nilc.org 
keaney@nilc.org 
sung@nilc.org 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Michael J. Wishnie 
Michael J. Wishnie (MW 1952) 
Muneer I. Ahmad** 
Elora Mukherjee (EM 4011)  
Marisol Orihuela† 
JEROME N. FRANK LEGAL SERVICES 
ORGANIZATION* 
YALE LAW SCHOOL‡ 
P.O. Box 209090 
New Haven, CT 06520-9090 
Phone: (203) 432-4800  
Fax: (203) 432-1426 
michael.wishnie@yale.edu 
 
Jennifer Chang Newell†† 
Cody H. Wofsy†† 

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION 
FOUNDATION IMMIGRANTS’ RIGHTS PROJECT 
39 Drumm Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Tel. (415) 343-0770 
jnewell@aclu.org 
cwofsy@aclu.org 
 
Jonathan Polonsky 
KILPATRICK TOWNSEND & STOCKTON LLP 
1114 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10036-7703 
Tel. (212) 775 8703 
jpolonsky@kilpatricktownsend.com  
 
Justin B. Cox† 

NATIONAL IMMIGRATION 
LAW CENTER 
1989 College Ave. NE 
Atlanta, GA 30317 
Phone: (678) 404-9119 
cox@nilc.org 
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**Application for admission forthcoming. 
* Law students working on behalf of the Legal Services Organization include Tiffany Bailey, 
Willem Bloom, Adam Bradlow, Catherine Chen, David Chen, Jordan Laris Cohen, Charles Du, 
Susanna Evarts, Katherine Haas, Amit Jain, My Khanh Ngo, Aaron Korthuis, Andrea Levien, 
Carolyn Lipp, Zachary Manfredi, Melissa Marichal, Adan Martinez, Joseph Meyers, Natalia 
Nazarewicz, Megha Ram, Victoria Roeck, Joseph (Yusuf) Saei, Thomas Scott-Railton, Yun 
Tang, Rachel Wilf, and Elizabeth Willis. Motions for law student appearance forthcoming. 
† Motion for admission pro hac vice forthcoming. 
†† Appearing pro hac vice. 
‡ For identification purposes only. This motion has been prepared by a clinic operated by Yale 
Law School, but does not purport to present the school’s institutional views, if any. 
 
Counsel for Petitioners 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
I, Michael Wishnie, hereby certify that on February 7, 2017 the foregoing motion, the 
accompanying memorandum of law, and the accompanying declarations and exhibits were filed 
and served through the CM/ECF system. Parties may access the filings through the Court’s 
CM/ECF System. 
 

/s/ Michael Wishnie 
Michael Wishine, Supervising Attorney 
Jerome N. Frank Legal Services Organization 
Yale Law School 
New Haven, CT 06511 
Phone: (203) 436-8971 
Fax: (203) 432-1426 
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF PETITIONERS’ MOTION TO ENFORCE 
COURT ORDER BY COMPELLING (1) DISCLOSURE OF LIST OF INDIVIDUALS 

DETAINED; AND (2) RETURN OF INDIVIDUALS REMOVED 
 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 7(b) and Local Rule 7.1, Petitioners Hameed 

Khalid Darweesh and Haider Sameer Abdulkhaleq Alshawi, on behalf of members of the 

proposed class, respectfully move this Court to enforce its January 28, 2017 order requiring 

Respondents to provide Petitioners’ counsel with a list of all individuals detained and/or 

removed pursuant to the January 27, 2017 Executive Order (“EO”). Docket Text Order, Jan. 28, 

2017, 10:15 PM (EST). Petitioners also request that the Court order the return of individuals 

removed on the basis of the EO and its implementing instructions after Petitioners’ motion for 

class certification was filed, at which point this Court’s jurisdiction over the putative class had 

attached. 

First, Petitioners request that, pursuant to its January 28 order, the Court order 

Respondents to produce a list of all putative class members who have been held by Respondents 

HAMEED KHALID DARWEESH, et al., 
 
on behalf of themselves and others similarly 
situated, 

Petitioners, 
 

v. 
  
DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 
States, et al., 
  

Respondents. 
 

 
Memorandum of Law in Support of 
Motion to Enforce Court Order 
 
  
 Case No. 1:17-cv-00480 (CBA) 
  
  
  
  
Date: February 7, 2017 
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at any U.S. airport pursuant to the EO. See id.; see also Decl. of My Khanh Ngo (“Ngo Decl.”), 

Ex. A (Order, Aziz v. Trump, No. 1:17-cv-116 (LMB/TCB) (E.D. Va. Feb. 3, 2017) (Brinkema, 

J.), ECF No. 38, (requiring the government to provide a “list of all persons who have been 

denied entry to or removed from the United States since” the EO in litigation similar to this 

case)). It has now been ten days since this Court issued its order and, despite repeated written 

requests by Petitioners’ counsel (including after the February 2 status conference), Respondents 

have yet to produce the list. 

Second, as stated in Petitioners’ previous Emergency Motion for Clarification and 

Enforcement of Order, ECF No. 9, multiple putative class members were removed pursuant to 

the EO after the filing of the motion for class certification. Petitioners have compiled several 

declarations documenting removals after the commencement of this action or entry of the 

Court’s nationwide order on January 28. See infra Part II. Many were detained by the 

government for hours without food, coerced into signing forms they did not understand, and 

expressly denied the opportunity to consult with counsel. In light of the troubling circumstances 

of these removals, Petitioners respectfully request that this Court order the return of all 

individuals who were removed pursuant to the EO since the filing of Petitioners’ motion for class 

certification at 5:43 AM on January 28, 2017.1  

 

 

                                                
1 As ordered by the U.S. District Court in Seattle, see Order at 5-6, Washington v. Trump, No. 
2:17-cv-00141 (W.D. Wash. Feb. 3, 2017), ECF No. 52, the government has offered to assist 
with the return of individuals that Petitioners identify as having had their visas revoked. See Ngo 
Decl., Ex. I (Letter from Steven A. Platt to Muneer Ahmad (Feb. 6, 2017)); see also infra Parts 
II, II.D. However, the Seattle order may be vacated at any time, and Petitioners have not received 
a list of all individuals who were returned to their countries of origin, making it impossible to 
identify the full list of individuals unlawfully removed. 
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I. Disclosure of List of Names Pursuant to This Court’s Order 

The government has already been ordered to produce a list of “individuals detained, 

pursuant to the January 27, 2017 Executive Order, to the petitioner’s counsel.” Docket Text 

Order, Jan. 28, 2017, 10:15 PM (EST). However, despite repeated written requests for this list, 

Respondents have yet to provide Petitioners’ counsel with even one name of any person held at 

any U.S. airport or returned to a foreign port. See Ngo Decl., Exs. B–I (email and letter 

correspondence with government counsel). To date, Petitioners still have not received the list in 

spite of multiple subsequent requests. See Ngo Decl. Ex. I (Letter from Steven A. Platt to 

Muneer Ahmad (Feb. 6, 2017)) (reiterating the government’s position that no individuals are 

currently detained, and declining to provide the names of all those detained since the motion for 

class certification was filed). 

 The government’s attempts to justify its failure to comply with this Court’s order are 

untenable. The government’s stated position is that persons who have been held at airports, often 

for hours, are merely being “processed,” and so fall outside the order. See Ngo Decl., Ex. E 

(Email from Steve Platt to My Khanh Ngo, (Jan. 31, 2017)) (“At this time, we are not aware of 

CBP [or ICE] detaining any individual anywhere in the country under the Executive Order. By 

‘detained’, I do not mean individuals who are being processed at a port of entry.”). Similarly, the 

government contends that Judge Donnelly intended merely a one-time snapshot of persons held 

now, rather than a cumulative list of those who have been held at airports pursuant to the EO. Id. 

(“ICE can confirm that it is not currently detaining any individuals under the Executive Order.” 

(emphasis added)). Later, before the Court, counsel for the government argued that its disclosure 

obligation was limited to those held “solely on the basis of [the] Executive Order,” Status Conf. 

Tr. 21:10, Feb. 2, 2017 (emphasis added), adding limitations not present in Judge Donnelly’s 
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order. Finally, in a letter to Petitioners’ counsel dated February 6, 2017, the government 

represented that it did not consider individuals who “voluntarily” agreed to removal to fall within 

Judge Donnelly’s order. Ngo. Decl., Ex. I. 

As explained below, the government’s cramped reading of this Court’s order is incorrect. 

Whether Respondents deem the confinement of class members at airports as “processing” or 

“detention,” putative class members in this habeas action were plainly in Respondents’ custody, 

and the Court’s order plainly was intended to require the production of a list of class members’ 

names. Nor can the government seriously argue that Judge Donnelly intended to compel the 

disclosure of putative class members based on a one-time snapshot of those held at a particular 

instant in time, days after the order issued, rather than as a list of all those who have been and are 

being held pursuant to the EO.  

Finally, this case challenges the holding or return of anyone based on the January 27 EO 

and its implementing instructions, including a directive issued that same day revoking tens of 

thousands of visas. See Letter of Edward J. Ramotowski, Deputy Asst. Sec’y, Bureau of 

Consular Affairs, Dep’t of State (Jan. 27, 2017), ECF No. 20-1. This recovation, which was 

subsequently reversed, see Letter of Edward J. Ramotowski, Deputy Asst. Sec’y, Bureau of 

Consular Affairs, Dep’t of State (Feb. 3, 2017), ECF No. 50-1, affected many putative class 

members, who remain stranded abroad. See infra Part II. The Court therefore should order the 

government to provide a list of all those putative class members who have been held by 

Respondents at any U.S. airport pursuant to the EO, including those returned, whether based on a 

purported “voluntary” withdrawal of an application for admission, visa revocation pursuant to 

the Department of State’s instruction implementing the EO, or otherwise. Although the 

government has offered to assist in returning any removed individuals, see Ngo Decl., Ex. I, only 
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by providing such a list can the parties effectuate the purpose of the TRO: to “preserve [the] 

status quo” before the issuance of the EO. Stay Hr’g Tr. 18:15, Jan. 28, 2017, ECF No. 17.  

A. There Is No Relevant Distinction Between Detention and “Processing” 
 

As an initial matter, the government’s position that individuals being “processed at a port 

of entry” are not being held is untenable. An individual who is referred to secondary inspection, 

questioned, and held (often for hours) would be considered held or “detained” under any 

reasonable understanding of that term. Moreover, the U.S. Customs and Border Protection 

(“CBP”) Inspector’s Field Manual (“IFM”)—an official CBP publication—specifically explains 

that “[d]uring an inspection at a port-of-entry, detention begins when the applicant is referred 

into secondary or waits for processing.” Ngo Decl., Ex. J at 17.8 (CBP Inspector’s Field 

Manual); see also id. (explaining that when a person is “referred by an officer for further 

inspection” and is taken to “a secondary inspection area, POE [‘point-of-entry’] hold room, or 

any other designated and/or assigned secure area for less than 24 hours,” they are in “short-term 

detention”).2 The declarations attached to this motion demonstrate that many individuals subject 

to the EO were held in just this way, often for hours. See, e.g., Decl. of Sara Yarjani (“Yarjani 

Decl.”) ¶ 39. Accordingly, “processing” is simply holding by another name. The Court’s order, 

                                                
2 While CBP may change how it defines “detention” for its own purposes or for consistency in 
its manuals, CBP is not free to change the definition of detention in the broader context of habeas 
actions such as this one. In this context, the most natural interpretation of the Court’s order is 
that it encompasses all individuals who had been subject to the challenged detention. See 28 
U.S.C. § 2241 (extending writ of habeas corpus to individuals “in custody under or by color of 
the authority of the United States”). However, CBP has not been transparent regarding even its 
own terminology. In 2013, CBP began to phase out use of the IFM and phase in use of the 
Officer’s Reference Tool (“ORT”). Despite a 2013 FOIA request pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 552 by 
the American Immigration Lawyers Association, CBP still has refused to release the ORT, 
making the IFM the most recent public evidence of CPB’s interpretation of the meaning of 
“detention.” Complaint, American Immigration Law Association v. Dep’t Homeland Security, 
1:16-cv-02470 (D.D.C. Dec. 19, 2016), ECF No. 1.  
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issued as an exercise of its habeas authority, concerned all putative class members whom 

Respondents held or had held pursuant to the EO. As a result, the names of these individuals 

“processed” under the EO must be disclosed to Petitioners. 

B. The Court’s Order Requires Disclosure of All Individuals Who Have Been 
Detained Under the EO Since the Filing of the Motion for Class Certification 
  

 The context of the Court’s order for the list makes clear the broad scope of the relief 

contemplated. This suit was brought on behalf of all individuals who were stopped at an airport, 

held there, and threatened with removal from the country. By issuing a stay based on Petitioners’ 

habeas petition, Judge Donnelly conveyed the Court’s concern about maintaining the status quo 

for all individuals held in government custody pursuant to the EO. The Court’s order was not 

limited to a snapshot of individuals detained at one point in time. At the hearing held on January 

28, 2017 preceding the Court’s order, Respondents’ counsel stated it would be “more difficult 

than it sounds” to provide a list of who was being detained, because “[p]eople are coming in all 

the time.” Stay Hr’g Tr. 17:14–15. The Court, aware that the list of individuals held was likely to 

fluctuate, nevertheless ordered the government to produce the list. Id. at 17:17; Order, ECF No. 

8.  

Moreover, at the January 28 hearing, Petitioners specifically requested that the Court 

order production of a list for the purpose of facilitating “communicat[ion] with specific 

individuals.” Stay Hr’g Tr. 16:21. Counsel for Petitioner pointed out at the hearing that the 

manner of locating class members at that time was primarily through “happenstance,” id. at 

17:2–3, and indicated that a reason for the list was to identify class members that counsel would 

not know of otherwise, id. at 16:22–17:3. When Respondents’ counsel resisted, the Court agreed 

with Petitioners that “the whole point of this hearing is to preserve this status quo[,]” id. at 

18:14–15, and that it would not be “unduly burdensome to identify the people that we’re talking 
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about here within the specific class[,]” id. at 18:17–19. Counsel for Petitioner further expressed 

his concern “about the person and probably other people who are about to get on the plane,” id. 

at 19:9–10, and the Court clarified that “[n]obody is to be removed in this class,” id. at 19:15–16 

(emphasis added). The Court’s order for a list of detained individuals was thus intended to 

preserve the status of individuals who had rightful permission to enter the United States prior to 

the EO—a purpose that could only be achieved through disclosure of the names of all 

individuals held by CBP and ICE, including those held for any amount of time or otherwise “in 

custody” under the EO.  

In similar litigation, Judge Brinkema of the Eastern District of Virginia has ordered the 

government to produce a similar list covering anyone denied entry or removed under the EO, 

since the EO was issued. See Ngo Decl., Ex. A. Similar to this Court’s order, the order issued in 

Aziz was not limited in time, and, as such, the order issued in this case should likewise be 

interpreted to encompass all individuals held pursuant to the EO. 

C. The Order is Not Limited to Requiring Disclosure of Individuals Held Based 
“Solely” Under the Executive Order 

 
Contrary to the plain text of the Court’s order and this Court’s instructions during the 

January 28 hearing, Respondents seek to limit the order further by adding qualifications the 

Court never imposed. Compare Docket Text Order, Jan. 28, 2017, 10:15 PM (EST) (directing 

Respondents “to provide a list of individuals detained, pursuant to the January 27, 2017 

Executive Order, to the petitioner’s counsel”), with Steven Platt, Status Conf. Tr. 21:11–14 

(asserting list would be a “null set” because “neither [CBP] or [ICE] . . . are detaining anyone 

solely under this executive order” (emphases added)) and Ngo Decl., Ex. I (Feb. 6, 2017, Letter 

from Steven A. Platt to Muneer I. Ahmad) (asserting that individuals who “voluntarily withdrew 
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their applications for admission and departed for a foreign destination” were not removed 

pursuant to the EO, and thus not part of the required list).  

First, the government appears to draw a spurious distinction between denying entry 

“solely” under the EO and, for example, turning an individual away for lack of a valid travel 

document, such as a visa that had been revoked pursuant to the EO. See Letter of Edward J. 

Ramotowski, Deputy Asst. Sec’y, Bureau of Consular Affairs, Dep’t of State (Jan. 27, 2017), 

ECF No. 20-1 (noting the provisional visa revocation was undertaken “in implementation of 

section 3(c) of the Executive Order”). The government’s distinction is hollow, as either 

procedure derives from the EO. The Court’s order also does not in any way qualify the clause 

“pursuant to the January 27, 2017 Executive Order.” Docket Text Order, Jan. 28, 2017, 10:15 

PM (EST). Rather, as Judge Donnelly noted, the purpose of the TRO is to “preserve [the] status 

quo.” Stay Hr’g Tr. 18:15. Thus, it is intended to preserve the status of individuals who had 

rightful permission to enter the United States prior to the EO. As a result, Petitioners respectfully 

ask that the Court require Respondents to disclose the names of all individuals held for any 

period of time as a result of this directive and any other implementing instructions pursuant to 

the EO.  

Second, the government claims that some removed individuals departed “voluntarily” by 

withdrawing their applications for admission and departing the United States, and that disclosure 

of such individuals is not required. Ngo Decl., Ex. I. But as the declarations included with this 

motion indicate, several proposed class members were intimidated and coerced into withdrawing 

their applications under conditions that cannot, under any reasonable interpretation, be construed 
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as voluntary.3 See infra Part II. In some cases, the EO itself was the coercive instrument used by 

the government to procure the “voluntary” withdrawals of applications for admission. Decl. of 

Snober ¶ 12; Abushamma Decl. ¶ 8. The government’s effort to evade the Court order by 

characterizing the removals as “voluntary” highlights the need for disclosing the list of all 

putative class members who have been held by Respondents at any U.S. airports. Without such a 

list, Petitioners will be unable to identify all the individuals who were denied entry on the basis 

of the EO, whether thorugh its direct application or through coercion. 

D.  The Purpose of the List Requires Broad Disclosure 
 

The original and continuing need for the list is clear. Petitioners’ counsel seeks 

information solely in the possession of the government in order to identify and communicate 

with class members, monitor compliance with the Court’s stay order, and seek remedy for 

noncompliance and other violations of class members’ rights. But the government’s 

interpretation stymies each of these purposes. A single snapshot of those held at a given moment 

of Respondents’ choosing provides Petitioners’ counsel no meaningful information and no 

ability to monitor the government’s compliance; a snapshot of those “detained”—according to 

the government’s groundless definition—affords even less. Finally, this Court should rule that 

Respondents must provide Petitioners with a list of all individuals held in order to allow 

Petitioners to pursue appropriate remedies for class members who were wrongfully detained or 

returned. Cf. Ngo Decl., Ex. E (Email from Steven A. Platt to My Khanh Ngo (Jan. 31, 2017, 

                                                
3 Shortly before this filing, on February 7, 2017, Petitioners provided Respondents with a list of 
individuals who were intimidated and coerced into signing withdrawal applications, some of 
whom have still been unable to secure transport back to the United States. While the Government 
offered to “discuss the prospect of facilitating []travel back to the United States” for certain class 
members of whom Petitioners are “aware,” see Ngo Decl. Exh. I, the government’s failure to 
provide the list makes it difficult if not impossible for Petitioners and their counsel to identify all 
individuals who were unlawfully removed. 
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9:49 PM EST)) (“If you are aware of any individuals being unlawfully detained, please let us 

know . . .”). Without the list ordered by the Court, counsel has been able to monitor 

Respondents’ compliance with the Court’s order only through ad hoc reports from noncitizens, 

family members, and attorneys around the world who are able to contact Petitioners’ counsel.  

Ultimately, the government’s position on the list is unjustifiable. In essence, the 

government contends it may delay more than a week after the Court’s order without providing 

any information about individuals detained pursuant to the EO, unilaterally modify the Court’s 

own words, and then invent arbitrary distinctions in order to announce that the list the Court 

ordered is a “null set” because no one is currently held as the government chooses to understand 

that term. Whether Respondents have taken this position as a result of the chaos engendered by 

this EO or for some other reason, the government’s proffered interpretations would deprive the 

Court’s order of any significance. 

II. The Return of Individuals Removed 
 

With this motion, Petitioners submit declarations establishing that Respondents removed 

eleven individuals4 pursuant to the EO, after the Petitioners filed their motion for class 

certification. See infra Part II.A. There are likely many more. At least one of these removals took 

place after the Court issued a nationwide order staying removal.5 Because the government has 

not identified individuals removed pursuant to the EO, see supra Part I, it is plausible that the 

government has carried out additional removals in violation of this Court’s order. At the 

                                                
4 The eleven individuals include the eight named declarants and their family members. 
5 Petitioners understand that many putative class members signed forms, often under coercion, 
agreeing to withdraw their applications for admission, and were then subsequently placed on 
planes returning them to the country from which they had traveled. Petitioners use the term 
“removal” to refer to the process by which Respondents implemented the EO to prohibit class 
members’ entry to the United States, resulting in their forced departures. 
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moment, the government is offering to assist with the return of some individuals, as required by 

the temporary restraining order entered by the U.S. District Court in Seattle. The government has 

filed an emergency appeal of the Seattle order, however, and because that order may be vacated 

at any time, and because it will soon expire in any event, Petitioners request an order from this 

Court for the return of putative class members. See also Stay Hr’g Tr. 13:14-15 (Judge Donnelly 

finding “likelihood of success” of class certification motion). Removals of class members based 

on the EO are unlawful, including those removals based upon State Department guidance 

implementing the EO through the revocation of visas. In light of Respondents’ unlawful actions, 

this Court should exercise its inherent and statutory authority to order the return of all those 

individuals removed pursuant to the EO since the filing of the motion for class certification at 

5:43 AM EST on January 28, 2017. 

A. Respondents Removed Numerous Class Members After the Motion for Class 
Certification Was Filed 

 
Despite being on notice of putative class members’ challenge to removal based on the 

Executive Order, the government effectuated numerous removals after Petitioners filed their 

motion for class certification. The removals of Hind Elbashir, Sara Yarjani, and Yahya 

Aburomman, detailed below, are illustrative of the declarations accompanying this 

memorandum, and indicate troubling practices the government engaged in after the filing of this 

lawsuit and class certification motion. While some of these individuals have since returned to the 

United States at their own cost, and with the help of extraordinary efforts by individual lawyers, 

others remain abroad. 

1. Hind Elbashir 

Putative class member Hind Elbashir traveled to Orlando, Florida on Saturday, January 

28, 2017 to care for her sister and her sister’s children. Decl. of Hind Elbashir ¶ 2, ¶¶ 4–5. Her 
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sister was about to give birth and needed assistance to care for her newborn baby and her son 

with severe autism. Id. ¶ 5. Ms. Elbashir received a B-2 visa on January 11, 2017 and planned to 

stay with her sister for one month to provide this crucial support. Id. ¶¶ 5–6, 8. However, when 

Ms. Elbashir arrived at the airport on January 28 at 10:30 AM EST, she was denied entry based 

on the EO, which had been issued while she was in transit. Id. ¶¶ 9, 11–12, 16. Ms. Elbashir was 

detained in a secondary processing room by CBP for approximately ten hours before being 

coerced into leaving the United States on Lufthansa Flight No. 465, which left on or around 

January 28 at 9:10 PM EST. Id. ¶¶ 24–28; see also id. Ex. B (List of Historical Flight Departure 

Times for Lufthansa Flight Number 465). At least ten other individuals from countries with visa 

bans under the EO were returned on the same flight. Id. ¶ 25; see also Decl. of Rashid Gibril Ali 

¶¶ 4, 10.   

2. Sara Yarjani  

Putative class member Sara Yarjani, a citizen of Iran and permanent resident of Austria 

traveling on an F-1 student visa, landed at the Los Angeles International Airport (“LAX”) from 

Oslo, Norway at 8:35 PM PST on January 27, 2017. Yarjani Decl. ¶¶ 7–8. Ms. Yarjani was then 

detained by a CBP agent and taken to a back room. Id. ¶¶ 9–10. An officer who identified 

himself as a “case worker” questioned her and informed her that she was not admissible to the 

United States because her student visa was no longer valid. Id. ¶¶ 13–14. The officer presented 

Ms. Yarjani with two options: 1) comply by signing a form and agreeing to leave voluntarily, or 

2) be forcibly removed with a reentry ban of one to five years or longer. Id. ¶ 15. Ms. Yarjani felt 

she had no choice but to comply and sign the form. Id. She was prohibited from calling anyone 

until her interview and paperwork had been completed. Id. ¶ 16. She was then sent back to the 

detention room. Id. ¶ 17. Ms. Yarjani was detained for nearly twenty-three hours at LAX before 
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boarding a flight departing the United States on January 28, 2017 at approximately 7:30 PM 

PST, after the issuance of this Court’s order. Id. ¶¶ 37, 39.  

3. Yahya Aburomman 

CBP officers removed class member Yahya Aburomman after 5:00 PM CST on Monday, 

January 30, nearly two full days after the Court’s order enjoining such removals was issued. 

Decl. of Yahya Aburomman ¶ 24. Mr. Aburomman is a Jordanian citizen holding a Jordanian 

passport that indicates he was born in Syria, one of the seven countries covered by the EO. Id. ¶¶ 

1, 5. Jordan, however, is not on the list of seven countries covered by the EO. See EO, Sec. 3(c). 

Mr. Aburomman came to the United States on a B-1/B-2 visa in order to visit U.S.-citizen family 

members. Aburomman Decl. ¶¶ 2, 4. Upon his arrival at O’Hare Airport on January 29, 2017, 

CBP officers noticed his passport stated he was born in Syria and as a result held and questioned 

him for six hours. Id. ¶¶ 5, 11. The officers coerced him into signing papers agreeing to departure 

by threatening him with permanent banishment from the United States. Id. ¶ 19. After he signed 

the papers against his will, he was held in a locked cell in the airport for 20 hours. Id. ¶ 22. He 

was not permitted to speak to his brother, who was waiting for him at arrivals, or his lawyer. Id. 

¶¶ 23, 25. Mr. Aburomman was subsequently returned to Jordan on January 30 via Lufthansa 

flight L431 to Frankfurt. Id. ¶ 25. 

B. This Court Should Order Class Members’ Return to the United States 
 
 This Court has both inherent authority and statutory authority to order relief to potential 

class members removed pursuant to the EO and its implementation. 28 U.S.C. § 1651; United 

States v. New York Tel. Co., 434 U.S. 159, 173 (1977) (“The Court has consistently applied the 

[All Writs] Act flexibly . . . .”); Ying Fong v. Ashcroft, 317 F. Supp. 2d 398, 404 (S.D.N.Y. 

2004) (noting that courts have both inherent and statutory authority to issue rulings to effectuate 
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relief). Exercising these powers, courts regularly order the return of deported individuals in 

appropriate circumstances. See, e.g., Sutuc v. Attorney General, No 15-2425 (3d Cir. June 19, 

2015); Ying Fong v. Ashcroft, 317 F. Supp. 2d 398, 408 (S.D.N.Y. 2004); Dennis v. INS, No. 

CIV.A. 301CV279SRU, 2002 WL 295100 (D. Conn. Feb. 19, 2002). Indeed, at least one other 

federal court has already done so for an individual removed pursuant to the EO. See Vayeghan v. 

Kelly, No. 17-0702, ECF No. 5 (C.D. Cal. Jan. 29, 2017), Ex. K (“Respondents shall transport 

Petitioner back to the United States and admit him under the terms of his previously approved 

visa.”).  

Here, an order requiring Respondents to return and admit putative class members 

removed subsequent to the filing of Petitioners’ motion for class certification at 5:43 AM EST on 

January 28, 2017, see Mot. for Class Cert., ECF No. 4, is appropriate. Putative class members 

removed by the government were entitled to be heard on their application for a writ of habeas 

corpus. See Boumediene v. Bush, 553 U.S. 723, 779 (2008). The government’s removal of 

putative habeas class members once it was on notice that they challenge their removal is contrary 

to principles of habeas jurisdiction, as the court must be in control of the body of the person so 

that it can be assured of its ability to provide effective relief. For this reason, the Court should 

order the return of the individuals who, at the time of the filing of the class certification motion, 

became putative class members challenging their removal.  

Additionally, the Court retains jurisdiction over any individuals already removed 

pursuant to the Executive Order. Carafas v. LaVallee, 391 U.S. 234, 238 (1968); see also United 

States ex rel. Meadows v. State of New York, 426 F.2d 1176, 1182 (2d Cir. 1970). Ordering 

return would also be consistent with this Court’s finding that class members are likely to prevail 
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on the merits of their claims and that there is “imminent danger” of “substantial and irreparable 

injury” if removed. Decision and Order, ECF No. 8; see also Mot. for Class Cert., ECF No. 4. 

C. The Government’s Coercive Tactics Warrant Ordering Return of Putative 
Class Members Who Withdrew Their Applications for Admission 
 

The attached declarations illustrate that the implementation of the EO was shot through 

with coercion compounded by the denial of access to counsel and translation services. Removals 

based on such coercion are unlawful and the Court should order the return of affected members 

of the proposed class. 

A noncitizen’s decision to withdraw an application for admission to the United States 

must be voluntary, or it is not legitimate. See 8 C.F.R. § 235.4. Respondents subjected class 

members to repeated threats and barred them from accessing counsel so as to coerce them into 

signing waivers. See, e.g., Snober Decl. ¶ 20 (stating that Mr. Snober and his young children 

witnessed CBP officials handcuff a man in a detention room while other CBP officials had their 

hands on their guns); Abushamma Decl. ¶¶ 8–9, 13–15, 20 (stating that CBP agents refused Ms. 

Abushamma’s repeated requests to speak with her immigration attorney, told her that she would 

be forcibly removed from the United States and banned from the country for five years unless 

she signed a waiver form, and did not provide her with any food until after she had signed a 

waiver form); Aburomman Decl. ¶ 19 (stating that CBP agents told Mr. Aburomman that he 

would be barred from reentering the United States “for the rest of [his] life” if he did not agree to 

his removal). 

A decision made under threat—like many of the decisions made by the declarants here—

is not voluntary. The government’s claim that those who “voluntarily withdrew their applications 

for admission” under such threats did so neither pursuant to the EO nor involuntarily, see Ngo 

Decl., Ex. I, is mistaken. As courts have explained in the analogous context of voluntary 
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departure, it is coercive for an immigration official to present a noncitizen with the option of 

leaving the United States while threatening her with the negative possible consequences of 

seeking to remain. See Orantes-Hernandez v. Smith, 541 F. Supp. 351, 373 (C.D. Cal. 1982) 

(describing how an “interrogative environment and the omissions in the information provided by 

INS agents” can constitute coercion). Voluntariness may be negated where there are threats of 

lengthy detention, removal regardless of efforts made to remain, and other negative immigration 

consequences. See Orantes-Hernandez v. Thornburg, 919 F.2d 549, 562 (9th Cir. 1990). Indeed, 

even where such threats are “accurate descriptions of what may in fact occur,” it is nonetheless 

true that “without any notice of rights, such accurate descriptions are improper.” Smith, 541 F. 

Supp. at 373 (internal quotation marks omitted).  

In the voluntary departure setting, “any waiver of rights made pursuant to a signature on a 

voluntary departure form must be effectuated willingly and with full knowledge of the effects of 

one’s actions.” Maria S. v. Garza, 2015 WL 4394745 at *5 (S.D. Tex. 2015). That was not 

always the case here. Further, noncitizens who do not speak English must be able to understand 

deportation proceedings to voluntarily waive their rights. United States v. Ramos, 623 F.3d 672, 

680-81 (9th Cir. 2010). Yet, class members who did not understand the waiver forms were 

denied access to translators. See Alhaffar Decl. ¶¶ 8–9 (stating that CBP agents denied Ms. 

Alhaffar’s request for a translator); cf. Decl. of Manar ¶ 14 (stating that CBP agents refused to 

explain form waiving rights). Thus, class members signed these forms without full consent or 

knowledge as to the consequences of so doing. 

The results have been devastating for many removed individuals. As the attached 

declarations demonstrate, class members have been traumatized, were separated from their 

spouses, and missed critical family events due to their unlawful removal. See, e.g., Elbashir Decl. 
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¶ 5 (stating at Ms. Elbashir was coming to the United States to assist her sister’s family with the 

birth of a new child and with care for another child with special needs); Alhaffar Decl. ¶¶ 14-15 

(stating that Ms. Alhaffar has been separated from her husband, that she was “emotionally 

devastated” by her experience, and that she does not know when she will see him again); Snober 

Decl. ¶¶ 21, 24 (stating Mr. Snober’s family was “very upset[,] . . . depressed,” and that his 

children have remained “very agitated”). 

Because Respondents coerced individuals into removal, denied them access to translation 

and counsel, and needlessly traumatized them, this Court should order their return. At an 

absolute minimum, the Court should require the government to return individuals removed after 

the Court issued its order on the evening of January 28. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Petitioners respectfully request that this Court order 

Respondents to: 

(1) Immediately produce a list of the names of all individuals who have been detained at 

any time, including those processed, pursuant to the Executive Order, and provide 

daily updated lists to counsel about these detainees; 

(2) Immediately produce the names of individuals removed pursuant to the Executive 

Order since the filing of the motion for class certification, the countries to which they 

were removed, the flights on which they were removed, and the times at which they 

were removed, and provide daily updated lists to counsel about these individuals; and 

(3) Return to the United States all individuals who were removed at any time after the 

filing of Petitioners’ motion for class certification because of the Executive Order. 
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DATED: February 7, 2017 
New Haven, Connecticut 
 
 
Omar C. Jadwat**    
Lee Gelernt (LG-8511)   
Cecillia D. Wang (CW-8359)  
Andre I. Segura† 
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIEs    
UNION FOUNDATION    
125 Broad Street, 18th Floor  
New York, NY 10004 
Tel. (212) 549-2600  
ojadwat@aclu.org 
lgelernt@aclu.org 
cwang@aclu.org 
asegura@aclu.org 
 
Mark Doss 
Rebecca Heller 
Julie Kornfeld 
Stephen Poellot 
INTERNATIONAL REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 
PROJECT 
URBAN JUSTICE CENTER 
40 Rector St, 9th Floor 
New York, NY 10006 
Tel. (646)-602-5600 
mdoss@refugeerights.org 
bheller@refugeerights.org 
jkornfeld@refugeerights.org 
spoellot@refugeerights.org  
 
Karen C. Tumlin††  

Nicholas Espíritu†† 

Melissa S. Keaney†  

Esther Sung†  

NATIONAL IMMIGRATION 
LAW CENTER 
3435 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1600 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
Phone: (213) 639-3900 
tumlin@nilc.org 
espiritu@nilc.org 
keaney@nilc.org 
sung@nilc.org 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Michael J. Wishnie 
Michael J. Wishnie (MW 1952) 
Muneer I. Ahmad** 
Elora Mukherjee (EM 4011)  
Marisol Orihuela† 
JEROME N. FRANK LEGAL SERVICES 
ORGANIZATION* 
YALE LAW SCHOOL‡ 
P.O. Box 209090 
New Haven, CT 06520-9090 
Phone: (203) 432-4800  
Fax: (203) 432-1426 
michael.wishnie@yale.edu 
 
Jennifer Chang Newell†† 
Cody H. Wofsy†† 

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION 
FOUNDATION IMMIGRANTS’ RIGHTS PROJECT 
39 Drumm Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Tel. (415) 343-0770 
jnewell@aclu.org 
cwofsy@aclu.org 
 
Jonathan Polonsky 
KILPATRICK TOWNSEND & STOCKTON LLP 
1114 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10036-7703 
Tel. (212) 775 8703 
jpolonsky@kilpatricktownsend.com  
 
Justin B. Cox† 

NATIONAL IMMIGRATION 
LAW CENTER 
1989 College Ave. NE 
Atlanta, GA 30317 
Phone: (678) 404-9119 
cox@nilc.org 
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**Application for admission forthcoming. 
* Law students working on behalf of the Legal Services Organization include Tiffany Bailey, 
Willem Bloom, Adam Bradlow, Catherine Chen, David Chen, Jordan Laris Cohen, Charles Du, 
Susanna Evarts, Katherine Haas, Amit Jain, My Khanh Ngo, Aaron Korthuis, Andrea Levien, 
Carolyn Lipp, Zachary Manfredi, Melissa Marichal, Adan Martinez, Joseph Meyers, Natalia 
Nazarewicz, Megha Ram, Victoria Roeck, Joseph (Yusuf) Saei, Thomas Scott-Railton, Yun 
Tang, Rachel Wilf, and Elizabeth Willis. Motions for law student appearance forthcoming. 
† Motion for admission pro hac vice forthcoming. 
†† Appearing pro hac vice. 
‡ For identification purposes only. This motion has been prepared by a clinic operated by Yale 
Law School, but does not purport to present the school’s institutional views, if any. 
 
Counsel for Petitioners 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

 
 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[PROPOSED] ORDER TO ENFORCE COURT ORDER BY  
COMPELLING (1) DISCLOSURE OF LIST OF INDIVIDUALS DETAINED; 

AND (2) RETURN OF INDIVIDUALS REMOVED 
 

This matter having been brought before the Court by Plaintiffs Hameed Khalid 

Darweesh, Haider Sameer Abdulkhaleq Alshawi, on behalf of members of the proposed class, 

pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 7(b)(1) and Local Rule 7.1; and the Court having 

considered this matter, and for good cause having been shown;  

 IT IS on this _______ day of _________, 2017 

 ORDERED that, pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 7(b)(1) and Local Rule 7.1, 

Defendants shall:  

(1) Immediately produce a list of the names of all individuals ever detained, including 

those processed, in the United States pursuant to the January 27, 2017 Executive 

Order, and provide daily updated lists to counsel about these detainees; 

(2) Immediately produce the names of individuals removed pursuant to the Executive 

HAMEED KHALID DARWEESH, et al., 
 
on behalf of themselves and others similarly 
situated, 
 

Petitioners, 
 

v. 
  
DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 
States, et al., 
  

Respondents. 
 

 
 
 
  
 Case No. 1:17-cv-00480 
  
  
  
  
Date: ________________, 2017 

 

Case 1:17-cv-00480-CBA   Document 53-2   Filed 02/07/17   Page 1 of 2 PageID #: 568



2 
 

Order since the filing of the motion for class certification in this case, the countries to 

which they were removed, the flights on which they were removed, and the times at 

which they were removed, and provide daily updated lists to counsel about these 

individuals; and, 

(3) Return to the United States all individuals who were removed at any time after the 

filing of that motion because of the Executive Order. 

 

DATED this _______ day of ________, 2017.  

______________________________ 
Honorable Carol Bagley Amon 
United States District Court Judge 
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DECLARATION OF MY KHANH NGO 

 
I, My Khanh Ngo, upon my personal knowledge and in accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 
1746, hereby declare as follows: 
 

1. I am a law student intern with the Jerome N. Frank Legal Services Organization 
at Yale Law School. I am over eighteen years of age and I understand the 
obligations of an oath. 

 
2. All of the exhibits attached hereto are true and accurate copies of the originals. 
 
3. Exhibit A is a true and accurate copy of the Order, Aziz v. Trump, No. 1:17-cv-

116 (LMB/TCB) (E.D. Va. Feb. 3, 2017), ECF No. 38. 
 

4. Exhibit B is a true and accurate copy of the Email from My Khanh Ngo, Law 
Student Intern, Jerome N. Frank Legal Services Organization, to Scott Dunn, 
Assistant U.S. Attorney, E.D.N.Y. (Jan. 30, 2017, 7:20 A.M. EST). 

 

HAMEED KHALID DARWEESH and 
HAIDER SAMEER ABDULKHALEQ 
ALSHAWI, 
 
on behalf of themselves and others similarly 
situated, 
 

Petitioners, 
 

v. 
  
DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 
States; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
HOMELAND SECURITY (“DHS”); U.S. 
CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
(“CBP”); JOHN KELLY, Secretary of DHS; 
KEVIN K. MCALEENAN, Acting 
Commissioner of CBP; JAMES T. 
MADDEN, New York Field Director, CBP, 
  

Respondents. 
 

 
 
 
 
  
 Case No. 1:17-cv-00480 
  
  
  
  
Date: February 7, 2017 
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5. Exhibit C is a true and accurate copy of the Email from Steven A. Platt, Trial 
Attorney, U.S. Dep’t of Justice, to My Khanh Ngo (Jan. 30, 2017, 9:33 P.M. 
EST). 

 
6. Exhibit D is a true and accurate copy of the Email from My Khanh Ngo to 

Steven A. Platt (Jan. 31, 2017, 9:23 A.M. EST). 
 

7. Exhibit E is a true and accurate copy of the Email from Steven A. Platt to My 
Khanh Ngo (Jan. 31, 2017, 9:49 P.M. EST). 

 
8. Exhibit F is a true and accurate copy of the Email from My Khanh Ngo to 

Steven A. Platt (Feb. 1, 2017, 3:51 P.M. EST).  
 

9. Exhibit G is a true and accurate copy of the Letter from Muneer I. Ahmad, 
Supervising Attorney, Jerome N. Frank Legal Services Organization, to Steven 
A. Platt (February 2, 2017, 11:47 P.M. EST).  

 
10. Exhibit H is a true and accurate copy of the Letter from Steven A. Platt to 

Muneer I. Ahmad (February 3, 2017, 3:59 P.M. EST).  
 

11. Exhibit I is a true and accurate copy of the Letter from Steven A. Platt to 
Muneer I. Ahmad (February 6, 2017, 7:46 P.M. EST). 

 
12. Exhibit J is a true and accurate copy of the of the table of contents and Chapter 

17 of the Customs and Border Protection Inspector’s Field Manual (Apr. 19, 
2007). 

 
13. Exhibit K is a true and accurate copy of the District Court Order, Vayeghan v. 

Kelly, No. 17-0702 (C.D. Cal. Jan. 29, 2017), ECF No. 5. 
 

 
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 
foregoing is true and correct, based on my personal knowledge. 
 
Dated: February 7,  2017 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

_____________________________ 
 

My Khanh Ngo, Law Student Intern 
Jerome N. Frank Legal Services Org.   

 Yale Law School     
 P.O. Box 209090 

New Haven, Connecticut 06520 
Phone: (203) 432-4800 
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Wednesday,)February)1,)2017)at)10:49:38)PM)Eastern)Standard)Time

Page)1)of)1

Subject: [Wirac](Order(regarding(List(of(Detained(and/or(Removed(Class(Members

Date: Monday,(January(30,(2017(at(7:20:09(AM(Eastern(Standard(Time

From: My(Khanh(Ngo((sent(by(wiracPbounces@mailman.yale.edu(<wiracPbounces@mailman.yale.edu>)

To: ScoV.Dunn@usdoj.gov,(steven.a.plaV@usdoj.gov

CC: wirac@mailman.yale.edu,(Karen(Tumlin,(Stephen(Poellot,(Keaney,(Lee(Gelernt,(Becca(Heller,(Cecillia
Wang,(Jus]n(Cox,(Melissa@ahi.its.yale.edu,(Jadwat,(Omar@ahi.its.yale.edu

Mr.(Dunn(and(Mr.(PlaV,

At(the(mo]on(hearing(on(the(evening(of(January(28,(2017,(Judge(Donnelly(instructed(the(Government(“to(provide(a(
list(of(individuals(detained,(pursuant(to(the(January(27,(2017(Execu]ve(Order,(to(the(pe]]oner’s(counsel.”(We(are(
contac]ng(you(to(request(that(you(immediately(send(us(a(list,(updated(daily,(of(all(individuals(detained(across(the(
country(based(on(the(Execu]ve(Order,(including(anyone(previously(detained(and(removed.(

Many(thanks,
My(Khanh

==
My Khanh Ngo
Law Student Intern
Jerome N. Frank Legal Services Organization 
mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org 

PRIVILEGED(AND(CONFIDENTIAL
This(ePmail(message(is(intended(only(for(the(use(of(the(individual(or(en]ty(to(which(it(is(addressed(and(may(contain(
informa]on(that(is(privileged,(confiden]al(and(exempt(from(disclosure.(((If(you(are(not(the(intended(recipient,(please(
do(not(disseminate,(distribute(or(copy(this(communica]on,(by(ePmail(or(otherwise.((Instead,(please(no]fy(me(
immediately(by(return(ePmail((including(the(original(message(in(your(reply)(and(by(telephone(and(then(delete(and(
discard(all(copies(of(the(ePmail.
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Wednesday,)February)1,)2017)at)10:49:59)PM)Eastern)Standard)Time

Page)1)of)2

Subject: Re:$[Wirac]$Order$regarding$List$of$Detained$and/or$Removed$Class$Members
Date: Monday,$January$30,$2017$at$9:33:31$PM$Eastern$Standard$Time
From: PlaK,$Steven$A.$(CIV)$(sent$by$wiracSbounces@mailman.yale.edu$<wiracS

bounces@mailman.yale.edu>)
To: My$Khanh$Ngo,$Dunn,$ScoK$(USANYE)
CC: wirac@mailman.yale.edu,$Karen$Tumlin,$Stephen$Poellot,$Melissa$Keaney,$Lee$Gelernt,$Becca

Heller,$Cecillia$Wang,$Jus`n$Cox,$Omar$Jadwat

Dear$Ms.$Ngo,

I$wanted$to$touch$base$about$your$request.$Unfortunately,$I$do$not$have$anything$to$provide$you$yet,$but$I$will$keep
you$updated.

Best,

Steve

Steven$A.$PlaK
Trial$AKorney
U.S.$Department$of$Jus`ce$|$Civil$Division$|$Office$of$Immigra`on$Li`ga`on$|$District$Court$Sec`on
P.O.$Box$868$|$Ben$Franklin$Sta`on$|$Washington,$DC$20044

$|$(202)$305S7000$(fax)$|$steven.a.plaK@usdoj.gov
[Descrip`on:$Descrip`on:$Descrip`on:$cid:image001.jpg@01CA8936.0709C300]
________________________________
The$contents$of$this$message$may$be$privileged$and$confiden`al.$If$this$message$has$been$received$in$error,$please
delete$it$without$reading$it$and$immediately$contact$the$sender.
Your$receipt$of$this$message$is$not$intended$to$waive$any$applicable$privilege.$Please$do$not$disseminate$this$message
without$the$permission$of$the$author.

From:$My$Khanh$Ngo$[mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org]
Sent:$Monday,$January$30,$2017$7:20$AM
To:$Dunn,$ScoK$(USANYE)$<ScoK.Dunn@usdoj.gov>;$PlaK,$Steven$A.$(CIV)$<splaK@CIV.USDOJ.GOV>
Cc:$wirac@mailman.yale.edu;$Cecillia$Wang$<cwang@aclu.org>;$Lee$Gelernt$<LGELERNT@aclu.org>;$Omar$Jadwat
<OJadwat@aclu.org>;$Jus`n$Cox$<cox@nilc.org>;$Becca$Heller$<Bheller@refugeerights.org>;$Stephen$Poellot
<spoellot@refugeerights.org>;$Melissa$Keaney$<keaney@nilc.org>;$Karen$Tumlin$<tumlin@nilc.org>
Subject:$Order$regarding$List$of$Detained$and/or$Removed$Class$Members

Mr.$Dunn$and$Mr.$PlaK,

At$the$mo`on$hearing$on$the$evening$of$January$28,$2017,$Judge$Donnelly$instructed$the$Government$“to$provide$a
list$of$individuals$detained,$pursuant$to$the$January$27,$2017$Execu`ve$Order,$to$the$pe``oner’s$counsel.”$We$are
contac`ng$you$to$request$that$you$immediately$send$us$a$list,$updated$daily,$of$all$individuals$detained$across$the
country$based$on$the$Execu`ve$Order,$including$anyone$previously$detained$and$removed.

Many$thanks,
My$Khanh

==
My$Khanh$Ngo
Law$Student$Intern
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Jerome$N.$Frank$Legal$Services$Organiza`on
mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org<mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org>

PRIVILEGED$AND$CONFIDENTIAL
This$eSmail$message$is$intended$only$for$the$use$of$the$individual$or$en`ty$to$which$it$is$addressed$and$may$contain
informa`on$that$is$privileged,$confiden`al$and$exempt$from$disclosure.$$$If$you$are$not$the$intended$recipient,$please
do$not$disseminate,$distribute$or$copy$this$communica`on,$by$eSmail$or$otherwise.$$Instead,$please$no`fy$me
immediately$by$return$eSmail$(including$the$original$message$in$your$reply)$and$by$telephone$and$then$delete$and
discard$all$copies$of$the$eSmail.

_______________________________________________
Wirac$mailing$list
Wirac@mailman.yale.edu
hKp://mailman.yale.edu/mailman/lis`nfo/wirac
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Wednesday,)February)1,)2017)at)10:50:15)PM)Eastern)Standard)Time

Page)1)of)2

Subject: Re:$[Wirac]$Order$regarding$List$of$Detained$and/or$Removed$Class$Members
Date: Tuesday,$January$31,$2017$at$9:23:42$AM$Eastern$Standard$Time
From: My$Khanh$Ngo$(sent$by$wiracQbounces@mailman.yale.edu$<wiracQbounces@mailman.yale.edu>)
To: PlaX,$Steven$A.$(CIV)
CC: wirac@mailman.yale.edu,$Karen$Tumlin,$Stephen$Poellot,$Keaney,$Lee$Gelernt,

Melissa@ahi.its.yale.edu,$Becca$Heller,$Dunn,$ScoX$(USANYE),$Jusan$Cox,$Cecillia$Wang,$Jadwat,
Omar@ahi.its.yale.edu

Mr.$PlaX:

Thank$you$for$your$message.$It$has$already$been$two$and$a$half$days$since$the$Court$ordered$Respondents$to$provide
these$lists.$Please$confirm$that$you$will$provide$us$a$list$by$5$p.m.$today$of$all$individuals$detained$under$the
Execuave$Order,$including$those$previously$detained$and$released$or$removed,$and$confirm$that$you$will$update$this
list$daily.$If$we$don’t$receive$a$list$by$5$p.m.$today,$we$will$be$seeking$intervenaon$from$the$Court.

My$Khanh

On$Jan$30,$2017,$at$21:36,$PlaX,$Steven$A.$(CIV)$<Steven.A.PlaX@usdoj.gov>$wrote:

Dear$Ms.$Ngo,

I$wanted$to$touch$base$about$your$request.$Unfortunately,$I$do$not$have$anything$to$provide$you$yet,
but$I$will$keep$you$updated.

Best,

Steve

Steven$A.$PlaX
Trial$AXorney
U.S.$Department$of$Jusace$|$Civil$Division$|$Office$of$Immigraaon$Liagaaon$|$District$Court$Secaon
P.O.$Box$868$|$Ben$Franklin$Staaon$|$Washington,$DC$20044

|$(202)$305Q7000$(fax)$|$steven.a.plaX@usdoj.gov
[Descripaon:$Descripaon:$Descripaon:$cid:image001.jpg@01CA8936.0709C300]
________________________________
The$contents$of$this$message$may$be$privileged$and$confidenaal.$If$this$message$has$been$received$in
error,$please$delete$it$without$reading$it$and$immediately$contact$the$sender.
Your$receipt$of$this$message$is$not$intended$to$waive$any$applicable$privilege.$Please$do$not
disseminate$this$message$without$the$permission$of$the$author.

From:$My$Khanh$Ngo$[mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org]
Sent:$Monday,$January$30,$2017$7:20$AM
To:$Dunn,$ScoX$(USANYE)$<ScoX.Dunn@usdoj.gov>;$PlaX,$Steven$A.$(CIV)$<splaX@CIV.USDOJ.GOV>
Cc:$wirac@mailman.yale.edu;$Cecillia$Wang$<cwang@aclu.org>;$Lee$Gelernt$<LGELERNT@aclu.org>;
Omar$Jadwat$<OJadwat@aclu.org>;$Jusan$Cox$<cox@nilc.org>;$Becca$Heller
<Bheller@refugeerights.org>;$Stephen$Poellot$<spoellot@refugeerights.org>;$Melissa$Keaney
<keaney@nilc.org>;$Karen$Tumlin$<tumlin@nilc.org>
Subject:$Order$regarding$List$of$Detained$and/or$Removed$Class$Members

Case 1:17-cv-00480-CBA   Document 53-3   Filed 02/07/17   Page 11 of 70 PageID #: 580

x-apple-data-detectors://0
x-apple-data-detectors://1
mailto:Steven.A.Platt@usdoj.gov
mailto:steven.a.platt@usdoj.gov
mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org
mailto:Scott.Dunn@usdoj.gov
mailto:splatt@CIV.USDOJ.GOV
mailto:wirac@mailman.yale.edu
mailto:cwang@aclu.org
mailto:LGELERNT@aclu.org
mailto:OJadwat@aclu.org
mailto:cox@nilc.org
mailto:Bheller@refugeerights.org
mailto:spoellot@refugeerights.org
mailto:keaney@nilc.org
mailto:tumlin@nilc.org


Page)2)of)2

Mr.$Dunn$and$Mr.$PlaX,

At$the$moaon$hearing$on$the$evening$of$January$28,$2017,$Judge$Donnelly$instructed$the$Government
“to$provide$a$list$of$individuals$detained,$pursuant$to$the$January$27,$2017$Execuave$Order,$to$the
peaaoner’s$counsel.”$We$are$contacang$you$to$request$that$you$immediately$send$us$a$list,$updated
daily,$of$all$individuals$detained$across$the$country$based$on$the$Execuave$Order,$including$anyone
previously$detained$and$removed.

Many$thanks,
My$Khanh

==
My$Khanh$Ngo
Law$Student$Intern
Jerome$N.$Frank$Legal$Services$Organizaaon
mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org<mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org>

PRIVILEGED$AND$CONFIDENTIAL
This$eQmail$message$is$intended$only$for$the$use$of$the$individual$or$enaty$to$which$it$is$addressed$and
may$contain$informaaon$that$is$privileged,$confidenaal$and$exempt$from$disclosure.$$$If$you$are$not$the
intended$recipient,$please$do$not$disseminate,$distribute$or$copy$this$communicaaon,$by$eQmail$or
otherwise.$$Instead,$please$noafy$me$immediately$by$return$eQmail$(including$the$original$message$in
your$reply)$and$by$telephone$and$then$delete$and$discard$all$copies$of$the$eQmail.
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Wednesday,)February)1,)2017)at)10:50:59)PM)Eastern)Standard)Time

Page)1)of)3

Subject: Re:$[Wirac]$Order$regarding$List$of$Detained$and/or$Removed$Class$Members

Date: Tuesday,$January$31,$2017$at$9:49:55$PM$Eastern$Standard$Time

From: PlaM,$Steven$A.$(CIV)$(sent$by$wiracUbounces@mailman.yale.edu$<wiracU

bounces@mailman.yale.edu>)

To: My$Khanh$Ngo

CC: wirac@mailman.yale.edu,$Karen$Tumlin,$Stephen$Poellot,$Melissa$Keaney,$Lee$Gelernt,$Becca

Heller,$Dunn,$ScoM$(USANYE),$Jusbn$Cox,$Omar$Jadwat,$Cecillia$Wang

Dear$Ms.$Ngo,

Judge$Donnelly$has$ordered$us$to$provide$a$list$of$persons$who$are$detained$under$the$January$27$Execubve$Order.

There$are$two$agencies$relevant$to$this$list:$Customs$and$Border$Protecbon,$and$Immigrabon$and$Customs

Enforcement.$At$this$bme,$we$are$not$aware$of$CBP$detaining$any$individual$anywhere$in$the$country$under$the

Execubve$Order.$By$“detained”,$I$do$not$mean$individuals$who$are$being$processed$at$a$port$of$entry.

CBP$hopes$to$confirm$this$statement$within$the$next$day.$CBP$can$confirm$at$this$bme,$however,$that$there$are$no

individuals$being$detained$under$the$Execubve$Order$at$JFK$Airport$in$New$York.

ICE$can$confirm$that$it$is$not$currently$detaining$any$individuals$under$the$Execubve$Order.

As$you$know,$Judge$Donnelly$directed$the$parbes$to$work$together$concerning$this$maMer.$If$you$are$aware$of$any

individuals$being$unlawfully$detained,$please$let$us$know$and$we$will$find$out$what’s$going$on.

We$are$doing$our$best$to$give$you$concrete$informabon$and$firm$assurances.$I$will$provide$a$status$update$tomorrow,

by$5pm$EST$at$the$latest$but$hopefully$earlier.

Best,

Steve

UUUUUUUU$Original$message$UUUUUUUU

From:$"PlaM,$Steven$A.$(CIV)"$<splaM@CIV.USDOJ.GOV>

Date:$1/31/17$5:03$PM$(GMTU05:00)

To:$My$Khanh$Ngo$<mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org>

Cc:$"Dunn,$ScoM$(USANYE)"$<ScoM.Dunn@usdoj.gov>,$wirac@mailman.yale.edu,$Cecillia$Wang$<cwang@aclu.org>,

Lee$Gelernt$<LGELERNT@aclu.org>,$Omar$Jadwat$<OJadwat@aclu.org>,$Jusbn$Cox$<cox@nilc.org>,$Becca$Heller

<Bheller@refugeerights.org>,$Stephen$Poellot$<spoellot@refugeerights.org>,$Melissa$Keaney$<keaney@nilc.org>,

Karen$Tumlin$<tumlin@nilc.org>

Subject:$RE:$Order$regarding$List$of$Detained$and/or$Removed$Class$Members

Dear$Ms.$Ngo,

We$are$sbll$working$to$get$confirmabon$from$our$client$agencies.$We$hope$to$have$that$later$tonight$for$you.

Steve

From:$My$Khanh$Ngo$[mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org]

Sent:$Tuesday,$January$31,$2017$9:24$AM

To:$PlaM,$Steven$A.$(CIV)$<splaM@CIV.USDOJ.GOV>

Cc:$Dunn,$ScoM$(USANYE)$<ScoM.Dunn@usdoj.gov>;$wirac@mailman.yale.edu;$Cecillia$Wang$<cwang@aclu.org>;$Lee

Gelernt$<LGELERNT@aclu.org>;$Omar$Jadwat$<OJadwat@aclu.org>;$Jusbn$Cox$<cox@nilc.org>;$Becca$Heller
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<Bheller@refugeerights.org>;$Stephen$Poellot$<spoellot@refugeerights.org>;$Melissa$Keaney$<keaney@nilc.org>;

Karen$Tumlin$<tumlin@nilc.org>

Subject:$Re:$Order$regarding$List$of$Detained$and/or$Removed$Class$Members

Mr.$PlaM:

Thank$you$for$your$message.$It$has$already$been$two$and$a$half$days$since$the$Court$ordered$Respondents$to$provide

these$lists.$Please$confirm$that$you$will$provide$us$a$list$by$5$p.m.$today$of$all$individuals$detained$under$the

Execubve$Order,$including$those$previously$detained$and$released$or$removed,$and$confirm$that$you$will$update$this

list$daily.$If$we$don’t$receive$a$list$by$5$p.m.$today,$we$will$be$seeking$intervenbon$from$the$Court.

My$Khanh

On$Jan$30,$2017,$at$21:36,$PlaM,$Steven$A.$(CIV)$<Steven.A.PlaM@usdoj.gov<mailto:Steven.A.PlaM@usdoj.gov>>

wrote:

Dear$Ms.$Ngo,

I$wanted$to$touch$base$about$your$request.$Unfortunately,$I$do$not$have$anything$to$provide$you$yet,$but$I$will$keep

you$updated.

Best,

Steve

Steven$A.$PlaM

Trial$AMorney

U.S.$Department$of$Jusbce$|$Civil$Division$|$Office$of$Immigrabon$Libgabon$|$District$Court$Secbon

P.O.$Box$868$|$Ben$Franklin$Stabon$|$Washington,$DC$20044

$|$(202)$305U7000$(fax)$|$steven.a.plaM@usdoj.gov<mailto:steven.a.plaM@usdoj.gov>

[Descripbon:$Descripbon:$Descripbon:$cid:image001.jpg@01CA8936.0709C300]

________________________________

The$contents$of$this$message$may$be$privileged$and$confidenbal.$If$this$message$has$been$received$in$error,$please

delete$it$without$reading$it$and$immediately$contact$the$sender.

Your$receipt$of$this$message$is$not$intended$to$waive$any$applicable$privilege.$Please$do$not$disseminate$this$message

without$the$permission$of$the$author.

From:$My$Khanh$Ngo$[mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org]

Sent:$Monday,$January$30,$2017$7:20$AM

To:$Dunn,$ScoM$(USANYE)$<ScoM.Dunn@usdoj.gov<mailto:ScoM.Dunn@usdoj.gov>>;$PlaM,$Steven$A.$(CIV)

<splaM@CIV.USDOJ.GOV<mailto:splaM@CIV.USDOJ.GOV>>

Cc:$wirac@mailman.yale.edu<mailto:wirac@mailman.yale.edu>;$Cecillia$Wang

<cwang@aclu.org<mailto:cwang@aclu.org>>;$Lee$Gelernt$<LGELERNT@aclu.org<mailto:LGELERNT@aclu.org>>;

Omar$Jadwat$<OJadwat@aclu.org<mailto:OJadwat@aclu.org>>;$Jusbn$Cox$<cox@nilc.org<mailto:cox@nilc.org>>;

Becca$Heller$<Bheller@refugeerights.org<mailto:Bheller@refugeerights.org>>;$Stephen$Poellot

<spoellot@refugeerights.org<mailto:spoellot@refugeerights.org>>;$Melissa$Keaney

<keaney@nilc.org<mailto:keaney@nilc.org>>;$Karen$Tumlin$<tumlin@nilc.org<mailto:tumlin@nilc.org>>

Subject:$Order$regarding$List$of$Detained$and/or$Removed$Class$Members

Mr.$Dunn$and$Mr.$PlaM,

At$the$mobon$hearing$on$the$evening$of$January$28,$2017,$Judge$Donnelly$instructed$the$Government$“to$provide$a

Case 1:17-cv-00480-CBA   Document 53-3   Filed 02/07/17   Page 15 of 70 PageID #: 584

mailto:Bheller@refugeerights.org
mailto:spoellot@refugeerights.org
mailto:keaney@nilc.org
mailto:tumlin@nilc.org
mailto:Steven.A.Platt@usdoj.gov
mailto:Steven.A.Platt@usdoj.gov%3E
mailto:steven.a.platt@usdoj.gov
mailto:steven.a.platt@usdoj.gov
mailto:image001.jpg@01CA8936.0709C300
mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org
mailto:Scott.Dunn@usdoj.gov
mailto:Scott.Dunn@usdoj.gov%3E
mailto:splatt@CIV.USDOJ.GOV
mailto:splatt@CIV.USDOJ.GOV%3E
mailto:wirac@mailman.yale.edu
mailto:wirac@mailman.yale.edu
mailto:cwang@aclu.org
mailto:cwang@aclu.org%3E
mailto:LGELERNT@aclu.org
mailto:LGELERNT@aclu.org%3E
mailto:OJadwat@aclu.org
mailto:OJadwat@aclu.org%3E
mailto:cox@nilc.org
mailto:cox@nilc.org%3E
mailto:Bheller@refugeerights.org
mailto:Bheller@refugeerights.org%3E
mailto:spoellot@refugeerights.org
mailto:spoellot@refugeerights.org%3E
mailto:keaney@nilc.org
mailto:keaney@nilc.org%3E
mailto:tumlin@nilc.org
mailto:tumlin@nilc.org%3E


Page)3)of)3

list$of$individuals$detained,$pursuant$to$the$January$27,$2017$Execubve$Order,$to$the$pebboner’s$counsel.”$We$are

contacbng$you$to$request$that$you$immediately$send$us$a$list,$updated$daily,$of$all$individuals$detained$across$the

country$based$on$the$Execubve$Order,$including$anyone$previously$detained$and$removed.

Many$thanks,

My$Khanh

==

My$Khanh$Ngo

Law$Student$Intern

Jerome$N.$Frank$Legal$Services$Organizabon

mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org<mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org><mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org>

PRIVILEGED$AND$CONFIDENTIAL

This$eUmail$message$is$intended$only$for$the$use$of$the$individual$or$enbty$to$which$it$is$addressed$and$may$contain

informabon$that$is$privileged,$confidenbal$and$exempt$from$disclosure.$$$If$you$are$not$the$intended$recipient,$please

do$not$disseminate,$distribute$or$copy$this$communicabon,$by$eUmail$or$otherwise.$$Instead,$please$nobfy$me

immediately$by$return$eUmail$(including$the$original$message$in$your$reply)$and$by$telephone$and$then$delete$and

discard$all$copies$of$the$eUmail.

_______________________________________________

Wirac$mailing$list

Wirac@mailman.yale.edu

hMp://mailman.yale.edu/mailman/lisbnfo/wirac
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From: My Khanh Ngo mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org
Subject: Re: Order regarding List of Detained and/or Removed Class Members

Date: February 1, 2017 at 3:51 PM
To: Platt, Steven A. (CIV) Steven.A.Platt@usdoj.gov
Cc: Dunn, Scott (USANYE) Scott.Dunn@usdoj.gov, wirac@mailman.yale.edu, Cecillia Wang cwang@aclu.org, Lee Gelernt

LGELERNT@aclu.org, Omar Jadwat OJadwat@aclu.org, Justin Cox cox@nilc.org, Becca Heller Bheller@refugeerights.org,
Stephen Poellot spoellot@refugeerights.org, Melissa Keaney keaney@nilc.org, Karen Tumlin tumlin@nilc.org

Dear Mr. Platt,
 
Thank you for the current information and the promise to provide further and more concrete information.
 
However, the government's delay in providing this information makes this response unfortunately inadequate.  The Court ordered this 
information produced to us on Saturday.  It is now Wednesday.  The government's delay has meant that we have been unable to adequately 
confirm whether the government has been complying with the stay order, which was the point of the ordered list.  Under these circumstances, 
we understand the Court's order to require a list of everyone who is or was detained under the Executive Order since the stay was entered, 
including those who were detained and deported.
 
In light of the long delay in hearing from the government and this non-response, we intend to seek intervention from the Court.
 
Best,
My Khanh 

On Jan 31, 2017, at 9:49 PM, Platt, Steven A. (CIV) <Steven.A.Platt@usdoj.gov> wrote:

Dear Ms. Ngo,

Judge Donnelly has ordered us to provide a list of persons who are detained under the January 27 Executive Order. 
There are two agencies relevant to this list: Customs and Border Protection, and Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement. At this time, we are not aware of CBP detaining any individual anywhere in the country under the 
Executive Order. By “detained”, I do not mean individuals who are being processed at a port of entry.

CBP hopes to confirm this statement within the next day. CBP can confirm at this time, however, that there are no 
individuals being detained under the Executive Order at JFK Airport in New York.

ICE can confirm that it is not currently detaining any individuals under the Executive Order.

As you know, Judge Donnelly directed the parties to work together concerning this matter. If you are aware of any 
individuals being unlawfully detained, please let us know and we will find out what’s going on.

We are doing our best to give you concrete information and firm assurances. I will provide a status update tomorrow, 
by 5pm EST at the latest but hopefully earlier.

Best,

Steve

-------- Original message --------
From: "Platt, Steven A. (CIV)" <splatt@CIV.USDOJ.GOV>
Date: 1/31/17 5:03 PM (GMT-05:00)
To: My Khanh Ngo <mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org>
Cc: "Dunn, Scott (USANYE)" <Scott.Dunn@usdoj.gov>, wirac@mailman.yale.edu, Cecillia Wang 
<cwang@aclu.org>, Lee Gelernt <LGELERNT@aclu.org>, Omar Jadwat <OJadwat@aclu.org>, Justin Cox 
<cox@nilc.org>, Becca Heller <Bheller@refugeerights.org>, Stephen Poellot <spoellot@refugeerights.org>, Melissa 
Keaney <keaney@nilc.org>, Karen Tumlin <tumlin@nilc.org>
Subject: RE: Order regarding List of Detained and/or Removed Class Members

Dear Ms. Ngo,

We are still working to get confirmation from our client agencies. We hope to have that later tonight for you.

Steve
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Steve

From: My Khanh Ngo [mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org]
Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2017 9:24 AM
To: Platt, Steven A. (CIV) <splatt@CIV.USDOJ.GOV>
Cc: Dunn, Scott (USANYE) <Scott.Dunn@usdoj.gov>; wirac@mailman.yale.edu; Cecillia Wang <cwang@aclu.org>; 
Lee Gelernt <LGELERNT@aclu.org>; Omar Jadwat <OJadwat@aclu.org>; Justin Cox <cox@nilc.org>; Becca 
Heller <Bheller@refugeerights.org>; Stephen Poellot <spoellot@refugeerights.org>; Melissa Keaney 
<keaney@nilc.org>; Karen Tumlin <tumlin@nilc.org>
Subject: Re: Order regarding List of Detained and/or Removed Class Members

Mr. Platt:

Thank you for your message. It has already been two and a half days since the Court ordered Respondents to 
provide these lists. Please confirm that you will provide us a list by 5 p.m. today of all individuals detained under the 
Executive Order, including those previously detained and released or removed, and confirm that you will update this 
list daily. If we don’t receive a list by 5 p.m. today, we will be seeking intervention from the Court.

My Khanh

On Jan 30, 2017, at 21:36, Platt, Steven A. (CIV) <Steven.A.Platt@usdoj.gov<mailto:Steven.A.Platt@usdoj.gov>> 
wrote:
Dear Ms. Ngo,

I wanted to touch base about your request. Unfortunately, I do not have anything to provide you yet, but I will keep 
you updated.

Best,

Steve

Steven A. Platt
Trial Attorney
U.S. Department of Justice | Civil Division | Office of Immigration Litigation | District Court Section
P.O. Box 868 | Ben Franklin Station | Washington, DC 20044

 | (202) 305-7000 (fax) | steven.a.platt@usdoj.gov<mailto:steven.a.platt@usdoj.gov>
[Description: Description: Description: cid:image001.jpg@01CA8936.0709C300]
________________________________
The contents of this message may be privileged and confidential. If this message has been received in error, please 
delete it without reading it and immediately contact the sender.
Your receipt of this message is not intended to waive any applicable privilege. Please do not disseminate this 
message without the permission of the author.

From: My Khanh Ngo [mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org]
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2017 7:20 AM
To: Dunn, Scott (USANYE) <Scott.Dunn@usdoj.gov<mailto:Scott.Dunn@usdoj.gov>>; Platt, Steven A. (CIV) 
<splatt@CIV.USDOJ.GOV<mailto:splatt@CIV.USDOJ.GOV>>
Cc: wirac@mailman.yale.edu<mailto:wirac@mailman.yale.edu>; Cecillia Wang 
<cwang@aclu.org<mailto:cwang@aclu.org>>; Lee Gelernt <LGELERNT@aclu.org<mailto:LGELERNT@aclu.org>>; 
Omar Jadwat <OJadwat@aclu.org<mailto:OJadwat@aclu.org>>; Justin Cox <cox@nilc.org<mailto:cox@nilc.org>>; 
Becca Heller <Bheller@refugeerights.org<mailto:Bheller@refugeerights.org>>; Stephen Poellot 
<spoellot@refugeerights.org<mailto:spoellot@refugeerights.org>>; Melissa Keaney 
<keaney@nilc.org<mailto:keaney@nilc.org>>; Karen Tumlin <tumlin@nilc.org<mailto:tumlin@nilc.org>>
Subject: Order regarding List of Detained and/or Removed Class Members

Mr. Dunn and Mr. Platt,

At the motion hearing on the evening of January 28, 2017, Judge Donnelly instructed the Government “to provide a 
list of individuals detained, pursuant to the January 27, 2017 Executive Order, to the petitioner’s counsel.” We are 
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list of individuals detained, pursuant to the January 27, 2017 Executive Order, to the petitioner’s counsel.” We are 
contacting you to request that you immediately send us a list, updated daily, of all individuals detained across the 
country based on the Executive Order, including anyone previously detained and removed.

Many thanks,
My Khanh

==
My Khanh Ngo
Law Student Intern
Jerome N. Frank Legal Services Organization
mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org<mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org><mailto:mk.ngo@ylsclinics.org>

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL
This e-mail message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain 
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure.   If you are not the intended recipient, please 
do not disseminate, distribute or copy this communication, by e-mail or otherwise.  Instead, please notify me 
immediately by return e-mail (including the original message in your reply) and by telephone and then delete and 
discard all copies of the e-mail.
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The Jerome N. Frank Legal Services Organization 
YALE LAW SCHOOL 

P . O .  B O X  2 0 9 0 9 0 ,  N E W  H A V E N ,  C O N N E C T I C U T  0 6 5 2 0 - 9 0 9 0  •  T E L E P H O N E  2 0 3  4 3 2 - 4 8 0 0  •  F A C S I M I L E  2 0 3  4 3 2 - 1 4 2 6  

C O U R I E R  A D D R E S S  1 2 7  W A L L  S T R E E T ,  N E W  H A V E N ,  C O N N E C T I C U T  0 6 5 1 1  

‘’ 
 
 
      February 2, 2017 
 
Via Email (Steven.A.Platt@usdoj.gov) 
Stephen Platt, Esq. 
U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Division 
Office of Immigration Litigation – District Court 
P.O. Box 868, Ben Franklin Station 
Washington, DC 20044 
 
 Re: Darweesh et al. v. Trump et al., 17-cv-00480 (CBA) 
 
Dear Mr. Platt, 
 

We are writing to follow up on our email correspondence on January 30, January 31, and 
February 1, in which we have asked the government to provide Plaintiffs’ counsel with the list of 
names ordered by Judge Donnelly on January 28.  Following today’s status conference, we 
reiterate this request. Specifically, we request that the government provide us with the names of 
the following: (1) all individuals who have been held in the government’s custody upon arrival at 
a U.S. port of entry on the basis of the January 27 Executive Order or its implementing 
instructions (including but not limited to the Department of State visa revocation letter of 
January 27), regardless of whether they were ultimately released into the United States or not; 
and (2) all individuals who have been removed from the United States on the basis of the January 
27 Executive Order or its implementing instructions (including but not limited to the Department 
of State visa revocation letter of January 27).  Please confirm that you will update these lists on a 
daily basis. 
� 

Because this is the fourth time we are requesting the government’s compliance with the 
court’s order, we ask that you provide the requested information by 2 pm on Friday, February 
3rd.  If we do not receive the information by then, we plan to file an appropriate motion with the 
court. 

 
     Sincerely, 
 
 
 
     Muneer I. Ahmad, Esq. 
     Counsel for Plaintiffs 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
Ali Khoshbakhti Vayeghan, 
    Petitioner, 
  v. 
Kelly, et al., 
 
    Respondents. 

)
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)

Case No. CV 17-0702  
 
 

 
  

On January 28, 2017, Petitioner Vayeghan filed a Petition for Writ of Habeas 

Corpus and Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief, an Order to Show Cause re 

Preliminary Injunction, and an Ex Parte Application for Temporary Restraining Order 

(“TRO”) staying his removal from the United States, and ordering his release from the 

custody of the Department of Homeland Security.  [Doc. ##1, 2.]  Before the Court could 

rule on the TRO, he was placed on a flight to Dubai to be removed to Iran.  On January 

29, 2017, he filed an Amended Ex Parte Application for Temporary Restraining Order 

(“Amended TRO”), which is currently before the Court.  [Doc. # 4.]  
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Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65 governs the issuance of TROs and preliminary 

injunctions, and courts apply the same standard to both.  See Credit Bureau Connection, 

Inc. v. Pardini, __ F. Supp. 2d __, 2010 WL 2737128, at *5 (E.D. Cal. July 12, 2010) 

(citing Ne. Ohio Coal. for the Homeless & Serv. Employees Int’l Union, Local 1199 v. 

Blackwell, 467 F.3d 999, 1009 (6th Cir. 2006)).  The purpose of such injunctive relief is 

to preserve the rights and relative positions of the parties, i.e., the status quo, until a final 

judgment issues.  See U.S. Philips Corp. v. KBC Bank N.V., 590 F.3d 1091, 1094 (9th 

Cir. 2010) (citing Univ. of Tex. v. Camenisch, 451 U.S. 390, 395, 101 S.Ct. 1830, 68 

L.Ed.2d 175 (1981)).   

 

 Having reviewed and considered Petitioner’s written submissions, the Court finds 

that: 

1. Petitioner has demonstrated a strong likelihood of success in establishing that 

removal violates the Establishment Clause, the Immigration and Nationality Act, 

and his rights to Equal Protection guaranteed by the United States Constitution.  

See 8 U.S.C. §§ 1151, 1152(a)(1)(A) (“[N]o person shall receive any preference or 

priority or be discriminated against in the issuance of an immigrant visa because of 

the person’s race, sex, nationality, place of birth, or place of residence.”); Johnson 

v. California, 543 U.S. 499, 506–508 (2005); Board of Educ. Of Kiryas Joel Vill. 

Sch. Dist. V. Grumet, 512 U.S. 687, 696, 702–703 (1994); Vill. of Arlington 

Heights v. Metro. Housing Dev. Corp., 429 U.S. 252, 266–67 (1977). 

 

2. There is a strong likelihood that Petitioner is likely to suffer irreparable harm in the 

absence of interim injunctive relief. 
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3. The balance of equities weighs sharply in favor of Petitioner and granting interim 

injunctive relief. 

 

4. The Court must consider the public interest in upholding constitutional rights.  

Preminger v. Pincipi, 422 F.3d 815, 826 (9th Cir. 2005).  Given the constitutional 

rights at issue in this case, interim injunctive relief is in the public interest. 

 

In light of the foregoing, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 

 

1. Respondents are enjoined and restrained from barring Petitioner’s return to the 

United States. 

 

2. Respondents shall transport Petitioner back to the United States and admit him 

under the terms of his previously approved visa. 

 
3. Respondents shall communicate the terms of this Court’s order immediately to 

officers in Dubai, and to authorities in the airport in Dubai holding Petitioner on 

Respondents’ orders. 

 

4.  Respondents shall file their opposition to Petitioners’ Ex Parte Application by 

February 3, 2017.   Petitioner shall file her reply by February 7, 2017. 

 

5. Respondents shall appear before the assigned judge on February 10, 2017 at 9:30 

a.m. to show cause why the preliminary injunctive relief sought in the Ex Parte  
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6. Application for Temporary Restraining Order and Order to Show Cause re 

Preliminary Injunction should not be granted. 

 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
 

DATED:  January 29, 2017    
               DOLLY M. GEE 
       UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DATED:  January 29, 2017 

DOLLY M. GEE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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Carmen Iguina (CA SBN #277369) 

Jennifer Pasquarella (CA SBN #263241) 

Ahilan Arulanantham (CA SBN# 237841) 

Peter Bibring (CA SBN #223981) 

ACLU of Southern California 

1313 West 8th Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Telephone: (213) 977-9500 

Facsimile: (213) 977-5297 

Email: ciguina@aclusocal.org 

 

Stacy Tolchin (CA SBN #217431) 

Megan Brewer (CA SBN#268248) 

Law Offices of Stacy Tolchin 

634 S. Spring St., Suite 500A 

Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Telephone: (213) 622-7450 

Facsimile: (213) 622-7233 

Email: Stacy@Tolchinimmigration.com 

Email: Megan@Tolchinimmigration.com 
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Declaration of Sara Yarjani 

 I, Sara Yarjani, hereby declare as follows: 

1. My name is Sara Yarjani. I was born on July 17, 1981. If called as a witness, 

I would and could competently testify to the facts stated herein, all of which are 

within my own personal knowledge: 

2. I am a citizen of the Islamic Republic of Iran. I was born in Australia. 

3. I have been a permanent resident of Austria for more than ten years. 

4. Since September 2015, I have been a student at the California Institute of 

Human Science, pursuing a Master of Arts degree in holistic health. I only have 

eight months left in my two-year program and have a grade point average of 3.89. 

5. I entered the United States to pursue my master’s degree on September 20, 

2015 on a multi-entry student visa (an F1 visa, K3813594) that expires on 

September 13, 2017 (in the summer of 2016, I visited family in Canada and re-

entered on my student visa on September 16, 2016, just before the fall quarter 

began). Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of my student visa.  

6. From November 21, 2016 until Friday, January 27, 2017, I spent my winter 

holiday traveling. I visited family and friends in Canada, Germany, France, and 

Austria.  

7. On Friday, January 27, 2017, after transiting through Norway from Austria, I 

boarded a Norwegian Airlines flight from Oslo to Los Angeles LAX airport.  

8. I landed at LAX airport on Norwegian Airlines flight 7081 at 8:35 pm 

pacific time on Friday, January 27, 2017.   

9. When I arrived at passport control, the Customs and Border Protection 

officer there told me I needed to go to “secondary inspection.” I did not know what 

this was, as I had never had difficulty entering the United States before. Agents 

had always been friendly and I had just been waived through after a short 

interaction at passport control.  

10. I was then escorted by a CBP officer to a back room and was told to wait 
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there, along with others. There, I was asked a few questions about my citizenship, 

my visa, why I had left the United States, and why I was traveling to the United 

States. The officer also asked whether I had traveled to Iran during this trip, which 

I had not done, and I told him I had not. 

11. I was then taken by a male officer through a door to another area and two 

female officers took me to a corridor. I was told to remove my shawl, phone, 

jewelry, and shoelaces and to place these items in my bag. They made me sign a 

form documenting the cash I had with me, and told me to put the cash in my 

pocket. I was then separated from my possessions. The officers then took me to a 

small room and proceeded to carry out a full-body pat down in an aggressive 

manner, as if I had done something wrong.  

12. I was later taken to a small room with others who were waiting. The room 

had a big glass mirror window so that the officers could see in and we could not 

clearly see outside the room. At that point the few people in the room included 

others who I later understood were from “the EO Countries” (as they called them) 

and other people who were not.  

13. After a lengthy wait, I was taken to a small room with an officer who told 

me, “I am your case worker.” He read a long statement from a computer screen 

that included a warning that if I do not provide accurate information, it will be held 

against me. After swearing an oath, I was asked a series of detailed questions, 

including about my graduate school, my parents, whether I had recently made trips 

to Iran, and why I was born in Australia. As I was answering, the officer was 

checking my answers against his computer screen. This was all done in an 

intimidating manner – with questions asked quickly and forcefully. Like with the 

aggressive pat down, it made me feel that I had done something wrong and I was 

being investigated, when all I was trying to do was to return and continue my 

graduate studies.  

14. After the questions, the officer said that, I was not admissible to the United 
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States, but that his determination would be reviewed by his superior. And he asked 

me if I understood and if I had any questions. I told him I had a question and 

asked, “why am I not admissible to the United States when I have a valid student 

visa?” He said, “as of now, the visa that you had is no longer valid” and therefore I 

would be sent back.  

15. The officer then said, “You now have two options. Either you comply, and 

agree to leave voluntarily and sign a form, or you will be forcibly removed, in 

which case you would face a reentry ban of one to five years or longer.” The 

officer was forceful and made it seem that if I did not comply, I would be violating 

the law. Thus, I felt I had no choice and I said that, if he was asking or telling me 

to do it, I will comply. I did not want to do it. 

16. All this time, I had not been allowed the ability to call anyone, as I was 

separated from my phone and not allowed access to it. I was told that I would be 

allowed to make a call only after my interview and after all my paperwork was 

finished. 

17. I was then sent back to the detention room, just before midnight on Friday, 

January 27, 2017.  

18. The officer then took me to the small room where they had carried out the 

full-body pat down. There, the officer gave me a form “to be completed by alien 

when application for admission withdrawn.” This document references: “I 

understand that my admissibility is questioned for the above reasons, which I have 

read or which have been read to me in the English language.” But no reasons were 

listed, and the officers never explained the form to me. I was given a copy of the 

form and the officer escorted me back to my bag to put the copy of the form away. 

I know at least one other person did not receive a copy because I served as a 

volunteer interpreter when he signed. Attached as Exhibit B is a true and correct 

copy of the form I received. After I was deported and I got my documents back, I 

saw that they put a stamp in my passport saying “Application for admission 
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withdrawn.” Attached as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of the page in my 

passport bearing the stamp. 

19. I was then taken back to the detention room, and later to another room where 

officers took my fingerprints and photograph. 

20. While I was waiting in the corridor to have my finger prints to be taken, one 

officer apologized and said that these were orders they had from the chief and they 

were just following them. He also said, “don’t worry – the visas will have to be 

reissued.”  

21. At or around 12:25 am pacific time on January 28, 2017, I was allowed to 

make a call, and I called my sister.  

22. At some point in the middle of the night, the officers took us to a larger 

room. There were nine of us, seven from “EO Countries” (I know this because at 

one point I heard an officer tell another officer that there were seven of us from 

“EO Countries”). There were cots and blankets that two people who were ill used 

to sleep. For some time, I was also able to use a cot as well. With the other 

detainees, I was in the larger detention room until early in the morning, when the 

officers took the nine of us to the small room, and then, later, back again to the big 

room.  

23. Early in the morning, there was a shift change and at some point in the 

morning, they brought in apple sauce and juice because three of us told the officers 

that we were very hungry and asked for food. 

24. At some point, the officers were saying that there was a flight with many 

people from “EO Countries” on board. I heard the officers say “we can’t mix them 

with the ones here” and then another officer said, referring to us, “I will take them 

back to the small room.” After the officers walked the other group in and sat them 

down on the other side of the room from us, then another officer walked us out.  

25. When we were being held in the small room, which did not have a 

bathroom, if we had to go to the bathroom we had to knock on the door and then 
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were escorted to the restroom in the very first room I had been taken to, where 

there were restrooms. Given the way the officer was right behind you when 

walking, it was impossible to pause or talk to anyone else. 

26. Being in the detention rooms, but especially the small room, made me very 

anxious and I had a number of anxiety attacks. It was very scary to now know what 

was happening and to feel like I was being punished for trying to study.  

27. Sometime in the middle of the night, I overhead one of the officers asking a 

colleague what he was supposed to do with me, a student with a 3.8 GPA, with 

eight months left to graduate. All of this made me very anxious. 

28. At some point, I asked officers if I could make another call. An officer took 

me into the small interview room at about 5:50 am and let me use my phone in the 

corridor for about 20 minutes. Around noon, I had asked to make another call. The 

officer I asked was harsh and said no, that I was not allowed to access my phone 

because I was in detention and I would have access to my phone only when on the 

plane.  

29. At that point, all we knew is that we were going to be put on flights back and 

we were waiting. I kept asking officers when my flight would be and they told us 

that different airlines would come at different times. At around 1:00 or 2:00 pm on 

Saturday, February 28, 2017, the officers told me that Norwegian Airlines does not 

fly until late that evening or at night.  

30. By the afternoon, I had been there for so long that the person who had been 

my “case worker” had gone home and was back again for his next shift. At some 

point, I asked him if I could make another call and I told him that my family would 

be worried because they did not know what was happening to me. The officer took 

me into the area containing our bags and let me use my phone for a few minutes at 

about 4:30 pm.  

31. During that time, I was able to read messages I had received from friends 

and family. They told me that my family members were talking to lawyers and 
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members of the U.S. Congress on my behalf. A friend I was able to talk to on the 

phone told me that because people were working on my case I should ask if my 

removal was final. He told me that a lawyer said that if I had a valid visa, I should 

be able to stay and I should ask if my case was final or if there were any changes 

with my case. I was afraid, because I had already been forced to sign the form, but 

I asked the officer about the finality of my case. The officer said everything with 

my case was final. 

32. At some point in the afternoon, Norwegian Airlines staff came to get my 

luggage and told me that my flight was scheduled to depart at 7:30 pm pacific time 

on Saturday, January 28, 2017. 

33. At around 6:45 or 7:00 pm pacific time on Saturday, January 28, 2017, 

officers told me to get my carry-on bags. Two armed CBP officers, one in the front 

and one behind, took me through storage rooms and back areas in the airport. The 

officers also had my passport in an envelope of documents. I wasn’t allowed to 

hold my own documents. They took me to the gate. At one point earlier, I had 

overhead a supervisor telling officers to avoid lawyers and the press as they were 

bringing other people to their flights.  

34. Although I asked repeatedly, the officers did not allow me to use my phone 

while I was still in the detention area during my last hours in detention. Thus, as 

soon as I started walking with the officers, I asked if I could use the phone. I was 

not allowed to do so. When we arrived at the gate they gave my documents to the 

flight attendant to check me into the flight and then took me to a back area next to 

the boarding tunnel. They told me that I would be the last one to board the flight. I 

wanted to talk to the flight attendants because I had been having anxiety attacks 

and I wanted to ask where my seat would be – after 18 hours of travel, and nearly 

23 hours in detention, the thought of another 18 hours of travel made me very 

anxious. But the officers said that I could not talk to airline staff and just told me in 

a louder voice that I must follow the officers.  
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35. In the area outside the boarding gate, I was finally allowed to use my phone. 

I made a call to my sister and got messages that a federal judge in New York had 

ordered a nationwide stay of all removals. Before I was able to say anything, the 

officers told me I had to hang up the phone and get on the plane. At that time, I 

told the officer next to me, “I was just told that a federal judge has ruled and that 

there is a stay on the executive order and it was against the law to put me on the 

plane.” The officer said in response, “Oh – Wowza.” That was the officer’s only 

response.  

36. Having two armed officers telling me to do something, I felt very threatened. 

They marched me to the plane and gave my documents to the head flight attendant 

and then waited at the door of the plane until the flight attendants sat me in my 

seat. I just sat there crying while the flight attendants comforted me. 

37. My flight, Norwegian Airlines flight 7092, departed the United States at 

7:36 pm pacific time on Saturday, January 28, 2017. A true and correct copy of my 

boarding passes is attached as Exhibit D.  

38. Not long after taking off, I started having a panic attack because I was afraid 

I had lost my documents. I asked the flight attendants and the head flight attendant 

told me that they had my documents but the officers had instructed them not to 

give them to me until we left U.S. air space.  

39. I was ultimately detained for nearly twenty-three hours. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America 

that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on February 2, 2017 in Vienna 

Austria. 

 

 

       ______________________  

        Sara Yarjani 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

HAMEED KHALID DAR WEESH and 
HAIDER SAMEER ABDULKHALEQ 
ALSHAWI, 

on behalf of themselves and others similarly 
situated, 

Pelilioners, 

V. 

DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 
States; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
HOMELAND SECURITY ("DHS"); U.S. 
CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
("CBP"); JOHN KELLY, Secretary of 
OHS; KEVIN K. MCALEENAN, Acting 
Commissioner ofCBP; and JAMES T. 
MADDEN, New York Field Director, CBP. 

No. 1: l 7-cv-00480 

Respondents. 

DECLARATION OF RAMEZ SN OBER 

I, Ramez Snober, declare, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746 and subject to penalty of perjury, that 

that following is true and correct: 

1. My name is Ramez Snober, and I am a citizen of the Syrian Arab Republic. I was born in 

Damascus, Syria on August 22, 1980. I presently live with my family in Riyadh 

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. I have lived in Saudi Arabia for twelve years. I work as a 

Windows-applications-development team leader at Saudi Telecom Company, and my 

legal sponsor, which foreigners working in Saudi Arabia are required to have, is Ejada 

Systems Co. Ltd. I have been employed by Ejada for four years. In Saudi Arabia I have a 
"resident identity'' card, which expires on May 16, 2021. 

2. My wife, Daniah Al Ghorani, is also a Syrian citizen. She was born in Damascus, Syria 

on September 21, 1987. She has been living in Saudi Arabia for twenty-nine years. 

3. My wife and I have two daughters: H.S., who is six years old, and Z.S. who is three 

years old. Both H.S. and Z.S. are also Syrian citizens. Even though they were born in 

Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, they do not have Saudi citizenship. Neither of my daughters has 
ever traveled to Syria. 
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4. My wife and I have not returned to Syria for approximately six years, since the civil war 
began. We did not think it was safe to travel there. 

5. On or around December 25, 2016, I applied for B-1/B-2 non-immigrant visas for myself 
and my three family members so we could travel to the United States for vacation. The 
process of obtaining a U.S. visa is very rigorous for Syrian people living in Saudi Arabia. 
A Syrian citizen applying for a U.S. visa must demonstrate to the Consular Officer that 
he has strong ties to Saudi Arabia. I was required to provide a bank statement showing a 
high account balance, and an introduction letter from my employer showing I earned a 
high salary. ln the end, after meeting those requirements, we received the visas by mail 
on or about January 11, 2017. 

6. I have traveled to the United States before. In 1986, when I was around six years old, I 

lived with my father, my mother, and my brother in Los Angeles, California. My father 
was a visiting mathematics professor at the University of California, Los Angeles. We 
lived in Los Angeles for eleven months, and I studied with my bother at an elementary 

school in Los Angeles. 

7. After receiving our U.S. visas in January 2017, my family and I prepared for our vacation 
to Orlando, Florida to visit Disney World. My two daughters love the movie Frozen, and 
we were going to Disney World so they could meet their favorite cast of characters: Anna, 
Elsa, and Olaf. We also planned to visit other attractions for the children, including 
WonderWorks and Sea World. We were also planning to visit the outlets for shopping. 

8. On January 28, 2017, at 6:25 AM (AST), my family and I departed from Riyadh on Saudi 

Arabian Airlines flight number SV37. We landed at Dulles International Airport on or 
around 12:20 PM (EST). We had a 5 hour 11 minute layover in Dulles until our flight left 
to Miami, Florida, on American Airlines flight number AA 1976. 

9. After we got off the plane, my family and I went to U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
("CBP"). We waited in line for approximately 30 minutes. At passport control, the agent 

did not stamp our passports with a U.S. stamp. Instead, he marked our customs 
declaration form with the letter ''R". We took our luggage and headed to the exit door. At 
the exit door, the security guard checked the declaration form and directed us to go to the 
right to enter a hall. 

l 0. In the hall, a CBP officer asked me a lot of questions regarding the purpose of our visit. 
He asked us why we were traveling to the United States, and how long our stay would be. 
He also asked us about our residency in Saudi Arabia, and how long we had lived there. I 
explained that I had lived in Saudi Arabia for twelve years, my wife had lived in Saudi 
Arabia for twenty-nine years, and my two daughters were born there. I also explained that 
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my children bad never been to Syria and that neither my wife nor I had been to Syria for 

six years. 

11. The CBP officers then inspected our luggage. They asked how much money we were 
carrying, which was $8,000. We were with the CBP officers for about an hour. 

12. Afterwards, the CBP officers directed us to enter an office, where they informed us they 
had received an Executive Order banning travelers from seven countries, including Syria. 

I asked to see a copy of the Executive Order. The CBP officer pulled out his mobile 
phone and navigated to an online news site, which I believe was CNN. He then pulled up 

an article explaining the Executive Order and showed it to me. 

13. I asked to see an actual copy of the order. The CBP officer left, and returned a little while 
later with a printed piece of paper that did not have an official header or footer. The paper 
had two paragraphs printed on it: the first paragraph discussed B-1 visas, and listed the 
seven countries that were covered; the second paragraph discussed B-2 visas, and listed 
only six countries- Syria was not one of them. I pointed out that Syria was not on the 
second list, and the CBP officers laughed and told me it was a ·'typo." 

14. I asked the CBP officer why they did not inform the airlines of this Executive Order 
before we boarded. The CBP officer replied that they had received the order Friday 
evening (January 27, 2017) while our airplane was in the air. 

15. The CBP officer then gave us two options. The first option was to sign papers saying we 
wanted to withdraw our application for admission to enter the United States. We were 
told that CBP would cancel our visas, and we would be returned to Saudi Arabia. If we 
refused to sign the papers, the CBP officer said we would be "detained." When I asked 
what he meant by "detained," the CBP officer told me it meant we would be put in jail, 

and would be there for a longer time. The officer also told us we would then be deported 
later and also be prevented from entering the United States again for five years. I felt 
scared because of the second option. I asked him ifl could contact a lawyer, and he told 
me I could not because I was not an American citizen. 

16. My wife and I thought about the threat of the second option, and we chose to sign the 
papers given to us. We did not think we had a choice. This occurred around 3:00 or 3:30 
PM. 

17. After we signed the papers, the CBP officers seized our mobile phones. We were 
prevented from contacting anybody directly, from watching what was happening around 

us, and from reading the news. I asked to contact my father-in-law to let him know we 
were returning to Saudi Arabia, but the CBP officers told me I was not allowed to contact 
anyone. However, one of the CBP officers offered to call him for us. The officer went 
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into another room to make the call, and returned several minutes later to inform us he bad 
done so. 

18. My wife and two daughters were very upset because of the decision to ban us from 

entering the United States, and because the CBP officers were detaining us. 

19. After waiting in the hall, around 4:00 PM, they took us to a big room where they were 
detaining families. In that room we saw families sleeping on the floor. I asked to use the 

restroom, which was behind a locked door connected to the main room. The CBP officer 
opened the bathroom door for me and locked the door after me. My daughter H.S. cried. 

20. After about twenty minutes of waiting in the detention room, five or so CBP guards 
entered the room with a tall man. They stood in a circle around him, and began putting 

handcuffs on him. While they were putting on the handcuffs, two officers had their hands 
on their guns. My wife and my daughters noticed the guns and became very scared. My 
wife began hugging our children. I asked a CBP officer why they were doing that to the 
man. He answered, "Don't worry about it, your situation is totally different from his." 

21. At approximately 5 :00 PM, several CBP officers escorted us via shuttle to our gate. Two 
officers were in front of us and two officers were behind us on the shuttle as we traveled 
through the airport. The CBP guards waited with us at the gate for about 35 minutes. We 
were very upset and depressed. 

22. We were then put on Saudi Airlines flight number SV38, which departed Dulles 
International Airport at 6:00 PM for Riyadh Airport (RUH) in Saudi Arabia. 

23. When we returned to Saudi Arabia, we contacted my father-in-law. He said he bad 
spoken with the CBP officer, who told him that our family would be returned to Saudi 
Arabia because we had incomplete documents. I knew this was not true. 

24. Since we have returned, my two daughters have been very agitated. They are nervous and 
upset. My daughters keep saying to me: "You promised to take us to see the Frozen 
characters, when we will go?" 

25. Exhibit A is a true and accurate copy of the Withdrawal of Application for 
Admission/Consular Notification form, signed by CBP Officer John Desanta, which 
states that pursuant to the Executive Order, my visa application was withdrawn and my 
visa was canceled. 

26. Exhibit Bis a true and accurate copy ofH.S. 's visa, which states her visa was ·'Revoked 
under section 221 (f) of the INA. Cancelled without prejudice." 
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Executed this 5th day of February, 2017, at Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. 

Ramez Snober 
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-
Subject m : ••••• Bvent No: WAS17010003 03 

U.S. Otputment of Homeland Stcurlty 

Withdrawal of Application for Admission/Consular Notification 

Bas is for Action (check all that apply) SIOMA Bvent: 9797205 File No. 

Date: Ol /28/2 017 

II Application for Admission Withdrawn 
II Visa/BCC Canceled 
o VWPP Refusal 
O Ordered removed (inadmissible) by Immigration Judge -Section 23S(bX2)(order attached) 
o Ordered removed (inadmissible) by DHS - Section 23S(b)(I )(order attached) 
o Waiver revoked (212)(d)(3) (order attached) 
o Departure required (8 CFR 240.25) (Forn\ I-213 attached) 

Notice to: American Consul anADB, SAUDI AIWIXA From: C!Wn'ILLY. VII OS 20166 

(location) (Location) 

Name (FAMILY, Given, Middle) 
SNOBBa. ·-·· fA~hip C~fbinh Date of birth 

D 8, SYRIA 
08/22/1980 

Comgtete foreien ..:!dress (Mailing AddtCSS 

_llY&DH 8Am>T Arnn -
Complete U.S. address 

Airl~~~il ofl'IlvaJ Sau Ar an . rl nee Corp. , rlt#1 37 
Port of arrival 
llASHINGTON, DC 

Date of arrival 
01/28/2017 0957 

Visa number, type Date. olacc of visa issuance Social Security Number 
82 

01/09/2017, RIYADH, SAUDI AJtAllI A Hone 

Reasons (Include all pertinent facts conocming denial of application for admission. including use of altcm!, counterfeit or fraudulent documents): 

Executive Order 

C~tillllf_a or anach separate sbcct as needed 

JOHN Dl!:SANTA CBP Off icer 1u~ 
Name and Title of Officer (Print) f r Signature of Officer 

Form 1-275 (Rev. 08/01/07) 
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Issuing Post Name 

Given Name 

H-

* 

F 
l1ateData 

09JAN2017 

YID~e/Claas 

~~~11111111...: 1182 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

SUHA AMIN ABDULLAH ABUSHAMMA, 

Petitioner, 

-against- 

DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 

States; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

HOMELAND SECURITY (“DHS”); U.S. 

CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 

(“CBP”); JOHN KELLY, Secretary of DHS; 

KEVIN K. MCALEENAN, Acting 

Commissioner of CBP; and JAMES T. 

MADDEN, New York Field Director, CBP, 

Respondents. 

No. 1:17-cv-00488-CBA 

 

DECLARATION OF SUHA AMIN ABDULLAH ABUSHAMMA 

I, Suha Amin Abdullah Abushamma, declare, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746 and subject to 

penalty of perjury, that that following is true and correct:  

1. My name is Suha Amin Abdullah Abushamma, and I am a citizen of Sudan.  I was born in 

Saudi Arabia, where my family now resides.  Since July of last year, I have been employed 

by the Cleveland Clinic as a doctor of internal medicine.  I am currently in a three-year 

internal medicine residency program at the Cleveland Clinic.  I am a holder of a valid H-1B 

visa that I received on April 28, 2016 for the purpose of treating patients as a doctor of 

internal medicine at the Cleveland Clinic.  I live in Cleveland, Ohio, where the Cleveland 

Clinic is located. 

2. On the morning of January 28, 2017, I applied for admission to the United States at the John 

F. Kennedy Airport (“JFK”), in Queens, New York, following a short trip abroad to visit my 

family in Saudi Arabia  I applied for admission at JFK as a nonimmigrant on the basis of my 
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valid H-1B visa, with which I am permitted to travel abroad.  As explained in more detail 

below, I was denied entry and instead was sent back to Saudi Arabia. 

3. I have been working as a doctor at the Cleveland Clinic for the last six months.  I see about 

ten patients each day and serve as the primary care physician for a number of patients, who 

depend on me to prescribe and refill their medications, check their labs, and speak with 

them about their medical conditions and discuss next steps.  I also conduct medical research 

on inflammatory bowel disease, and perform other duties as part of my residency program.   

4. I have lived in Cleveland, Ohio since last summer.  My fiancé is a legal permanent resident 

working as a doctor of internal medicine at Detroit Medical Center in Michigan.  We are 

planning to be married in the United States this summer. 

5. On January 23, 2017, I flew from Cleveland, Ohio to Jeddah, Saudi Arabia for a short visit 

with my family.  The United States is my home.  My apartment with all my things except 

what I packed for my vacation, my car, my job, and my fiancé all are in the United States.  I 

packed only a few sets of clothes because I did not expect to be away long from my home in 

Cleveland. 

6. On January 28, 2017, I took a flight from Jeddah, Saudi Arabia with a final destination of 

Cleveland, Ohio, where I live.   

7. Upon my arrival at JFK at approximately 11 a.m., I was detained by U.S. Customs and 

Border Protection (“CBP”) agents at JFK.  I was not permitted to board my connecting 

flight to Cleveland.  CBP agents confiscated my passport and threatened to take away my 

phone.  I was not told why my passport was being held and I received no information about 

how long I would be detained.  
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8. I was detained for at least six hours before I was told by a female CBP agent that I was 

being refused entry.  She spoke to me briefly and told me that I was being detained because 

of the executive order that the President had signed and because I was a visa holder from 

Sudan.  She gave me no further information about why I was not allowed to return home to 

Cleveland.  I asked to speak to my immigration attorney, David Leopold.  She told me no 

and she then left and never returned.  

9. As set forth below, I was never permitted to speak on the phone with my lawyers while in 

CBP custody despite my initial and subsequent requests to do so.  I was able to exchange a 

few text messages with Mr. Leopold, but when I asked to call him, my requests were 

refused until after, as set forth below, I agreed to sign certain forms.   

10. During these texts, Mr. Leopold advised me that lawyers were working on a petition on my 

behalf to file with the Court so that I could return home to my job at the Cleveland Clinic.   

11. After the female CBP agent who denied my initial request to speak with my lawyer left me, 

I again waited without being told anything.  Ultimately, a new CBP agent came to speak 

with me.  His identification tag read “T. Lam” and he told me I would not be permitted to 

enter the United States.  I again asked to speak to my immigration attorney by phone but 

Agent Lam refused.   

12. During this time, Agent Lam’s supervisor was nearby.  My attorney, Mr. Leopold, told me 

by text message that he would speak to CBP agents directly to explain the situation.  I asked 

Agent Lam and his supervisor to speak with Mr. Leopold so that Mr. Leopold could confirm 

that there were attorneys working on my behalf but both Agent Lam and his supervisor 

refused to speak with him.   
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13. Agent Lam told me that the only way I was going to leave detention was if I signed a form 

to return to Saudi Arabia—the country I had flown in from.  He showed me a document and 

told me that I should sign it.  I was not allowed to call my lawyer or ask questions about 

what was in the document.  It was also not feasible to discuss the form in detail with Mr. 

Leopold through text messages.  I was being rushed to sign.  

14. I was told by Agent Lam that if I did not sign, I would be forcibly removed and then banned 

from re-entry for five years.  This terrified me because I want to finish my residency at the 

Cleveland Clinic, and because I was afraid of being removed by force. 

15. I again told Agent Lam and his supervisor that there were attorneys who were working on 

my behalf.  I repeatedly begged Agent Lam and his supervisor to give me more time.  Agent 

Lam’s supervisor then told me that an order that would allow me to stay in the United States 

would need to come from the Supreme Court, and that this would not happen.  They told me 

that my lawyers could not do anything to help me in my situation and so I should just sign 

the form.  I now know that what they told me was not true. 

16. Agent Lam told me that there was a flight back to Saudi Arabia that was leaving at 8:30 

p.m.  He said that if I did not sign the form right away, it would mean that I had chosen to 

be forcibly removed from the United States, and that I would be forced onto the plane 

anyway, but would then be banned from the United States for five years. 

17. I was so scared.  Without being allowed to speak to my attorney on the phone despite my 

repeated requests, and because of all the negative consequences that Agent Lam had told me 

would occur if I did not sign the form, and feeling like I had no choice, I signed the form.   

18. Had I known that what the CBP agents told me was not true, or had I been given more time 

to consider my options, or been allowed to call my lawyer who could better explain what 
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was happening (which could not be adequately conveyed by text message), I would not have 

signed the form I was made to sign. 

19. At that point, Agent Lam stamped my visa with the words “Cancelled – NYC.”  Instead of 

giving me back my passport or a copy of the form that I was made to sign, Agent Lam gave 

these documents and my boarding pass to a flight attendant on the flight back to Saudi 

Arabia.  I was told I would not be allowed to have any of my documents back until I had 

landed in Saudi Arabia. 

20. I was detained for a total of nearly ten hours at the airport.  During this ordeal, I was not 

given anything to eat and CBP agents refused to allow me to have my passport or to make 

any phone calls.  Only once I signed the form was I offered food.  After I signed the form, I 

asked to call my attorney but I was told by Agent Lam that it would be pointless to use my 

one phone call to call my lawyer since he would be unable to help me. I was told I should 

call a family member or friend and tell them I was going back to Saudi Arabia.  

21. After my phone call, I was finger printed and then made to sign another form by CBP.  The 

second form was not explained to me and I still do not know what it was that I signed.  I was 

never given a copy of that second form. 

22. I was then escorted onto the airplane by two CBP agents.  One stood in front of me and the 

other stood behind.  It felt like they were trying to make sure I didn’t escape as though I was 

criminal in custody. 

23. The plane pulled away from the gate at JFK at approximately 8:30 p.m.  We remained on 

the ground at JFK for around another 25 minutes.  We finally took off shortly before 9 p.m.  

We landed in Saudi Arabia at approximately 4 p.m. local time (8 a.m. EST), January 29, 

2017.   
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24. Later, after I was finally given back my passport and that first form that CBP gave to the 

flight attendant, I saw that the form, labeled "Notice To Detain, Remove, or Present Alien", 

states that the reason for my removal is that I was an "Inadmissible Alien". But when I 

arrived in the United States at JFK I held a valid H-lB visa. 

25. The notice also states that I was born in Sudan, which is incorrect. I was born in Saudi 

Arabia, which is what I told Agent Lam when he asked me where I was born, but when he 

filled out the notice he put Sudan. 

26. I am currently in Saudi Arabia anxiously awaiting an opportunity to return to the United 

States as soon as possible to resume my life, including to continue my residency and treating 

my patients at the Cleveland Clinic. 

27. Pursuant to 28 U.S. C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 

United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my information 

and belief. 

Executed this 31st day of January, 2017, at Y anbu, Saudi Arabia. 

Suh� Abushamma 

6 

Case 1:17-cv-00488-CBA   Document 8   Filed 01/31/17   Page 6 of 6 PageID #: 66Case 1:17-cv-00480-CBA   Document 53-7   Filed 02/07/17   Page 6 of 6 PageID #: 726



1 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

HAMEED KHALID DARWEESH and 

HAIDER SAMEER ABDULKHALEQ 

ALSHAWI,  

on behalf of themselves and others similarly 

situated, 

Petitioners, 

v. 

DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 

States; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

HOMELAND SECURITY (“DHS”); U.S. 

CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 

(“CBP”); JOHN KELLY, Secretary of 

DHS; KEVIN K. MCALEENAN, Acting 

Commissioner of CBP; and JAMES T. 

MADDEN, New York Field Director, CBP. 

Respondents. 

Case No. 1:17-cv-00480 

Date: January 30, 2017 

DECLARATION OF HIND MOHAMED HASSAN AHMED ELBASHIR 

I, Hind Mohamed Hassan Ahmed Elbashir, declare, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746 and subject to 

penalty of perjury, that that following is true and correct: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. My name is Hind Mohamed Hassan Ahmed Elbashir. I am a citizen of Sudan. I am a holder of a

valid B2 visa, which I was issued on January 11, 2017. I am attaching a photo of my visa to this 

Declaration as Exhibit A. 

2. On the morning of January 28, 2017, I applied for admission to the United States at the Orlando

International Airport (“MCO”) in Orlando, Florida. I applied for admission at MCO as a 

nonimmigrant on the basis of my valid B2 visa, with which I am permitted to travel abroad. As 

explained in more detail below, I was denied entry and instead was sent back to Sudan. 

3. I was born on May 20, 1985 in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). In 2002, I moved from the

UAE to Sudan. I currently work for the Sudatel Telecommunications Group in Sudan, which 
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involves frequent travel to Mauritania. I live in Khartoum, the capital of Sudan, with my parents, 

my brother, and my sister. 

4. Two years ago, my sister moved to U.S. She now lives with her husband and three children in

West Palm Beach, Florida. One of her children has severe autism. Her third child was born on 

February 1, 2017. 

5. The purpose of my visit to the U.S. was to stay with my sister for a month to help care for her

children, particularly her special needs child. I also wanted to be with my sister in the hospital 

when she gave birth to her newborn. I planned to take shifts with my sister’s husband to ensure 

that there was always someone with my sister in the hospital. 

6. My sister and her husband have no support system in the U.S. My sister’s husband cannot take

paternity leave, and he works long hours and travels frequently. My sister needed support, and I 

was so excited to care for her and her children. 

7. My sister’s son with autism requires intensive care. He used to go to a school for students with

special needs, but my sister was unhappy with the schooling he received there and decided to 

homeschool him. My plan was to assume responsibility for his care when I arrived in the U.S. 

while my sister attended to the newborn baby. 

8. I had never been to the U.S. before this. I planned for a long time in advance to be able to come

to the U.S. and to ensure I would come in time for the birth of my sister’s baby. I made 

arrangements with the U.S. Embassy in Khartoum to obtain a B2 visa. I had to cancel a work trip 

to Mauritania so that I could stay in Khartoum for the month of January to go to the only 

available embassy appointment. I could have made more money if I had not cancelled the trip to 

Mauritania, but I was happy to make these sacrifices to see my sister and be part of this 

milestone in her life. I wanted to be there for her and support her. 
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9. At 8 PM on Friday, January 27, 2017, I embarked on a flight from Sudan with a final destination

of Orlando, Florida and a layover in UAE. The flight number was EK 734. I am attaching 

a photo of my flight itinerary to this Declaration as Exhibit B.

ARRIVAL AT ORLANDO AIPRORT (MCO) 

10. I arrived at MCO on the morning of Saturday, January 28, 2017.

11. Upon my arrival at MCO, I had my first passport check with everyone else from the flight.

Then, the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”) took me and a group of other passengers 

from my flight to a waiting room to conduct a secondary check. The other passengers in the 

group included two Iranian companions, a Syrian family of four, a Sudanese family of three, and 

a Sudanese man going to the U.S. for a conference. 

12. We were all taken to a waiting room, and the officers took away our passports. The officers also

told us that were not allowed to use our cellphones. I only had my carry-on bag with me, and not 

the rest of my luggage. I saw passengers from many different nationalities go in and out of the 

waiting room, but the other passengers from the group and I stayed in the room for six hours. 

During this time, nobody explained to us what was going on. Since I kept seeing people enter 

and leave the room, I was hopeful that if we waited patiently, we would eventually get 

permission to leave. The officers did not give us any information about how long we would be 

waiting or why we were not being processed as quickly as people from other nationalities. 

13. While waiting, I had an extremely painful headache. I asked the officers for any kind of

medicine to reduce the pain of my headache three times, but the officers refused to provide me 

with any medication.  

14. In the group of passengers detained from my flight, we all spoke English except for an Iranian

girl. Her companion was able to translate for her. There were no official translators in sight. 

15. I did not know what was happening throughout those six hours. Since we were not allowed to

use our cellphones, I could not call my family to tell them where I was. 
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16. Finally, after six hours of waiting, I was informed that my visa would be revoked and that I

would not be allowed in the U.S. that day. I asked the officers if this was their final decision, 

regardless of my individual circumstances, and they said yes. They explained that I had two 

options: I could either leave voluntarily and depart on the next flight, or the officers would force 

me to leave. I asked what the implications of each option were, and the officer said that if I were 

forced to leave, I would be banned from the U.S. for five years. However, if I left voluntarily on 

the next flight, there would be no further consequences and I would be able to apply again and 

be granted access to enter the U.S. 

17. I was not able to talk to a lawyer. I asked if I could talk to someone that could explain the law or

tell me my rights. They told me they could not provide that kind of information.  

18. When the officers told me my options, I was totally shocked and in disbelief. I asked if the

officers had a written policy outlining these options and their legal implications, and the officers 

told me they would provide me with the written policy later. I never received anything in writing 

explaining the situation. They also told me that the immigration office would explain to my why 

my visa was being revoked, but nobody ever came to talk to me to explain why my visa was 

revoked. I asked if I could contact my family and tell them where I was, and they said no. They 

told me that if I provided the officer with a phone number, the officer would call the number to 

explain where I was. I gave them the number for my sister’s husband, who was supposed to pick 

me up from the airport. Finally, I asked the officers for some time to absorb the shocking news. 

19. After a couple of minutes, they came back and asked me what my decision was. I told them that

between those two options, I would take the next flight out because they had told me I would be 

able to enter later, whereas if I chose the second option of leaving by force I would not be able to 

enter the U.S. for five years. 

20. After I spoke to the officers, they wrote something on my visa, but I was unable to read what

they were writing. They also took my fingerprints and asked me to sign a document with my 
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photograph and fingerprints. I asked them for a copy of the document I signed. The officers told 

me I would receive a copy when I received my passport back, but I never received a copy of the 

document. 

21. I could not believe that the officers would not give me an individualized determination because

of the special circumstances that my family was facing. I wanted someone to look at my case 

and hear from me. But the officers told me there was nothing that could be done. 

22. I had all of my papers in order and a valid visa that I had worked so hard to get. I had changed

my work plans and put my life on hold to come to the U.S. to support my sister. I felt 

overwhelmed and had no clue what I should do. 

23. After speaking to the officers, I waited in the same room for another 4 hours before boarding the

next flight. I spoke to the other passengers who were detained from my flight; they were also 

shocked and in disbelief that we were all being denied entry into the U.S. 

24. In total, I was in that waiting room for around 10 hours, along with the other passengers from

my flight. I was aware that 10 hours had passed because I had a watch and there was a clock in 

the room. 

RETURN FLIGHT TO SUDAN 

25. The other passengers who were detained from my flight and I were all given boarding passes on

the same return flight. This was a Lufthansa flight that stopped in Frankfurt, Germany; Dubai, 

UAE; and Khartoum, Sudan. My flight number was LH 465. I am attaching a picture of my 

ticket as Exhibit C.    

26. Officers walked us from the waiting room to the gate for our return flight.

27. As we were on our way to board the flight, the officers returned my cellphone. They instructed

me to keep my phone turned off until I boarded the plane. I still did not have my passport. 

28. After I boarded the flight, I waited on the plane for about an hour before it took off. We boarded

the plane at around 8 PM, and the plane took off at 9:10 PM. I later confirmed that the flight 
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departed at 9:10 PM by checking an online flight tracker website. A true and correct screenshot 

of the website is attached as Exhibit D.    

29. Although I had my phone on the flight, I did not have service to be able to contact anyone.

30. When the plane landed in Frankfurt, the Syrian family from my group told me that they learned

that if we all had just waited in the airport and held on to our visas, we would have eventually 

been allowed to enter the U.S. I felt so bad when I learned that I could have been able to enter 

the U.S. to see my sister. The Syrian mother in the family was crying on and off from the time 

we were in the Orlando airport until we arrived in the UAE. As far as I know, her and her family 

later left to go to Saudi Arabia. 

31. When we arrived in the UAE, an officer finally returned my passport. I saw for the first time

that the officer in the U.S. had written on my passport: “REVOKED PER DOS.”  

32. Finally, I flew from the UAE to Khartoum, Sudan.

FAMILY REACTIONS TO MY REMOVAL AND AFTERMATH 

33. For the entire day of January 28th, my sister and her husband had no idea where I was or what

happened to me. Her husband had planned to pick me up at the airport and drive me to his house, 

but I was not able to communicate with him to let him know that I had arrived. Her husband 

could only guess about my whereabouts by watching the news. 

34. My sister later told me she had felt extremely worried and stressed, and experienced a rapid

heart rate and a severe headache.  

35. I later learned that an officer at the airport called my brother-in-law at the number I gave the

officers. After my flight had already departed, the officer told my brother-in-law that I was on 

my way to Sudan and that the officers could not let me in because of the Executive Order. They 

apologized to my brother-in-law, and said something about how their hands were tied.  

36. I was not able to use my cellphone, due to a lack of Internet service, until I was in Frankfurt. As

soon as I had Internet access on my phone, I wrote a message through the WhatsApp messaging 
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service to my family to explain what had happened. The message was sent to my parents, my 

siblings in Sudan, and my sister in the U.S. I was not able to make phone calls on my cellphone 

until I arrived in Sudan.  

37. I later learned that, until my parents heard from me, they were extremely worried and did not 

sleep for two days. They are elderly (my father is 70 years old and my mother is 60 years old), 

and they have diabetes and high blood pressure. I believe the stress of the situation adversely 

affected their health.  

38. When I arrived in Sudan, the first person I spoke to on the phone was my sister. I was crying, but 

I tried to hold myself together because I wanted to be strong for her.  

39. My sister was devastated when she found out that I would not be able to enter the United States. 

Her water broke earlier than expected; she gave birth on February 1, 2017.  

40. It was so painful to hear that my sister had given birth just days after I would have arrived in the 

U.S. It is difficult to think of my sister going through all of this alone, without me being able to 

be with her in person. I also feel worried about my sister and her family because they have no 

friends or family in the U.S. to help them.   

41. My sister is now taking her son back to the school for special needs students, which she is 

unhappy about. However, my sister is not able to take care of her autistic son because she has to 

care for her newborn baby. My sister’s husband has stopped going into work. He is trying to 

work from home, but his business does not have paternity leave.  

42.  Since arriving in Sudan, I have felt extremely depressed. From the time the officers told me that 

I had to return to Sudan or face a five-year ban, I felt disrespected and discriminated against. I 

am still shocked about what happened. I have not left my bed since I arrived home and I have 

been unable to leave the house. I do not want to return to work because I still have hope that I 

can be granted permission to go to the U.S. and be with my sister.   
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EXHIBIT A 
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EXHIBIT B 
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EXHIBIT C 
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EXHIBIT D 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

Rashid Ahmed Gibril Ali, 

on behalf of themselves and others similarly 

situated, 

Petitioners, 

v. 

DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 

States; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

HOMELAND SECURITY (“DHS”); U.S. 

CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 

(“CBP”); JOHN KELLY, Secretary of 

DHS; KEVIN K. MCALEENAN, Acting 

Commissioner of CBP; and JAMES T. 

MADDEN, New York Field Director, CBP. 

   Respondents. 

Case No. 1:17-cv-00480 

I, Rashid Ahmed Gibril Ali, declare, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746 and subject to 

penalty of perjury, that that following is true and correct: 

1. My name is Rashid Ahmed Gibril Ali, and I am a citizen of Sudan. I am working

in Saudi Arabia for a medical simulation company named I-Man Healthcare. I 

applied for admission to the United States at the Orlando International Airport, in 

Orlando, Florida on January 28, 2017.  I applied for admission as a nonimmigrant 

on the basis of my B-1/B-2 visa, which I received on January 4, 2017. 

2. On January 28, 2017, I embarked on a flight from Dubai, United Arab Emirates

with a final destination of Orlando, Florida. For the first leg of my flight, I had 

embarked on a flight from Riyadh, Saudi Arabia to Dubai, United Arab Emirates 

on January 27, 2017. I arrived at Orlando International Airport at around 

10:00AM the morning of January 28, 2017. 
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3. I traveled to the United States to attend a medical education conference in 

Orlando for four days. The conference, entitled “Patients: The Heart of 

Simulation,” was held by the Society for Simulation in Healthcare (SSH) at the 

Hyatt Regency Orlando Hotel, at 9801 International Drive, Orlando, Florida. I am 

a member of SSH, an organization for medical simulation. As a member of this 

organization, I came there to attend the conference, attend some workshops, and 

meet other companies as a representative of my company. The pre-conference 

workshops would start on January 28, 2017, the conference itself would start on 

the January 30, 2017, and the conference would end on February 2, 2017. I had a 

flight back on February 5, 2017. 

4. Upon my arrival at the Orlando International Airport, I went through passport 

control, and the United States officers took me to another room and told me to 

wait there. They took other passengers who were with me as well. I remember 

there was a family from Sudan, with a wife, husband, and a child; a Syrian family, 

including a wife, husband, and two daughters; and two individuals from Iran, a 

daughter and father. The officers did not tell us anything about how long we 

would be detained or why we were being detained. We were not allowed to use 

our cell phones. 

5. After about five or more hours, United States officers then came and told us that 

our visas had been revoked. They were uniformed and may have been with U.S. 

Customs and Border Protection (CBP), but I could not tell the difference between 

CBP and other United States government officers. They gave us two choices: we 
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could either volunteer to leave or refuse. If we refused, we would be deported 

from the United States.  

6. I asked the officers why my visa was revoked and they did not answer. They were 

very clear that they were only giving us only two choices, and so I did not even 

think that I could see a lawyer. In both choices offered, the result was going back, 

so I accepted the fact that I could not enter the United States. They made me sign 

a piece of paper that acknowledged that my visa was cancelled. 

7. After I signed the papers, the officers asked us many personal questions, including 

where we are working, our home address, and information about our family. They 

had us sign that the information we gave was correct, and they then took our 

fingerprints. We then waited for another few hours.  

8. In total we were detained for about ten or so hours at the airport. 

9. CPB then put us on the flight to Frankfurt. They initially told me that I would not 

have to pay for the flight, but it turns out that they were using my return plane 

ticket for which I had already paid. CBP and the airlines refused to give me back 

my passport. They only returned my passport after the plane leaving the United 

States touched down. I received my passport in Dubai Airport. 

10. We boarded the flight to Frankfurt airplane at about 8:00PM on January 28. My 

boarding pass says that boarding started at 7:50PM. My flight was LH0465 on 

Lufthansa Airlines to Frankfurt, Germany. The flight did not take off for a while, 

as it was a little bit delayed. I do not remember the exact time that the flight left, 

but it was after 8:30pm.  
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11. From Frankfurt, Germany I went to Dubai, and then I returned to Riyadh. 

Executed this sixth day of February, 2017, at Riyadh, Saudi Arabia.  

 

 

 

       

 _________________________ 

 Rashid Ahmed Gibril Ali 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

 
HAMEED KHALID DARWEESH and 
HAIDER SAMEER ABDULKHALEQ 
ALSHAWI,  
 
on behalf of themselves and others similarly 
situated, 
                        Petitioners, 

v. 

DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 
States; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
HOMELAND SECURITY (“DHS”); U.S. 
CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
(“CBP”); JOHN KELLY, Secretary of 
DHS; KEVIN K. MCALEENAN, Acting 
Commissioner of CBP; and JAMES T. 
MADDEN, New York Field Director, CBP. 
 
                        Respondents. 

 

 

 

Case No. 1:17-cv-00480 

 

 

 

  
 
 I, Yahya Aburomman, declare, under penalty of perjury pursuant to 28 U.S.C § 1746, that the 

following is true and correct: 

 

1. My name is Yahya Aburomman, and I am a twenty-three-year-old citizen of Jordan. My father 

is originally from Jordan and my mother is originally from Syria. I was born in Syria while 

visiting my mother’s family there, but I have lived my entire life in Jordan. I am ineligible, 

under Syrian law, to become a Syrian citizen or receive a Syrian passport.  

2. I came to the United States in order to visit family that live there. My brother Abed Aburomman 

is a U.S. citizen and studies chemical engineering at the Illinois Institute of Technology. Two of 

my uncles also live in Illinois and my aunt lives in Maryland. They are all U.S. citizens. My 

brother Omar also lives in the United States as well, but I do not know exactly where.  
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3. At the end of January 2017, I graduated from the University of Jordan where I majored in 

English and Spanish. I will begin a master’s degree in English and Spanish at the University of 

Jordan in May.  

4. At on or about 12:40 p.m. central time on Sunday, January 29, 2017, I applied for admission to 

the United States at the O’Hare International Airport in Chicago, Illinois. I applied on the basis 

of a B-1/B-2 visa. I was then denied entry, held and questioned, locked up in a cell, and 

returned to Jordan.  

5. After waiting in line, I reached the desk where a Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”) 

officer inspected my passport. He noticed that my Jordanian passport stated that I was born in 

Syria. He asked about that, and I told him I was born in Syria while my parents were visiting 

there but I am Jordanian. He knocked on the glass next to him and said to another officer, “This 

man was born in Syria. We might have trouble with this.” The other officer replied that he saw 

nothing wrong with that and that I should be treated as a Jordanian. However, I was escorted 

over to an additional officer to show him my passport. The officer asked me to sit and wait 

while he stepped away. When the officer returned, he said, “Being born in Syria will affect your 

entry to the United States.” I told the officer I was only born in Syria and I am a native 

Jordanian.  

6. The officer was not convinced and asked to search my belongings. He took my phone and asked 

me for my password. I gave it to him. He walked away. I assume he went through all my e-

mails, messages, Facebook conversations, SMS texts, and private images on my cell phone 

because he referenced some things later that he would not know if he had not done this. 

7. Then I was taken to another area in the airport where I was questioned for about 15 minutes. 

CBP officers asked about my family members in the United States. I told them I have two 

brothers here, Abed Al Elah and Omar.  
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8. An officer said, “Abed came to the United States, overstayed illegally, then got married and 

became a U.S. citizen, right?” Then he added, “And Omar is also an illegal in the Untied 

States?” I was scared. I said yes. 

9. He kept asking about my brother Omar. He wanted to know where he lived. I told him I did not 

know where he was. The officer replied, “Do you think that I believe you? I don’t.” I insisted I 

was telling the truth. 

10. The officer said Abed and Omar’s experiences “will affect your entry to the United States 

because your brothers overstayed illegally and you might do the same.” I asked why I had to be 

responsible for someone else’s decisions, and Officer Davis said, “because they are family.” 

11. I was then escorted to a waiting room full of people, where I was questioned by CBP Officer 

Davis and his colleagues for six hours and subjected to a secondary inspection. CBP officers 

searched my belongings, including the contents of my suitcases, multiple times.  

12. Officer Davis asked me my reasons for visiting the United States, and I said that I had just 

graduated from the University of Jordan and my father, a graduate of the University of Illinois, 

Chicago, encouraged me to spend a few weeks with my relatives in the United States. 

13. Officer Davis asked me why I had corresponded with aviation academies around the world. I 

explained to him that I was interested in scholarship programs for international students. 

14. Officer Davis told me he did not believe I was not planning to stay here permanently. He asked 

me the same questions about my brothers, and I answered them the same way.  

15. Officer Davis also said the fact that I was born in Syria would affect my entry to the United 

States.  

16. I was asked to carry my suitcases to another room so CBP officers could search them again. 

After the search, they asked me how much money I had. I told them $8,000. Officer Davis said 

that was too much for a vacation. I reiterated that this was only a visit and I just wanted to get 
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presents for my relatives in the United States and in Jordan. I also told him my brother Abed 

told me to bring extra money to help him arrange his wedding. Officer Davis asked me when 

the wedding would be. I told him maybe next month. 

17. Officer Davis then stepped out to ask my brother Abed about his marriage arrangements. Abed 

was waiting for me at arrivals. When he came back, he accused me of not telling him the truth 

because Abed said the wedding is going to be in August, even though Abed confirmed my story 

about bringing extra money for the arrangements. I told him I was honest about my 

understanding of the wedding date. It is up to the groom to decide when he wants to get 

married, and he is entitled to change his mind. 

18. After this, I waited again for a while. Then Officer Davis returned and told me he intended to 

ask me a number of questions, and my answers should only be either “Yes” or “No.” He said 

my answers to these questions would be put into a sworn statement. The questions were about 

my full name, my place of birth, the reasons I was born in Syria, my nationality, the place of 

issuance for my passport, my reason for coming to America, the amount of money in my 

possession, the names of my uncles in the United States, and their jobs in America. Then I was 

told by Officer Davis to sign five documents. I do not know what all of these documents are, 

but one of the documents was a sworn statement. He also informed me that he would call the 

Jordanian Embassy to inform them of my status, telling me that he was about to cancel my visa 

and put me on a plane to go back to Jordan.  

19. I asked him to allow me to call the Jordanian Consulate because I did not know what I was 

being asked to sign. He insisted that I have to sign the papers first; then I could call. Another 

officer sarcastically replied, “Yeah go ahead and call them, as if they’re going to answer.” Then 

he said, “Or you may send them a Snapchat.” Then he and Officer Davis started to laugh. Then 
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Officer Davis said that if I did not sign the sworn statement and other documents, that I would 

be banned “from entering the United States for the rest of [my] life.”  

20. I signed the documents because I feared that if I did not, I would never be able to visit my 

family in the United States again and would miss the chance to come back for my brother’s 

wedding. While I was signing, Officer Davis started dialing the Consulate. When the call went 

through, the Consulate said there was nothing they could do for me.  

21. After this, Officer Davis told me I would receive a copy of the documents I signed, but I never 

did. Officer Davis told me he would give me a waiver so I could apply for another visa at the 

American embassy in Jordan, but he did not give me that form either. After I signed the papers, 

CBP officers took my fingerprints and photographed me.  

22. After officers inspected my suitcases for a fourth or fifth time, I was then placed in a locked cell 

somewhere else in the airport where I remained for almost 20 hours.  

23. At some point, I asked CBP officers if I could speak to my brother Abed and they said no. I also 

asked the officers if I could perform my daily prayer in a clean place since the cell was not a 

proper place for prayer, and they refused. Later on, I asked the night shift officer, who did not 

know anything about my case, if I could call my uncle to inform him of the details of my flight 

back to Jordan. He let me call.   

24. The following afternoon, at approximately 3:30 p.m. on Monday, January 30, 2017, I was 

placed on Lufthansa flight L431 to Frankfurt that departed after 5:00 p.m. The general boarding 

time was supposed to be around 4:45 p.m., but I was put on the plane early.  

25. After I arrived in Frankfurt, my brother called me to tell me that an immigration attorney had 

tried to help me while I was in O’Hare, but CBP would not let her contact me. He told me that 

on Monday afternoon, an attorney sent by my family members repeatedly tried to gain access to 

speak to me or to obtain information about my case. After denying her requests to see me or to 

Case 1:17-cv-00480-CBA   Document 53-10   Filed 02/07/17   Page 5 of 6 PageID #: 751



receive information regarding me, a CBP officer asked her to write my name on a piece of 

paper and he would check on me. Several minutes later, the officer returned and told her that I 

had "already left" and would not provide further information. This occurred approximately 

between 3:40 p.m. and 3:50 p.m. Approximately at this time, I was taken out of my cell and 

placed on an airplane. I realized that the officer who placed me on the airplane had the same 

name as the officer who told my attorney that I had "already left." 

26. I was not given copies of any of the documents I signed. 

27. I was never permitted to speak to an attorney nor my brother Abed who was awaiting me. 

28 . I was held in a locked cell for 20 hours merely because I was born in Syria. 

29. The treatment I received at the hands of the immigration officers at the airport is entirely un­

American and contrary to all the impressions that my father instilled in me that America was a 

land of justice, kindness, equality, and respect. 

Executed this 3rd day of February, 2017, in Amman, Jordan. 
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UNITED ST ATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

HAMEED KHALID DARWEESH and 
HAIDER SAMEER ABDULKHALEQ 
ALSHAWI, 

on behalf of themselves and others similarly 
situated, 

Petitioners, 

v. 

DONALD TRUMP, President of the United 
States; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
HOMELAND SECURITY ("OHS"); U.S. 
CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
("CBP"); JOHN KELLY, Secretary of 
DHS; KEVIN K. MCALEENAN, Acting 
Commissioner ofCBP; and JAMES T. 
MADDEN, New York Field Director, CBP. 

Respondents. 

Case No. l: l 7-cv-00480 

DECLARATION OF NABILA ALHAFFAR 

I, Nabila Alhaffar, declare, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746 and subject to penalty of perjury, that the 

following is true and correct: 

I. My name is Nabila Alhaffar, and I am a citizen of Syria. I applied for admission to the United 

States at the Dulles International Airport, in Dulles, Virginia, on January 28, 2017. I applied for 

admission as a J-2 nonimmigrant on the basis of my J-2 visa which I received on 12/08/2015. 

2. On January 27, 2017, I embarked on a flight from Doha, Qatar with a final destination of 

Dulles, Virginia. I traveled to the United States because I held a valid J-2 nonimmigrant visa as 

the derivative spouse of my husband, who is a physician in J-1 visa status. I live in Virginia 

with my husband. 
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3. Upon my arrival at Dulles, I was detained by U.S. Customs and Border Protection ("CBP"). 

They told me that I was being detained because my visa was "blocked" and because I am a 

Syrian national. 

4. The CBP officers told me that I would not be permitted to enter the United States and 

confiscated my cell phone, visa, copy of my marriage contract, DS2019 forms, and copy of my 

husband's DS2019 form which I carry with me when traveling as supporting proof for my J-2 

visa. 

5. One particular CBP officer told me I was going to be deported back to my home country. I 

explained to him that I live in the United States with my husband who was waiting for me. I 

asked him why my visa was being denied. 

6. The officer replied: "You are not American to say that this is your home, and you cannot say 

'my visa' because this visa belongs to the United States, not to you! You must go back to your 

country." 

7. I was told to sit down, have my fingerprints taken, and sign some papers. 

8. The CBP officer told me that the only way I can get a new visa again without waiting for 5 

years to apply again was if I signed a form to return to the country I flew from. I was shown a 

document I couldn't understand because I do not read English well enough to appreciate and 

comprehend the legal impact of the document. I was told to sign it even without being allowed 

to talk to a lawyer or ask questions about what was in the document. No translator was granted 

to me, even though I requested one. 

9. I stated I did not want to sign any papers and requested to speak with my husband, a lawyer, 

and a translator, before doing any such thing, and was denied all requests. 

10. At that point, someone else who I assume was also a CBP officer came into the room I was in. 

The officer told me that I can re-apply for a new visa when I return to my country, but ifl do 
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not sign the papers, I will be prohibited from entering the country for five years. I was told I 

had no viable option but to give in and sign, which is what I did. 

11. The next time I saw my passport was at Dubai airport and the visa with was stamped with the 

word "canceled." 

12. I landed at Dulles at 8:01 a.m. on January 28, 2017 and was detained until I was deported at 

9:55 a.m. on a flight back to Doha, Qatar. 

13. At Dubai airport I was also told that I had to pay for the plane flight home otherwise I won't be 

given my passport. However, upon arrival to Qatar no one asked for payment. 

14. I was extremely scared and emotionally devastated. I live in the United States and didn't know 

when I was going to see my family again, when I was going to be able to leave detention, and if 

I was sent back to Qatar, when I could come back to the United States to join my husband. 

15. I am currently in Qatar, my visa having been cancelled, separated from my husband who is 

working in the United States as a physician, not knowing when I can see my husband again. 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I hereby verify that I can write, read and understand English 

sufficient to set forth the information contained herein, and I further verify the above information is 

true and correct to the best of my information and belief. Executed this 4th day of February, 2017, 

at Doha, Qatar. 

Dated: February 4, 2017 Nabila Alhaffi 
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9. ·11)e <lfliccrs then told inc and the three t)ther tlt:t<1ined travelers that V.'C had ro follO\V 
I.hem. The officers had 1ny {la.'Q.por1 and held lt the entire tj1ue I v.·a~ detained. I tlid no! 
get nly p~pon back u11til I landed in Saudi Arahiu allcr being deported. I \\'Cllt wit11 the 
otliccrs to a t'()()fll full (If c)ther c.1tliccrs and ut least ten otlter travelers. l·'.ven 1hougb the 
Sudillll:SC won1an fron1 n1y flight had a grec11 curd. she v.·as dctai11cd v.•ith us as v.•ell. l'ht:y 
detained her for almosL IOur hours and then let her out of the airp0r1. 

I 0. The officers left one of the Iranian men and n1e in the roon1 for ahout live hour:s. lo the 
n)C)1n, lhc ofiiccrs \Vould not give ll<; any infomu1lion about what \\1'3S happeniog 10 t.1$, 

and did not provide us \vith an}' food. Before \ve entered the room. the otliccrs took n1y 
carry-on bag. \\rl1ieh had all 01y i1nporu1nt belongings in it. \\'e v.·e.re not aJlo"·e<l l(l u:;t.: 
our nll)hilc;- phone:; or move anywhere. I had to a<;k 1.he ofli~r;s for pcnnissio11 to use a 
rn-uhroom. I \V".tntcd lO pra)' but I wa.-:. stared to do so. I felt like I V.'3$ beiog tr~rued liken 
crin1inal. 

11. I tried to explain to the otliecrs that I had con\e to !he lJnih.xl Slnlcs ~s a youth delegate to 
the United Nations. tJtat I v.·ould (1nly be here for a fc\V da)'S, cltat I had 1"1id ft)r 
e\1ef)'111ing I ni;c.:dcd for this trip. and that I "'a.'l 1101 a rcl'ugc:e. lbcy refused to help n1e in 
any "ray. ·rhis \Va~ 1ny lin;t timt.: ever LravcliJ1g alone. and I experieo<:ett thi-. nil nlone.1 
wuld not do ;_uiything and J v.·a~ crying. I ICll very sc.1rcd about v.ihat \Vas going to 
happen to me;-. 
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I 2. I asked in.any ti111e~ IOr a h1\vyi:r. I cxplaiot."C;I ) w~LS H 1<1\v studenl and I k.nc\v I had the 
rig.bl 10 speak \vilh a la\V)'Cr. but the officers said. ''No, you're oot a citi7.e-n, you don·l 
Jia,re the righl tt) do St).'"' 

13. I also asked 1nany tin1es if I could call my t'a.1.her tf> explain my silo~tion. l \\<'as only 
allf)v.•t:tl l<t call my lather and u1y friend . I had to call n1y friend bec.aLL~ she \Vf:IS \Wiling 
for n1e to arrive~ ~he could pick me up. \Ve \Vere not allov.•cd to use our pl10nes, so I 
Md to give the officers the numbers and tJ1ey called f'ro1n Lheir ollice telephone. Before 
being deported. l asked to call my fa.thcT again to tell him I was bci11g deponed a1ld that 
1h!!: o lliccrs v.·cre taking inc no,v. The officers refused.. ~ying lhnt I <1 lr~-ady .had (\VO 

phone calls, but the)' e"'entw11ly ul h.-."'"'"(.~ me to call because I i1tsisted and becau..:;e l \l/aS 

c;rying. 

14. Afler u~ lea.st lb.rec hours of being held i.n this r<k)fl) withouL f(.l(kj or ijnyv .. hc..-:rc lo rcsl. one 
of t!hc officers tool.. pictures of rnt: nnd made me sign son1cthing on an electronic device. I 
did not understand \Vh.at J was sig.11i11g. I a..~ked l~)r un explanation. but they said I had ltO 

ch<>ice hullo ~ign on lhc device, and they refused 10 exrlain ai1y~1ing. They then look my 
fingerprint~ 3Jld Jlh«)tographeJ mt:. I " 'l:l:S crying as they took my photograph and asked 
\vhy lhey 'vcre treating n1c like a crin1il\al. I asked why lhey \Vt:rc u1king pictures of me 
and they said it \Vas "11ont1ol procedure'' lhnt they filtd to foUO\V. They told inc if J 
pro·vided my Gngcrprints and photograph, I \vould 1101 have. prohlerr1~ applying_ IOt a DC\\' 

vis."!. because the go\remrtletlt could use rmy fingerprints and photograph to confirnt I had 
no c.:riminal history. 

15. I fi.:]t VCI)' uncomfortable. with the officer~ taking rny picture und I \Vas confused about 
\Vha1 \\'ll.~ •t.ai1pc.::ning, bot they told me I h.."ld to do everything the)' said if I \\1aoted It) be 
able to apply for anod1er visa after 90 di-1y~ . 1 trietl f<) tHlk lo 1he officer \vho had n1y 
1')3ssport aml asked him to make an cxccptio11 for Ole becau.~e I had paid f()r <VCl)'lhing on 
my trip and I could not con1e l')3ck lt) th.: l Jnilt:d Sl»h.':$. He asked me \Vhy I (;()u]d not go 
back. and I cxpluintd 1bu1 it was hard for me to come to the United Stales. ·1 ·110 olliccr 
~wl!:hcd. He said that after 90 days, if ~le rule; had changed. I could come back. TI>e 
officer treattXI 1ny situ~ltion as if it \Vere not a big deal rhe officer!i. treated 111e terrihly. I 1 
\WS very hurtful to nte. E\felltually. thcy LOld m~ I v.·us bciog~nt back to Saudi Arabia. 

16. The elderly nHlJl frt)m Jrun and l \verc then deported. I still \\'3S not gi\ren 111~· passport or 
any information aOOut \Vhat \\'a.' happeni11g, v.1here I v.•a.,-. going. or whut llig,ht I wu:; on. 
·rhe flight !ell fn11n JFK A irJX>rl ~•l approxin1ately 2 or 2:30 J,M (l:S I') on January 2X, 
2017. Because I had aJrcad)' been on a J4.hour Oight a11d then c.lc.::taint.'(I ror :;cvcn1J hours 
\Vitl\c)ul any l(HKI c1r any\ .. ·hcre to rest. my back \V8S rcaJly huning. rhe \Vhole travel 
experience v.·as aln1ost t\VO da)'S long. 
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17. Before I \\3...~ dqxmcd. the official' look my PMSrn~ nnd did 001 return it to me un11l l 

lt:ioded in S.audi Arabia. Whc:n lhcy gave it hack 10 me. there wa.~ a \lump on my \•isn 
~y ing it \WS cancel~ tind tb:.ll thc visu application wa;;; v-·ilhdrawn, 

18 I rt.main in Saudi /\mhia 0()\1, _ I tm\·e~ IO lhc United s~ for a ~o atlcnJ w 
I '-· Asscmbl) a.'" )OUlh cklq;.o.tc-<md if! had kno"n aboul lhc !>an on ua-.lc~ from 
Vernen. 1 would no1 have co111c. I only launcd ahout 1h~ Exccutl\'C C)rder banning 
Vcrneni travelt!rl\ itflcr J returned lo Sau.di Arabia und s1)()ke v-·ith lu\vye-r.:; in the United 
Stutes who lt)ld me the- electronic docwru:nt I v-·tu forced lo sign "'a' u "'itbdra\\-al of my 

application for :Kin1i').'l;oo 10 the l lnitcd Swa I um saill 'b) upset about ''hat bappcnal 
l<l me. 

ExccutoJ 1his 6th d.1) of February, 2017. 01 Je<ld1'h. Soudi Ambia. 

f\>fanar 
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Issuing Post Name 

JEDDAH 

Issue Date 

02AUG2016 
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