UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Omid Arefi v. Marco Rubio

Civil No. 1:24-cv-02031-JRR (D. Md. Mar. 13, 2026) - No. 1:24-cv-02031-JRR - Decided March 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland considers Defendants’ motion to dismiss

Omid Arefi’s claims concerning the delayed adjudication of four Form I-730 Refugee/Asylee Relative

Petitions. The court grants the motion in part as to standing and plausibility challenges involving the

FBI and State Department, but declines to dismiss the unreasonable-delay claims against the

responsible agency defendants at the pleading stage.
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Plaintiff brought claims under the Administrative Procedure Act and
the Mandamus Act seeking to compel adjudication of four Form I-730
petitions. Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6).

On a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court accepts the complaint's
factual allegations as true and determines whether they adequately
invoke subject-matter jurisdiction. Under Rule 12(b)(6), the court tests
the legal sufficiency and plausibility of the complaint, accepting well-
pleaded factual allegations as true but not legal conclusions. Claims of
unreasonable agency delay are assessed under the six TRAC factors,

while remaining subject to the Twombly and Igbal pleading standards.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Arefi adequately pleaded Article III standing to sue the FBI and State Department for the delay
in adjudicating his I-730 petitions.

2. Whether Arefi adequately pleaded plausible claims under the Administrative Procedure Act and
Mandamus Act that USCIS unreasonably delayed adjudication of his I-730 petitions.

3. Whether the court could consider the defendants' Requests for Evidence and supporting declaration in
deciding the Rule 12(b)(6) motion.

HOLDINGS

1. Arefi failed to plead a sufficient causal connection between his injury from the delayed adjudication of
the 1-730 petitions and conduct by the FBI or State Department; therefore, he lacked standing to pursue
those claims against those defendants.

2. Arefi plausibly pleaded that defendants unreasonably delayed adjudication of his I-730 petitions, so the

motion to dismiss those claims was denied.

3. The court could consider the I-730 petitions because they were integral to and relied upon in the
complaint, but declined to consider the Requests for Evidence and USCIS declaration because
defendants did not establish that those materials were integral to the complaint or otherwise properly

considered.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim that an agency action is unreasonably delayed “can proceed only where a plaintiff asserts that an

agency failed to take a discrete agency action that it is required to take.”” (I11.B)

“Based on the foregoing, the court is satisfied Plaintiff adequately pleads that Defendants have unreasonably
delayed in adjudication of his I-730 petitions.” (I11.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Omid Arefi is a refugee and lawful permanent resident in the United States whose spouse and three children
reside in Afghanistan. On February 14, 2023, he filed four Form I-730 Refugee/Asylee Relative Petitions, which
remained unadjudicated for approximately 37 months when the opinion issued. Arefi alleged that USCIS's delay
caused prolonged separation from his family and significant emotional and safety-related harms, and attributed
the delay in part to an FBI name-check process.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Arefi filed the action on July 12, 2024, alleging unreasonable delay in adjudicating I-730 petitions for his spouse
and three children. Defendants challenged standing as to the FBI and State Department and argued that the delay
claims were not plausible. The court granted the motion in part and denied it in part, dismissing the claims
against the FBI and State Department for lack of standing while allowing the unreasonable-delay claims to
proceed.
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