
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Majlesi v. Rubio
Civil Action No. 25-614 (LLA) (D.D.C. Mar. 9, 2026) · No. Civil Action No. 25-614 (LLA) · Decided March 9,

2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia considers claims by Iranian nationals
seeking to compel adjudication of immigrant visa applications allegedly delayed during Section 221(g)
administrative processing. The court rejects dismissal based on consular nonreviewability and
concludes that plaintiffs sufficiently alleged a nondiscretionary duty to adjudicate their applications.
Applying the TRAC factors, however, the court holds that plaintiffs have not plausibly alleged
unreasonable delay and grants defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs brought claims under the Administrative Procedure Act and
the Mandamus Act seeking to compel adjudication of their immigrant
visa applications. Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6). The court granted dismissal
under Rule 12(b)(6).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and determines whether the complaint contains
sufficient factual matter to state a plausible claim for relief. For
unreasonable-delay claims, the court applies the six TRAC factors. On
a Rule 12(b)(1) motion, plaintiffs bear the burden of establishing
subject-matter jurisdiction by a preponderance of the evidence, and the
court may consider materials outside the pleadings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the doctrine of consular nonreviewability barred judicial review of plaintiffs' claims seeking
adjudication of visa applications placed in administrative processing under INA § 221(g).

2. Whether the APA, federal regulations, or other cited legal authorities imposed a nondiscretionary duty to
fully adjudicate plaintiffs' visa applications.

3. Whether plaintiffs plausibly alleged unreasonable delay under the six TRAC factors.

4. Whether dismissal was appropriate under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

HOLDINGS

1. The doctrine of consular nonreviewability did not bar plaintiffs' claims because the complaint plausibly
alleged that the § 221(g) refusals were interim actions and that plaintiffs sought to compel adjudication
rather than overturn a final visa decision.

2. At the pleading stage, plaintiffs sufficiently alleged a nondiscretionary duty to fully adjudicate their visa
applications.

3. Plaintiffs failed to plausibly allege that the delay in adjudicating their visa applications was unreasonable
under the TRAC factors.

4. The complaint was dismissed for failure to state a plausible claim for unreasonable delay.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“(1) the time agencies take to make decisions must be governed by a rule of reason; (2) where Congress has
provided a timetable or other indication of the speed with which it expects the agency to proceed in the
enabling statute, that statutory scheme may supply content for this rule of reason; (3) delays that might be
reasonable in the sphere of economic regulation are less tolerable when human health and welfare are at
stake; (4) the court should consider the effect of expediting delayed action on agency activities of a higher or
competing priority; (5) the court should also take into account the nature and extent of the interests
prejudiced by delay; and (6) the court need not find any impropriety lurking behind agency lassitude in order
to hold that agency action is unreasonably delayed.” (at 12-13)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs, Iranian nationals residing in Iran, were beneficiaries of a family-based Form I-130 petition approved
by USCIS in January 2010. They submitted DS-260 immigrant visa applications and fees in October 2019 and
attended a consular interview at the U.S. Embassy in Ankara in January 2023. The applications were temporarily
refused under INA § 221(g) pending missing documentation or administrative processing, and remained listed as
refused for administrative processing when plaintiffs filed suit in March 2025. Plaintiffs alleged financial,
professional, emotional, and family-separation harms from the delay.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a petition for a writ of mandamus and a complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief in March
2025. Defendants moved to dismiss, arguing that consular nonreviewability barred the claims, that plaintiffs
could not identify a discrete agency action or nondiscretionary duty, and that the alleged delay was not
unreasonable under the TRAC factors. The court rejected the consular-nonreviewability and nondiscretionary-
duty arguments at the pleading stage but dismissed because the complaint did not plausibly allege unreasonable
delay.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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