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SUMMARY

The court grants defendants’ motion to dismiss Juan Manuel Delgado’s petition for de novo review of
the denial of his naturalization application under 8 U.S.C. § 1421(c). It holds that exhaustion of
administrative remedies under § 1421(c) is prudential rather than jurisdictional and that requiring
further exhaustion would be futile. The court concludes that Delgado cannot state a claim because he
was not lawfully admitted for permanent residence and the denial of his I-751 petition must be
reviewed in removal proceedings rather than in the district court.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought de novo district-court review under 8 U.S.C. § 1421(c)
of USCIS's denial of his naturalization application. Defendants moved
to dismiss for failure to exhaust administrative remedies and failure to
state a claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), the court accepts
material allegations as true and construes them in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party, but the pleading must state a
plausible claim for relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether exhaustion of administrative remedies under 8 U.S.C. § 1421(c) is jurisdictional or prudential.

2. Whether the court should excuse exhaustion because requiring Delgado to pursue another N-336
administrative review would be futile.

3. Whether a district court reviewing a naturalization denial under § 1421(c) may review USCIS's
termination or denial of an I-751 petition.

4. Whether termination of Delgado's conditional permanent resident status while his N-400 application was
pending rendered him ineligible for naturalization.

HOLDINGS

1. The exhaustion requirement associated with § 1421(c) is prudential rather than jurisdictional.

2. The court excused exhaustion because another N-336 review would be futile.

3. Termination of Delgado's conditional permanent resident status while his N-400 application was pending
rendered him ineligible for naturalization.

4. A district court reviewing a naturalization denial under § 1421(c) may not review the denial or
termination of an I-751 petition; that determination must be reviewed in removal proceedings before an
immigration judge.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court therefore determines that § 1421(c)’s exhaustion requirement is prudential, not jurisdictional.”
(Section IV.A.1)

“The termination of Delgado’s CPR status while his N-400 Application was pending rendered him ineligible
for naturalization, and the court’s review authority under § 1421 does not extend to the termination of his
CPR status.” (Section IV.B.2)

“For the foregoing reasons, the court GRANTS Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss, ECF No. 66. The Clerk shall
close this case.” (Section V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Delgado, an Argentine citizen, entered the United States in 2001 on a B-2 visa and later obtained conditional
permanent resident status through his marriage to a United States citizen. USCIS denied the couple's joint I-751
petition, terminated Delgado's conditional permanent resident status, and denied his N-400 application because
he was not lawfully admitted for permanent residence and had not established good moral character. Although



Delgado was placed in removal proceedings and could have sought review of the I-751 denial before an
immigration judge, he instead obtained dismissal of those proceedings; USCIS later denied his second I-751
waiver.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Delgado filed successive petitions seeking review of the denial of his N-400 naturalization application,
culminating in a Third Amended Petition filed on January 20, 2026. USCIS had denied his application after
terminating his conditional permanent resident status and had denied his I-751 petitions or waiver requests. The
district court held that exhaustion under § 1421(c) was prudential and excused exhaustion as futile, but granted
the motion to dismiss because Delgado was no longer lawfully admitted for permanent residence and the court
lacked authority to review the I-751 termination in the naturalization proceeding.
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