UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

MICHIGAN

Ahmed Mohafel, et al. v. Marco Rubio, United States Secretary of

State, et al.

Mohafel - No. 25-cv-11061 - Decided November 25, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan granted the government’s motion

to dismiss an action seeking mandamus and Administrative Procedure Act relief concerning a refused

immigrant visa application. The court held that the plaintiffs failed to establish Article III standing

because they identified no legal duty requiring further adjudication or reconsideration of the refused

visa application and therefore lacked a redressable injury.
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dismissed

Plaintiffs brought an action for mandamus and under the
Administrative Procedure Act seeking to compel federal officials to
direct further adjudication of a refused immigrant visa application. The
government moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(1) for lack of subject matter jurisdiction, including lack of
Article III standing.

On a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court accepts the complaint's
allegations as true and construes them in the light most favorable to
the nonmoving party. The plaintiff bears the burden of establishing
Article IIT standing.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs had Article III standing to seek mandamus or Administrative Procedure Act relief
compelling further adjudication of an immigrant visa application that a consular officer had already

refused.
2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a concrete, particularized, and redressable injury-in-fact.

3. Whether the court could dismiss the mandamus and APA claims for lack of subject matter jurisdiction
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1).

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs lacked Article III standing because the complaint did not plausibly allege a concrete and

particularized injury that was redressable through a favorable judicial decision.

2. The Administrative Procedure Act does not itself confer subject matter jurisdiction on federal courts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Without plausible allegations of a concrete and particularized injury that is redressable, Mohafel and Galabi

have “no standing to sue and thus no basis for moving forward with” their substantive claims.” (IV.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mohafel is a United States citizen who filed a Form I-130 petition for his mother, Nourhan Galabi, a displaced
Syrian national residing in Malaysia. Galabi attended a consular interview at the United States Embassy in Kuala
Lumpur on August 27, 2024, after which a consular officer refused her immigrant visa application under 8
U.S.C. § 1201(g). Plaintiffs sought to compel the Secretary of State and other federal officials to require further

adjudication or administrative processing of the refused application.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ahmed Mohafel, a United States citizen, and his mother, Nourhan Galabi, filed suit after a consular officer at the
United States Embassy in Kuala Lumpur refused Galabi's immigrant visa application following an interview.
Plaintiffs sought an order compelling further adjudication or administrative processing. The district court granted
the government's motion to dismiss because plaintiffs failed to establish a concrete, particularized, and

redressable injury.
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