
The Capital Area Immigrants’ Rights (CAIR) Coalition’s Immigration Impact Lab
Six-Month Report to the Holy Trinity Catholic Church

July 1, 2019 – December 31, 2019

Holy Trinity Catholic Church provided CAIR Coalition with a $75,000 grant to be used for 
project support of CAIR Coalition’s Immigration Impact Lab. This grant has helped CAIR 
Coalition to make a significant impact in the lives of immigrants in detention, as well as those at 
risk of detention due to the greatly increased immigration enforcement efforts under the current 
Administration. We are pleased to share the following litigation updates.

I. Asylum Litigation

1. S.M.S.R./O.A. v. Trump - class action successfully challenging the President’s first 
asylum ban for asylum-seekers who enter without inspection (DC District Court) - A 
class action we brought and co-counseled with Hogan Lovells and RAICES against the 
President’s Asylum Ban 1.0 resulted in a decision striking down Asylum Ban 1.0 as 
unlawful nation-wide. The government appealed the decision and this case is pending 
before the DC Circuit Court. The district court decision below, amended complaint, and 
press releases are here.

2. CAIR Coalition et al. v. Trump - lawsuit challenging the President's second asylum 
ban for asylum-seekers who enter without inspection (DC District Court) – Another 
class action we are co-counseling with Hogan Lovells and RAICES challenging President 
Trump’s rule barring asylum for individuals who enter or attempt to enter across the 
southern border, if they did not seek protection from a third country en route to the 
United States. A hearing on cross motions for summary judgment was held on November 
7. The case is pending and the complaint and press release are here.

3. N.H. v. Barr - appeal challenging Matter of A-B- (Fourth Circuit) - In Matter of A-B-, 
former Attorney General Sessions overturned the seminal case establishing legal 
protections for certain women fleeing domestic violence and attempted to cut off asylum 
for women fleeing domestic violence and for Central Americans fleeing violence 
generally. Our case co-counseled with Mayer Brown challenges the application of Matter 
of A-B- for our client Mrs. N.H., a survivor of severe domestic violence in Honduras who 
fled to seek protection in the United States. Mrs. N.H. was denied asylum by the same 
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immigration judge who issued the underlying decision in Matter of A-B- before Matter of 
A-B- was issued.  If we win this case at the Fourth Circuit, we may have a chance to 
invalidate certain parts of Matter of A-B- for all immigrants in the Fourth 
Circuit, depending on the nature of the court’s decision. This is also critical because there 
have now been two Circuit Court decisions coming out of the Fifth and Eleventh Circuit 
deferring to the A.G’s decision. 

o You can read more about the case and view the brief we filed here. Please note we 
are referring to the case publicly as N.H. v. Barr and not saying the case number 
to protect our client’s wishes for privacy.

o The results of this appeal could have such significant implications in immigration 
law that eight groups have provided amicus briefs in support of our client. This 
includes 27 retired immigration judges and Board of Immigration Appeals 
(“Board”) members; Tahirih Justice Center; Asian Pacific Institute on Gender-
Based Violence; ASISTA; Ayuda; 105 immigration and refugee law professors; 
the National Immigrant Women’s Advocacy Project; and the Washington Office 
on Latin America.

4. P.V.G. v. Barr - appeal challenging Matter of A-B- (Fourth Circuit) - Based on our 
representation of Mrs. N.H., the Fourth Circuit appointed us as counsel for Ms. P.V.G., 
who also has a domestic-violence-based asylum claim that implicates Matter of A-B-. 
Mayer Brown has also agreed to serve as co-counsel for this case.

5. Arita Deras v. Barr - appeal challenging Matter of L-E-A- (Fourth Circuit) - In Matter 
of L-E-A-, the Attorney General attempted to drastically limit asylum for individuals 
fleeing persecution based on family ties. Our client’s case, which should have resulted in 
a clear grant of asylum under Fourth Circuit precedent, was denied by the Board of 
Immigration Appeals in part because of Matter of L-E-A-. In the appeal, we and co-
counsel Crowell & Moring are arguing that Matter of L-E-A- is an unlawful interpretation 
of asylum law.

6. Cordova Garcia v. Whitaker - successfully secured remand and a chance for a new 
hearing (Eleventh Circuit) and now In Re Cordova Garcia, a second appeal before 
the Board of Immigration Appeals  – Prior to Matter of L-E-A-, we filed an amicus 
brief with Crowell & Moring seeking protection for individuals seeking asylum based on 
persecution due to their family ties, which is a basis for asylum in the Fourth Circuit, in 
the Eleventh Circuit. Advocates were concerned that the case would result in bad case 
law in the Eleventh Circuit because the case had not been fully developed below. Our 
amicus highlighted the viable legal issues in the case and need for remand, helping win 
the chance for a new hearing before the Immigration Judge for Mr. Cordova Garcia. On 
remand, in light of Matter of L-E-A- the client was again denied at the immigration court 
level, and our organization and the Georgetown Appellate Litigation Clinic have been 
representing the client in his request for release and in his second appeal to the Board, 
this time challenging the application of Matter of L-E-A- to his case. This is the first 
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challenge to Matter of L-E-A- we are aware of that is likely to result in a petition for 
review on the issue at the Eleventh Circuit.

7. Arevalo Quinto v. Barr - appeal challenging Matter of W-Y-C- (Fourth Circuit) -
In Matter of W-Y-C-, the Board of Immigration Appeals came out with a restrictive 
ruling, holding that, in asylum cases, immigrants have the burden to fully argue all 
aspects of their claims before the immigration court and cannot raise such claims for the 
first time on appeal. This decision makes it very difficult for detained immigrants, the 
vast majority of whom do not have counsel, to have a fair chance to fight their asylum 
cases. In Arevalo Quintero, which we placed with the firm Morgan Lewis, we are arguing 
that, in the context of pro se (unrepresented) respondents, Matter of W-Y-C- should be 
interpreted to place a duty on the immigration judge to help the pro se respondent 
develop the legal grounds for their asylum claim at the first instance. We also coordinated 
with the group of retired immigration judges and Board members who provided an 
amicus brief in support of the case.

8. Campos-Tapia v. Barr – amicus brief challenging the application of Matter of W-Y-C- 
to pro se respondents (Third Circuit). We joined the Catholic Legal Immigration 
Network (CLINIC), The Florence Immigrant and Refugee Rights Project (Florence 
Project), the National Immigrant Justice Center (NIJC), the Northwest Immigrant Rights 
Project (NWIRP) and the Pennsylvania Immigration Resource Center (PIRC), 
represented by Cooley LLP, in challenging the application of Matter of W-Y-C to pro se 
asylum applicants. In this case, the respondent put forward an unclear delineation of her 
protected ground and, in addition to analyzing respondent’s particular social group, the 
immigration judge also put forward the group “independent professional women in 
Mexico” and granted the respondent asylum. On appeal, the Board ruled that the judge 
had erred and prohibited the judge’s reformulation of the respondent’s protected asylum 
ground. Amici challenge the Board’s decision that amounts to adopting a rule of 
prohibiting reformulation of a protected ground by a judge, which goes against a judge’s 
duty to develop the record, and especially in pro se cases, would impose an additional 
barrier to an already complex process.

9. Cardenas-Martinez v. Barr - appeal on competency and ineffective assistance of 
counsel (Fourth Circuit) - We and co-counsel Wiley Rein filed a petition for review of 
the Board’s denial of a motion to reopen proceedings for an incompetent formerly 
unaccompanied minor. This case brings novel issues before the Fourth Circuit, including 
the standards for prejudice and deficient performance for an immigration attorney in an 
ineffective assistance of counsel claim and the duty of parties in immigration proceedings 
regarding procedural safeguards for incompetent respondents.

10. Asylum protection for various novel “particular social group” claims

o In several appeals, we are also advocating for a basis for asylum for the following 
innovative groups:



 Women from [X country] - In addition to Mrs. N.H.’s case challenging 
Matter of A-B-, we have been evaluating several potential gender-related 
referrals for appeal, including asylum claims based on applicants’ status as 
women in certain countries. We have taken on representation in two of 
these referrals for appeals to the Board.

 Children who have survived severe child abuse

 Youth wrongfully labeled gang members by U.S. law enforcement

1. One of our clients we represent with Hogan Lovells with this claim 
has now won asylum twice (before and after remand). After being 
detained for about two years, our client was ordered released by 
the immigration judge on a bond of $1500, the lowest bond amount 
possible. The Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”) appealed 
his case for a second time.

 Witnesses of criminal activity who report to the police

 Family-based particular social groups in the aftermath of Matter of L-E-A-

1. We are co-counseling with Crowell & Moring a family-based 
asylum case before the Board. The immigration judge awarded our 
client, a former unaccompanied minor, asylum based on her 
relationship to family members who had been targeted by gangs, 
ruling that Matter of L-E-A- did not bar her from relief. DHS 
appealed the grant of asylum to the Board.

11. Challenging bars to asylum – In several appeals, we have been challenging common 
barriers to our adult and child clients qualifying for asylum, such as allegations of 
committing a “serious non-political crime,” a “particularly serious crime,” or an 
unsubstantiated gang allegation. 

II. Due Process/Detention Cases

CLASS ACTIONS

1. Palacios v. Barr -  class action challenging NC immigration judges’ refusal to hold 
bond hearings (Fourth Circuit) – CAIR Coalition, the American Immigration Council, 
and Cauley Forsythe law group are arguing that the district court erred in conflating 
jurisdiction to hold a bond hearing (which is required by law and federal courts have 
jurisdiction to review) with adjudicating a bond motion on the merits (which federal 
courts do not have jurisdiction to review).  If we win this appeal at the Fourth Circuit, on 



remand, we will proceed to the merits of the case in the District Court for the Western 
District of North Carolina. We are currently in settlement discussions with the 
Government in lieu of potential practice changes at the Immigration Court.

2. Sanchez-Acosta v. Barr - class action challenging DHS’s refusal to release from 
detention immigrants who win withholding of removal (Fourth Circuit) - CAIR 
Coalition, WilmerHale, LAJC, and Muslim Advocates co-counsel an appeal at the Fourth 
Circuit arguing that ICE’s new policy of continuing to detain immigrants after they have 
won their cases for withholding of removal violates due process, the immigration laws, 
and the APA.  If we prevail, we will proceed to the merits of the case in the District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia on remand.

3. Developing a class action challenging the refusal of ICE and Immigration Judges to 
consider detained immigrants’ ability to pay in setting high bond amounts (EDVA)  
– We are working with the ACLU and LAJC to develop a novel class action that seeks to 
strengthen procedural protections for detained immigrants in Virginia and Maryland who 
remain detained because they are unable to post the set bond amount due to indigence. 
We are currently working on developing the class action complaint and obtaining bond 
data from DHS and ICE as well as DOJ’s Executive Office for Immigration Review. We 
are also gathering data through surveys with detainees in the Virginia and Maryland 
facilities. Volunteers and staff are working on recording bond hearings in the 
immigration courts. 

Habeas Petitions Challenging Immigration 
Detention

Habeas petitions are cases in federal district court 
arguing that an individual’s detention is unlawful. 

Few to no other advocates are making these 
arguments in our region, but the dire circumstances 

of detention our clients are facing require us to 
develop such innovative arguments and push the law. 
So far we have seen that the federal judges are very 

concerned about the cases of detention we are 
highlighting and sympathetic to our arguments. These 
are the types of habeas claims we want to continue to 

develop and scale up.



ADULT HABEAS

1. Obando-Segura v. Whitaker, No. GLR-17-3190, 2019 WL 423412 (D. Md. Feb. 1, 
2019) - major win challenging prolonged immigration detention (District Court of 
Maryland) (on appeal at the Fourth Circuit on award of attorneys’ fees). In a habeas 
petition case the Lab co-counseled with Arnold & Porter, we secured the release of a 
man whom the government had kept detained without a hearing for more than two 
years. This is a significant win for the client and all immigrants held in detention, as the 
district court confirmed in its decision that prolonged immigration detention can become 
unconstitutional and ordered an immediate bond hearing. The Supreme Court had 
previously held in Jennings v. Rodriguez that prolonged detention is not contrary to 
federal statutes but left open the constitutional questions.  Our team also secured an 
important win in the case in that the Court placed the burden on the government for the 
bond hearing. Our client is now home with his family. In representing Mr. Obando, the 
government misrepresented significant issues and facts in the matter, and after we 
secured release of our client counsel sought award of attorneys fees. The District Court 
denied our request and so we appealed this decision to the Fourth Circuit. There is 
currently a split on whether counsel can request attorney’s fees on civil habeas petitions 
for immigrants in detention. We hope to get a favorable decision on this issue at the 
Fourth Circuit, as it would help incentivize pro bonos in the future to take more of these 
types of cases. The National Immigration Project has also agreed to serve as amicus on 
this case. 

o After Obando Segura v. Whitaker, we are now evaluating other adult habeas 
claims to bring additional test cases. 

o In Gordon v. Crawford, we brought a similar claim in Virginia, but the case 
mooted out because the Board issued a final order in the client’s case and the 
Fourth Circuit denied his stay of removal. 

2. Habeas cases for individuals who have been granted stays of removal and have their 
petitions for review pending at the circuit court.

o Gbohoutou v. Entrekin (District Court of Alabama) - We successfully brought 
a novel habeas claim for one of our clients whose petition of review is pending in 
the Fourth Circuit but who was transferred to a detention center in Alabama, 
which resulted in his release. We co-counseled this case with local Alabama 
nonprofit the Adelante Alabama Worker Center. We argued that the immigration 
statutes allow immigrants who are otherwise subject to mandatory detention a 
right to a bond hearing where their petition for review is pending at the circuit 
court and the circuit court has issued a stay of removal preventing the government 
from deporting them during their petition for review. Our client is now home with 
his family.

o Bah v. Barr, et al. No. 1:19-CV-641, 2019 WL 4247823 (E.D. Va. Sept. 6, 
2019) (on appeal at the Fourth Circuit) - We brought a similar habeas petition 
for Mr. Bah in the EDVA, which the court granted. This was the first case in the 



Fourth Circuit ever to accept the argument that a detained immigrant adult 
ordered removed but who has been granted a stay of removal by the circuit court 
during the pendency of the petition for review should be eligible for a bond 
hearing. Our client is now home with his family. The government unfortunately 
appealed this decision to the Fourth Circuit and this issue is now pending before 
the Fourth Circuit, though we feel hopeful given the number of Circuit Courts 
who have agreed with the legal argument we put forward in this case, that we will 
eventually prevail.

3. Rodriguez Cabrera v. Crawford, No. 1:19-cv-01604-RDA-MSN - habeas action 
challenging detention of a client who prevailed in his immigration case before 
the Fourth Circuit, yet remained detained while his case was pending at the 
Board (EDVA) - With the Georgetown Appellate Litigation Clinic, we represented 
Mr. Rodriguez Cabrera, who prevailed before the Fourth Circuit in Cabrera v. Barr, 930 
F.3d 627 (4th Cir. 2019). Despite the Fourth Circuit invalidating the only immigration 
charge filed against Mr. Rodriguez Cabrera and ordering the Board to terminate removal 
proceedings, the Board failed to act on his case for almost six months. Thus, 
Mr. Rodriguez Cabrera remained indefinitely detained pursuant to new, unfiled 
immigration charges that DHS conceded that it could not bring while his case was 
pending before the Board. We contended in this action that Mr. Rodriguez Cabrera’s 
detention violated his due process rights and the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA). 
To our knowledge, this is the first habeas action in the country that has dealt with this 
issue. The Board finally remanded Mr. Rodriguez Cabrera’s immigration proceedings to 
the immigration judge shortly after the Court held a hearing on our motion for 
preliminary injunction and ordered the Government to contact the Board regarding Mr. 
Rodriguez Cabrera’s case. We dismissed the habeas action as moot and continue to 
litigate Mr. Rodriguez Cabrera’s case in immigration court.

CHILD HABEAS

1. J.M.G. v. Barr - successful child habeas litigation challenging ORR’s transfers of 
child in violation of access to counsel and refusal to step-down child to less 
restrictive setting (WDVA) –  We brought the first federal lawsuit in the country to 
argue for a child’s due process right to “stepdown” to a less restrictive setting when the 
child has no sponsor to reunify with. In this case, we also brought the first federal lawsuit 
in the country to argue that a child should not be transferred across the country because it 
impedes access to counsel and secured a preliminary injunction. Our client is now 
receiving mental health services in the lowest-level security detention center, long-term 
foster care.



2. A.R.D.A. v. Lloyd - successful child habeas litigation challenging ORR's newly 
created reunification “appeal” process (EDVA) – In March 2019, we secured the 
release of a child who had been detained by the Office of Refugee Resettlement for two 
years. The case involved a highly contested habeas petition in the District Court for 
the Eastern District of Virginia. After eight months of litigation, when the court 
appeared ready to grant the petition, ORR released our client. Our client was the first 
child to go through ORR’s newly created reunification "appeal" process for a 
reunification denial decision, which ORR created during litigation the last time they had a 
major habeas suit against them in Virginia. The process turned out to be a sham, with no 
meaningful opportunity to be heard, no neutral arbiter (the “appeal” was adjudicated by 
the Assistant Secretary of HHS, who oversees ORR), and far too long of a delay to have a 
hearing regarding the deprivation of liberty (this hearing, which was the first time our 
client had a chance to contest his indefinite detention, was approximately two years after 
he was detained and one year after his sponsor submitted a reunification application). We 
filed an amended complaint challenging the appeal process as violating due process and 
bolstering our arguments that the government is violating the TVPRA, the APA, and the 
Rehabilitation Act by detaining our client because of his mental health disability. 
The Bazelon Center for Mental Health and Zuckerman Spaeder joined as co-counsel to 
support our amended complaint.  Our client is now home with his family sponsor.

3. Developing a pro bono toolkit for representation of child in a habeas case and 
supporting additional novel habeas litigation for children – We are currently working 
on several habeas petitions for children, involving issues that have never been litigated in 
the country, including exploring legal theories for alternative placements and step-downs 
for children without sponsors and obtaining release for children who ORR is refusing to 
reunify because of their mental health conditions. To further this work we have moved on 
to the next phase of our plan on this issue and are in the midst of developing a child 
habeas toolkit and seeking partnerships with firms to represent more children in these 
complex and novel cases.  

Immigration Impact Lab Client Success Story:
"Nicolas" is a teenager who was trapped in a cycle of 
detention and mental health challenges for 2 years. 
Already fragile when detained, a lack of access to 
mental health treatment and isolation from family 

exacerbated his condition. As Nicolas spiraled down, 



INDIVIDUAL APPEALS & AMICUS BRIEFS

1. Seivwright v. Barr - amicus brief on due process protections in immigration court for 
immigrants with mental health issues (Fourth Circuit) - In April 2019, we filed an 
amicus brief on behalf of one of the detained men we serve, whose petition for review we 
placed with the University of Maryland immigration clinic. The Maryland immigration 
judge (who adjudicates all detained cases in Maryland and who has a pattern of declining 
to find detainees incompetent and declining to impose safeguards or appoint counsel) 
failed to determine that the man’s severe mental health disorder made him incompetent to 
represent himself in immigration court and ordered him deported. Unfortunately, the 
Fourth Circuit upheld this decision.

2. Gbohoutou v. Entrekin – successfully secured remand for a client so that he could 
have a second chance to seek reopening of his case (Fourth Circuit) - In a case we co-
counseled with Covington & Burling, we were able to obtain the opportunity for our 
client, who had previously been ordered deported as a child, to have a remand to the 
Board and seek reopening of his case so that he could apply for fear-based relief and/or 
status through his U.S. citizen spouse. The client’s case was eventually reopened on 
remand after we submitted supplemental briefing at the Board. 

PROJECTS

1. We developed an advocacy project with the Georgetown University Law Center’s 
Appellate Litigation Clinic to ask the Fourth Circuit to adopt an automatic stay of 
removal policy for immigrants with pending petitions for review. Several other circuit 
courts have adopted such policies, allowing immigrants to avoid being deported while 
their petitions for review are pending.

2. We started a pipeline to receive child habeas referrals from the organization’s 
Detained Unaccompanied Children’s Program. Of the 25 referrals we received since 
the end of July 2019, we secured the release or step-down of 21 of the children through 
advocacy and litigation. We are currently developing a toolkit to expand the pipeline to 
place child habeas cases with partner pro bono law firms.

III. Crim-Imm Cases

We continue to push forward petitions for review to 
the Fourth Circuit on issues centered on the 

intersection of criminal law and immigration law.  In 
particular, our crim-imm litigation will advance novel 
theories challenging the application of the “realistic 
probability test” under the categorical approach and 



INDIVIDUAL APPEALS & AMICUS BRIEFS

1. Lasri v. Barr  (Fourth Circuit) - We recently lost a case we co-counseled with Mayer 
Brown arguing that Virginia Code 18.2-188, a misdemeanor offense that punishes a 
broad range of offenses, including failing to pay at an amusement park or when pitching a 
tent at a campground, is not a “crime involving moral turpitude” (CIMT). In this case, we 
also argued that the Court should hold that the CIMT ground of removal 
is unconstitutionally void for vagueness. In a disappointing decision, the Court found that 
our client, who was pro se at the immigration court and Board and argued before both 
that his offense is not a CIMT, failed to exhaust administrative remedies because he did 
not specifically argue both prongs of the CIMT analysis. The Court also ignored our void 
for vagueness argument.

2. Bah v. Barr - challenging Virginia drug possession as a basis for deportation (Fourth 
Circuit) - We are waiting on a decision in a case co-counseled with Bryan 
Cave regarding whether a conviction under Virginia’s possession of a controlled 
substance statute should trigger deportation. We argued it should not because Virginia’s 
drug schedules are overbroad and apply to over 50 more drugs than the federal schedules. 

3. Gordon v. Barr – challenging the realistic probability test and Virginia’s firearm 
offense as triggering deportation (Fourth Circuit) - We filed a petition for review with 
Wiley Rein challenging the realistic probability test, a test which is used to unfairly limit 
the application of the categorical approach, the analysis used to analyze the immigration 
consequences of criminal convictions under federal immigration law. We also challenge 
Virginia’s firearms offenses as triggering deportation because Virginia punishes the use 
of antique firearms, which are not federally criminalized. The National Immigration 
Project provided an amicus brief in support of our case. 

4. Rose v. Barr - challenging Virginia unlawful wounding as an aggravated felony, a 
basis for deportation and bar to many forms of immigration relief (Fourth Circuit) - 
With co-counsel Alston & Bird, we have petitioned for review in a pending case 
challenging the Board of Immigration Appeals’ designation of Virginia unlawful 
wounding, Va. Code § 46.2-894, as a crime of violence aggravated felony. We argue that 
the offense is not a crime of violence because it can be committed through acts of 
omission.

5. Nunez Vasquez v. Barr – amicus brief on whether Virginia hit-and-run and identity 
theft offenses constitute CIMTs, which are grounds for removal and bars to 
cancellation of removal (Fourth Circuit) - We filed an amicus brief on behalf of the 
Petitioner, contending that Virginia hit-and-run, Va. Code Ann. § 46.2-894, and identity 
theft, Va. Code Ann. § 18.2-186.3(B1), are not CIMTs. In addition to addressing the 
immigration consequences of common Virginia offenses, this case concerns whether, 



after the government deported the Petitioner while his stay motion was pending, the 
Court has the authority to order the government to facilitate Petitioner’s return during the 
pendency of the petition for review. The case is currently pending.

6. Graham v. Barr – amicus brief on whether Connecticut possession-with-intent-to-sell 
is a controlled substance offense triggering deportation (Second Circuit) - We filed 
an amicus brief to assist the Second Circuit’s consideration of whether Conn. Gen. Stat. 
§ 21a-277(a) is a controlled substance for removal purposes. The case is currently 
pending and will have a large impact on the implementation of the categorical approach 
in controlled substance offenses.

By investing in CAIR Coalition, Holy Trinity Catholic Church is not only helping individual 
immigrants, but also supporting an organization that is on the cutting edge of nationwide efforts 
to expand access to counsel through universal representation programs, as well as create new 
avenues of relief for immigrants facing detention and deportation through the advocacy and 
impact litigation work of the Lab. All funds allocated for this six month period have been spent 
for the purpose of support for the Immigration Impact Lab. Thank you for your support of CAIR 
Coalition and the Immigration Impact Lab.



REPORT OF PROGRESS UNDER GRANT FROM HOLY TRINITY PARISH
Organization: Capital Area Immigrants’ Rights (CAIR) Coalition
Project: Immigration Impact Lab
Six-month period: From July 1, 2019 to December 1, 2019

Your proposal included the outcomes you expected to result from your project, that is, what you expected to accomplish. What progress are you making in 
bringing about those outcomes?

Outcomes What did you expect to 
accomplish the last six months?

What did you accomplish the last six 
months?

Reason(s) for 
difference(s)

What results do you expect 
the next six months?

1. File several appeals and 
class action lawsuits aimed 
at due process violations

Further litigation development 
for inability to pay class action 
including filing complaint, file 

another child’s habeas.

Child’s habeas
Developed a robust pipeline for our 
Detained Unaccompanied Children’s 
program to refer habeas cases; advocacy 
and litigation around pipeline resulted in 
the release or “step-down” of 21 of the 25 
referrals; litigated one complex habeas 
petition for a detained child, resulting in 
the first preliminary injunction we have 
litigated being granted and the first case in 
the country to argue for a child’s “step-
down” to a less restrictive detention 
setting.
Adult habeas
Litigated a novel habeas petition for an 
adult that created new law in our circuit, 
Bah v. Barr, et al., No. 1:19-CV-641, 2019 
WL 4247823 (E.D. Va. Sept. 6, 2019), and 
resulted in our client’s release from 
immigration detention. 
Inability to pay
Finalized class action complaint with co-
counsel team. Continued to obtain bond 

N/A File and litigate inability to 
pay class action including 
filing complaint and 
motion for preliminary 
injunction; file another 
child’s habeas.



data from the Department of Homeland 
Security’s (“DHS”) Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement (“ICE”) as well as 
the Department of Justice’s (“DOJ”) 
Executive Office for Immigration Review 
(“EOIR”). We also continued to gather 
data through surveys with detainees in the 
Virginia and Maryland facilities. Finally, 
we set up a robust pipeline with our 
Detained Adult Program to identify 
plaintiffs and they are actively screening.

2. Create an advocacy 
network throughout the 
region to facilitate litigation

Continued outreach and 
advocacy on a local and 

regional level; host another 
training in North Carolina; 
continue to develop Fourth 

Circuit immigration litigation 
online resource.

-Continued leading a working group 
collaborative between four organizations 
serving detained children in the DMV area 
that meets monthly; 
-Launched a webinar series and conducted 
our fourth training for immigration and 
criminal attorneys in North Carolina; 
-Continued to grow partnerships for 
referral network for private and nonprofit 
attorneys to refer cases to the Lab.  
-Updated the Fourth Circuit immigration 
litigation online resource to be a live 
resource.

N/A Continue outreach and 
advocacy on a local and 
regional level; host another 
webinar for practitioners in 
North Carolina; continue to 
develop Fourth Circuit 
immigration litigation 
webpage; co-lead a 
webinar on child habeas 
petitions with the ABA, 
CLINIC, Americans for 
Immigrant Justice and 
DLA Piper.

3. Serve as the regional 
clearinghouse for appellate 
work

Develop more visibility as the 
premier nonprofit immigration 

appellate shop in the Fourth 
Circuit and coordinate litigation 
with the bar; continue working 

with CAIR Coalition’s Detained 
Adult and Detained 

Unaccompanied Children’s 
Programs to identify test cases; 

more speaking and media 
events

-Partnered with CAIR Coalition’s 
Detained Adult and Children’s Programs 
and the private bar and non-profit 
organizations in DC, MD, VA, and NC to 
preserve arguments for appeal, identify 
best test cases for appeal, and represent 
impact cases; participated in several 
outreach events to promote the work of the 
Lab including panels, webinars, trainings. 
-Fourth Circuit Office of Staff Counsel 
appointed first pro se Fourth Circuit appeal 
to the Lab for pro bono representation
-Lab attorneys regularly spoke at panels on 

N/A Continue working with the 
Detained Adult and 
Children’s Programs to 
identify test cases; more 
speaking and media events. 
Continue to develop 
credibility at the Fourth 
Circuit, leading to us being 
appointed for more cases.



issues of appellate and federal litigation 
expertise including with the American 
Immigration Lawyers’ Association 
(AILA)-Washington, D.C. Chapter Annual 
Fall Conference, hosted at the University 
of Maryland, on legal updates from the 
Board of Immigration Appeals and the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth 
Circuit and with the American Bar 
Association Section of Litigation 
Children’s Rights Litigation Committee 
(CRLC)

What are the major activities you carry out to bring about the expected outcomes?
Activities What activities did you expect 

to carry out the last six months?
What activities did you carry out the last 

six months?
Reason(s) for 
difference(s)

What activities do you 
expect to carry out the next 

six months?
1. Asylum - Challenging the 

Matter of A-B-
File additional appeals 

challenging Matter of A-B-
-Filed reply and supplemental brief in N.H. 
v. Barr, continued to coordinate and track 
litigation, and offered technical support to 
private bar and nonprofits on bringing 
appeals to challenge across DC, MD, VA, 
and NC. 
-Took on two more appeals involving 
Matter of A-B-
-We also brought two large lawsuits 
challenging the President’s asylum bans in 
the D.C. District Court; one of which 
ended the first asylum ban nation-wide 
O.A. and S.M.S.R. v. Trump, Civil Action 
No. 18-2718 (RDM) (D.D.C. Aug. 2, 
2019) (co-counsel with Hogan Lovells, 
RAICES, joined with case led by Williams 
& Connelly, Human Rights First, and the 
National Immigrant Justice Center)

N/A Continue to litigate group 
of appeals challenging 
Matter of A-B- at the 
Fourth Circuit; Continue to 
litigate challenge to 
Asylum Ban 2.0

2. Defending due process & 
challenging prolonged 
detention

Initiate new impact cases at the 
federal district courts

Continued to litigate two class actions at 
the Fourth Circuit to defend detained 
immigrants, Sanchez-Acosta v. Sessions 

N/A Initiate new impact cases at 
the federal district courts



and Palacios v. Sessions; continued to 
develop inability to pay class action; 
brought several habeas petitions to 
challenge prolonged detention on behalf of 
children and several adults; filed petition 
for review in a case involving ineffective 
assistance of counsel and competency.

3.    Minimizing immigration    
consequences of criminal 
convictions

Ongoing litigation in Johnrose 
v. Barr, Bah v. Barr, Gordon v. 
Barr; initiate new impact cases 
at immigration court and Board 
of Immigration Appeals

-Completed briefing in Bah v. Barr, 
Gordon v. Barr
-Litigated several additional cases at the 
Board of Immigration Appeals and Fourth 
Circuit
-Filed first amicus brief in the Second 
Circuit

N/A. Litigate at least two cases 
at the Fourth Circuit.

FINANCIAL STATUS OF GRANT
Organization: Capital Area Immigrants’ Rights (CAIR) Coalition
Project: Immigration Impact Lab
Six-month period: From July 1, 2019 to December 31, 2019

Total grant $75,000 
Amount spent prior to current reporting period -$37, 500
Amount spent during the last six months -$18,750

      Six-month spending 
details

1. Salaries for Lab Staff $
2. $
3. $
4. $
5. $

Balance $18750
Future budget details 1. $



2. $
3. $
4. $
5. $


