[Date] 

Immigrations and Customs Enforcement
[Deportation Officer]
[Address]
[Email] 

Re: 	Protections Against Detention for Class Member in Immigr. Ctr. for Women & Child. v. Noem, No. 2:25-CV-09848-AB-AS, 2026 WL 1455004 (C.D. Cal. May 20, 2026)
	[Client’s Name]
	[Client’s A-Number]

To whom it may concern:

I represent [Client (A#)] in [his/her] immigration proceedings. My G-28 is attached. [Client] is a victim of crime who applied for a [U visa/ T visa]. For the reasons described below, we ask that ICE not detain [Client], as doing so would violate a recent federal court order and binding ICE policies.

[bookmark: _Hlk231545666]On May 20, 2026, a district court stayed 2025 Guidance, ICE Policy Number 11005.4, which rescinded protections for U, T, and VAWA petitioners. Immigr. Ctr. for Women & Child. v. Noem, No. 2:25-CV-09848-AB-AS, 2026 WL 1455004, at *47 (C.D. Cal. May 20, 2026) (hereinafter “ICWC v. Noem”) (“the Court hereby STAYS the 2025 Guidance, including its rescission of prior policies.”). In so doing, the effect of the court’s order is to reinstate the 2021 Directive, ICE Directive 11005.3, requiring ICE to use a “Victim-Centered Approach” when handling the cases of U visa, T visa, and VAWA petitioners, and the 2011 Policy Statement 10076.1.

[bookmark: _Hlk231545899]The stay order applies to, among others, members of the Pending Petition Class certified by the court. The Pending Petition Class is defined as an “individual[] with [a] pending principal or derivative U visa petitions, T visa petitions, or VAWA self-petitions who ICE detains or seeks to detain for civil immigration enforcement.” ICWC v. Noem at *46. If ICE seeks to detain [Client], [he/she] is a member of the Pending Petition Class and entitled to the protection of the court’s order. [Reference/include evidence demonstrating pending petition]. Under that order, ICE must apply the 2021 Directive and 2011 Policy Statement when considering any enforcement action.

[bookmark: _Hlk231546823]Pursuant to the now-operative 2021 Directive, “ICE officers must consider any and all evidence that an individual has been a victim of crime—such as the receipt of victim-based immigration benefits or pending applications for such benefits . . . in rendering custody determinations.” 2021 Directive at 9 ¶ 5.6. Furthermore, ICE must “refrain from taking civil immigration enforcement action against” individuals “known to have a pending application” for “victim-based immigration benefits.” 2021 Directive at 2 ¶ 2. In the absence of “serious adverse factors” such as “national security concerns or evidence the [noncitizen] has a serious criminal history,” “exercising favorable discretion, such as release from detention and deferral or a stay of removal generally, will be appropriate.” 2011 Policy Statement at 2. [Client] poses no such serious adverse factors. In fact, [brief description of Client’s equities]. Because [Client] has a pending [U/T/V] petition, has no criminal history, and poses no national security risk, ICE may not detain [Client] because doing so would violate binding ICE policy.

In conclusion, any decision to detain [Client] without adhering to the relevant ICE policies would violate the court order in ICWC v. Noem and binding ICE policies. We therefore request that you refrain from re-detaining [Client].

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss further, please contact me. Thank you.

Respectfully submitted,

[Attorney Name]
[Firm Address and Contact Information]

