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QUESTION PRESENTED

Respondent is an inadmissible alien who was appre-
hended almost immediately after illegally crossing the
U.S. border and was placed into expedited removal pro-
ceedings. See 8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1). An asylum officer
conducted a credible-fear interview and found that re-
spondent lacked a credible fear of persecution on a pro-
tected ground or a credible fear of torture. Upon de
novo review, an immigration judge reached the same
conclusions and respondent’s expedited-removal order
became final. Respondent then filed a petition for writ
of habeas corpus, which the district court dismissed for
lack of jurisdiction because it did not raise the kinds of
habeas challenges to expedited-removal orders that are
permitted under 8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(2). The court of ap-
peals reversed, concluding that Section 1252(e)(2) vio-
lated the Suspension Clause, U.S. Const. Art. I, § 9,
Cl. 2, as applied to respondent.

The question presented is whether, as applied to re-
spondent, Section 1252(e)(2) is unconstitutional under
the Suspension Clause.
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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING

Petitioners were appellees in the court of appeals.
They are: Department of Homeland Security (DHS);
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP); U.S. Citi-
zenship and Immigration Services (USCIS); U.S. Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement (ICE); Kevin K.
McAleenan, Acting Secretary of DHS and Commis-
sioner of CBP; William P. Barr, Attorney General of the
United States; Matthew Albence, Acting Director of
ICE; Kenneth T. Cuccinelli, Acting Director of USCIS;
Pete Flores, San Diego Field Operations Director,
CBP; Greg Archambeault, San Diego Field Office Di-
rector, ICE; and Robert Garcia, Acting Warden, Otay
Mesa Detention Center.”

Respondent was the appellant in the court of ap-
peals. He is Vijayakumar Thuraissigiam.

RELATED PROCEEDINGS
United States District Court (S.D. Cal.):

Thuraissigiam v. United States Dep’t of Homeland
Sec., No. 18-c¢v-135 (Mar. 8, 2018)

United States Court of Appeals (9th Cir.):

Thuraissigiam v. United States Dep’t of Homeland
Sec., No. 18-55313 (Mar. 7, 2019)

* Kevin K. McAleenan, Matthew Albence, Kenneth T. Cuccinelli,
and Robert Garcia are substituted for their predecessors Kirstjen
Nielsen, Thomas Homan, L. Francis Cissna, and Fred Figueroa.
See Sup. Ct. R. 35.3.
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STATUTORY AND CONSTITUTIONAL
PROVISIONS INVOLVED

8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(2) and (5) provide:
(2) Habeas corpus proceedings

Judicial review of any determination made under
section 1225(b)(1) of this title is available in habeas
corpus proceedings, but shall be limited to determi-
nations of—

(A) whether the petitioner is an alien,

(B) whether the petitioner was ordered re-
moved under such section, and

(C) whether the petitioner can prove by a pre-
ponderance of the evidence that the petitioner is
an alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence, has been admitted as a refugee under sec-
tion 1157 of this title, or has been granted asylum
under section 1158 of this title, such status not
having been terminated, and is entitled to such
further inquiry as prescribed by the Attorney
General pursuant to section 1225(b)(1)(C) of this
title.

ok ok %k ok

(5) Scope of inquiry

In determining whether an alien has been ordered
removed under section 1225(b)(1) of this title, the
court’s inquiry shall be limited to whether such an
order in fact was issued and whether it relates to the
petitioner. There shall be no review of whether the
alien is actually inadmissible or entitled to any relief
from removal.
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Other pertinent constitutional and statutory provisions
are reproduced in the appendix to this petition. App.,
mfra, 62a-99a.

STATEMENT

Respondent is a native and citizen of Sri Lanka who
illegally entered the United States by crossing the U.S.
border with Mexico without inspection or admission by
an immigration officer and without a visa or other re-
quired documentation. C.A. S.E.R. (S.E.R.) 2-4. U.S.
Customs and Border Protection (CBP) agents encoun-
tered and apprehended him almost immediately after
he crossed, 25 yards north of the border. S.E.R. 3.

CBP determined that respondent was inadmissible
because of his lack of the required documents and
placed him in expedited removal (ER) under 8 U.S.C.
1225(b)(1). S.E.R. 2-4. He claimed a fear of returning
to Sri Lanka. S.E.R. 4. After a credible-fear screening
interview, an asylum officer determined that he lacked
a credible fear of persecution on a protected ground or
of torture. See S.E.R. 3-7, 12-16, 18-30. A supervisory
asylum officer reached the same conclusions. S.E.R. 16.
And on de novo review, an immigration judge (IJ) took
respondent’s testimony and again reached the same
conclusion, returning the case to U.S. Immigration and
Customs Enforcement (ICE) to remove respondent.
S.E.R. 44. Respondent thereafter filed a petition for a
writ of habeas corpus, which the district court dismissed
for lack of jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. 1252(e). App., in-
fra, 59a-60a. The court of appeals reversed and re-
manded, holding that the limitations on habeas corpus
review of an ER order in Section 1252(e) are unconsti-
tutional under the Suspension Clause as applied to re-
spondent. Id. at 1a-43a.
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1. a. The statutory and regulatory provisions of the
ER regime are at the heart of this case. ER procedures
may be applied to an alien arriving at a port of entry
who is inadmissible because he lacks valid documenta-
tion or seeks to enter through fraud or willful misrepre-
sentation of a material fact. 8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(A)(i); see
8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(6)(C) and (7). The Secretary of Home-
land Security also may designate for application of ER
procedures any or all aliens who are inadmissible on
those grounds, are unlawfully present inside the United
States without having been admitted or paroled, and
have been continuously physically present for less than
two years. 8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(A)(iii). Under ER, inad-
missible aliens are ordinarily ordered removed by an im-
migration officer, without further hearing or review.
8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(A)(1). The ER system includes spe-
cial procedures, however, for aliens who claim a fear of
return to their home countries or express an intent to
apply for asylum. See pp. 6-8, infra.

Congress established ER to “streamline[] rules and
procedures” for “deny[ing] admission to inadmissible
aliens,” while ensuring that there is “no danger that an
alien with a genuine asylum claim will be returned to
persecution.” H.R. Rep. No. 469, 104th Cong., 2d Sess.
Pt. 1, at 157-158 (1996) (House Report). Congress was
particularly concerned with abuse of the asylum sys-
tem. Id. at 107. At the time, “[t]housands of smuggled
aliens arrive[d] in the United States each year with no
valid entry documents and declare[d] asylum.” Id. at
117. “Due to lack of detention space and overcrowded
immigration court dockets,” however, “many ha[d] been
released into the general population” and “a majority of
such aliens d[id] not return for their hearings.” Ibid.
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Without ER, those aliens would be placed in full depor-
tation proceedings before an IJ and “could reasonably
expect that the filing of an asylum application would al-
low them to remain indefinitely in the United States.”
Id. at 118.

b. In 2004, the Secretary invoked his authority un-
der Section 1225(b)(1)(A)(iii) and designated for appli-
cation of ER procedures aliens who are encountered
within 100 air miles of the U.S. border and within 14
days of having unlawfully entered the United States
without inspection or admission. 69 Fed. Reg. 48,877,
48,878-48,881 (Aug. 11, 2004)." The Secretary desig-
nated that category in response to an “urgent need” to
“Improve the safety and security of the nation’s land
borders, as well as the need to deter foreign nationals
from undertaking dangerous border crossings, and
thereby prevent the needless deaths and crimes associ-
ated with human trafficking and alien smuggling oper-
ations.” Id. at 48,880.

At the time, “nearly 1 million aliens [were] appre-
hended each year in close proximity to the borders after
illegal entry.” 69 Fed. Reg. at 48,878. Application of
ER procedures to such aliens who are inadmissible on
the covered grounds was necessary, the Secretary ex-
plained, because “[i]t is not logistically possible” for the
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) to initiate full

! The Acting Secretary of Homeland Security recently issued a
notice designating an additional ER category: Aliens who are inad-
missible on the relevant grounds, are present without being admit-
ted or paroled, have been continuously present for less than two
years, and are not covered by an existing designation, i.e., who fall
outside the 14-day/100-mile designation at issue here and other ex-
isting designations. 84 Fed. Reg. 35,409 (July 23, 2019).
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IJ removal proceedings under 8 U.S.C. 1229a “against
all such aliens.” 69 Fed. Reg. at 48,878. DHS would
often allow Mexican nationals to return home “without
any formal removal order.” Ibid. But “many of those
who [we]re returned to Mexico s[ought] to reenter the
U.S. illegally, often within 24 hours of being voluntarily
returned.” Ibid. And DHS could not allow such volun-
tary returns at all to Central America or other non-
contiguous countries. Without ER, DHS thus would put
those aliens into IJ removal proceedings under Section
1229a, but DHS “lack[ed] the resources to detain” all of
them in the interim. Ibid. As a result, “many of these
aliens [we]re released in the U.S. each year,” and many
“subsequently fail[ed] to appear for their removal pro-
ceedings, and then disappear[ed] in the U.S.” Ibid.

The Secretary anticipated that this designation
would be used for “those aliens who are apprehended
immediately proximate to the land border and have neg-
ligible ties or equities in the U.S.” 69 Fed. Reg. at
48,879. Noting that some designated aliens “may pos-
sess equities that weigh against the use of” ER, the Sec-
retary stated that officers have discretion to place a
designated alien into IJ removal proceedings under
Section 1229a. Ibid.

c. The ER system includes special procedures appli-
cable to an alien who “indicates an intention to apply for
asylum, or expresses a fear of persecution or torture, or
a fear of return to his or her country.” 8 C.F.R.
235.3(b)(4); see 8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(A)(i) and (B). Such
an alien is referred for screening before an asylum of-
ficer, who interviews the alien, considers relevant facts,
and determines whether the alien has a credible fear.
8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(A)(i) and (B); see 8 C.F.R. 208.30(d)
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and (e). A credible fear exists when there is a “signifi-
cant possibility,” 8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(B)(v), that the alien
could establish eligibility for asylum, withholding of re-
moval, or protection under regulations implementing
the Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhu-
man or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT),
adopted Dec. 10, 1984, S. Treaty Doc. No. 20, 100th Cong.,
2d Sess. 19 (1988), 1465 U.N.T.S. 85, 114. See 8 C.F.R.
208.30(e)(2) and (3). An alien in turn may be eligible for
asylum if he is unable or unwilling to return to the al-
ien’s home country “because of persecution or a well-
founded fear of persecution on account of race, religion,
nationality, membership in a particular social group, or
political opinion.” 8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(42)(A); see 8 U.S.C.
1158(a). An alien may be entitled to withholding of re-
moval if the Attorney General decides that his life or
freedom would be threatened on account of one of those
protected grounds in the country of removal. 8 U.S.C.
1231(b)(3). And an alien may be entitled to CAT protec-
tion if it is “more likely than not that he or she would be
tortured if removed to the proposed country of re-
moval.” 8 C.F.R. 208.16(c)(2), 1208.16(c)(2).

The asylum officer must “create a written record of
his or her determination” regarding credible fear, in-
cluding a “summary of the material facts as stated by
the applicant, any additional facts relied on by the of-
ficer, and the officer’s determination of whether, in light
of such facts, the alien has established a credible fear
of persecution or torture.” 8 C.F.R. 208.30(e)(1); see
8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(B)(ii)(II). If the officer finds that the
individual lacks a credible fear, that finding “shall not be-
come final until reviewed by a supervisory asylum of-
ficer.” 8 C.F.R. 208.30(e)(7). If the supervisory asylum
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officer agrees that there is no credible fear, the asylum
officer “shall” provide the alien a “written notice of de-
cision” that notifies the alien of the decision and the fact
that he can request IJ review. 8 C.F.R. 208.30(g)(1),
235.3(b)(4)([1)(C); see 8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(B)(ii)(I1I).

If an alien requests 1J review, that review is de novo.
8 C.F.R. 1003.42(d). The IJ “may receive into evidence
any oral or written statement which is material and rel-
evant to any issue in the review.” 8 C.F.R. 1003.42(c).
If the asylum officer (or 1J) finds that the alien has a
credible fear, the alien is referred for full IJ removal
proceedings under Section 1229a to consider whether to
grant asylum or withholding of removal. 8 C.F.R.
208.30(e)(5) and (f), 235.6(a), 1208.30(g)(2)(iv)(B); see
8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(B)(ii). If the asylum officer (along
with the supervisory asylum officer and, if review is
sought, the 1J) finds that the alien lacks a credible fear
of persecution on a protected ground or torture, the al-
ien shall be removed without further hearing or review.
8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(B)(ii)(I).

2. In 8 U.S.C. 1252, Congress sharply limited judi-
cial review of final orders of removal issued under ER.
Subject to specified exceptions, Congress provided
that, “[n]otwithstanding any other provision of law
(statutory or nonstatutory), including section 2241 of ti-
tle 28, or any other habeas corpus provision, and sec-
tions 1361 and 1651 of such title, no court shall have ju-
risdiction to review”: (1) any “cause or claim arising
from or relating to the implementation or operation of
an [ER] order of removal”; (2) the government’s deci-
sion to invoke ER; (3) “the application of [ER] to indi-
vidual aliens, including the [credible fear] determina-
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tion”; or (4) “procedures and policies adopted” to “im-
plement the provisions of section 1225(b)(1).” 8 U.S.C.
1252(a)(2)(A)([)-31v).

Section 1252(e) sets forth the exceptions to the bar
on judicial review of ER orders. As relevant here, it
provides that judicial review of an ER order “is availa-
ble in habeas corpus proceedings,” but “shall be lim-
ited” to three specific determinations. 8 U.S.C.
1252(e)(2). Those are whether the individual: (1) “is an
alien”; (2) “was ordered removed under” the ER stat-
ute; or (3) can prove that he or she was previously ad-
mitted to the United States as a lawful permanent resi-
dent, refugee, or asylee, and that such status has not
been terminated. Ibid. “In determining whether an al-
ien has been ordered removed” under the ER statute,
Congress specified, “the court’s inquiry shall be limited
to whether such an order in fact was issued and whether
it relates to the petitioner. There shall be no review of
whether the alien is actually inadmissible or entitled to
any relief from removal.” 8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(5); see H.R.
Rep. No. 828, 104th Cong., 2d Sess. 220 (1996) (“[R]eview
does not extend to determinations of credible fear and
removability in the case of individual aliens.”).?

Z Congress has also authorized judicial review of whether the ER
statute or any ER regulation “is constitutional,” and whether any
ER regulation, policy, guideline, or procedure is unlawful. 8 U.S.C.
1252(e)(3)(A). The United States District Court for the District of
Columbia has jurisdiction over such a challenge, so long as it is filed
within 60 days of the first implementation of the challenged practice.
8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(3)(B). Congress also provided for expedited treat-
ment of such cases on appeal. 8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(3)(D).



10

3. As set forth above, see p. 3, supra, respondent
was apprehended 25 yards from the U.S.-Mexico bor-
der, shortly after illegally entering without inspection
or admission and without a valid entry document. He
was found inadmissible and processed for ER. Re-
spondent asserted a fear of return to Sri Lanka, and an
asylum officer conducted a credible-fear interview.
Ibid. At the interview, respondent stated that he was a
farmer and that, while working one day, a group of men
approached and beat him, causing him to be hospital-
ized for 11 days. S.E.R. 23-25. The asylum officer’s rec-
ords state that respondent told the asylum officer that
he did not know who the men were or why they had
beaten him, that they had not said anything to him and
never identified themselves, and that he had not re-
ported the incident to police because they “w[ould] ask
who did it” and he “d[id] not know” so the police
“wlould] not help [him].” S.E.R. 24-25. The asylum of-
ficer asked respondent whether he had ever been or was
“afraid of being harmed because of [his] political opin-
ion,” and his answer was “No.” S.E.R. 25; see S.E.R. 6
(“Are you a member of any political party? No.”).

The asylum officer found that respondent testified
credibly, but found “No Nexus” to persecution on a pro-
tected ground. S.E.R. 15; see S.E.R. 29 (“The applicant
provided no testimony indicating that he was or will be
targeted because of race, religion, nationality, member-
ship in a particular social group, or political opinion. It
is unknown who these individuals were or why they
wanted to harm the applicant.”). The asylum officer ac-
cordingly determined that no credible fear of persecu-
tion on a protected ground had been established, and
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that there was “not a significant possibility that [re-
spondent] could establish eligibility for withholding of
removal” or protection under the CAT. S.E.R. 15.

A supervisor reviewed those determinations and
agreed, signing the form. S.E.R. 16. Respondent was
provided a written record of the decision, including
Forms I-863 (DHS Notice of Referral to Immigration
Judge), I-869 (Record of Negative Credible Fear Find-
ing and Request for Review by Immigration Judge),
and I-870 (Record of Determination/Credible Fear
Worksheet). S.E.R. 46-66; see S.E.R. 81.

Respondent requested and received de novo 1J re-
view. The IJ’s order records that review occurred on
March 17, 2017, and that the 1J took testimony regard-
ing respondent’s background and fear of returning to
his country of origin. S.E.R. 44.> The order states that
“[alfter consideration of the evidence,” the 1J “f[ound]”
that respondent “has not established a significant pos-
sibility” that he would be persecuted “on the basis of
his/her race, religion, nationality, membership in a par-
ticular social group, or because of his/her political opin-
ion.” Ibid. Handwritten notes indicate that the 1J also
found that respondent had not established a significant
possibility that he was eligible for protection under the
CAT. Ibid. The 1J accordingly affirmed the asylum of-
ficers’ decision, and returned the case to DHS “for re-
moval of the alien.” Ibid.

4. Respondent thereafter filed a petition for a writ
of habeas corpus in the District Court for the Southern

3 Atranscript of the IJ hearing is available but is not in the record.
The government offers to lodge the transcript if requested by the
Clerk. See Sup. Ct. R. 32.3.
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District of California. D. Ct. Doe. 1 (Jan. 19, 2018). Re-
spondent contended that his “expedited removal order
violated his statutory, regulatory and constitutional
rights,” sought vacatur of the order, and requested re-
lief in the form of a “new, meaningful opportunity to ap-
ply for asylum and other relief from removal.” Id. at 1.
In particular, respondent alleged that the asylum of-
ficer failed to “elicit all relevant and useful information
bearing on whether the applicant has a credible fear of
persecution or torture” as provided for in 8 C.F.R.
208.30(d), and “failed to consider relevant country con-
ditions evidence.” D. Ct. Doec. 1, at 11-12. Respondent
also alleged that the asylum officer and 1J deprived re-
spondent “of a meaningful right to apply for asylum”
and other forms of relief under Section 1225(b)(1) “by
applying an incorrect legal standard” in making the
credible-fear determination, and failing to provide him
“with a meaningful opportunity to establish his claims,
failing to comply with the applicable statutory and reg-
ulatory requirements, and in not providing him with a
reasoned explanation for their decisions.” Id. at 14-15.

The district court dismissed the petition for lack of
jurisdiction under Section 1252(e)(2). App., tnfra, 59a-
60a; see 1d. at 44a-58a. The court determined that Sec-
tion 1252(e)(2) unambiguously prohibited habeas review
of respondent’s claims because it limited review to
whether respondent (1) is an alien; (2) was “ordered re-
moved under” Section 1225(b)(1); and (3) had not been
previously admitted as a lawful permanent resident,
refugee, or asylee. 8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(2)(A)-(C); App., in-
fra, 49a-53a. The court then held that Section 1252(e)’s
restrictions on habeas corpus review are constitutional.
App., infra, 53a-57a. The court “d[id] not dispute that
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the Suspension Clause applies” to respondent, but de-
termined that Section 1252(e)’s restrictions on habeas
relief did not violate the Suspension Clause because re-
spondent was subject to a final order of removal via ER
and Section 1252(e) “still ‘retains some avenues of judi-
cial review, limited though they may be.”” Id. at 54a
(brackets and citation omitted). The court also found
Castrov. U.S. Dep’t of Homeland Sec., 163 F. Supp. 3d
157 (E.D. Pa.), aff’d, 835 F.3d 422 (3d Cir. 2016), cert.
denied, 137 S. Ct. 1581 (2017), to be “incredibly persua-
sive” in rejecting a Suspension Clause challenge in the
“identical” factual and legal context. App., infra, 56a.

5. The court of appeals reversed and remanded.
App., infra, 1a-43a. First, the court agreed with the dis-
trict court that Section 1252(e)(2) unambiguously
barred review of respondent’s challenge to his ER re-
moval order. Id. at 9a-12a. Second, the court of appeals
held that Section 1252(e)(2) violated respondent’s rights
under the Suspension Clause. Id. at 12a-42a. Relying
on Boumediene v. Bush, 553 U.S. 723 (2008), the court
applied a two-step approach. App., infra, 28a; see id.
at 15a-20a. “[A]t step one,” the court “examine[d]
whether the Suspension Clause applies to the [habeas]
petitioner; and, if so, at step two,” the court “examine[d]
whether the substitute procedure provides review that
satisfies the Clause.” Id. at 18a-19a.

Applying that framework here, the court of appeals
first determined that aliens on U.S. soil, no matter their
mode of entry or how brief their presence, “may invoke
the Suspension Clause.” App., infra, 35a. At step two,
the court determined that “the Suspension Clause enti-
tles the [habeas] petitioner to a meaningful opportunity



14

to demonstrate that he is being held pursuant to the er-
roneous application or interpretation of relevant law.”
Ibid. (quoting Boumediene, 5563 U.S. at 779) (brackets
and internal quotation marks omitted). The court
stated that this included “claims for statutory as well as
constitutional error,” “claims that deportation hearings
were conducted unfairly,” claims regarding “the erro-
neous application or interpretation of statutes,” and
“mixed questions of fact and law—those involving an
application of law to undisputed fact.” Id. at 38a (cita-
tions omitted). The court noted that respondent had
claimed that “the government denied him a ‘fair proce-
dure,” ‘applied an incorrect legal standard’ to his credi-
ble fear contentions,” and “‘failed to comply with the ap-
plicable statutory and regulatory requirements.”” Id. at
37a (brackets omitted). The court concluded that the
Suspension Clause requires review of those claims in
this case. Ibid.

The court of appeals then held that the existing pro-
cedural mechanisms were inadequate to satisfy the Sus-
pension Clause. The court first stated that the existing
administrative scheme lacked “rigorous adversarial
proceedings prior to a negative credible fear determi-
nation.” App., infra, 39a. The court then found that
feature “compounded by the fact that § 1252(e)(2) pre-
vents” review of “whether DHS complied with the pro-
cedures in an individual case, or applied the correct le-
gal standards.” Id. at 40a. The court determined that
respondent’s rights under the Suspension Clause “[were]
not satisfied by such a scheme.” Id. at 41a.

In reaching that result, the court of appeals distin-
guished this Court’s cases holding “that an alien seek-
ing initial admission to the United States requests a
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privilege and has no constitutional rights regarding his
application, for the power to admit or exclude aliens
is a sovereign prerogative.” Landon v. Plasencia,
459 U.S. 21, 32 (1982). The court of appeals understood
those cases to be limited to due process claims, and to
be “not relevant” to claims under the Suspension Clause.
App., infra, 28a; see id. at 24a-28a.

The court of appeals also recognized that it was cre-
ating a circuit conflict with Castro v. United States De-
partment of Homeland Security, 835 ¥.3d 422 (3d Cir.
2016), cert. denied, 137 S. Ct. 1581 (2017). App., infra,
25a. The court stated that Castro decided “the precise
question” at issue here, holding that Section 1252(e)(2)
did not violate the Suspension Clause as applied to “‘re-
cent surreptitious entrants’” who were ordered re-
moved via ER after being found to lack a credible fear
of persecution. Id. at 13a, 24a (citation omitted). The
court “disagree[d] with Castro’s resolution” of the ques-
tion, however, and in particular disagreed with the
Third Circuit’s reliance on Plasencia to hold that recent
surreptitious entrants could not invoke the Suspension
Clause to demand additional process beyond that which
Congress has provided. Id. at 25a.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

This Court should grant the petition for a writ of cer-
tiorari because the Ninth Circuit has held unconstitu-
tional an important Act of Congress that has long gov-
erned judicial review of final orders of removal in expe-
dited removal proceedings. That decision is wrong, cre-
ates a circuit conflict, and has significant practical im-
portance.
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The Ninth Circuit held that the Suspension Clause
provides respondent with a constitutional right to addi-
tional review of his application for admission, beyond
the review Congress has established. But this “Court
has long held that an alien seeking initial admission to
the United States” has “no constitutional rights regard-
ing his application.” Landon v. Plasencia, 459 U.S. 21,
32 (1982). Moreover, even if the Suspension Clause
guaranteed some minimal constitutional baseline of re-
view in this context, the existing framework for review
would more than suffice. Respondent was apprehended
shortly after illegally crossing the U.S. border, and he
did not and does not dispute that he is inadmissible. He
was provided a credible-fear screening interview by an
asylum officer, supervisory review of the asylum of-
ficer’s negative determination, and de novo 1J review,
and Congress has ensured that appropriately tailored
habeas corpus review of ER orders is available.
8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(2). Where such an alien merely seeks
to prevent his release to his home country by recasting
a due process challenge to his removal as a challenge to
an alleged suspension of the writ of habeas corpus, no
more is required.

As the Ninth Circuit recognized, its decision conflicts
with the Third Circuit’s decision in Castro v. United
States Department of Homeland Security, 835 F.3d 422
(2016), cert. denied, 137 S. Ct. 1581 (2017), which rejected
the same Suspension Clause challenge here. App., in-
fra, 13a-14a; see id. at 25a. The question presented also
has significant practical importance. Thousands of al-
iens each year are ordered removed via ER after ille-
gally entering, claiming a fear of persecution or torture,
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but then being found after several layers of review (in-
cluding de novo 1J review) to lack a credible fear of per-
secution on a protected ground or of torture. Under the
Ninth Circuit’s rule, virtually all of those aliens could
potentially seek largely unrestricted habeas review in a
district court, in direct contravention of Congress’s
clear judgment to narrowly limit such review. The ef-
fect is to invalidate Section 1252(e)(2) in its core appli-
cations and to significantly delay removal of aliens like
respondent, preventing expedited removal of such al-
iens from being expedited at all and undermining the
government’s ability to control the border. This Court
should grant certiorari and reverse.

A. The Court Of Appeals Erred In Holding That Applica-
tion Of Section 1252(e)(2) To Respondent Violates The
Suspension Clause

1. Section 1252(e)(2) does not violate any rights of
respondent under the Suspension Clause.

a. “This Court has long held that an alien seeking
initial admission to the United States requests a privi-
lege and has no constitutional rights regarding his ap-
plication.” Plasencia, 459 U.S. at 32. “[T]he Court’s
general reaffirmations of this principle have been le-
gion.” Kleindienst v. Mandel, 408 U.S. 753, 765-766
(1972); see 1d. at 767 (“[T]hat the formulation of these
policies is entrusted exclusively to Congress has be-
come about as firmly embedded in the legislative and
judicial tissues of our body politic as any aspect of our
government.”) (quoting Galvan v. Press, 347 U.S. 522,
531 (1954)); Shaughnessy v. United States ex rel. Mezet,
345 U.S. 206, 212 (1953); Haristades v. Shaughnessy,
342 U.S. 580, 591 (1952); United States ex rel. Knauffv.
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Shaughnessy, 338 U.S. 537, 543 (1950); Nishimura
Ekiu v. United States, 142 U.S. 651, 659-660 (1892); cf.
Murray’s Lessee v. Hoboken Land & Improvement Co.,
59 U.S. (18 How.) 272, 284 (1856). The Constitution ac-
cordingly does not furnish to an alien seeking initial ad-
mission the right to demand additional procedures be-
yond those Congress provided.

Of particular relevance here, this Court’s decisions
strongly support the conclusion that, for constitutional
purposes, an alien apprehended soon after illegally
crossing the border is properly treated as an alien seek-
ing initial admission. For example, in Yamataya v.
Fisher, 189 U.S. 86 (1903), the Court addressed a due
process challenge brought by an alien who had pre-
sented herself for inspection at a port of entry and been
allowed to enter, but who was placed into deportation
proceedings days later on the ground that she was likely
to become a public charge. Id. at 100-101; see id. at 87
(statement of the case) (noting that she entered July 11,
1901, and a warrant for her arrest was issued July 23,
1901). The Court concluded that she could invoke the
Due Process Clause—but expressly left “on one side the
question” whether an alien “who has entered the coun-
try clandestinely, and who has been here for too brief a
period to have become, in any real sense, a part of our
population,” can “rightfully invoke the due process
clause of the Constitution” before “his right to remain
is disputed.” Id. at 100 (emphasis added). That lan-
guage indicates that an alien apprehended briefly after
crossing the U.S. border surreptitiously cannot lay the
same claim to constitutional protection in connection
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with their admission as aliens who were lawfully admit-
ted in the first place. Rather, such a clandestine entrant
may be treated as an applicant for initial admission.

This Court further held in Yamataya that—as ap-
plied to an alien who was lawfully admitted and thus
could claim due process protections—due process was
satisfied by summary administrative procedures con-
sisting of an in-person interview by an immigration of-
ficer and the possibility of appeal to the Secretary of
Treasury, without any further review. See 189 U.S. at
102. Yamataya thus confirms that, even if the Consti-
tution itself guaranteed some minimal protection for re-
spondent in connection with seeking admission to the
United States, the existing framework would be suffi-
cient. See pp. 20-24, nfra.

The Court’s subsequent decisions reinforce these
points. The Court has described Yamataya as holding
that a “deportation statute must provide a hearing at
least for aliens who had not entered clandestinely and
who had been here some time even if illegally.” Wong
Yang Sung v. McGrath, 339 U.S. 33, 49-50 (1950) (empha-
sis added). And the Court has repeatedly indicated that
constitutional protections in connection with admission
are not conferred upon the alien’s illegal entry into the
country, but instead require residence for some period.
See Plasencia, 459 U.S. at 32 (“[O]nce an alien gains ad-
mission to our country and begins to develop the ties
that go with permanent residence, his constitutional
status changes accordingly.”) (emphasis added); Kwong
Hai Chewv. Colding, 344 U.S. 590, 596 n.5 (1953) (“[O]nce
an alien lawfully enters and resides in this country he
becomes invested with the rights guaranteed by the
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Constitution to all people within our borders.”) (empha-
sis added; citation omitted); see also United States v.
Verdugo-Urquidez, 494 U.S. 259, 271 (1990) (“[Alliens
receive constitutional protections when they have come
within the territory of the United States and developed
substantial connections with this country.”).

b. The existing process of administrative and habeas
corpus review under ER is consistent with the Suspen-
sion Clause. In particular, a clandestine entrant like re-
spondent is properly treated, for constitutional pur-
poses, as an alien seeking initial admission and thus has
no underlying due process rights to vindicate in a ha-
beas corpus challenge to an ER order. Such an alien
“has no constitutional rights regarding his application.”
Plasencia, 459 U.S. at 32. Accordingly, respondent can-
not invoke the Suspension Clause to demand additional
process beyond the existing framework for obtaining
review of ER orders, including the appropriately tai-
lored review in habeas corpus permitted under Section
1252(e)(2).

Moreover, to whatever extent the Suspension Clause
applies in this context and provides respondent some
limited constitutional rights in connection with his ap-
plication for admission, the existing framework of ad-
ministrative and habeas corpus review would be more
than sufficient. Respondent is an alien who was appre-
hended shortly after surreptitiously entering the
United States, without a valid entry document, and
he does not dispute that he is inadmissible and thus
lacks any right to enter or reside in the United States.
8 U.S.C. 1182(a)(6)(A)(1) and (7)(A). Asylum is a form
of discretionary relief, not a right. See 8 U.S.C.
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1158(b)(1)(A). And withholding of removal and CAT re-
lief, while mandatory when the criteria are satisfied,
only provide protection from removal to a particular
country, not a right to live in the United States. See
8 U.S.C. 1231(b)(3)(A); 8 C.F.R. 208.16(a), 208.17(a).
Moreover, the credible-fear screening process is just
that: A screening process for weeding out claims of asy-
lum or withholding of removal that are least likely to
succeed on the merits, namely, when there is not even a
“significant possibility” of the alien establishing eligibil-
ity. 8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(B)(v). If the alien passes that
screening and is found to have a credible fear, as often
occurs, the alien is placed in removal proceedings before
an IJ under Section 1229a to consider the asylum or
withholding claim, see 8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(1)(B)(iii); may
appeal to the Board of Immigration Appeals, 8 U.S.C.
1229a(c)(5); and from there may seek review in a court of
appeals, 8 U.S.C. 1252(a).

Respondent was afforded the procedures applicable
to a person who claims a fear, but he failed to satisfy
even the threshold screening standard: He was pro-
vided a credible-fear screening interview by an asylum
officer, with the opportunity to present evidence. That
officer found that respondent lacked a credible fear of
persecution on account of a protected ground (or a cred-
ible fear of torture) if removed to Sri Lanka. A super-
visory officer agreed with that determination. Re-
spondent then received de novo review by an 1J, who
again found, after taking respondent’s testimony and
asking him questions, that respondent lacked a credible
fear of persecution on a protected ground or of torture.
S.E.R. 18-30, 32-33, 44. Furthermore, habeas corpus is
available to challenge application of ER for purposes of



22

determining whether the individual is not an alien, is not
the person ordered removed, or was previously admit-
ted as a lawful permanent resident, refugee, or asylee.
8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(2); see also 8 U.S.C. 1225(b)(2)(C),
1252(e)(4) (such aliens are entitled to IJ removal pro-
ceedings under Section 1229a).*

Indeed, the sufficiency of the existing review frame-
work is particularly clear under the circumstances of
this case. Respondent contends that the 1J deprived re-
spondent “of a meaningful right to apply for asylum.”
D. Ct. Doec. 1, at 14. But respondent does not dispute
that he was, in fact, provided all the procedural steps in
the screening process described above, including de
novo 1J review: Respondent disagrees with the 1J’s
conclusion on the merits, asserting that he “should have
passed the credible fear stage.” Ibid. But Congress
provided that the IJ’s determination is final by ex-
pressly foreclosing further review. 8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(2)
and (5).

* Congress has also provided a channel for courts to review chal-
lenges to the constitutionality and legality of the ER system if
brought within 60 days of the first implementation of the challenged
practice. 8 U.S.C. 1252(e)(3)(A) and (B). Although the 60-day time
limit prevents respondent from suing under Section 1252(e)(3), that
provision still enables the federal courts to review the most signifi-
cant questions regarding the validity of the ER system. See Pena
v. Lynch, 815 F.3d 452, 456-457 (9th Cir. 2016) (“[T]he jurisdiction-
stripping provisions of the statute retain some avenues of judicial
review, limited though they may be.”); see also American Immigra-
tion Lawyers Ass’n v. Reno, 18 F. Supp. 2d 38, 54-56 (D.D.C. 1998)
(rejecting a challenge under Section 1252(e)(3)), aff’d, 199 F.3d 1352
(D.C. Cir. 2000).
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Respondent does not raise any constitutional chal-
lenge to the credible-fear screening framework. In-
stead, he disagrees with the merits of the asylum of-
ficer’s and IJ’s decisions in this particular case, which
were heavily factual and focused on the reasons why a
group of men attacked him in Sri Lanka. Historical
precedent “suggests strongly that the Suspension Clause
does not require judicial review of purely factual deter-
minations or mixed fact and law determinations made in
the context of alien exclusion.” Castro v. U.S. Dep’t of
Homeland Sec., 163 F. Supp. 3d 157, 169 (E.D. Pa.),
aff’d, 835 F.3d 422 (3d Cir. 2016), cert. denied, 137 S. Ct.
1581 (2017); see id. at 169-171 (collecting cases); e.g.,
Zakonaite v. Wolf, 226 U.S. 272, 275 (1912) (stating in
the deportation context that it was “entirely settled”
that the “inquiry may be properly devolved upon an ex-
ecutive department or subordinate officials thereof, and
that the findings of fact reached by such officials, after
a fair though summary hearing, may constitutionally be
made conclusive”).

Respondent also contends that the asylum officer
failed to “‘elicit all relevant and useful information’”
bearing on his claim, and “failed to consider relevant
country conditions evidence,” which he contends contra-
vened federal regulations. D. Ct. Doc. 1, at 11-12 (quot-
ing 8 C.F.R. 208.30(d) and citing 8 C.F.R. 208.30(e)(2)).
But even if respondent were correct, the administrative
process provided mechanisms for remedying such
claims of procedural error: The asylum officer’s deter-
mination was reviewed by a supervisory asylum officer,
and respondent had the further opportunity to present
evidence and information to the IJ, who took respond-
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ent’s testimony and made a de novo credible-fear deter-
mination. The IJ’s determination, however, “is final and
may not be appealed.” 8 C.F.R. 1208.30(g)(2)(iv)(A).

c. There are also strong practical reasons for treat-
ing an inadmissible alien who surreptitiously crosses
the U.S. border the same way, for constitutional pur-
poses, as an alien who arrives at a port of entry. If the
alien entering clandestinely were treated more favora-
bly than an alien who arrives at a port of entry, that
would create a perverse incentive for aliens to cross the
border surreptitiously rather than presenting them-
selves for inspection. Indeed, one of Congress’s pur-
poses in shifting from “entry” to “admission” in the II-
legal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibil-
ity Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-208, Div. C, 110 Stat.
3009-546, was to eliminate the incentive that had previ-
ously existed, when a clandestine entrant would be
placed in full deportation proceedings (rather than sum-
mary exclusion proceedings) regardless of how quickly
or closely he was apprehended after his unlawful entry.
See House Report 225.

Furthermore, the judicial procedures respondent
demands—“necessitating pleadings, formal court pro-
ceedings, evidentiary review, and the like—would make
expedited removal of arriving aliens impossible.” Cas-
tro, 163 F. Supp. 3d at 174. “In FY 2013, for instance,
193,032 aliens were subject to expedited removal
(36,035 of whom expressed a fear of return to their na-
tive lands).” Ibid. The number of aliens who are found
to lack a credible fear after all three layers of adminis-
trative review is also considerable: According to pub-
lished statistics from the Executive Office for Immigra-
tion Review (EOIR), from fiscal years 2014 through
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2018, an average of more than 5000 aliens annually have
been found—after de novo review by an 1J, which itself
follows review by an asylum officer and a supervisory
asylum officer—to lack a credible fear. See EOIR, U.S.
Dep’t of Justice, Adjudication Statistics: Credible
Fear Review and Reasonable Fear Review Decisions 1
(July 24, 2019).” Permitting every such alien to seek ju-
dicial review and a stay of their removal pending such
review would impose a severe burden on the immigra-
tion system and threaten to defeat the purposes of the
ER system: to remove certain inadmissible aliens ex-
peditiously and prevent abuse of the asylum system,
while ensuring full consideration of claims where the al-
ien has been found to have a credible fear. See House
Report 116-118.

As the Secretary of Homeland Security explained
when promulgating the ER rule here in 2004, there is
an “urgent” need for expeditiously removing such al-
iens. 69 Fed. Reg. at 48,880. Moreover, there has been
a recent surge in apprehensions along the southwest
border and a “dramatic” increase in the proportion
of aliens subject to ER who are claiming a fear of return
and thus are placed into credible-fear screening
process. 84 Fed. Reg. 33,829, 33,830-33,831, 33,838-
33,840 (July 16, 2019). All of this has exacerbated the
current crisis at the southwest border. Ibid. Allowing

5 https://www.justice.gov/eoir/page/file/1104856/download. The
relevant figures here are for credible-fear determinations. Deter-
minations of “reasonable fear” arise in different administrative pro-
cesses for aliens convicted of an aggravated felony or aliens who il-
legally reenter the United States after being removed (or voluntar-
ily departing under an order of removal) and whose prior removal
order is reinstated. See 8 U.S.C. 1228, 1231(b)(3); 8 C.F.R. 208.31.
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for habeas corpus review could, therefore, cause the
very kinds of real-world problems that Congress de-
signed the ER system to solve.

2. The court of appeals’ contrary reasoning lacks
merit.

First, contrary to the Ninth Circuit’s view, this
Court’s decision in Boumediene v. Bush, 553 U.S. 723
(2008), is fundamentally different. Among other things,
Boumediene involved a challenge to ongoing detention
for the duration of hostilities, pursuant to the law of
war. Id. at 732. The challengers sought to be released
from the government’s custody so they could return
home or to another country. See id. at 788 (discussing
“[t]he absence of a release remedy” under the relevant
statute).

By contrast, respondent does not challenge his deten-
tion as such. Indeed, unlike the petitioners in Boume-
diene, he is free to be returned to his home country: He
would be removed to and released in Sri Lanka forth-
with absent his habeas petition here. Respondent in-
stead effectively invoked habeas corpus as a vehicle to
prevent such release by seeking review of his ER order.
Respondent, moreover, concedes he is inadmissible un-
der a statutory provision that properly triggered ER,
which fully justifies his exclusion and his detention to
effectuate that exclusion. And the only relief he seeks
is asylum (which is diseretionary) or withholding of re-
moval or protection under the CAT (which is mandatory
but merely bars removal to one specific country). Re-
spondent thus seeks judicial review only to challenge
the government’s determination at the screening stage
that he failed to show even a significant likelihood he is
eligible for such relief. In short, unlike in Boumediene,
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where the habeas petitioners sought to be released from
the government’s custody and returned home, here re-
spondent is seeking to prevent the government from re-
leasing him from custody by returning him to his home
country. That is starkly different from the law-of-war
detention question at issue in Boumediene. Cf. Castro,
835 F.3d at 450-451 (Hardiman, J., concurring dubitante).

The point is not that clandestine entrants like re-
spondent can never invoke habeas corpus or the Sus-
pension Clause at all: Section 1252(e)(2) preserves ha-
beas to consider three specific issues concerning an ER
order, and it does not disturb the ability of such aliens
to raise constitutional challenges if they are prosecuted
criminally, for example, or arrested and held for rea-
sons unrelated to their immigration status. Rather,
consistent with this Court’s precedents, such aliens may
not invoke the Constitution to demand procedural steps
or measures regarding their applications for admis-
ston beyond those provided by existing statutes and
regulations. Plasencia, 459 U.S. at 32. Respondent
cannot evade this Court’s longstanding precedents gov-
erning the exclusion and removal of aliens at the border
by recasting a due process challenge to existing admin-
istrative procedures as a challenge to an alleged suspen-
sion of the writ of habeas corpus.

Second, this Court’s decision in INS v. St. Cyr,
533 U.S. 289 (2001), and its finality-era cases also “are
not controlling here.” Castro, 835 F.3d at 447.° First,

6 The finality era refers to “an approximately sixty-year period”
from 1891 until 1952 during which Congress “rendered final (hence,
the “finality’ era) the Executive’s decisions to admit, exclude, or de-
port aliens,” but the Court permitted aliens to raise some challenges
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unlike the “recent clandestine entrant[]” subject to ER
in Castro and this case, id. at 448, St. Cyr involved a
lawful permanent resident who had lived in the United
States for a decade and was subject to full deportation
proceedings, see 533 U.S. at 293. Second, unlike this
case, St. Cyr was a statutory case in which the Court
discussed (without deciding) what the Suspension
Clause “might possibly protect.” Castro, 835 F.3d at 446
(quoting Gerald L. Neuman, The Habeas Corpus Sus-
pension Clause After Boumediene v. Bush, 110 Colum.
L. Rev. 537, 539 & n.8 (2010)). Indeed, the district court
in Castro found no finality-era case that “even men-
tion[ed] the Suspension Clause,” and described the
Court in St. Cyr as “non-committal” when discussing
their significance to the Suspension Clause analysis.
Ibid. The Court in St. Cyr stated merely that “the am-
biguities in the scope of the exercise of the writ at com-
mon law,” and “the suggestions in this Court’s prior de-
cisions as to the extent to which habeas review could be
limited consistent with the Constitution,” supported ap-
plication of the canon of constitutional avoidance in con-
struing the statute at issue. 533 U.S. at 304 (emphases
added). Section 1252(e)(2) unambiguously bars habeas
review of the claims respondent raises here, however,
so that canon does not apply. See App., infra, 42a.

The habeas petition in St. Cyr also raised a “pure
question of law” and did not discuss whether or to what
extent an alien could obtain review even of a mixed
question of law and fact during the finality era. 533 U.S.

to their exclusion or deportation through habeas corpus during that
time. Castro, 835 F.3d at 436; see App., infra, 21an.11.
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at 298. By contrast, here, any review of the determina-
tion that respondent lacked a credible fear would be
highly fact-based, and any review of his assertions that
the asylum officer or 1J failed to follow procedures pro-
vided for by regulation in one or another respect would
require delving into the record-specific circumstances
of this particular case.

B. This Case Warrants The Court’s Review

In addition to being incorrect, the Ninth Circuit’s de-
cision creates a circuit conflict. Indeed, the Ninth Cir-
cuit itself recognized that its decision created a conflict
with the Third Circuit’s decision in Castro: The Ninth
Circuit stated that Castro had decided “the precise
question” at issue here, holding that Section 1252(e)(2)
did not violate the Suspension Clause as applied to “‘re-
cent surreptitious entrants’” who were ordered re-
moved via ER after being found to lack a credible fear.
App., infra, 13a, 24a (citation omitted). But the Ninth
Circuit “disagree[d] with Castro’s resolution” of the
question, ud. at 25a, and in particular disagreed with the
Third Circuit’s reliance on Plasencia to hold that aliens
like respondent could not invoke the Suspension Clause
to demand process beyond that which Congress has
provided, bid.

The Ninth Circuit’s decision also warrants review
because it holds in broadly applicable terms that an Act
of Congress cannot constitutionally be applied to re-
spondent, who was apprehended recently after surrep-
titiously entering the United States and then found, af-
ter several layers of administrative review, to lack a
credible fear. The court stated that the Suspension
Clause guarantees judicial review via habeas of “claims
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”

for statutory as well as constitutional error,” “claims
that deportation hearings were conducted unfairly,”
claims regarding “the erroneous application or inter-
pretation of statutes,” and “mixed questions of fact and
law—those involving an application of law to undisputed
fact.” App., infra, 38a (citations omitted). And the
court held that review was available for respondent’s
claims that “the government denied him a ‘fair proce-
dure,” ‘applied an incorrect legal standard’ to his credi-
ble fear contentions,” and “‘failed to comply with the ap-
plicable statutory and regulatory requirements.”” Id. at
37a (brackets omitted). Virtually any alien who enters
surreptitiously and is found to lack a credible fear after
exhausting administrative review could raise similar
claims. Accordingly, the court of appeals’ decision ef-
fectively guts Section 1252(e)(2), depriving it of opera-
tive force in its core applications.

As discussed above, see pp. 24-26, supra, the court of
appeals’ ruling has significant practical ramifications
and could recur with great frequency. The court’s rul-
ing creates a pathway for thousands of inadmissible al-
iens annually who have failed after several opportuni-
ties even to show that there is a “significant possibility”
they are eligible for asylum or withholding, 8 U.S.C.
1225(b)(1)(B)(v), nonetheless to be able to delay their
removal for potentially extended periods by filing a pe-
tition for a writ of habeas corpus and contending that
the asylum officer or IJ made a procedural error or
made substantive errors in the application of law to fact.
Such review would further strain the government’s lim-
ited resources and prevent expedited removal from be-
ing expedited at all. Indeed, the whole point of estab-
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lishing the ER system and applying it to aliens like re-
spondent was that there was an “urgent need” for re-
moval to be swift, and the enormous number of aliens
arriving at the border made it “not logistically possible”
to “initiate formal removal proceedings against all such
aliens” or to keep them in custody during that longer
period. 69 Fed. Reg. at 48,878.

The court of appeals’ ruling also creates a perverse
incentive for aliens to cross the border illegally rather
than present themselves at a port of entry, because the
ruling appears to apply only to aliens, like respondent,
who were apprehended after an illegal entry and placed
into ER. And because it is a constitutional ruling, it is
not clear that Congress could modify the ER system to
allow for prompt screening of asylum or withholding
claims and expeditious removal of those aliens whose
claims fail to pass the screening standard.

This case is an excellent vehicle for deciding the
question presented. The district court here relied on
Section 1252(e)(2) to dismiss respondent’s habeas peti-
tion, App., infra, 55a, and the only basis for the court of
appeals to reverse that determination was its holding
that Section 1252(e)(2) is unconstitutional under the
Suspension Clause. The question presented is accord-
ingly outcome dispositive.
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CONCLUSION
The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted.

NOEL J. FRANCISCO
Solicitor General
JOSEPH H. HUNT
Assistant Attorney
General
EDWIN S. KNEEDLER
Deputy 