
 September 30, 2026 
 Department of Homeland Security 
 Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
 Office of the Chief Counsel 
 P.O. Box 26449, San Francisco, CA 94126 -6449 

 RE: SERVICE OF MOTION TO REOPEN PROCEEDINGS AND RESCIND IN ABSENTIA 
 REMOVAL ORDER 
 Respondent:  Gleidson Silva-Antunes 
 A-Number:  203-758-084 
 Type of proceedings:  Removal 
 Immigration Court:  Concord, CA 

 Dear Counsel, 

 Please  find  enclosed  the  Respondent's  Motion  to  Reopen  Proceedings  and  Rescind  in  Absentia 
 Removal Order  , filed with the  Immigration Court in  Concord, California  . 

 The enclosed filings includes the following documents: 

 1.  Form  EOIR-28  -  Notice  of  Entry  of  Appearance  as  Attorney  or  Representative  Before  the 
 Immigration Court; 

 2.  Form EOIR-33 - Change of Address/Contact Information Form; 
 3.  Motion to Reopen Removal Proceedings Under INA § 240(c)(7); 
 4.  Exhibits - supporting documentation; 

 This correspondence is provided to you pursuant to the applicable service requirements. 

 Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 Respectfully submitted, 

 ______________________________  
 Otavio Haverroth Silva (Bar N. 343486) 
 Attorney at Law 
 P.O. Box 90487, San Diego, CA 92169 
 Counsel for Respondent 
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 I. INTRODUCTION 

 Respondent,  Gleidson  Rodrigues  da  Silva  (A#  203-758-084),  respectfully  moves  this 

 Honorable  Court,  pursuant  to  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(ii),  8  U.S.C.  §  1229a(b)(5)(C)(ii),  and  8 

 C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(4)(ii),  to  rescind  the  in  absentia  removal  order  entered  on  January  31, 

 2020,  and  to  reopen  these  proceedings.  This  Motion  rests  on  three  independent  and  mutually 

 reinforcing grounds. 

 First,  Respondent  never  received  constitutionally  adequate  notice  of  the  hearing  at 

 which  he  was  ordered  removed.  The  Record  of  Proceedings  obtained  through  Freedom  of 

 Information  Act  (“FOIA”)  establishes  that  on  June  12,  2019,  a  Notice  to  Appear  (“NTA”) 

 bearing  Respondent's  name  was  issued  and  served  exclusively  upon  Arilson  Elias-Antunes.  See 

 Exhibit  3  (Respondent's  Notice  to  Appear).  On  or  about  December  12,  2019,  the  Court  issued  a 

 Notice  of  Hearing  rescheduling  the  matter  to  January  31,  2020,  at  8:30  a.m.  See  Exhibit  3 

 (Notice of Hearing). 

 That  Notice  of  Hearing  was  addressed  and  mailed  exclusively  to  "Elias-Antunes, 

 Arilson,"  the  adult  who  had  fraudulently  presented  himself  as  Respondent's  father  at  the  border, 

 under  Arilson's  lead  file  number  (A088-013-049),  at  an  address  where  Respondent  has  never 

 resided.  The  Court's  own  mailing  of  the  decision  was  returned  with  the  notation  "Unable  to 

 forward,  No  address  provided."  See  Exhibit  3  (Court  Notice  of  Decision,  Returned 



 Undelivered).  Respondent  never  received  this  Notice  of  Hearing  and  accordingly  did  not 

 appear.  Because  DHS  cannot  establish  that  written  notice  of  the  actual  hearing  date  was 

 provided  to  Respondent  as  required  by  INA  §  239(a),  rescission  is  mandatory  under  INA  § 

 240(b)(5)(C)(ii). 

 Second,  even  if  this  Court  were  to  find  notice  sufficient,  which  Respondent  expressly 

 denies,  reopening  is  independently  warranted  based  on  extraordinary  circumstances  and  the 

 totality  of  the  equities.  Respondent  was  a  minor  victim  of  a  scheme  that  deceived  him  and  his 

 family,  exploited  his  minority  and  his  family's  vulnerability,  and  used  him  as  a  shield  to 

 facilitate an adult's unlawful entry. 

 That  adult,  Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  had  a  prior  federal  conviction  for  passport  and  visa 

 fraud  (December  2006,  Miami,  Florida),  a  fact  that  underscores  Respondent's  role  as  a  victim 

 rather  than  a  willing  participant.  See  Exhibit  4  (Arilson  Elias-Antunes'  Form  I-213). 

 Respondent  has  since  built  a  stable  and  law-abiding  life  in  the  United  States:  he  has  worked 

 continuously  in  the  construction  industry,  has  no  criminal  history,  and  is  the  father  of  a  United 

 States citizen child, Arthur, born August 8, 2024. 

 Third,  Respondent  is  now  married  to  a  United  States  citizen.  On  March  21,  2026, 

 Respondent  married  Sophia  Lehnen  Rodrigues  Miranda  in  San  Mateo  County,  California.  See 

 Exhibit  2  (Marriage  Certificate).  Respondent's  marriage  to  his  son's  mother,  following  a 

 relationship  of  over  five  years,  provides  a  concrete  and  immediate  path  to  lawful  permanent 

 residence  through  a  family-based  petition.  This  consummated  change  in  personal 

 circumstances reinforces the equities favoring reopening. All these grounds compel reopening. 

 II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 Respondent  is  a  native  and  citizen  of  Brazil,  born  on  September  16,  2001,  in  Buritis, 

 Rondônia.  Respondent's  true  name  is  Gleidson  Rodrigues  da  Silva;  the  surname 

 "Silva-Antunes,"  under  which  his  immigration  proceedings  were  docketed,  was  imposed  on 

 him  as  part  of  a  scheme  orchestrated  by  third  parties  that  facilitated  his  crossing  into  the  United 

 States while he was still a minor. Resp't Decl. ¶ 1. 

 On  June  12,  2019,  Respondent  entered  the  United  States  near  El  Paso,  Texas,  at 

 seventeen  years  of  age.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  31.  At  the  time  of  entry,  Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  an  adult 

 who  was  a  stranger  to  Respondent  before  that  trip  and  who  is  not,  in  fact,  Respondent's  father, 

 presented  himself  to  border  authorities  as  Respondent's  father  and  presented  fraudulent  travel 

 documents  on  Respondent's  behalf.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  26-31;  see  Exhibit  1(Respondent's  Birth 



 Certificate,  listing  Respondent's  true  parents  and  confirming  that  Arilson  Elias-Antunes  is  not 

 Respondent's  father).  The  Form  I-213  prepared  by  immigration  officers  upon  Respondent's 

 processing  expressly  states:  "All  pertinent  information  needed  for  child's  assigned  A-file  was 

 provided  by  the  child's  parent.  All  documents  were  served  upon  the  parent."  See  Exhibit  3 

 (Respondent's Form I-213). 

 Respondent  himself,  a  seventeen-year-old  who  spoke  no  English,  was  not  individually 

 provided  with  any  immigration  documents;  they  were  given  to  the  adult  fraudulently  registered 

 as  his  father.  At  no  point  during  or  after  processing  did  any  immigration  officer  communicate 

 with  Respondent  directly,  whether  in  English  or  in  Portuguese,  regarding  the  proceedings 

 against  him,  and  Respondent  received  no  explanation,  in  any  language,  of  what  was  expected 

 of him going forward. 

 On  that  same  date,  June  12,  2019,  an  NTA  bearing  Respondent's  name  was  issued  at  the 

 border,  but  it  was  never  served  on  Respondent  personally;  it  was  served  exclusively  upon 

 Arilson.  See  Exhibit  3.  The  NTA  identified  the  hearing  location  as  the  San  Francisco 

 Immigration  Court,  100  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  800,  San  Francisco,  California,  and  initially 

 left the hearing date blank, stating only "a date to be set." 

 That  blank  was  later  crossed  out  and  replaced  by  hand  with  the  date  'MARCH  25, 

 2020.’  Immigration  officers  did  not  provide  any  oral  advisal  in  Portuguese  to  Respondent 

 personally.  Respondent  had  no  independent  knowledge  of  any  hearing  date;  any  general 

 awareness  that  a  court  proceeding  existed  came  only  from  what  he  was  able  to  observe 

 secondhand  through  Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  the  adult  who  had  been  listed  as  his  father  and  to 

 whom the NTA and all related communications were directed. Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 40-41. 

 Notably,  the  signature  block  on  Respondent's  own  Notice  to  Appear  was  not  signed  by 

 Respondent  himself,  but  rather  by  Arilson  Elias-Antunes.  See  Exhibit  3(Respondent's  NTA, 

 signature  page).  This  is  further  confirmed  by  comparing  the  signature  appearing  on 

 Respondent's  NTA  with  the  signature  appearing  on  Arilson  Elias-Antunes's  own,  separate 

 NTA,  issued  the  same  day  under  his  own  file  number:  the  two  signatures  are  identical.  See 

 Exhibit 4 (Arilson Elias-Antunes' NTA, signature page). 

 This  demonstrates  that,  notwithstanding  Respondent's  own  status  as  the  named 

 respondent  in  these  proceedings,  service  and  acknowledgment  of  the  NTA  were,  in  substance, 

 directed  to  and  completed  by  Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  not  by  Respondent,  further  confirming 

 that  Respondent  himself  was  never  properly  served  or  notified  in  a  manner  that  a 

 seventeen-year-old could reasonably understand as directed to him personally. 



 This  same  signature  block  is  where  the  NTA's  Certificate  of  Service  purports  to  certify 

 that  oral  notice  was  provided  in  Portuguese;  because  that  certification  was  executed  by  Arilson 

 rather  than  by  Respondent,  it  cannot  establish  that  any  such  notice  was,  in  fact,  communicated 

 to Respondent himself. 

 On  or  about  December  12,  2019,  the  Immigration  Court  issued  a  Notice  of  Hearing 

 rescheduling  the  case  to  January  31,  2020,  at  8:30  a.m.,  in  Courtroom  26.  See  Exhibit  3  (Notice 

 of  Hearing).  This  notice  was  consolidated  under  Arilson's  lead  file  (A088-013-049)  and 

 addressed  exclusively  to  "Elias-Antunes,  Arilson"  at  375  Oxford  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA 

 94134. The Certificate of Service indicates service by mail dated December 13, 2019. 

 Respondent's  name  and  A-number  (A203-758-084)  appeared  only  in  the  "RE:"  line,  not 

 in  the  addressee  block.  Respondent  was  not  independently  served  with  this  hearing  notice.  The 

 court  mailing  of  the  decision  was  likewise  returned  with  the  notation  "Unable  to  forward,  No 

 address  provided,"  confirming  that  mail  sent  to  that  address  did  not  reach  its  intended 

 recipients.  See  Exhibit 3. 

 On  January  31,  2020,  neither  Respondent  nor  Arilson  appeared,  and  the  Immigration 

 Court  entered  in  absentia  orders  of  removal  against  both  individuals.  See  Exhibit  3  (In 

 Absentia  Removal  Order).  Respondent  was  not  notified  of  that  order  and  did  not  know  of  its 

 existence.  He  learned  of  it  only  years  later,  when  he  retained  current  counsel.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  44. 

 Upon  learning  of  the  order  and  consulting  with  counsel,  Respondent  proceeded  with 

 reasonable diligence to prepare and file this Motion. 

 III. TIMING OF THIS MOTION, NO FILING DEADLINE APPLIES 

 This  Motion  is  timely  as  a  matter  of  law.  A  motion  to  rescind  an  in  absentia  removal 

 order  based  on  lack  of  proper  notice  under  INA  §  239(a)  may  be  filed  at  any  time,  without 

 limitation. INA § 240(b)(5)(C)(ii), 8 U.S.C. § 1229a(b)(5)(C)(ii); 8 C.F.R. § 1003.23(b)(4)(ii). 

 There  is  no  ninety-day  filing  deadline  and  no  numerical  bar  applicable  to  motions 

 premised  on  lack  of  notice.  See  Matter  of  Bulnes,  25  I&N  Dec.  57  (BIA  2009)  (motion  to 

 reopen  for  lack  of  notice  may  be  filed  even  after  departure).  Accordingly,  this  Motion  is 

 procedurally proper regardless of the time elapsed since entry of the removal order. 

 To  the  extent  the  Court  considers  the  alternative  grounds  discussed  in  Argument  D 

 below,  the  Court  retains  independent  sua  sponte  authority  to  reopen  proceedings  at  any  time  in 

 the interest of justice. 8 C.F.R. § 1003.23(b)(1). 



 IV. FILING FEE, NOT REQUIRED 

 No  filing  fee  is  required  for  this  Motion.  Where  the  basis  for  a  motion  to  reopen  is  lack 

 of  proper  notice  in  removal  proceedings,  the  applicable  regulation  expressly  waives  the  filing 

 fee.  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.24(b)(2)(v).  Because  this  Motion  is  grounded  first  and  foremost  on 

 Respondent's  failure  to  receive  proper  notice  under  INA  §  239(a),  no  fee  accompanies  this 

 filing. 

 V. AUTOMATIC STAY OF REMOVAL 

 The  filing  of  this  Motion  automatically  stays  Respondent's  removal  pending  the  Court's 

 disposition.  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C);  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(4)(ii).  Respondent  respectfully  requests 

 that  ICE  be  notified  of  the  applicability  of  this  automatic  stay  provision.  See  Matter  of  Rivera, 

 21 I&N Dec. 232, 234 (BIA 1996). 

 VI. LEGAL STANDARD 

 An  Immigration  Judge  may  enter  an  in  absentia  removal  order  only  if  DHS  establishes 

 by  clear,  unequivocal,  and  convincing  evidence  that  the  written  notice  required  under  INA  § 

 239(a)(1)  or  §  239(a)(2)  was  provided  and  that  the  respondent  is  removable.  INA  § 

 240(b)(5)(A). 

 An  in  absentia  order  "shall  be  rescinded"  upon  a  motion  to  reopen  filed  at  any  time  if 

 the  respondent  demonstrates  that  he  "did  not  receive  notice  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (1)  or 

 (2)"  of  INA  §  239(a).  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(ii);  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(4)(ii).  The  statute's 

 mandatory  language,  "shall  be  rescinded,"  leaves  no  room  for  discretion:  once  lack  of  the 

 required notice is established, rescission follows as a matter of law. 

 The  Supreme  Court  has  held  that  a  Notice  to  Appear  that  omits  the  time  or  place  of  the 

 hearing  is  not  a  valid  notice  under  INA  §  239(a).  See  Pereira  v.  Sessions,  138  S.  Ct.  2105, 

 2113-14  (2018).  Where  an  NTA  fails  to  specify  the  hearing  date,  a  subsequent  notice  of  hearing 

 must  be  properly  served  to  supply  the  missing  information;  absent  proper  service  of  that 

 subsequent  notice,  the  statutory  notice  requirement  is  not  satisfied.  See  also  Niz-Chavez  v. 

 Garland,  141 S. Ct. 1474, 1486 (2021). 

 Separately,  the  Court  possesses  authority  to  reopen  proceedings  sua  sponte  at  any  time 

 in  the  interest  of  justice.  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(1).  In  addition,  proceedings  may  be  reopened 

 based  on  newly  available  evidence,  including  changed  personal  circumstances  bearing  on 

 eligibility  for  relief.  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(3).  Sua  sponte  reopening  is  appropriate  where  a 



 respondent  demonstrates  exceptional  circumstances,  including  equities  so  compelling  that  they 

 override  the  general  policy  of  finality.  See  Matter  of  G-D-,  22  I&N  Dec.  1132,  1133-34  (BIA 

 1999). 

 VII. STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 

 A. Family Background and Circumstances Leading to Respondent's Departure from 
 Brazil 

 Respondent  grew  up  in  a  family  of  modest  means  in  Buritis,  Rondônia.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶ 

 2.  His  mother  raised  four  children  largely  on  her  own,  frequently  traveling  away  from  home, 

 sometimes  for  days  at  a  time,  to  sell  spices  and  condiments  she  produced,  and  Respondent,  as 

 the  eldest  son,  began  working  manual  jobs  at  approximately  twelve  years  of  age  to  help 

 support  the  household.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  5-8.  Respondent's  mother  fell  into  debt  and  was 

 pressured  and  threatened  by  creditors,  a  situation  that  a  local  court  ultimately  addressed  by 

 ordering repayment in installments, although the harassment continued. Resp't Decl. ¶ 10. 

 It  was  in  this  context  of  poverty,  debt,  and  fear  that  a  man  known  to  Respondent's  uncle 

 targeted  the  family  with  a  scheme  of  false  promises.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  11-14.  Respondent's 

 mother  initially  refused,  stating  that  Respondent  was  too  young,  but  the  man  returned 

 repeatedly,  insisted,  and  pressured  her  through  Respondent's  own  uncle,  and  falsely  represented 

 that  the  trip  would  be  organized  and  safe  and  that  Respondent  would  have  support  upon  arrival. 

 Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  13-14.  Respondent's  mother,  worn  down  by  the  family's  financial  desperation 

 and  the  man's  persistence,  ultimately  agreed.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  16.  Respondent,  then  a 

 seventeen-year-old  minor,  had  no  independent  say  in  the  matter:  the  decision  to  send  him  to  the 

 United  States  was  made  for  him,  by  adults,  under  the  weight  of  circumstances  he  had  neither 

 created nor controlled. Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 16-17. 

 B. Respondent Was a Minor Used to Facilitate an Adult's Unlawful Entry Through 
 Fraudulent Documents He Neither Created Nor Controlled 

 The  individual  who  organized  Respondent's  trip  assumed  full  control  over  Respondent's 

 travel  documents.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  20-21.  Days  before  departure,  he  brought  Respondent  a 

 document  bearing  Respondent's  photograph  but  a  different  surname,  "Antunes"  rather  than 

 Respondent's  true  surname  "Rodrigues,"  and  asked  Respondent  to  sign  it.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  21. 

 Respondent,  seventeen  years  old,  with  no  education  about  legal  documents  or  immigration 

 processes  and  never  having  seen  a  passport  before,  signed  it  without  understanding  that  it  was 

 fraudulent. Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 21-22. 



 Respondent  traveled  to  Goiânia,  where  he  met  Arilson  Elias-Antunes  for  the  first  time, 

 a  complete  stranger  who  would  present  himself  as  Respondent's  father  for  the  remainder  of  the 

 journey.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  26-27.  From  that  point  forward,  Arilson  held  all  of  Respondent's  travel 

 documents;  Respondent  never  had  access  to  his  own  passport.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  28.  At  every 

 checkpoint,  it  was  Arilson  who  presented  documents  and  answered  questions,  affirmatively 

 representing that Respondent was his son, while Respondent remained silent. Resp't Decl. ¶ 29. 

 Respondent  entered  the  United  States  on  June  12,  2019,  still  seventeen  years  old.  Resp't 

 Decl.  ¶  31.  Immigration  officers  processed  Respondent  and  Arilson  together.  The  I-213 

 prepared  for  Respondent  confirms  that  "[a]ll  pertinent  information  needed  for  child's  assigned 

 A-file  was  provided  by  the  child's  parent"  and  that  "[a]ll  documents  were  served  upon  the 

 parent."  See  Exhibit 3 (Respondent's Form I-213). 

 Although  an  NTA  bearing  Respondent's  name  was  issued  at  the  time  of  his  entry,  that 

 document  was  never  served  on  Respondent  personally;  it  was  served  exclusively  upon  Arilson. 

 The  NTA  initially  left  the  hearing  date  blank,  stating  only  "a  date  to  be  set,"  a  blank  later 

 completed  by  hand  with  a  date  that  was  itself  subsequently  superseded  by  the  Court's  own 

 Notice  of  Hearing.  Whatever  advisals  accompanied  the  NTA  were  directed  to  a 

 seventeen-year-old  who  spoke  no  English,  in  the  presence  of  and  under  the  control  of  a  man  he 

 had  met  only  days  earlier.  The  address  listed  on  the  NTA,  375  Oxford  Street,  San  Francisco, 

 CA  94134,  was  not  Respondent's  address;  it  was  the  address  of  João  Carlos  Perreira,  listed  on 

 the  I-213  as  the  point  of  contact  for  Arilson.  Respondent  had  no  connection  to  that  address  and 

 never resided there. 

 C. Arilson Elias-Antunes Was a Repeat Immigration Offender Who Exploited 
 Respondent's Minority 

 The  Record  of  Proceedings  reveals  that  Arilson  Elias-Antunes  was  not  a  first-time 

 border  crosser.  His  Form  I-213  records  the  following  prior  immigration  history:  on  December 

 27,  2006,  Arilson  was  encountered  at  the  Port  of  Miami  as  an  inadmissible  alien;  on  December 

 28,  2006,  he  was  arrested  by  ICE  Enforcement  and  Removal  Operations  in  Miami  for  passport 

 and  visa  fraud;  and  on  January  29,  2007,  he  was  sentenced  to  time  served  with  one  year  of 

 supervised release.  See  Exhibit 4 (Arilson Elias-Antunes' Form I-213). 

 Arilson's  prior  federal  conviction  for  document  fraud  is  directly  relevant  to  the 

 circumstances  of  Respondent's  entry:  the  adult  who  orchestrated  the  use  of  a  fraudulent 

 passport  and  the  false  parent-child  relationship  at  the  border  was  an  individual  with  a 

 documented  history  of  precisely  this  type  of  criminal  conduct.  Respondent,  by  contrast,  was  a 



 seventeen-year-old  with  no  prior  contact  with  the  immigration  system,  no  knowledge  that  his 

 documents were fraudulent, and no agency in the scheme. 

 D. Respondent Was Abandoned Immediately After Entry, Without Knowledge of Any 
 Hearing Date 

 Throughout  the  entirety  of  this  episode,  from  the  moment  he  left  Brazil  until  the 

 moment  he  was  abandoned,  Respondent  had  no  independent  agency  and  no  real  ability  to 

 object,  question,  or  deviate  from  what  the  adults  around  him  directed.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  27, 

 29-30.  He  traveled  surrounded  by  adults  who  gave  him  instructions,  held  his  documents,  and 

 spoke  on  his  behalf,  while  he  himself  remained  silent  out  of  fear  of  the  consequences  of  doing 

 otherwise. Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 27, 29. 

 Respondent  did  not  correct  the  authorities  when  Arilson  falsely  claimed  to  be  his  father 

 not  because  he  agreed  with  the  arrangement,  but  because,  as  a  seventeen-year-old  entirely 

 dependent  on  adults  he  could  not  contradict,  he  feared  being  left  behind  in  an  unfamiliar  place 

 or  punished  for  interfering  with  arrangements  that  adults  had  already  made  for  him.  Resp't 

 Decl.  ¶  30.  This  same  powerlessness  and  fear  persisted  after  entry  into  the  United  States  and 

 directly shaped Respondent's failure to appear at his hearing, as set forth below. 

 Immediately  after  release,  Arilson  returned  Respondent's  identity  documents  and  told 

 him,  in  substance,  that  he  would  not  accompany  Respondent  any  further,  that  the  pending  court 

 matter  was  of  no  concern  to  him,  and  that  he  was  not  really  Respondent's  father.  Resp't  Decl. 

 ¶¶  33-34.  Arilson  then  left.  Respondent,  seventeen  years  old,  spoke  no  English,  had  no  money, 

 knew  no  one  in  the  United  States,  and  had  documents  he  was  only  beginning  to  understand 

 were not what he had believed them to be. Resp't Decl. ¶ 35. 

 Although  a  Notice  to  Appear  was  issued  at  the  time  of  Respondent's  entry,  that 

 document  was  never  placed  in  Respondent's  own  hands.  It  was  given  to  Arilson,  who  retained 

 it  along  with  all  of  Respondent's  other  travel  documents,  and  Respondent  kept  no  copy  of  his 

 own.  Respondent  did  not  see  the  NTA  himself  until  years  later,  when  his  current  attorney 

 obtained  it  through  a  FOIA  request.  At  the  time  it  was  issued,  Respondent,  a 

 seventeen-year-old  who  had  just  arrived  in  an  unfamiliar  country,  did  not  understand  what  the 

 document  was  or  what  it  required  of  him,  and  the  one  person  who  held  it  and  might  have 

 explained its significance had just abandoned him. 

 Respondent  and  a  companion  who  had  traveled  under  similar  circumstances  were 

 eventually  taken  in  by  an  acquaintance  living  in  the  United  States,  who  told  them  that  their 



 situation  was  very  serious  and  that  they  needed  to  be  careful  going  forward.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶ 

 36-38.  Until  that  moment,  Respondent  had  believed  the  entire  process  was  a  legitimate  part  of 

 traveling  to  the  United  States;  he  did  not  know  his  passport  had  been  altered,  and  he  did  not 

 understand  what  it  meant  to  have  signed  a  document  with  another  name  or  to  have  presented 

 himself as the son of a stranger. Resp't Decl. ¶ 38. 

 Respondent  did  not  appear  at  his  removal  hearing  because  he  did  not  know  a  hearing 

 had  been  scheduled  for  January  31,  2020.  The  Notice  of  Hearing  that  subsequently  set  the 

 January  31  date  was  mailed  exclusively  to  Arilson  at  375  Oxford  Street,  an  address  where 

 Respondent  has  never  lived,  and  that  mailing  was  returned  to  the  Court  as  undeliverable.  Resp't 

 Decl.  ¶  40;  Exhibit  3  (Notice  of  Hearing);  Exhibit  3  (Court  Notice  of  Decision,  Returned 

 Undelivered). 

 Respondent  also  understood,  based  on  the  experience  of  another  minor  who  had 

 traveled  under  similar  arrangements,  that  he  was  expected  to  appear  accompanied  by  the  adult 

 listed  as  his  parent;  once  Arilson  disappeared,  Respondent  believed  he  had  no  way  to  attend  on 

 his  own.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  41.  Members  of  the  Brazilian  community  later  told  Respondent, 

 incorrectly  but  in  a  manner  that  had  a  real  and  paralyzing  effect,  that  appearing  in  court  would 

 result  in  his  arrest  and  deportation  because  of  the  fraudulent  documents,  and  that  fear  kept  him 

 from seeking legal help for years. Resp't Decl. ¶ 43. 

 On  January  31,  2020,  the  Immigration  Court  entered  an  in  absentia  removal  order 

 against  Respondent  under  the  name  Gleidson  Silva-Antunes.  See  Exhibit  3.  Respondent  was 

 not  notified  of  that  order  and  had  no  actual  knowledge  of  it.  He  learned  of  its  existence  only 

 years later, when he retained current counsel. Resp't Decl. ¶ 44. 

 E. Elements of Deception and Exploitation of Respondent's Minority 

 Respondent's  account  reflects  a  pattern  in  which  adults  exploited  his  status  as  a  minor 

 and  his  family's  financial  vulnerability  to  facilitate  an  unlawful  border  crossing.  Respondent 

 and  his  mother  were  deceived  as  to  the  true  nature  of  the  arrangement:  they  were  told  the  trip 

 would  be  organized  safely  and  that  Respondent  would  be  supported  upon  arrival,  and  were 

 never  told  that  fraudulent  documents  would  be  used  or  that  Respondent  would  be  presented  as 

 the son of a stranger. Resp't Decl. ¶ 46. 

 None  of  the  promises  made  to  induce  Respondent's  mother  to  allow  him  to  travel  were 

 kept;  Respondent  was  instead  abandoned  with  no  money,  no  language  skills,  and  no  support. 

 Resp't  Decl.  ¶  46.  The  decision  to  send  Respondent  did  not  originate  with  him  or  his  mother;  it 



 followed  repeated  pressure  directed  at  a  family  already  burdened  by  debt  and  threats  from 

 creditors.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  47.  Respondent's  youth  was,  on  this  record,  the  very  feature  that  made 

 the  scheme  workable:  the  presence  of  a  minor  accompanied  by  an  adult  registered  as  his  father 

 was intended to, and did, reduce scrutiny at the border. Resp't Decl. ¶ 48. 

 Respondent  states  plainly  that  he  did  not  intend  to  defraud  the  United  States 

 immigration  system  and  did  not  know  his  documents  were  forged.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  51,  64. 

 Respondent  had  no  part  in,  and  was  not  responsible  for,  the  false  name  under  which  his  case  is 

 docketed,  nor  for  the  designation  of  the  man  who  was  falsely  registered  as  his  father,  and  had 

 no  control  over  his  travel  documents  at  any  point.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  51.  He  asks  that  this  Court 

 evaluate  his  case  in  light  of  these  actual  circumstances,  rather  than  the  fraudulent  record 

 created by others' conduct. Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 64-65. 

 F. Respondent's Life in the United States, Equities, and Family Ties 

 Since  arriving  in  the  United  States,  Respondent  has  worked  continuously,  currently  in 

 hardwood  flooring  installation  within  the  construction  industry.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  55.  Respondent 

 reports  no  criminal  history.  The  fraudulent  name  under  which  he  was  forced  to  live  prevented 

 him  from  enrolling  in  school  to  complete  his  education  and,  for  years,  from  seeking  any  legal 

 assistance  for  fear  of  arrest  and  deportation,  a  fear  grounded  in  what  he  was  told  by  others  in 

 the community rather than in fact. Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 53-54. 

 Respondent  is  married  to  Sophia  Lehnen  Rodrigues  Miranda,  a  United  States  citizen 

 whom  he  met  after  arriving  in  the  United  States.  They  began  dating  in  August  2021;  the  couple 

 later lived together with Sophia's parents in Daly City, California. 

 On  August  8,  2024,  their  son  Arthur  Lehnen  Rodrigues,  a  United  States  citizen,  was 

 born  at  Kaiser  Foundation  Hospital  in  Redwood  City,  San  Mateo  County.  See  Exhibit  2  (Birth 

 Certificate  of  Arthur  Lehnen  Rodrigues).  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  57.  Respondent  describes  his  son  as  his 

 central  motivation  to  build  a  stable  and  lawful  future  and  to  be  present  in  a  way  his  own  father 

 was  not.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  60-61.  On  June  17,  2025,  Respondent  proposed  to  Sophia,  and  on 

 March  21,  2026,  the  couple  married  in  San  Mateo  County,  California.  See  Exhibit  2 

 (Respondent's Marriage Certificate). 

 The  couple  currently  resides  with  Sophia's  parents  while  they  work  toward  establishing 

 their  own  household.  Respondent's  marriage  to  a  United  States  citizen  now  provides  a  concrete 

 and  immediate  path  to  lawful  permanent  residence  through  a  family-based  petition,  discussed 



 further  in  Section  VIII.D.3  below.  Respondent's  removal  from  the  United  States  would 

 foreclose that path to lawful status and would separate him from his wife and son. 

 VIII. ARGUMENT 

 A. Respondent Did Not Receive Notice of the Hearing at Which He Was Ordered 
 Removed, Because the Subsequent Hearing Notice Containing the Actual Hearing Date 
 Was Mailed Exclusively to an Unrelated Adult at an Address Where Respondent Never 
 Resided, and Was Returned Undelivered 

 The  INA  requires  that  notice  of  a  removal  hearing  be  provided  to  the  respondent  in 

 person  or  by  mail.  INA  §  239(a)(1)-(2);  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.18(b).  The  Supreme  Court  has  held 

 that  a  Notice  to  Appear  that  fails  to  specify  the  time  and  place  of  the  hearing  is  not  a  valid 

 notice  under  INA  §  239(a)(1).  See  Pereira  v.  Sessions,  138  S.  Ct.  2105,  2113-14  (2018).  Where 

 an  NTA  omits  the  hearing  date,  DHS  bears  the  burden  of  establishing  that  a  subsequent  notice 

 supplying  that  information  was  properly  served  on  the  respondent.  See  Niz-Chavez  v.  Garland, 

 141 S. Ct. 1474, 1486 (2021). 

 The  Record  of  Proceedings  in  this  case  establishes  a  chain  of  events  that  renders  any 

 claim  of  adequate  notice  untenable.  On  June  12,  2019,  an  NTA  bearing  Respondent's  name  was 

 issued  at  the  border.  However,  that  document  was  never  placed  in  Respondent's  own  hands;  it 

 was  served  exclusively  upon  Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  the  adult  who  had  been  fraudulently  listed 

 as  Respondent's  father,  and  Respondent  himself  received  no  copy.  See  Exhibit  3  (Respondent's 

 Notice to Appear). 

 On  December  12,  2019,  the  Immigration  Court  issued  a  Notice  of  Hearing  rescheduling 

 the  matter  to  January  31,  2020,  at  8:30  a.m.,  before  the  San  Francisco  Immigration  Court.  See 

 Exhibit  3  (Notice  of  Hearing).  This  was  the  date  that  ultimately  governed  the  proceedings  and 

 the  date  on  which  Respondent  was  in  fact  ordered  removed  in  absentia.  It  was  therefore  critical 

 that  this  notice  reach  Respondent  personally.  It  did  not.  The  Certificate  of  Service  on  the 

 Notice  of  Hearing  establishes  that  it  was  served  by  mail  dated  December  13,  2019,  addressed 

 exclusively  to  "Elias-Antunes,  Arilson"  at  375  Oxford  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94134. 

 Respondent's  name  and  A-number  appeared  only  in  a  "RE:"  line  on  the  notice;  the  mailing  was 

 not  addressed  to  Respondent,  was  not  sent  to  any  address  associated  with  Respondent,  and  was 

 consolidated  under  Arilson's  lead  file  number  (A088-013-049)  rather  than  treated  as  an 

 independent case requiring independent service. 



 Since  Arilson  Elias-Antunes  was  not,  in  fact,  Respondent's  father,  and  had  no  legal 

 relationship  to  or  authority  over  Respondent  whatsoever,  service  of  the  Notice  of  Hearing  upon 

 him  does  not  constitute  adequate  notice  to  Respondent  and  does  not  satisfy  the  requirements  of 

 8 USC §1229(a). 

 The  address  to  which  the  Notice  of  Hearing  was  mailed,  375  Oxford  Street,  San 

 Francisco,  CA  94134,  was  not  Respondent's  address.  It  was  the  address  of  João  Carlos  Perreira, 

 identified  in  the  I-213  as  the  point  of  contact  for  Arilson,  not  for  Respondent.  Respondent  has 

 never  resided  at  that  address,  has  no  connection  to  it,  and  would  not  have  received  mail  sent 

 there.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  40.  Moreover,  even  as  to  Arilson,  the  mailing  failed:  the  court's  cover 

 sheet  bears  the  notation  "Unable  to  forward,  No  address  provided,"  indicating  that  the  Notice 

 of  Hearing  was  returned  to  the  Court  undelivered.  See  Exhibit  3  (Court  Notice  of  Decision, 

 Returned Undelivered). The notice reached neither its intended recipient nor Respondent. 

 The  BIA  has  recognized  that  the  presumption  of  delivery  attaching  to  mailed  notice  is 

 not  absolute  and  may  be  rebutted  by  a  respondent's  credible  declaration  together  with 

 corroborating  circumstances.  Matter  of  M-R-A-,  24  I&N  Dec.  665,  673-74  (BIA  2008).  Here, 

 the  rebuttal  does  not  rest  on  Respondent's  credibility  alone.  The  documentary  record  itself, 

 obtained  through  FOIA,  affirmatively  establishes  that  the  Notice  of  Hearing  was  never 

 addressed  to  Respondent,  was  sent  to  an  address  where  he  did  not  live,  and  was  physically 

 returned  to  the  Court  as  undeliverable.  This  is  not  a  case  of  a  missing  signature  or  an 

 ambiguous  mail  log;  it  is  a  case  in  which  DHS's  own  records  demonstrate  that  notice  of  the 

 hearing date never reached the respondent. 

 Furthermore,  the  I-213  itself  confirms  that  Respondent  was  treated  not  as  an 

 independent  respondent  but  as  a  dependent  of  Arilson:  "All  pertinent  information  needed  for 

 child's  assigned  A-file  was  provided  by  the  child's  parent.  All  documents  were  served  upon  the 

 parent."  See  Exhibit  3  (Respondent's  Form  I-213).  DHS's  own  documentation  thus 

 acknowledges  that  Respondent  personally  was  never  served  with  documents;  they  were  given 

 to  the  "parent,"  who  was  in  fact  a  stranger  with  a  criminal  history  of  immigration  fraud,  who 

 abandoned  Respondent  within  hours  of  release  and  had  no  further  contact  with  him. 

 Respondent  had  every  reason  to  appear  and  contest  removal,  and  did  not  fail  to  appear  out  of 

 indifference  but  because  he  never  knew  the  hearing  had  been  scheduled  for  January  31,  2020. 

 Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 40-43. 



 Because  DHS  cannot  establish  that  written  notice  of  the  actual  hearing  date  was 

 provided  to  Respondent  as  required  by  INA  §  239(a),  rescission  is  mandatory.  INA  § 

 240(b)(5)(C)(ii). 

 B. DHS Cannot Rely on Any Purported Failure by Respondent to Appear or Update His 
 Address, Because Respondent, Then a Minor, Was Never Effectively Informed of Any 
 Such Obligation 

 To  the  extent  the  Department  contends  that  Respondent  bears  responsibility  for  failing 

 to  appear  or  to  maintain  a  current  address  with  the  Court,  that  argument  fails.  The  obligation  to 

 appear  and  to  keep  an  address  current  with  the  Court  is  meaningful  only  where  a  respondent 

 has  first  received  notice  sufficient  to  inform  him  of  the  proceedings  and  of  that  obligation.  See 

 Matter  of  G-Y-R-,  23  I&N  Dec.  181,  186-90  (BIA  2001)  (the  government  may  not  rely  on  a 

 respondent's  failure  to  comply  with  address-related  obligations  where  the  respondent  did  not 

 receive the notice that was supposed to advise him of that requirement). 

 While  the  NTA  may  have  contained  written  advisals  regarding  address  obligations,  that 

 document  was  never  properly  served  on  Respondent  himself;  it  was  delivered  to  Arilson,  an 

 adult  with  no  legal  relationship  to  or  authority  over  Respondent,  in  a  setting  controlled  entirely 

 by  him.  Respondent,  a  seventeen-year-old  who  spoke  no  English,  had  no  copy  of  the  NTA  and 

 no  independent  access  to  whatever  advisals  it  contained.  Respondent  could  not  meaningfully 

 comply  with  an  obligation  to  keep  an  address  current  with  a  court  for  proceedings  of  which  he 

 was  never  properly  notified,  under  a  name  that  was  not  his  own,  at  an  address  he  had  never 

 lived at and that was selected by others. 

 The  I-213's  own  statement  that  "[a]ll  documents  were  served  upon  the  parent"  confirms 

 that  immigration  officers  themselves  treated  Arilson,  not  Respondent,  as  the  responsible  party 

 for  all  notice  and  compliance  purposes.  Respondent  cannot  be  charged  with  failing  to  satisfy  an 

 obligation  that,  as  a  practical  matter,  was  never  meaningfully  communicated  to  him.  Resp't 

 Decl. ¶¶ 32, 40, 42. 

 C. The Due Process Clause Independently Requires Rescission 

 Although  the  statutory  notice  defect  is  sufficient  on  its  own  to  require  rescission,  the 

 circumstances  here  also  reflect  a  violation  of  Respondent's  constitutional  due  process  rights. 

 The  Fifth  Amendment  guarantees  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  liberty  without  due 

 process  of  law,  and  removal  is  a  severe  sanction  implicating  substantial  liberty  interests.  See 

 Mathews  v.  Eldridge,  424  U.S.  319,  335  (1976).  Due  process  requires  notice  "reasonably 



 calculated,  under  all  the  circumstances,  to  apprise  interested  parties  of  the  pendency  of  the 

 action  and  afford  them  an  opportunity  to  present  their  objections."  Mullane  v.  Cent.  Hanover 

 Bank & Trust Co.,  339 U.S. 306, 314 (1950). 

 Here,  the  only  notice  containing  the  actual  hearing  date  was  mailed  to  a  third  party  at 

 an  address  unconnected  to  Respondent,  and  was  returned  to  the  Court  undelivered.  DHS's  own 

 records  confirm  that  Respondent,  a  seventeen-year-old,  unrepresented  minor  who  spoke  no 

 English,  was  treated  as  a  dependent  of  an  adult  who  turned  out  to  be  a  convicted  immigration 

 fraudster,  and  that  all  documents  were  served  upon  that  adult  rather  than  upon  Respondent 

 individually. 

 Under  these  circumstances,  no  process  reasonably  calculated  to  reach  Respondent  was 

 ever  employed.  Ordering  a  deceived  and  abandoned  minor  removed  in  absentia,  based  on  a 

 hearing  notice  that  was  mailed  exclusively  to  his  fraudulent  "father"  and  returned  as 

 undeliverable,  offends  the  constitutional  requirement  of  meaningful  process.  The  Court  need 

 not  reach  this  constitutional  ground  if  it  grants  rescission  on  statutory  grounds,  but  the  due 

 process violation underscores why rescission is compelled. 

 D. Service of the NTA Was Independently Defective Because It Was Never Directed to a 
 Responsible Adult or Custodian, as Required for Service on a Minor 

 Service  of  notice  upon  a  minor  is  governed  by  regulations  requiring  that  such  notice  be 

 directed  to  a  responsible  adult  standing  in  a  custodial  relationship  to  the  minor.  See  8  C.F.R.  § 

 103.8. 

 This  requirement  exists  precisely  because  a  child,  by  definition,  cannot  be  relied  upon 

 to  understand,  retain,  or  act  upon  legal  process  addressed  to  him;  the  regulation  therefore 

 conditions  valid  service  on  delivery  to  an  adult  capable  of  receiving  and  acting  upon  that  notice 

 on the minor's behalf. Here, that requirement was not met. 

 The  NTA  and  all  subsequent  notices  were  not  directed  to  Respondent's  mother,  to  any 

 legal  guardian,  or  to  any  adult  with  a  genuine  custodial  relationship  to  Respondent.  They  were 

 directed to Arilson Elias-Antunes, an individual who, as established above, was a stranger to 

 Respondent  before  their  trip,  falsely  claimed  to  be  his  father,  had  no  legal  relationship 

 to  or  authority  over  him  whatsoever,  and  who,  far  from  being  a  responsible  custodian,  had  his 

 own documented history of immigration fraud. 



 Service  upon  such  an  individual  cannot  satisfy  a  regulatory  scheme  designed  to  ensure 

 that  notice  intended  for  a  minor  actually  reaches  someone  capable  of  safeguarding  the  minor's 

 interests. 

 Because  the  NTA  and  the  Notice  of  Hearing  were  routed  exclusively  through  a 

 fraudulent,  unrelated,  and  exploitative  adult  rather  than  a  genuine  custodian,  Respondent,  then 

 a  minor,  never  received  statutory  notice  at  all,  independent  of  the  separate  Pereira/Niz-Chavez 

 defect discussed above. 

 E. In the Alternative, Extraordinary Circumstances Independently Warrant Reopening: 
 Respondent Was a Minor Exploited to Facilitate Another's Unlawful Entry and Has 
 Since Developed Substantial, Well-Documented Equities 

 Even  if  this  Court  were  to  conclude  that  statutory  rescission  for  lack  of  notice  is 

 unavailable,  which  Respondent  expressly  denies,  reopening  is  separately  warranted  based  on 

 the  totality  of  the  circumstances  and  the  equities  at  stake.  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(1);  INA  § 

 240(c)(7).  Reopening  is  permitted  where  circumstances  have  arisen  subsequent  to  the  prior 

 proceeding bearing on Respondent's eligibility for relief. 8 C.F.R. § 1003.23(b)(3). 

 E.1. Respondent's Entry Was Procured Through the Deception and Exploitation 
 of a Minor by an Adult with a Documented History of Immigration Fraud 

 The  circumstances  of  Respondent's  entry  reflect  the  deception  and  exploitation  of  a 

 child.  Respondent,  then  seventeen,  did  not  choose  to  leave  Brazil;  the  plan  originated  with  an 

 adult  who  repeatedly  pressured  Respondent's  mother,  exploiting  the  family's  financial 

 desperation  and  debt.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  13-17,  47.  Respondent  was  never  told  that  the  documents 

 used  to  bring  him  into  the  United  States  were  fraudulent  or  that  he  would  be  presented  as  the 

 son  of  a  stranger;  he  was  told  only  that  everything  would  be  handled  safely  and  that  he  would 

 be supported upon arrival. Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 14, 45-46. 

 None  of  those  assurances  were  honored:  Respondent  was  abandoned  alone,  without 

 money,  without  English,  and  without  anyone  to  turn  to.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶¶  33-36.  His  minority 

 itself  was  the  tool  that  made  the  scheme  workable,  since  an  adult  accompanied  by  a  child 

 registered as his son drew less scrutiny than an adult traveling alone. Resp't Decl. ¶ 48. 

 The  Record  of  Proceedings  now  confirms  that  the  adult  at  the  center  of  this  scheme, 

 Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  had  a  prior  federal  conviction  for  passport  and  visa  fraud  (December 

 2006,  Miami,  Florida).  See  Exhibit  4  (Arilson  Elias-Antunes'  Form  I-213).  This  is  not  a  case  of 

 two  individuals  making  a  mutual  decision  to  cross  the  border  together  with  false  documents.  It 



 is  a  case  of  a  minor  being  recruited,  deceived,  and  used  by  an  adult  with  a  documented  history 

 of  exactly  this  type  of  criminal  conduct.  The  Court  should  weigh  this  disparity  in  evaluating 

 the extraordinary circumstances that led to Respondent's entry and to his failure to appear. 

 E.2. Respondent Has Since Developed Substantial Equities Warranting Reopening 

 Since  his  entry  as  a  minor  in  2019,  Respondent  has  built  a  stable,  law-abiding  life.  He 

 has  worked  continuously  in  the  construction  industry,  currently  installing  hardwood  flooring, 

 and  reports  no  criminal  history.  Respondent  is  the  father  of  a  United  States  citizen  child,  Arthur 

 Lehnen  Rodrigues,  born  August  8,  2024,  and  is  now  married  to  Arthur's  mother,  Sophia 

 Lehnen  Rodrigues  Miranda,  a  United  States  citizen.  See  Exhibit  2  (Birth  Certificate  of  Arthur 

 Lehnen Rodrigues); Exhibit 2 (Respondent's Marriage Certificate). Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 55-63. 

 Respondent  has  now  resided  continuously  in  the  United  States  for  more  than  seven 

 years,  the  entirety  of  his  adult  life.  He  arrived  as  a  seventeen-year-old  minor  in  June  2019  and 

 has  remained  in  the  country  without  interruption  since  that  date,  never  departing  and  never 

 residing  anywhere  else.  This  is  not  a  case  of  a  recent  arrival  with  tenuous  or  newly  formed  ties; 

 it  is  the  case  of  a  young  man  who  has  spent  his  entire  transition  from  adolescence  to  adulthood 

 in  the  United  States,  building  the  only  stable  life,  family,  and  livelihood  he  has  ever  known 

 here.  The  length  and  continuity  of  that  residence,  standing  alongside  his  employment  history, 

 his  marriage,  and  his  fatherhood  of  a  United  States  citizen  child,  weigh  heavily  in  favor  of 

 reopening. 

 The  removal  order  presently  on  record  was  entered  under  a  name  that  was  never 

 Respondent's  own,  arising  from  a  scheme  in  which  Respondent  was  the  instrument,  not  the 

 architect.  Allowing  that  order  to  stand,  without  any  opportunity  for  Respondent  to  be  heard, 

 would  permanently  separate  a  United  States  citizen  spouse  and  a  United  States  citizen  child 

 from  Respondent  based  on  proceedings  of  which  Respondent  had  no  knowledge  and  no 

 opportunity to participate. 

 E.3. Respondent's Marriage to a United States Citizen Provides a Concrete, 
 Immediate Path to Lawful Status 

 Respondent's  equities  are  further,  and  independently,  strengthened  by  his  marriage  to  a 

 United  States  citizen.  On  March  21,  2026,  Respondent  married  Sophia  Lehnen  Rodrigues 

 Miranda  in  San  Mateo  County,  California,  following  a  relationship  that  began  in  2020  and  that 

 has  included  cohabitation,  the  birth  of  their  son  Arthur  in  2024,  and  a  public  engagement  in 

 June  2025.  See  Exhibit  2  (Respondent's  Marriage  Certificate).  This  is  not  a  marriage  of 



 convenience  entered  in  response  to  these  proceedings;  it  is  the  culmination  of  a  five-year 

 relationship that predates, and is independent of, this Motion. 

 Respondent's  marriage  to  a  United  States  citizen  spouse  provides  an  immediate  basis 

 for  a  family-based  immigrant  visa  petition  (Form  I-130)  on  his  behalf,  which  counsel  intends 

 to  file.  Once  approved,  that  petition  would  establish  Respondent's  prima  facie  eligibility  to 

 seek  adjustment  of  status  or  other  appropriate  relief  in  reopened  proceedings.  As  the  spouse  of 

 a  U.S.  citizen,  Respondent  qualifies  as  an  immediate  relative  under  INA  §  201(b)(2)(A)(i),  a 

 classification  with  no  annual  numerical  limitation  and  immediate  visa  availability.  See  INA  § 

 201(b); 8 U.S.C. § 1151(b). 

 This  creates  a  pathway  to  adjustment  of  status  under  INA  §  245  that  was  not  available 

 at  the  time  of  the  original  proceedings.  Where  a  respondent  develops  new  eligibility  for  relief 

 subsequent  to  a  hearing,  reopening  is  warranted.  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(3);  see  also  INA  § 

 240(c)(7)(C)(i).  Absent  rescission  of  the  in  absentia  order,  Respondent  is  barred  from 

 discretionary  relief  for  ten  years  pursuant  to  INA  §  240(b)(7),  which  would  foreclose  pursuit  of 

 this  relief  pathway.  Reopening  is  necessary  to  allow  Respondent  to  pursue  this  newly  available 

 form of relief. 

 F. In the Alternative, the Court Should Exercise Its Sua Sponte Authority to Reopen 
 These Proceedings 

 An  Immigration  Judge  may  reopen  proceedings  sua  sponte  at  any  time  in  the  interest  of 

 justice.  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(1).  This  authority  is  reserved  for  truly  exceptional  situations  and 

 is  not  meant  to  reward  equities  accrued  through  a  respondent's  knowing,  continued  violation  of 

 a  final  removal  order.  See  Matter  of  Amit  Yadav  ,  29  I&N  Dec.  438,  439  (BIA  2026);  Matter  of 

 G-D-,  22  I&N  Dec.  1132,  1133–34  (BIA  1999);  Matter  of  H-Y-Z-  ,  28  I&N  Dec.  156,  161  (BIA 

 2020). 

 Respondent's  circumstances  are  fundamentally  unlike  those  in  which  the  Board  has 

 declined  to  exercise  this  authority.  In  Matter  of  Amit  Yadav  ,  the  respondent  had  litigated  his 

 case  through  a  final  adverse  decision,  known  to  him,  at  every  level,  an  Immigration  Judge's 

 denial  of  relief,  dismissal  of  his  appeal  by  the  Board,  and  denial  of  his  petition  for  review  by 

 the  First  Circuit,  and  then  remained  in  the  United  States  for  years  with  full  knowledge  that  a 

 final  order  of  removal  stood  against  him  before  marrying  his  United  States  citizen  spouse  and 

 waiting more than a decade to seek reopening. 29 I&N Dec. at 439–40. 



 The  Board  held  that  equities  built  under  those  circumstances  reward  a  "continuing 

 violation  of  United  States  law"  and  are  fundamentally  unfair  to  those  who  comply  with  the 

 immigration laws. Id. at 439 (quoting  Nken v. Holder  , 556 U.S. 418, 436 (2009)). 

 Respondent  did  not  knowingly  remain  in  the  United  States  in  defiance  of  a  known 

 order.  He  did  not  litigate  and  lose  his  case;  he  never  appeared,  never  knew  a  hearing  had  been 

 scheduled,  and  did  not  learn  that  an  in  absentia  order  existed  until  years  later,  when  his  current 

 attorneys  informed  him.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  44.  There  is  no  "continuing  violation"  to  reward, 

 because  Respondent  was  never  aware  that  any  violation  was  occurring.  The  equities  at  the 

 center  of  this  Motion,  his  entry  as  a  deceived  and  exploited  minor,  the  complete  absence  of 

 notice,  and  the  documented  criminal  history  of  the  adult  who  used  him,  arose  from  the 

 circumstances  of  his  entry  itself  and  from  the  government's  own  defective  service,  not  from  a 

 conscious decision to disregard a known legal obligation. 

 The  totality  of  circumstances  here  presents  precisely  the  kind  of  truly  exceptional 

 situation  Yadav  itself  leaves  room  for:  a  respondent  whose  failure  to  appear  and  whose 

 subsequent  years  in  the  United  States  are  explained  not  by  knowing  defiance  of  a  final  order, 

 but  by  the  fact  that  he  never  knew  one  had  been  entered.  Respondent  entered  the  United  States 

 at  seventeen  years  of  age,  deceived  and  used  by  a  convicted  immigration  fraudster  to  facilitate 

 that  adult's  unlawful  entry.  An  NTA  bearing  his  name  was  issued  but  never  served  on  him 

 personally,  placed  instead  exclusively  in  the  hands  of  the  fraudulent  "father,"  and  the 

 subsequent  Notice  of  Hearing  supplying  the  actual  date  was  likewise  mailed  exclusively  to  that 

 same individual and returned to the Court as undeliverable. 

 He  had  no  legal  representation,  no  English  proficiency,  and  no  meaningful 

 understanding  of  the  proceedings  against  him.  He  has  resided  in  the  United  States  continuously 

 since  2019,  has  no  criminal  history,  is  the  father  of  a  United  States  citizen  child,  and  is  married 

 to  a  United  States  citizen  spouse  with  a  concrete  path  to  lawful  permanent  residence  through  a 

 family-based petition. Resp't Decl. ¶¶ 31-44, 58-62; Exhibit 2. 

 The  equities  here  do  not  reward  a  continuing  violation;  they  reflect  the  life  Respondent 

 built  without  ever  knowing  that  his  immigration  status  remained  unresolved.  Allowing  the  in 

 absentia  order  to  stand  would  result  in  the  removal  of  a  young  man  who  was  brought  here  as  a 

 child  through  deception,  who  has  built  a  law-abiding  life  in  the  mistaken  but  entirely 

 reasonable  belief  that  no  adjudication  was  pending  against  him,  and  who  now  has  a  United 

 States  citizen  wife  and  child.  Sua  sponte  reopening  is  warranted  as  an  independent  and 



 alternative  basis  for  relief,  to  the  extent  the  Court  does  not  grant  rescission  on  the  statutory  and 

 constitutional grounds set forth above. 

 IX. RESPONDENT'S GOOD FAITH AND EQUITIES FAVOR REOPENING 

 As  an  initial  matter,  Respondent's  request  for  relief  does  not  depend  on  this  Court's 

 discretionary  sua  sponte  authority  or  on  the  equities  Respondent  has  since  developed. 

 Rescission  here  is  compelled  as  a  matter  of  law  under  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(ii)  because 

 Respondent  never  received  notice  in  accordance  with  INA  §  239(a),  for  the  independent  and 

 sufficient  reasons  set  forth  in  Sections  VIII.A  through  VIII.D  above.  The  equities  discussed 

 below  corroborate  the  fundamental  unfairness  of  allowing  the  in  absentia  order  to  stand;  they 

 are not, and need not be, the operative basis for relief. 

 To  the  extent  the  Board  of  Immigration  Appeals'  recent  decision  in  Matter  of  Amit 

 Yadav  ,  29  I&N  Dec.  438  (BIA  2026),  is  relevant  to  any  alternative  sua  sponte  argument,  it  is 

 readily  distinguishable.  In  Yadav,  the  respondent  had  actually  litigated  his  case  to  a  final, 

 known  adverse  judgment:  the  Immigration  Judge  denied  his  applications  for  relief  in  2013,  the 

 Board  dismissed  his  appeal  in  2014,  and  the  First  Circuit  denied  his  petition  for  review  in 

 2015.  He  then  remained  in  the  United  States  for  years  with  full  knowledge  that  a  final  removal 

 order  stood  against  him,  married  his  United  States  citizen  wife  only  in  2017,  and  did  not  seek 

 reopening until more than a decade after the Board's decision.  Id.  at 439–40. 

 The  Board  held  that  equities  "acquired  while  remaining  illegally  in  the  United  States 

 after  being  ordered  removed"  do  not  establish  the  "truly  exceptional  situation"  required  for  sua 

 sponte  relief,  reasoning  that  such  equities  reward  a  "continuing  violation  of  United  States  law" 

 by  a  respondent  who  knowingly  disregarded  a  final  order.  Id.  at  439  (quoting  Matter  of  H-Y-Z-  , 

 28 I&N Dec. 156, 161 (BIA 2020), and  Nken v. Holder,  556 U.S. 418, 436 (2009)). 

 Respondent's  case  presents  the  inverse  situation.  Respondent  did  not  litigate  his  case, 

 did  not  knowingly  disregard  a  final  order,  and  did  not  learn  of  the  in  absentia  order's  existence 

 until  years  after  it  was  entered,  when  his  current  attorneys  informed  him.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶  44.  The 

 premise  underlying  Yadav  ,  that  a  respondent  who  builds  a  life  in  the  United  States  while 

 consciously  defying  a  known  order  of  removal  is  "jumping  in  front  of"  those  who  comply  with 

 the  law,  see  Yadav,  29  I&N  Dec.  at  439  (quoting  Noem  v.  Vasquez  Perdomo  ,  146  S.  Ct.  1,  5 

 (2025)  (Kavanaugh,  J.,  concurring)),  has  no  application  to  a  respondent  who  was  never  aware 

 that  any  order  existed  at  all.  Respondent  could  not  have  "remained  illegally"  in  knowing 

 violation  of  an  order  he  did  not  know  had  been  entered;  he  was,  instead,  a  deceived  and 



 abandoned  minor  who  reasonably  believed  no  final  adjudication  had  occurred,  precisely 

 because the only notice that could have informed him otherwise was never served on him. 

 Moreover,  unlike  the  marriage  in  Yadav  ,  which  arose  years  after  a  final  order  the 

 respondent  had  personally  litigated  and  lost,  the  core  equities  at  issue  here,  Respondent's 

 minority,  his  deception  and  exploitation  by  adults  including  one  with  a  documented  history  of 

 immigration  fraud,  and  his  complete  lack  of  notice,  are  not  equities  "acquired"  during  a  period 

 of knowing noncompliance. 

 They  arise  from  and  predate  the  very  entry  that  gave  rise  to  these  proceedings,  and  they 

 inform  why  Respondent  never  had  a  fair  opportunity  to  contest  removal  in  the  first  instance. 

 Respondent's  subsequent  marriage  and  fatherhood  are  offered  not  as  a  substitute  for  that 

 missing  opportunity,  but  as  confirmation  that  the  in  absentia  order,  entered  without  his 

 knowledge  under  a  name  imposed  on  him  as  a  minor,  does  not  reflect  the  reality  of  who  he  is 

 or what he is entitled to seek in proceedings where he is finally heard. 

 Respondent  has  consistently  demonstrated  good  faith.  He  did  not  devise  the  scheme 

 that  brought  him  unlawfully  into  the  United  States  as  a  minor;  he  was  its  instrument.  He  did 

 not  knowingly  fail  to  appear  at  a  hearing;  he  never  knew  the  hearing  date.  Upon  learning,  years 

 later  and  through  counsel,  that  an  in  absentia  order  had  been  entered  against  him,  Respondent 

 acted  with  reasonable  diligence  in  retaining  counsel  and  pursuing  this  Motion.  Resp't  Decl.  ¶ 

 44. 

 He  has  lived  in  the  United  States  continuously  since  2019,  has  no  criminal  history,  and 

 has  established  meaningful  ties,  including  steady  employment,  marriage  to  a  United  States 

 citizen,  and  a  United  States  citizen  child.  These  equities  reinforce,  but  do  not  substitute  for,  the 

 statutory and constitutional grounds requiring rescission set forth above. 

 X. CONCLUSION 

 The  Record  of  Proceedings  in  this  case,  obtained  through  FOIA,  affirmatively 

 establishes  that  Respondent  never  received  notice  of  the  hearing  at  which  he  was  ordered 

 removed  in  absentia.  "The  Notice  to  Appear  issued  at  the  border  was  never  placed  in 

 Respondent's  hands;  it  was  served  exclusively  on  Arilson.  The  Notice  of  Hearing  that  supplied 

 the  January  31,  2020  date,  was  mailed  exclusively  to  Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  a  convicted 

 immigration  fraudster  who  had  fraudulently  posed  as  Respondent's  father,  at  an  address  where 

 Respondent  never  resided,  and  was  returned  to  the  Court  as  undeliverable.  The  I-213  itself 

 confirms that "[a]ll documents were served upon the parent," not upon Respondent. 



 Rescission  is  mandatory  under  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(ii)  and  Matter  of  M-R-A-. 

 Independently,  reopening  is  warranted  in  light  of  the  extraordinary  circumstances  of 

 Respondent's  entry  as  a  deceived  and  exploited  minor  and  the  substantial  equities  he  has  since 

 developed,  including  fatherhood  to  a  United  States  citizen  child,  marriage  to  a  United  States 

 citizen spouse, and a concrete path toward lawful status. 

 XI. RELIEF REQUESTED 

 WHEREFORE, Respondent respectfully requests that this Honorable Court: 

 1.  Rescind the  in absentia  removal order entered  on January 31, 2020; 

 2.  Reopen  these  proceedings  pursuant  to  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(ii)  and  8  C.F.R.  § 

 1003.23(b)(4)(ii), or, in the alternative, pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 1003.23(b)(1); 

 3.  Re-calendar  Respondent's  case  before  the  Immigration  Court  under  Respondent's  true  legal 

 name, Gleidson Rodrigues da Silva;  and 

 4.  Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

 Respectfully submitted, 

 ______________________________  

 Otavio Haverroth Silva (Bar N. 343486) 
 Attorney at Law 
 P.O. Box 90487 
 San Diego, CA 92169 
 Counsel for Respondent 
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 FEDERATIVE REPUBLIC OF BRAZIL 

CIVIL REGISTRY OF NATURAL PERSONS  
 

BIRTH CERTIFICATE  
Name 

 GLEIDSON RODRIGUES DA SILVA 
 

CPF: 055.956.922-00 ** 
REGISTRATION 

096263 01 55 2002 1 00006 080 0001580 25     
Date of birth in full 
September sixteenth, two thousand one ** 

DAY  
16 

MONTH 
09 

YEAR 
2001 

 

Time of birth 
6:08 PM 

City of origin  
MONTE NEGRO-RO ** 

  

City of registration and federation unit  
Buritis-RO ** Place, City of Birth and State  

IRMÃ DULCE MIXED UNIT, Avenida Francisco Prestes, 
no number, MONTE NEGRO – RO ** 

Sex 

Male 

 

 

Filiation  
ADALTO PEREIRA DA SILVA and MARILEIDE FONTES SILVA, born in Ouro Preto D'Oeste, State of Rondônia, 
residing and domiciled at Santa Luzia D'Oeste Street, no number, Sector 04, in this city ** 

 

Grandparents  
JOSÉ FRANCISCO PEREIRA DA SILVA, ESMERALDA PEREIRA DA SILVA, IRES PEREIRA DA SILVA AND MARIA DE 
JESUS FONTES SILVA ** 

 

Twin 

No 

Name and registration number of twin(s) 
---------------------------------------------------------------- ** 

 

Date of registration in full 
September thirtieth, two thousand one ** 

DNV/Live birth registration number 
10563297 

 

ANNOTATIONS/NOTES TO BE ADDED  
This certificate contains marginal annotations to the record. Fees: R$22.74, Fuju: R$4.55, Seal: R$1.44, Fundep: 
R$0.91, Fundimper: R$1.71, Fumorpge: R$0.68, Total: R$32.03.2nd Copy 

 

Registration notes 

No record. ** 

 

Office Name 

Civil Registry Service of Natural Persons and Notary Public 

Registrar 
Guilherme José de Almeida 

City/State 

Municipality and Judicial District of Buritis – State of Rondônia 

Address 

Rua Theobroma, 1361, Sector 02 
ZIP Code 76.880-000- Phone: (69)3238-2615 
Email: civilenotas_buritis @ujro.jus.br 

 

 

  

 

  

04.693.557/0001-06 
CIVIL REGISTRY OFFICE OF NATURAL PERSONS  

AND NOTARY PUBLIC 
Rua Theobroma, 1381, Sector 02 

ZIP Code: 76.880-000 

BURITIS   -   RO 

The content of this certificate is true. I certify. 
 

Buritis-RO, June 21, 2024. 

 ----//signature//---- 

Aislan Rodrigues de Souza 

Deputy Registrar 
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Judiciary Rondônia State 

Electronic Inspection Seal 
 

B9AAC11882-18E18 
 

Check the validity at:  
www.tjro.jus.br/consultaselo/ 



I, Carolina Favero da Silva, telephone number 415 425-2508, mailing address P.O. Box 90487, 

San Diego, CA 92169, certify that the professional translation of this document from Portuguese 

to English has been performed by myself, a qualified translator fluent in both languages, and that 

the following is an accurate and complete translation of the document.  

____________________________________________ Date: June 02, 2025. 
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 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
 EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR IMMIGRATION REVIEW 

 IMMIGRATION COURT 

 DECLARATION OF GLEIDSON SILVA ANTUNES 
 ALIEN NUMBER 203-758-084 

 IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO REOPEN 

 I, Gleidson Rodrigues da Silva, declare, and hereby inform that: 

 1.  My  name  is  Gleidson  Rodrigues  da  Silva.  I  am  24  years  old,  and  I  was  born  on  September 
 16,  2001,  in  the  city  of  Buritis,  in  the  State  of  Rondônia,  Brazil.  The  surname 
 “Silva-Antunes,”  as  it  appears  in  my  United  States  immigration  records,  was  imposed  on 
 me  without  my  understanding  what  was  happening,  as  part  of  a  scheme  orchestrated  by 
 third  parties  that  facilitated  my  entry  into  the  United  States  when  I  was  a  minor,  at  the  age 
 of seventeen. 

 2.  I  grew  up  in  a  humble  family  in  the  city  of  Buritis,  Rondônia,  a  small  and  quiet  town  in 
 the  interior  of  Brazil.  We  lived  in  Sector  4,  on  Rua  Jaru.  Buritis  is  a  town  with  little  crime, 
 peaceful, where people know each other. 

 3.  My  mother  separated  from  my  father  when  my  brother  and  I  were  very  young.  I  have  no 
 memory  of  my  parents  together.  My  father  is  the  biological  father  only  of  me  and  my 
 second  brother.  After  the  separation,  he  came  to  see  us  a  few  times,  but  he  never  brought 
 anything,  never  provided  consistent  financial  or  emotional  support.  Over  time,  he  simply 
 vanished.  He  would  move  to  other  cities  and  we  would  lose  contact.  My  mother  did  not 
 encourage us to look for him. His absence was a constant in my life. 

 4.  During  the  early  years,  we  lived  with  my  maternal  grandmother,  who  gave  us  support  and 
 stability.  My  grandmother  passed  away  when  I  was  approximately  seven  or  eight  years 
 old.  Her  death  was  a  turning  point  in  my  childhood,  because  from  that  moment  on,  my 
 mother  was  left  completely  alone  as  both  father  and  mother  of  the  household.  There  were 
 five  of  us:  me,  my  mother,  and  my  siblings,  Alison  Rodrigues  da  Silva,  Kauane  Cristina 
 fontes da Silva e Henrique Freitas da Silva. 

 5.  Over  the  years,  my  mother  had  other  relationships,  but  none  lasted  very  long—two  or 
 three  years  each.  None  of  those  partners  took  on  a  fatherly  role  for  us.  I,  being  the  oldest 
 son  and  the  only  male  in  the  house  most  of  the  time,  assumed  from  a  very  early  age 
 responsibilities  that  were  not  mine.  I  took  care  of  my  siblings,  I  took  care  of  the  house 
 while my mother worked. I was a child taking care of children. 

 6.  My  mother  worked  producing  and  selling  spices  and  condiments.  Her  work  required 
 constant  travel  outside  the  city  to  sell  her  products  in  other  locations.  She  was  frequently 



 absent,  sometimes  for  days  at  a  time.  My  mother  had  very  little  formal  education—she  did 
 not  complete  elementary  school—but  she  did  everything  she  could  to  ensure  we  did  not 
 go  without  food.  We  did  not  go  hungry,  but  we  lived  in  tight  circumstances.  It  was  a  daily 
 struggle. 

 7.  I  began  working  when  I  was  approximately  twelve  years  old.  My  first  job  was  at  an  auto 
 body  repair  shop,  where  we  fixed  crashed  cars.  When  I  was  around  fourteen  or  fifteen,  I 
 worked  at  a  truck  body  manufacturing  facility,  where  I  cleaned  the  premises.  After  that,  I 
 worked  at  an  agricultural  supply  store,  where  I  carried  heavy  bags  of  animal  feed,  corn, 
 salt,  and  other  products.  I  do  not  remember  my  exact  age  at  that  time,  but  it  was  shortly 
 after  I  started  working  at  the  truck  body  facility.  It  was  physically  demanding  work  for  a 
 child my age. 

 8.  After  working  at  the  agricultural  store,  I  spent  approximately  one  year  helping  my  mother 
 produce  and  package  the  spices  she  sold.  I  helped  her  so  that  she  would  not  have  to  pay 
 someone  else  to  do  the  work.  At  sixteen,  I  got  a  job  at  a  glass  installation  company,  where 
 I installed doors, windows, and shower enclosures. I left that job when I was seventeen. 

 9.  I  attended  school  until  my  second  year  of  high  school.  I  had  already  repeated  a  year  in 
 eighth  grade.  At  seventeen,  when  I  was  taken  to  the  United  States,  I  was  halfway  through 
 my second year and had to drop out. I never completed high school. 

 10.  My  family’s  financial  situation  was  very  difficult.  My  mother,  trying  to  maintain  the 
 household  and  support  four  children,  had  to  borrow  money.  When  she  was  unable  to  repay 
 the  amount  on  time,  the  lenders  began  to  pressure  and  threaten  her.  The  matter  went  to 
 court,  and  a  judge  ordered  her  to  pay  in  installments.  Even  so,  the  creditor’s  children 
 continued  to  harass  and  intimidate  my  mother,  who  lived  in  fear  that  they  would  harm  her 
 or us, her children. 

 11.  That  was  the  state  of  my  family  when  the  plans  to  take  me  to  the  United  States  began:  a 
 single  mother  with  little  education,  in  debt,  being  threatened,  raising  four  children  in  a 
 small  town,  with  no  support  network  and  no  visible  alternatives.  I  was  the  oldest  child  and 
 felt the weight of trying to help. 

 12.  Two  of  my  uncles  were  already  planning  to  go  to  the  United  States.  One  of  them  was  my 
 Uncle  Adriano,  the  husband  of  my  mother’s  sister,  who  visited  our  home  frequently. 
 Uncle  Adriano  told  me  he  had  met  a  man  who  helped  Brazilians  emigrate  to  the  United 
 States.  In  my  understanding,  this  man  worked  organizing  travel  and  assisting  people  who 
 wanted a better life abroad. 

 13.  During  one  of  his  visits,  Uncle  Adriano  suggested  to  my  mother:  “Why  don’t  you  send 
 Gleidson  to  the  United  States?”  My  mother  refused  immediately.  She  said  I  was  too  young 
 and  could  not  go.  I  was  not  yet  eighteen.  She  did  not  want  to  send  me  under  any 
 circumstances. 



 14.  However,  the  man  that  my  uncle  had  mentioned  did  not  accept  the  refusal.  He  returned 
 personally  to  our  home,  accompanied  by  my  uncle,  on  more  than  one  occasion.  He  called 
 my  mother,  insisted,  and  asked  my  uncle  to  speak  with  her  again.  He  presented  the  trip  to 
 the  United  States  as  a  real  and  safe  opportunity  for  our  family.  He  told  my  mother  he 
 could  take  me  in  an  organized  manner,  without  risks,  and  that  I  would  have  support  upon 
 arrival.  He  conveyed  the  impression  that  this  was  a  structured  and  legitimate  process.  He 
 initially  suggested  that  my  mother  come  with  me,  but  she  refused  because  she  could  not 
 abandon my younger siblings. 

 15.  My  mother  and  I  had  no  knowledge  of  or  experience  with  immigration  processes.  We  did 
 not  know  what  a  visa  was,  how  legal  entry  into  another  country  worked,  or  how  complex 
 immigration  law  could  be.  To  us,  this  man  was  an  acquaintance  of  my  uncle  who  offered  a 
 service: helping people go to the United States. 

 16.  My  mother,  pressured  by  the  financial  situation,  the  debts,  the  threats  from  creditors,  and 
 the  man’s  repeated  insistence,  eventually  gave  in.  She  called  me  at  home,  together  with 
 my  stepfather  at  the  time,  and  asked  me  if  I  wanted  to  go.  I  remember  she  was  already 
 crying  before  I  even  answered.  She  asked:  “Do  you  think  you  can  handle  living  far  from 
 your  mother?”  I  had  never  lived  away  from  her.  I  had  never  planned  to  leave  Brazil.  The 
 idea did not originate from me. 

 17.  I  accepted  because  I  saw  in  that  possibility  a  chance  to  help  my  mother  escape  the  debts 
 and  the  threats.  I  said  to  her:  “Since  we’re  living  like  this,  I’ll  go.  In  five  years  I’ll  be 
 back,  I’ll  come  back  home.”  I  did  not  come  to  the  United  States  to  get  rich  or  to  build  a 
 life  for  myself.  I  came  because  my  mother  was  suffocating,  and  I,  as  the  oldest  son,  felt 
 the obligation to try to save my family. 

 18.  The  man  explained  that  he  would  arrange  the  details  of  my  trip  to  the  United  States.  My 
 mother  and  I  understood  that  this  was  an  opportunity  for  me  to  travel  abroad  and  pursue  a 
 better  future.  At  the  time,  we  trusted  what  he  told  us  and  did  not  understand  that  there 
 could be anything improper or illegal about the arrangements. 

 19.  My  family  believed  that  I  was  being  given  an  opportunity  to  improve  my  life  and  help  my 
 family  in  the  future.  We  had  no  reason  at  the  time  to  believe  that  the  arrangements 
 involved anything illegal. 

 20.  The  man  assumed  full  responsibility  for  organizing  the  trip.  He  told  my  mother  he  would 
 take  care  of  everything:  tickets,  documents,  logistics.  My  mother  said  she  did  not  know 
 how  to  handle  those  things,  and  he  replied  that  she  did  not  need  to  worry,  that  he  would 
 resolve  everything.  He  asked  for  copies  of  my  documents,  my  identity  card  and  birth 
 certificate,  which  my  mother  provided  because  she  understood  them  to  be  part  of  the 
 arrangements he was making on our behalf. 

 21.  Days  later,  he  appeared  at  our  home  with  a  document  that  contained  my  photograph.  I 
 noticed  that  the  surname  on  the  document  was  not  mine;  it  read  “Antunes”  instead  of 



 “Rodrigues.”  He  asked  me  to  sign  it.  At  the  time,  I  did  not  think  much  of  it.  I  trusted  the 
 man  because  he  had  been  recommended  by  my  own  uncle,  and  I  believed  he  was  handling 
 the  arrangements  properly.  I  had  no  reason  to  think  that  there  was  anything  wrong  with  the 
 document, so I signed it. 

 22.  I  did  not  know  that  the  document  was  forged  or  that  using  a  different  surname  could  have 
 legal  consequences.  No  one  explained  this  to  me,  and  at  the  time,  I  did  not  understand  that 
 there  was  anything  wrong  with  the  document.  I  simply  believed  that  it  was  part  of  the 
 paperwork I needed in order to travel. 

 23.  My  mother  also  did  not  understand  what  was  happening.  She  had  very  little  formal 
 education,  had  never  dealt  with  international  documents,  and  trusted  entirely  in  the  word 
 of  that  man,  who  had  been  introduced  to  her  by  her  own  brother-in-law.  For  her,  just  as  for 
 me, everything appeared to be done as part of a normal and organized process. 

 24.  My  original  documents  remained  with  my  mother  in  Brazil.  I  carried  my  original  identity 
 card  for  domestic  travel  within  Brazil.  The  passport  and  other  travel  documents  remained 
 entirely  under  the  responsibility  of  the  man  who  organized  the  crossing  and  the  people  he 
 designated.  I  did  not  have  access  to  the  passport  at  any  point  during  the  trip.  That,  in  my 
 perception, seemed normal: he was taking care of everything, as he had promised. 

 25.  I  left  Buritis,  Rondônia,  by  bus,  accompanied  by  a  friend  from  the  same  town  who  was 
 also  being  taken  under  the  same  conditions.  My  mother  packed  my  things,  bought  me 
 some  clothes,  and  said  goodbye.  I  was  a  seventeen-year-old  boy  leaving  home  for  the  first 
 time.  There  was  nothing  in  that  farewell  that  made  me  suspect  I  was  being  drawn  into 
 something wrong. To me, I was going to seek a better life to help my family. 

 26.  We  traveled  to  Goiânia,  in  the  State  of  Goiás,  where,  following  instructions  received  by 
 phone,  we  met  the  people  who  would  accompany  us  on  the  trip.  We  were  directed  to  a 
 hotel,  and  there  we  met  the  men  who  would  travel  with  us.  It  was  at  that  moment  that  I 
 met  Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  the  adult  man  who,  as  I  was  told,  would  travel  with  me  and 
 present himself as my responsible guardian. 

 27.  Arilson  Elias-Antunes  was  a  complete  stranger  to  me.  I  had  never  seen  him  before  that 
 day.  I  recall  that  when  we  met,  someone  even  joked  about  the  fact  that  I  am  dark-skinned 
 and  he  is  white.  The  situation  was  unusual,  and  I  remember  feeling  uncomfortable  and 
 unsure  about  what  was  happening.  However,  I  was  seventeen  years  old  and  surrounded  by 
 adults  who  were  telling  me  what  to  do.  I  did  not  feel  that  I  was  in  a  position  to  question  or 
 oppose  their  instructions,  especially  because  I  was  relying  on  them  to  arrange  my  travel.  I 
 was also afraid of saying or doing something that could cause problems. 

 28.  From  the  moment  we  met  Arilson,  the  passports  and  travel  documents  remained  in  his 
 possession.  He  held  everything  at  all  times.  I  had  no  access  to  my  own  passport  at  any 
 point.  They  organized  everything:  the  airline  tickets,  the  transfers,  the  departure  points. 



 My  friend  and  I  simply  followed  instructions,  as  any  young  person  would  follow  the 
 guidance of an adult responsible for a trip. 

 29.  At  every  airport  and  checkpoint  we  passed  through,  Arilson  was  the  one  who  presented 
 the  documents  and  answered  the  questions  from  the  authorities.  He  was  the  adult 
 accompanying  me,  and  he  took  the  lead  throughout  the  trip.  I  was  seventeen  years  old  and 
 had  never  been  through  an  international  trip  like  this  before.  I  did  not  feel  that  I  could 
 simply  interrupt  him  or  challenge  what  he  was  saying  to  the  authorities.  I  was  relying  on 
 him  to  guide  me  through  the  process,  and  I  was  also  afraid  of  what  could  happen  if  I 
 contradicted  him  or  caused  a  problem.  I  did  not  know  what  would  happen  to  me  if  I  was 
 left behind or if the trip was stopped. 

 30.  I  did  not  tell  the  authorities  that  Arilson  was  not  my  father  because  I  did  not  feel  that  I  was 
 in  a  position  to  contradict  him.  He  was  the  adult  in  charge  of  the  trip,  and  I  understood  that 
 I  was  expected  to  follow  his  instructions.  I  was  concerned  about  being  left  alone  in  an 
 unfamiliar  place  or  being  punished  for  interfering  with  the  arrangements  that  had  been 
 made  for  me.  At  the  time,  I  did  not  understand  the  consequences  of  what  was  happening, 
 and  I  did  not  believe  that  I  had  the  authority  or  ability  to  take  control  of  the  situation 
 myself. 

 31.  On  June  12,  2019,  we  entered  the  United  States  through  the  El  Paso,  Texas  region.  I  was 
 seventeen  years  old.  Arilson  Elias-Antunes  identified  himself  as  my  father  to  the  border 
 agents.  He  presented  the  travel  documents.  The  agents  processed  our  data  and  collected 
 our  fingerprints.  I  remember  seeing  other  families  there  as  well,  parents  with  their 
 children. Nothing about it seemed abnormal to me. 

 32.  All  of  my  documents,  including  the  Notice  to  Appear,  were  served  on  Arilson,  not  on  me. 
 The  authorities  also  spoke  directly  to  him,  and  they  spoke  in  Spanish,  so  I  did  not 
 understand  what  was  happening  or  any  instructions  that  were  given  to  us.  Arilson  never 
 gave  any  of  the  documents  to  me,  and  I  did  not  have  copies  of  them.  I  only  saw  these 
 documents  for  the  first  time  after  my  attorney  filed  a  Freedom  of  Information  Act  (FOIA) 
 request on my behalf. 

 33.  What  happened  next  completely  changed  my  understanding  of  everything  that  had 
 occurred.  After  our  release  at  the  border,  Arilson  Elias-Antunes  approached  my  friend  and 
 me  and  handed  us  the  passports  and  identity  documents.  He  said,  coldly,  that  from  that 
 point  forward  we  were  on  our  own.  That  he  would  not  continue  with  us.  That  his  role  was 
 only  to  get  us  inside  the  country  and  that,  from  there  on,  he  had  nothing  more  to  do  with 
 us. 

 34.  When  I  asked  about  the  appearance  the  agents  had  mentioned,  he  replied:  “That  court 
 thing  has  nothing  to  do  with  me.  I’m  not  really  your  father.  I’m  not  going  to  follow 
 through  with  any  of  it.”  He  said  the  same  thing  to  my  friend.  It  was  in  that  moment, 
 hearing  those  words,  that  I  began  to  understand  that  something  was  profoundly  wrong. 



 The  man  who  had  traveled  with  me,  who  had  presented  himself  as  my  father  before 
 authorities,  who  had  held  my  documents  throughout  the  entire  trip,  was  telling  me  that 
 none of it was real. And after saying that, he simply turned around and disappeared. 

 35.  My  friend  and  I  were  left  abandoned,  alone,  at  the  immigration  processing  station  near  the 
 border.  I  was  seventeen  years  old.  I  did  not  speak  English,  not  even  "hi"  or  "bye."  I  had  no 
 money.  I  did  not  know  where  to  go.  I  did  not  know  anyone  in  that  country.  I  was  holding 
 documents  that  I  was  now  beginning  to  understand  were  not  what  I  had  thought  they  were. 
 And  there  was  no  one  in  the  world  who  could  help  me  in  that  moment.  It  was  the  first  time 
 in my life that I felt a real fear of being completely alone. 

 36.  Desperate,  I  managed  to  call  my  mother  in  Brazil  using  phone  credits  we  had  purchased  in 
 Mexico  during  the  trip.  I  told  her  we  had  been  abandoned.  My  mother,  in  despair,  called 
 the  man  who  had  organized  everything.  He,  through  his  contacts,  arranged  for  someone  in 
 the United States to come pick us up near the border. 

 37.  That  is  how  I  met  Dani,  a  Brazilian  woman  who  had  been  living  in  the  United  States  for 
 many  years.  Dani  took  us  into  her  home  and  gave  us  our  first  shelter  and  guidance.  When 
 my  friend  and  I  told  her  our  story  —  the  documents  with  different  names,  the  man  posing 
 as  a  father,  the  abandonment  —  she  was  shocked.  She  told  us  that  what  had  been  done  to 
 us was very serious and that we needed to be careful going forward. 

 38.  That  was  the  moment  I  began  to  sense,  for  the  first  time,  that  something  about  my 
 situation  was  different  from  what  I  had  believed.  Until  that  instant,  I  thought  that 
 everything  that  had  been  done  was  part  of  a  legitimate  process  to  help  me  reach  the  United 
 States.  I  did  not  know  the  passport  had  been  altered.  I  did  not  understand  what  it  meant  to 
 have  signed  a  document  with  another  name.  I  did  not  understand  what  it  meant  to  present 
 myself as the son of a stranger. 

 39.  I  called  my  mother  and  said,  with  a  heavy  heart:  "Mom,  this  passport  worries  me."  I  also 
 told  her:  "You  cannot  let  this  happen  to  anyone  else.  If  I  had  tried  for  a  student  visa,  my 
 life  would  have  been  completely  different."  In  that  moment,  I  felt  fear,  confusion,  and  a 
 profound  sense  of  having  been  used.  I  was  a  child  who  trusted  adults,  and  those  adults 
 deceived me. 

 40.  I  did  not  attend  the  immigration  court  hearing.  There  are  several  reasons  for  this,  and  they 
 are  all  connected  to  the  fact  that  I  was  a  minor  who  had  been  deceived  and  left  on  my 
 own.  First,  I  had  no  knowledge  of  the  date,  the  location,  or  the  address  of  the  court.  The 
 NTA-related  documents  were  given  exclusively  to  Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  who  was  listed 
 as  my  father  in  the  records.  I  did  not  keep  any  copy.  And  since  the  NTA  was  linked  to  the 
 false  name  and  the  address  provided  by  Arilson,  any  subsequent  notification  was  directed 
 to him, not to me. 

 41.  Second,  I  believed  I  needed  to  appear  at  the  hearing  accompanied  by  Arilson,  since  he  was 
 listed  as  my  father  in  the  immigration  records.  When  he  abandoned  me  and  said  he  had 



 nothing  to  do  with  the  court,  I  concluded  there  was  no  way  for  me  to  go  alone.  I  learned 
 that  a  friend  who  had  come  under  similar  conditions,  but  with  his  real  father,  attended  the 
 hearing  with  his  father.  This  reinforced  my  belief  that  I  needed  to  be  accompanied.  It 
 never occurred to me that I could or should appear on my own. 

 42.  Third,  I  was  a  seventeen-year-old  teenager  in  a  foreign  country,  with  no  understanding  of 
 the  American  legal  system,  without  speaking  a  single  word  of  English,  and  with 
 absolutely  no  legal  guidance.  I  had  no  attorney,  no  interpreter,  and  no  one  who  could 
 explain my rights or obligations. 

 43.  Fourth,  after  understanding  the  severity  of  the  forgery,  I  developed  a  deep  fear.  People  in 
 the  Brazilian  community  in  the  United  States  told  me  that  if  I  appeared  in  court,  I  would 
 be  arrested  because  of  the  false  documents.  That  they  would  send  me  away.  That 
 information,  although  I  now  know  it  was  incorrect,  paralyzed  me.  The  fear  of  being 
 arrested  and  deported  prevented  me  from  seeking  any  kind  of  legal  assistance  or  attending 
 any hearing. I lived with that constant fear for years. 

 44.  On  January  31,  2020,  an  in  absentia  removal  order  was  issued  against  me  by  the 
 Immigration  Court  in  San  Francisco,  California,  under  the  name  Gleidson  Silva-Antunes, 
 case  number  A203-758-084.  I  was  not  notified  of  that  order.  I  did  not  know  it  existed.  I 
 only became aware of it when my current attorneys informed me, years later. 

 45.  First,  there  was  deception.  The  man  who  organized  my  crossing  deceived  my  mother  and 
 me.  He  presented  himself  as  someone  offering  a  legitimate  opportunity.  He  conveyed 
 trust,  safety,  and  seriousness.  He  promised  that  everything  would  be  done  in  an  organized 
 and  safe  manner.  At  no  point  did  he  reveal  to  us  that  the  documents  would  be  forged,  that  I 
 would  be  registered  as  the  son  of  a  stranger,  or  that  I  would  be  abandoned  after  entering 
 the  country.  He  exploited  our  ignorance  about  immigration  processes  and  kept  us  in  the 
 dark throughout. 

 46.  Second,  there  were  unfulfilled  promises.  He  promised  that  someone  would  be  waiting  for 
 me,  that  I  would  have  support  upon  arrival,  that  I  would  be  safe  and  protected.  The  reality 
 was  the  opposite:  I  was  left  at  an  airport,  not  knowing  where  to  go,  unable  to  speak  the 
 language,  without  money,  and  with  no  safety  net.  None  of  the  promises  that  convinced  my 
 mother to let me go were fulfilled. 

 47.  Third,  I  felt  pressured  to  travel.  The  decision  did  not  originate  from  me.  The  man 
 approached  my  mother  repeatedly,  insisting,  going  to  our  house,  using  my  uncle  as  an 
 intermediary.  He  exploited  my  family’s  desperate  financial  situation  to  convince  us.  My 
 mother,  in  debt  and  under  threat  from  creditors,  succumbed  to  the  pressure.  I,  as  her  son, 
 felt  the  obligation  to  go  and  help.  There  was  no  free  and  informed  choice.  There  was 
 pressure, insistence, and manipulation of vulnerable people. 

 48.  Fourth,  I  felt  used  because  of  my  minor  status.  Looking  back,  I  understand  that  the  man 
 deliberately  exploited  my  condition  as  a  minor.  He  knew  that  the  presence  of  a  child 



 accompanied  by  an  adult  registered  as  a  “father”  would  raise  fewer  suspicions  at  borders. 
 My  minor  status  was  the  tool  that  facilitated  the  crossing.  I  was  not  a  conscious  participant 
 in this scheme—I was the instrument that made the scheme possible. I was used. 

 49.  Even  after  arriving  in  the  United  States,  I  was  not  entirely  free  from  the  man’s  influence. 
 When  my  friend,  who  came  under  the  same  conditions,  decided  not  to  pay  the  remaining 
 balance,  I  was  afraid.  I  told  him:  “Your  family  lives  there.  If  you  don’t  pay,  he  could  do 
 something  to  your  mother  or  father.”  The  man  knew  where  our  families  lived  in  Brazil. 
 The  urgency  I  felt  to  pay  was  not  goodwill—it  was  fear  of  retaliation  against  my  mother 
 and my siblings. 

 50.  I  worked  in  the  United  States  to  repay  the  amount  my  mother  had  borrowed  and  to  settle 
 the  remaining  balance  owed  for  the  trip.  I  sent  the  money  to  my  mother  in  Brazil,  and  she 
 was  the  one  who  dealt  directly  with  the  man  to  repay  the  lender  and  settle  the  remaining 
 balance.  Only  after  everything  was  paid  did  her  contact  with  him  end.  Since  then,  neither  I 
 nor  my  mother  have  had  any  connection  whatsoever  with  that  man  or  with  Arilson 
 Elias-Antunes. 

 51.  I  did  not  choose  to  falsify  my  name.  I  did  not  choose  who  would  be  registered  as  my 
 father.  I  had  no  control  over  the  documents  at  any  point.  I  did  not  understand  the  legal 
 consequences  of  what  was  being  done.  And  when  I  arrived  at  the  destination,  I  was  simply 
 discarded. 

 52.  Today,  with  the  maturity  and  understanding  I  now  possess,  I  know  that  what  was  done  was 
 wrong.  I  still  talk  to  my  mother  about  it,  and  I  tell  her:  if  I  had  the  understanding  I  have 
 now,  I  would  have  refused.  If  I  had  tried  for  a  student  visa,  my  life  would  have  been 
 completely  different.  But  at  the  time,  I  lacked  that  perspective.  I  was  a  boy  who  wanted  to 
 help his mother, and I trusted those who told me they could help. 

 53.  The  incorrect  data  on  my  passport  profoundly  harmed  my  life  in  the  United  States.  Since  I 
 arrived,  I  have  been  unable  to  enroll  in  any  school  because  my  name  was  incorrect.  I 
 wanted  to  finish  high  school.  I  needed  just  one  more  year  to  complete  it.  But  when  I  tried 
 to  correct  my  name,  people  in  the  community  told  me  I  would  be  arrested  and  deported.  I 
 gave  up.  I  have  lived  all  these  years  carrying  a  name  that  is  not  mine,  in  constant  shame 
 and fear. 

 54.  I  did  not  study  because  of  the  incorrect  name.  I  did  not  seek  legal  help  out  of  fear  of  being 
 arrested.  I  lived  for  years  in  a  limbo:  working,  contributing,  trying  to  build  something,  but 
 always  with  the  shadow  of  the  fraud  committed  against  me  hanging  over  every  decision  of 
 my life. 

 55.  Despite  everything,  I  rebuilt  my  life  with  what  I  had.  I  learned  to  communicate  in  English 
 in  the  workplace,  by  listening  to  my  employers  and  clients.  Today,  I  work  installing 
 hardwood  floors  in  the  construction  industry.  I  am  hardworking,  honest,  and  dedicated.  I 
 hope to one day take a course in electrical work to grow professionally. 



 56.  I  met  Sophia,  a  Brazilian  woman  who  came  to  the  United  States  as  a  child  and  who  is  now 
 a  United  States  citizen,  along  with  the  rest  of  her  family.  We  met  at  a  party  when  I  had 
 been  living  in  the  United  States  for  about  two  years.  Our  relationship  started  gradually,  but 
 on August 24, 2021, we became a couple. We have been together since. 

 57.  Arthur  Lehnen  Rodrigues,  our  son,  was  born  on  August  8,  2024,  at  Kaiser  Foundation 
 Hospital  in  Redwood  City,  San  Mateo  County,  California,  and  is  a  United  States  citizen  by 
 birth.  Arthur  is  two  years  old  as  of  the  time  of  this  declaration.  He  is  the  reason  I  fight 
 every  day.  He  is  the  reason  I  want  to  be  better,  to  be  present,  and  to  build  something  solid 
 and worthy. 

 58.  I  know  what  it  means  to  grow  up  without  a  father.  I  lived  it.  I  know  what  it  means  to  be  a 
 child  and  take  on  adult  responsibilities  because  there  was  no  one  else  to  do  it.  I  know  the 
 pain  that  a  father’s  absence  causes.  And  I  do  not  want,  in  any  way,  my  son  to  go  through 
 what  I  went  through.  I  want  to  be  present  in  Arthur’s  life,  in  Sophia’s  life,  and  to  build  for 
 them the stability I never had. 

 59.  Currently,  we  are  living  with  Sophia’s  parents,  who  took  us  in  when  finances  became  tight 
 after  Arthur’s  birth  and  the  period  in  which  Sophia  stepped  away  from  work.  Sophia 
 works  as  a  dental  assistant  and  has  returned  to  work  approximately  four  months  ago.  We 
 both  contribute  equally  to  maintaining  the  household  and  caring  for  our  son.  We  are 
 rebuilding, and I believe that soon we will have our own home. 

 60.  My  greatest  fear  is  being  deported  and  separated  from  my  family.  Sophia  does  not  wish  to 
 and  does  not  intend  to  live  in  Brazil.  Her  entire  life  and  her  family’s  life  is  in  the  United 
 States.  Her  parents  live  here.  Her  career  is  here.  She  has  made  clear  on  multiple  occasions 
 that  she  will  not  move  to  Brazil.  If  I  am  removed,  I  fear  my  marriage  will  be  destroyed, 
 that  I  will  lose  my  daily  presence  in  my  son’s  life,  and  that  the  unity  of  my  family  will 
 collapse. 

 61.  On  June  17,  2025,  I  proposed  to  Sophia,  and  on  March  21,  2026,  we  were  married  in  a 
 ceremony  in  San  Mateo  County,  California.  Sophia  and  I  have  been  in  a  committed 
 relationship  since  2020,  and  our  marriage  is  the  natural  continuation  of  the  life  we  have 
 built  together  with  our  son  Arthur.  Arthur  is  the  center  of  my  life,  and  my  greatest 
 motivation  to  resolve  my  immigration  situation  is  to  ensure  that  I  can  remain  present  for 
 him  and  for  Sophia.  I  want  to  provide  for  my  family,  to  be  a  father  to  Arthur  in  a  way  that 
 my  own  father  was  never  present  for  me,  and  to  build  a  stable,  lawful  future  for  us  in  the 
 United  States.  My  removal  would  separate  me  from  my  wife  and  my  son,  both  of  whom 
 are  United  States  citizens,  and  would  deprive  Arthur  of  the  daily  presence  and  care  of  his 
 father. 

 62.  I  ask  this  Court  to  consider  the  circumstances  of  my  entry  into  the  United  States.  I  was  a 
 minor,  without  education,  without  resources,  and  without  understanding  of  the  legal 
 system.  I  was  the  victim  of  a  human  trafficking  scheme  in  which  adults  exploited  my 



 minor  status,  my  family's  financial  vulnerability,  and  my  lack  of  education  to  transport  me 
 across  international  borders  with  forged  documents,  without  my  knowledge  of  the  illegal 
 nature  of  what  was  being  done.  I  had  no  control  over  the  documents,  and  I  received  no 
 legal guidance. I never personally received notice of any hearing before this Court. 

 63.  The  Notice  to  Appear  and  all  related  documents  were  served  on  Arilson  Elias-Antunes,  a 
 man  who  was  not  my  father  and  had  no  legal  relationship  to  me  or  authority  over  me 
 whatsoever.  I  had  no  knowledge  of  the  date,  time,  or  location  of  any  hearing,  and  I  was 
 abandoned  upon  arrival  at  my  destination,  left  without  any  means  of  learning  what  was 
 expected of me. Had I known of the hearing, I would have appeared. 

 64.  I  did  not  know  I  was  participating  in  fraud.  I  was  a  child  who  trusted  adults  who  presented 
 themselves  as  people  willing  to  help,  but  who,  in  reality,  used  me  for  profit.  I  ask  for  the 
 opportunity  to  have  my  case  reevaluated  based  on  the  actual  circumstances  and  to  remain 
 in the United States, where my family, my work, my life, and my son’s future are. 

 65.  Accordingly,  I  declare  that  everything  I  have  reported  is  true.  I  did  not  choose  the  path  by 
 which  I  was  taken.  I  was  deceived,  pressured,  instrumentalized,  and  abandoned  by  people 
 who  exploited  my  age,  my  ignorance,  and  my  family’s  vulnerability.  But  I  chose  to  rebuild 
 my life with dignity, and I ask to be given the opportunity to continue doing so. 

 I declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct. 

 /Signature/ 
 ________________________________ 
 GLEIDSON SILVA-ANTUNES 
 Date: 09/29/2026 

 I,  ANDRE  PENNA  MELLO,  telephone  number  415  425-2508,  mailing  address  P.O.  Box 
 90487,  San  Diego,  CA  92169,  certify  that  the  professional  translation  of  this  document  from 
 Portuguese  to  English  has  been  performed  by  myself,  a  qualified  translator  fluent  in  both 
 languages, and that the following is an accurate and complete translation of the document. 

 ________________________________________     Date: September 29, 2026. 
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 PROOF OF SERVICE 

 On  September  30,  2026,  I,  Otavio  Haverroth  Silva,  served,  by  priority  mail,  a  copy  of  this 

 Motion  to  Reopen  Proceedings  and  Rescind  in  Absentia  Removal  Order  ,  together  with 

 all  supporting  documents,  to  the  US  Department  of  Homeland  Security  (Office  of  the 
 Chief  Counsel)  at  the  following  mailing  address:  P.O.  Box  26449,  San  Francisco,  CA  94126 

 -6449. 

        

      

                                              ______________________________  

                                                                                             Otavio  Haverroth Silva (Bar N. 343486) 
 Attorney at Law 
 P.O. Box 90487 

 San Diego, CA 92169 
 Counsel for Respondent 


