UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Ruhumuriza v. Jaddou

Ruhumuriza - No. 25-109 (SLS) - Decided March 3, 2026

SUMMARY

The court considers a motion to dismiss claims by eleven Congolese nationals alleging unreasonable

delay in USCIS processing of their refugee-application requests for review and unlawful

implementation of Executive Order 14163. The court dismisses the processing-delay claims because

the plaintiffs did not establish a nondiscretionary duty to resolve the requests for review. The challenge

to the Executive Order survives dismissal only to the extent it asserts that the defendants'

implementation was arbitrary and capricious.
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Defendants moved to dismiss the amended complaint under Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6). The court granted the
motion in part and denied it in part, allowing the plaintiffs' arbitrary-
and-capricious challenge to the alleged suspension of refugee-

application processing to proceed.

On Rule 12(b)(1), the court required plaintiffs to demonstrate subject-
matter jurisdiction, construed the complaint liberally, and considered
whether jurisdiction was proper. On Rule 12(b)(6), the court accepted
well-pleaded factual allegations as true and determined whether the
complaint stated a facially plausible claim. For the APA arbitrary-and-
capricious claim, review must be based on the full administrative

record before the agency when it acted.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) stripped the court of jurisdiction over plaintiffs' claims alleging

delay in adjudicating requests for review of denied refugee applications.

2. Whether plaintiffs stated APA or mandamus claims based on unreasonable delay when they could not

show a nondiscretionary duty to resolve their requests for review.
3. Whether plaintiffs had standing to challenge the Executive Order's suspension of refugee entry.

4. Whether plaintiffs' ultra vires, contrary-to-law, and notice-and-comment challenges to defendants'

implementation of Executive Order 14163 were adequately presented and stated.

5. Whether plaintiffs' arbitrary-and-capricious challenge to the suspension of refugee-application

processing could be dismissed without the administrative record.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii) does not strip jurisdiction over claims challenging delay in resolving requests
for review of denied refugee applications because the challenged action is not a decision to admit a
refugee and Congress did not specify by statute that the timing of the request-for-review process is

discretionary.

2. Plaintiffs' processing-delay claims fail because they did not show that defendants have a

nondiscretionary duty to adjudicate their requests for review.

3. Plaintiffs lack standing to challenge Executive Order 14163's suspension of refugee entry because their

alleged processing-delay injury is not fairly traceable to that directive.

4. The arbitrary-and-capricious challenge to defendants' suspension of refugee-application processing

survives dismissal because the court could not evaluate the claim without the administrative record.

5. The ultra vires, contrary-to-law, and notice-and-comment theories were dismissed or forfeited because

the amended complaint and briefing did not adequately present and develop them.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Again, Section 1252(a)(2)(B)(ii)’s jurisdictional bar applies only when “Congress itself” has specified that

the challenged decision or action is in the Attorney General’s or Secretary’s discretion.” (at 8)

“Nevertheless, the Court concludes that the Plaintiffs have not shown that USCIS is required to act on their

requests for review.” (at 12)

“The fact that the challenged suspension here is “based on the President’s Executive Order hardly seems to
insulate [it] from judicial review under the APA, even if the validity of the Order were thereby drawn into

question.”” (at 19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The eleven plaintiffs are Congolese nationals who fled to Kenya in the mid-2010s and applied for refugee status
in the United States. USCIS eventually issued each plaintiff a notice denying refugee eligibility, after which each
timely submitted a Request for Review seeking reconsideration. The requests were submitted between December
2016 and March 2019, but none had received a final decision by the time of suit, leaving the plaintiffs waiting
more than six years, and in some cases nine years. The plaintiffs alleged that defendants suspended processing of

their requests pursuant to Executive Order 14163.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit on January 14, 2025, alleging unreasonable delay in adjudicating their requests for review of
denied refugee applications. They filed an amended complaint on February 20, 2025, asserting claims under the
Administrative Procedure Act, the Declaratory Judgment Act, and the Mandamus Act. Defendants moved to
dismiss on April 30, 2025. The court dismissed the processing-delay claims and most theories challenging
implementation of Executive Order 14163, but denied dismissal of the arbitrary-and-capricious claim because

the administrative record was not before the court.
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