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 I. INTRODUCTION 

 Respondents,  through  undersigned  counsel,  respectfully  move  this  Honorable  Court, 

 pursuant  to  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(i)–(ii),  8  U.S.C.  §  1229a(b)(5)(C)(i)–(ii),  and  8  C.F.R.  § 

 1003.23(b)(4)(ii),  to  rescind  the  in  absentia  removal  order  entered  on  July  15,  2026,  and  reopen 

 these proceedings. This motion rests on two independent grounds. 

 First,  Respondents  never  received  constitutionally  adequate  notice  of  the  hearing  at  which 

 they  were  ordered  removed,  or  any  notice  of  any  kind  relating  to  these  proceedings.  Respondents 

 entered  the  United  States  lawfully  on  a  B-2  visa  on  January  18,  2020.  See  Exhibit  1.  They  actively 

 and  in  good  faith  engaged  with  the  immigration  system  by  filing  a  Form  I-589  on  September  15, 

 2023.  See  Exhibit  2.  However,  Respondents  were  victimized  by  egregious  fraud  perpetrated  by  an 

 unauthorized  practitioner  which  wrongfully  withdrew  such  application  and  failed  to  update 

 Respondents’  address  with  USCIS,  engaging  in  active  deception  by  falsely  misrepresenting  their 

 immigration  circumstances.  Consequently,  Respondents  were  deprived  of  the  protection  that 

 encompasses  the  asylum  application  and  the  Notice  was  mailed  to  an  outdated  address  and  never 



 reached  the  Respondent.  Because  the  Government  cannot  demonstrate  that  the  required  written 

 notice under INA § 239(a) was provided, rescission is mandatory under INA § 240(b)(5)(C)(ii). 

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

 expressly  denies,  reopening  is  independently  warranted  based  on  exceptional  circumstances 

 beyond  Respondent’s  control.  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(i),  8  U.S.C.  §  1229a(b)(5)(C)(i);  8  C.F.R.  § 

 1003.23(b)(4)(ii).  Respondents’  failure  to  appear  was  the  direct  and  unavoidable  consequence  of 

 egregious  third-party  deception  and  fraudulent  fabrication  of  immigration  filings  by  an 

 unauthorized  practitioner  holding  herself  out  as  legal  counsel.  Operating  in  justifiable  reliance  on 

 these  deceptive  misrepresentations  and  manufactured  records,  Respondents  reasonably  believed 

 their  immigration  matters  were  properly  pending  and  complied  with,  thereby  entirely  precluding 

 their  awareness  of  the  scheduled  hearing.  Under  the  totality  of  the  circumstances,  this  affirmative 

 fraud  constitutes  exceptional  circumstances  within  the  meaning  of  INA  §  240(e)(1),  requiring  that 

 the  in absentia  order of removal be rescinded. 

 II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 Respondents  are  natives  and  citizens  of  Brazil  who  entered  the  United  States  lawfully  on 

 January  18,  2020,  as  nonimmigrants  admitted  under  B-2  visitor  visas.  See  Exhibit  2. 

 Demonstrating  continuous  good  faith  and  an  active  commitment  to  complying  with  the 

 immigration  laws  of  the  United  States,  Macley  affirmatively  filed  a  Form  I-589  (Application  for 

 Asylum  and  for  Withholding  of  Removal)  with  U.S.  Citizenship  and  Immigration  Services 

 (USCIS)  on  September  15,  2023,  through  undersigned  counsel,  properly  including  Alessandra  and 

 Theo  as  derivative  family  members,  in  light  of  the  past  persecution  they  suffered  in  Brazil  and  a 

 well-founded  fear  of  returning.  See  Exhibit  3.  That  affirmative  asylum  application  remained 

 pending  in  good  standing  before  the  USCIS  Asylum  Office  until  approximately  January  2026, 

 when  an  unauthorized  consulting  entity  falsely  posing  as  a  law  office  improperly  and  covertly 

 submitted a request to withdraw the family’s affirmative claims.  See  Exhibits 1 and 7. 

 Prior  to  that  unauthorized  submission,  on  November  2025,  undersigned  counsel  formally 

 withdrew  from  representation  in  connection  with  the  affirmative  asylum  matter  before  USCIS,  at 

 which  time  Respondents  maintained  their  primary  family  residence  at  655  Old  County  Road,  Apt. 

 127,  Belmont,  CA  94002.  Seeking  subsequent  legal  guidance  to  navigate  their  immigration 

 proceedings,  Respondents  retained  Stefany  SI  Group  Inc.  (also  doing  business  as  “SI  Imigra”)  in 

 January  2025.  See  Exhibit  4.  Although  Respondents  are  native  Portuguese  speakers  who  possess 

 no  English  proficiency  and  communicated  with  the  enterprise’s  personnel  exclusively  in 



 Portuguese,  the  agency  presented  them  with  a  service  retainer  agreement  drafted  entirely  in 

 English.  Relying  on  the  agency’s  assurances,  Respondents  executed  the  contract  without 

 understanding  its  terms,  which  even  erroneously  referenced  services  for  a  “U  Visa  Application”,  a 

 form of immigration relief entirely inapplicable to their factual and legal circumstances. 

 During  initial  consultations,  Stefany  Isaac,  an  unauthorized  non-attorney  practitioner 

 operating  the  consulting  entity,  presented  Respondents  with  unrealistic  immigration  scenarios  and 

 promised  definitive  relief,  assuring  them  that  she  would  file  an  Application  to  Extend/Change 

 Nonimmigrant  Status  (Form  I-539)  to  obtain  F-1  student  status  on  Alessandra’s  behalf  as  a  direct 

 steppingstone  to  permanent  residence  through  an  employment-based  EB-2  National  Interest 

 Waiver.  See  Exhibits  1,  4-5.  Throughout  the  course  of  the  representation,  Ms.  Isaac  routinely 

 referred  to  her  associates  as  “attorneys”  and  deliberately  cultivated  the  false  impression  that  her 

 business  operated  as  a  legitimate  law  firm  staffed  by  licensed  legal  practitioners.  See  Exhibits  1 

 and  10.  In  justifiable  reliance  on  these  professional  representations,  Respondents  placed  complete 

 trust  in  the  agency  under  the  reasonable,  good-faith  belief  that  the  office  was  bound  by  formal 

 ethical obligations and would fully protect their legal interests.  See  Exhibit 1. 

 On  December  20,  2024,  Respondents  relocated  their  family  residence  from  Belmont  to  760 

 Bounty  Drive,  Apt.  6001,  Foster  City,  CA  94404.  Ms.  Isaac  was  kept  fully  apprised  of  this  current 

 residence  throughout  the  purported  representation.  See  Exhibit  1.  Later,  when  Respondents 

 specifically  instructed  her  to  update  their  address  of  record  in  connection  with  their  pending 

 asylum  proceedings,  Ms.  Isaac  affirmatively  solicited  their  direct  access  credentials  to  their  online 

 USCIS  accounts,  expressly  assured  them  that  she  would  effectuate  the  formal  address  update  on 

 their  behalf,  and  subsequently  confirmed  that  the  update  had  been  successfully  submitted.  See 

 Exhibit  1.  While  Respondents  never  received  the  Notice  to  Appear  or  any  subsequent  hearing 

 notices  to  verify  which  physical  address  the  Government  possessed,  the  history  here  presented 

 confirms  the  likely  understanding  that  Ms.  Isaac  never  updated  their  address  of  record  as 

 promised.  Consequently,  Respondents  operated  at  all  times  under  the  reasonable,  good-faith  belief 

 that  they  had  fully  satisfied  their  statutory  reporting  obligations  under  INA  §  265(a),  8  U.S.C.  § 

 1305(a),  and  that  their  official  contact  information  remained  properly  maintained  before 

 immigration authorities. 

 Ms.  Isaac  continued  to  actively  engage  in  delay  tactics  and  active  concealment  regarding 

 the  status  of  the  filings.  On  April  15,  2025,  she  informed  Respondents  that  she  had  received  their 

 supporting  documentation  and  was  awaiting  a  receipt  notice  from  USCIS,  and  on  April  26,  2025, 



 she  claimed  she  was  merely  waiting  for  a  “tracking  number”  to  transmit  to  the  family.  See  Exhibit 

 5. 

 When  Respondents  inquired  again  on  May  27,  2025,  expressing  serious  concern  that  they 

 had  received  no  official  correspondence  and  specifically  requesting  their  official  case  filing 

 number,  Ms.  Isaac  evaded  the  inquiry  by  claiming  that  cases  were  handled  strictly  by  regular  mail. 

 See  Exhibit  5.  On  May  30,  2025,  Ms.  Isaac  again  withheld  the  information  of  a  valid  government 

 receipt  number,  and  when  Respondents  pressed  for  proof  of  filing,  Ms.  Isaac  then  asserted  on  June 

 13, 2025, that the application had been submitted on April 23, 2025.  See  Exhibits 1 and 5. 

 The  deception  culminated  in  June  17,  2025,  when,  after  intense  pressure  from  the 

 Respondents  for  official  documents,  Ms.  Isaac  provided  the  Respondent  with  an  Approval  Notice 

 for  a  Form  I-539  change  of  status  to  F-1  classification,  under  Receipt  Number  LIN2518650997, 

 bearing  Mrs.  Martins’  name.  See  Exhibits  5  and  6.  She  reassured  Mrs.  Martins  that  she  was 

 granted  a  retroactive  change  of  status  and  that  her  spouse  and  child  were  fully  secured  as  lawful 

 derivatives  under  his  approved  status.  See  Exhibit  1.  Thus,  the  family  was  under  the  firm  and 

 justifiable impression that they maintained lawful nonimmigrant status in the United States. 

 On  or  about  October  17,  2025,  undersigned  counsel’s  office  contacted  Respondents  upon 

 receipt  of  an  annual  asylum  fee  notice,  providing  routine  instructions  on  procedural  compliance 

 despite  no  longer  formally  representing  the  family.  See  Exhibit  1.  When  Respondents  informed  SI 

 Imigra  of  this  communication  and  reiterated  that  their  affirmative  asylum  application  remained 

 pending,  agency  personnel  insisted  that  it  was  necessary  to  “archive”  that  application  because  their 

 F-1  nonimmigrant  status  had  already  been  granted.  See  Exhibit  1.  During  these  discussions,  an 

 individual  identifying  herself  as  “Dr.  Louise,”  who  held  herself  out  as  an  attorney  directing  the 

 agency’s  legal  team,  personally  instructed  the  Respondents  that  withdrawing  the  asylum  claim  was 

 the  mandatory  course  of  action  and  promised  that  the  agency  would  handle  the  formal  submission. 

 See  Exhibits 1 and 5. 

 Acting  on  these  deceptive  directives,  in  January  2026,  the  agency  presented  Macley  with 

 an  asylum  withdrawal  letter  drafted  entirely  in  English.  Completely  unable  to  read  English  and 

 believing  that  the  directive  originated  from  licensed  legal  counsel  acting  in  his  family’s  best 

 interest,  Macley  signed  the  document  without  comprehending  its  legal  consequences.  See  Exhibits 

 1  and  7.  Furthermore,  despite  possessing  Respondents’  current  Foster  City  residential  address,  the 

 agency  inexplicably  listed  Respondents’  obsolete  Belmont  address  on  the  withdrawal  letter, 

 ensuring that subsequent agency communications would never reach the family.  See  Exhibit 7. 



 The  fraudulent  nature  of  SI  Imigra’s  operation  became  increasingly  apparent  on  April  23, 

 2026,  when  the  agency  sent  an  email  to  Alessandra  claiming  that  the  Form  I-539  application  had 

 been  filed  electronically  on  April  4,  2025,  that  a  Form  I-797  receipt  notice  had  been  issued  on 

 January  30,  2026,  and  that  final  adjudication  would  take  eight  to  twelve  months.  See  Exhibit  8. 

 These  representations  directly  contradicted  Ms.  Isaac’s  prior  written  statements  that  the 

 application  had  been  filed  on  April  23,  2025,  and  approved  on  July  9,  2025.  Shortly  thereafter, 

 Respondents  received  an  authentic  Form  I-797C,  Notice  of  Action,  bearing  receipt  number 

 YSC2690015999.  See  Exhibit  9.  Upon  receiving  apparent  duplicate  filings,  Respondents 

 contacted  the  USCIS  Contact  Center  to  inquire  about  the  status  of  their  applications.  During  that 

 inquiry,  they  were  informed  that  the  original  receipt  number,  LIN2518650997,  was  not  associated 

 with  Alessandra’s  name  and  did  not  belong  to  her.  See  Exhibit  1.  This  confirmation  exposed  the 

 falsity  of  Ms.  Isaac’s  prior  representations  and  revealed  the  extent  to  which  Respondents  had  been 

 deceived  regarding  the  purported  filing  and  approval  of  their  applications.  Ms.  Isaac  then  falsely 

 characterized  this  notice  as  evidence  of  a  necessary  “refiling”  prompted  by  delays  in  receiving  the 

 original  physical  approval  notice.  See  Exhibit  1.  In  fact,  this  was  the  only  affirmative 

 change-of-status  application  ever  submitted  to  USCIS  on  Respondents’  behalf,  confirming  that  the 

 purported prior approval notice had been fabricated. 

 Critically,  however,  Respondents  did  not  discover  the  full  extent  of  the  fraud  until  after 

 they  learned  of  the  in  absentia  removal  order  and  consulted  with  undersigned  counsel.  Until  that 

 moment,  they  relied  on  the  information  presented  by  Ms.  Isaac  and  her  team,  trusting  to  be 

 receiving  legal  advice  from  a  licensed  law  office.  See  Exhibit  1.  However,  upon  learning  they  had 

 received  an  order  of  removal,  they  confirmed:  they  were  conned,  and  the  purported  approval 

 notice was entirely fabricated using information from another individual’s case. 

 Throughout  this  entire  period,  SI  Imigra  maintained  exclusive  control  over  all  case 

 documentation,  intercepted  official  notices,  and  deliberately  concealed  critical  case  developments 

 from  the  family.  Respondents  currently  reside  at  766  Edgewater  Blvd.,  Apt.  100,  Foster  City,  CA 

 94404,  and  because  the  consulting  group  had  listed  its  own  address  as  the  primary  mailing  address 

 and  failed  to  reliably  update  agency  records,  Respondents,  acting  under  the  guidance  of 

 undersigned  counsel,  have  independently  executed  and  transmitted  a  Form  AR-11  (Alien’s  Change 

 of  Address  Card)  to  USCIS  out  of  an  abundance  of  caution  regarding  their  statutory  reporting 

 obligations.  See  Exhibit 1. 

 Respondents  remained  entirely  unaware  of  the  existence  of  removal  proceedings  or 

 scheduled  hearings  until  the  third  week  of  October  2026,  when,  alarmed  by  the  prolonged  lack  of 



 correspondence  regarding  their  asylum  status,  they  checked  the  USCIS  case  status  online  and 

 observed  that  an  official  notice  had  been  issued  on  that  case,  however,  they  had  not  received  any 

 notifications  regarding  that  application  since  the  withdrawal  request.  Upon  inputting  their 

 respective  alien  registration  numbers  into  the  Executive  Office  for  Immigration  Review  (EOIR) 

 Automated  Case  Information  System  on  October  19,  2026,  Respondents  discovered  for  the  very 

 first  time  that  they  had  been  placed  in  removal  proceedings  and  that  an  Immigration  Judge  had 

 entered  an  in  absentia  order  of  removal  against  the  entire  family  on  April  30,  2026.  They 

 immediately  re-engaged  undersigned  counsel  on  October  20,  2026,  discovering  that  they  had  been 

 the  victims  of  an  egregious  document-fraud  scheme,  and  they  have  acted  with  utmost  diligence 

 upon  uncovering  this  fraud  to  bring  these  extraordinary  circumstances  before  this  Court,  and  in 

 reporting  the  criminal  conduct  to  the  appropriate  law  enforcement  authorities.  See  Exhibit  1  and 

 11. 

 Respondents  never  received  any  immigration  notice  at  any  address,  by  any  means.  Had 

 they  received  notice,  they  would  have  appeared.  Their  consistent  engagement  with  the 

 immigration  system  leaves  no  doubt  that  their  intent  has  always  been  to  comply,  not  to  abscond. 

 Their  intention  is  to  move  forward  with  their  case  to  reinstate  their  asylum  application,  which 

 should  never  had  been  withdrawn,  leaving  Respondents  vulnerable  to  removal  to  a  country  in 

 which they fear persecution. 

 III. TIMING OF THIS MOTION 

 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  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). 

 Additionally,  to  the  extent  Respondents  seek  rescission  of  the  in  absentia  removal  order 

 based  on  exceptional  circumstances  under  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(i),  this  Motion  independently 

 satisfies  the  applicable  180-day  filing  deadline.  The  Motion  is  being  filed  within  180  days  of  the 

 date  the  removal  order  was  entered  and  therefore  is  timely  under  the  statute.  Accordingly, 

 Respondents’  request  for  rescission  is  timely  not  only  under  the  statutory  provision  permitting 

 reopening  at  any  time  for  lack  of  notice,  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(ii),  but  also  under  the  separate 

 180-day provision governing exceptional circumstances, INA § 240(b)(5)(C)(i), which is satisfied. 

 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)(iii).  Because  this  motion  is  grounded  first  and  foremost  on  Respondent’s 

 failure to receive proper notice under INA § 239(a), no fee accompanies the filing. 

 V. AUTOMATIC STAY OF REMOVAL 

 The  filing  of  this  motion  automatically  stays  Respondents’  removal  pending  the  Court’s 

 disposition.  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C);  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(4)(ii).  See  Matter  of  Rivera,  21  I&N  Dec. 

 232, 234 (BIA 1996). 

 Respondent  respectfully  requests  that  ICE  be  notified  of  the  filing  and  of  the  applicability 

 of  the  automatic  stay  of  removal  provision,  so  that  Respondent  is  not  removed  while  the  Motion 

 remains pending before the Court. 

 VI. LEGAL STANDARD 

 An  in  absentia  order  may  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)  or  “if  the  alien  demonstrates  that  the  failure  to  appear  was  because  of  exceptional 

 circumstances”. INA § 240(b)(5)(C)(i)–(ii); 8 C.F.R. § 1003.23(b)(4)(ii). 

 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). 

 If DHS fails to meet this burden, rescission of the  in absentia  order is warranted. 

 An  order  of  removal  in  absentia  may  also  be  rescinded  upon  a  showing  of  extraordinary 

 circumstances  that  caused  the  Respondents’  failure  to  appear.  “Exceptional  circumstances”  are 

 circumstances  “beyond  the  control  of  the  alien,”  such  as  battery  or  extreme  cruelty,  serious  illness, 

 or  the  serious  illness  or  death  of  a  close  family  member,  “but  not  including  less  compelling 

 circumstances.”  INA  §  240(e)(1).  The  statutory  examples  are  illustrative,  not  exhaustive.  In  the 

 Ninth  Circuit,  exceptional  circumstances  are  assessed  on  the  particularized  facts  and  the  totality  of 

 the  circumstances  of  each  case,  and  the  agency  abuses  its  discretion  if  it  fails  to  address  all 

 relevant factors.  Singh v. Garland  , 117 F.4th 1145,  1150–51 (9th Cir. 2024). 

 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). 



 II. ARGUMENT 

 A.  Respondents  Did  Not  Receive  Notice  of  These  Proceedings,  and  the  In  Absentia 

 Order Must Be Rescinded Under INA § 240(b)(5)(C)(ii) 

 1. Respondents Never Received the Notice to Appear or Any Notice of Hearing 

 The  statute  requires  that  the  Notice  to  Appear  specify  the  time  and  place  at  which  the 

 removal  proceedings  will  be  held,  as  well  as  the  consequences  of  failing  to  appear.  INA  § 

 239(a)(1)(G)(i)–(ii),  8  U.S.C.  §  1229(a)(1)(G)(i)–(ii).  In  addition,  the  statute  requires  written 

 notice  of  any  change  or  postponement  in  the  time  or  place  of  the  proceedings,  including  the  new 

 time  or  place  and  the  consequences  of  failing  to  appear.  INA  §  239(a)(2)(A)(i)–(ii),  8  U.S.C.  § 

 1229(a)(2)(A)(i)–(ii). 

 The  Notice  to  Appear  must  be  given  in  person  or,  if  personal  service  is  not  practicable,  by 

 mail.  INA  §  239(a)(1);  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.18(b).  Service  by  mail  is  sufficient  “if  there  is  proof  of 

 attempted  delivery  to  the  last  address  provided  by  the  alien  in  accordance  with  subsection 

 (a)(1)(F).” INA § 239(c). 

 In  Matter  of  DIJI  ,  30  I&N  Dec.  1  (BIA  2026)  (en  banc),  the  Board  held  that,  when 

 mailing  a  Notice  to  Appear  by  regular  mail,  DHS  “can  rely  on  the  most  recent  address  the  alien 

 has  provided,”  and  overruled  Matter  of  G-Y-R-  ,  23  I&N  Dec.  181  (BIA  2001).  DIJI  ,  30  I&N  Dec. 

 at  11–12.  DIJI  did  not,  however,  displace  the  framework  for  evaluating  whether  notice  sent  by 

 regular  mail  was  in  fact  received.  Notice  sent  by  regular  mail  carries  only  a  presumption  of 

 delivery  that  is  weaker  than  the  presumption  applicable  to  certified  mail,  and  all  relevant  evidence 

 offered  to  overcome  it  must  be  considered.  Matter  of  M-R-A-  ,  24  I&N  Dec.  665,  673–74  (BIA 

 2008);  see  DIJI  ,  30  I&N  Dec.  at  14  (applying  M-R-A-  ).  That  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  a 

 respondent’s affidavit together with circumstantial evidence. 24 I&N Dec. at 673–74. 

 The  Ninth  Circuit  applies  the  same  approach.  Where  a  petitioner  “actually  initiates  a 

 proceeding  to  obtain  a  benefit”  and  has  no  motive  to  avoid  the  hearing,  a  sworn  affidavit  that 

 neither  the  petitioner  nor  a  responsible  party  at  the  address  received  the  notice  “should  ordinarily 

 be  sufficient  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  delivery.”  Salta  v.  INS  ,  314  F.3d  1076,  1079  (9th  Cir. 

 2002).  The  inquiry  is  “practical  and  commonsensical  rather  than  rigidly  formulaic.”  Sembiring  v. 

 Gonzales  , 499 F.3d 981, 988 (9th Cir. 2007). 

 Relevant  factors  in  determining  if  the  presumption  of  effective  service  was  overcome 

 include  the  respondents’  actions  upon  learning  of  the  in  absentia  order,  including  whether  they 



 exercised  due  diligence  in  seeking  to  redress  the  situation;  any  prior  affirmative  application  for 

 relief  indicating  an  incentive  to  appear;  and  any  other  circumstances  indicating  possible 

 non-receipt.  M-R-A-  ,  24  I&N  Dec.  at  673–674.  Here,  every  factor  favors  the  Respondents.  They 

 had  every  motive  to  appear.  They  have  a  prima  facie  claim  for  asylum,  withholding  of  removal 

 and  protection  under  the  Convention  Against  Torture  (“CAT”).  See  Exhibit  3.  That  application  was 

 withdrawn  as  the  result  of  fraudulent  deception  by  an  immigration  consulting  group  that  presented 

 itself  as  a  legal  office,  and  does  not  reflect  its  factual  status,  as  Respondents  continue  to  fear  return 

 to  their  home  country.  See  Exhibit  1.  The  Respondents  have  already  reported  the  fraud  to  the 

 appropriate  law  enforcement  authorities  and  are  now  fully  committed  to  reversing  that  effect.  See 

 Exhibit  11.  All  these  circumstances,  confirming  non  receipt  of  the  Notice  to  Appear  or  Notice  of 

 Hearing  is  described  in  detail  in  supporting  affidavits,  attached  herein  as  Exhibit  1.  Upon  learning 

 of the order, they sought legal counsel and filed this motion immediately. 

 Statutory  compliance  does  not  end  the  inquiry.  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  &  Tr. 

 Co.  ,  339  U.S.  306,  314  (1950).  Sitting  en  banc,  the  Ninth  Circuit  has  held  that  this  standard 

 governs  notice  to  noncitizens  facing  removal,  and  that  when  the  Government  learns  that  its  notice 

 efforts  have  not  succeeded,  it  must  take  additional  reasonable  steps  to  effect  notice  if  it  is 

 practicable  to  do  so.  United  States  v.  Rivera-Valdes  ,  157  F.4th  978  (9th  Cir.  2025)  (en  banc).  The 

 Board  has  applied  Rivera-Valdes  in  civil  removal  proceedings.  Matter  of  Chamorro  Castillo  ,  30 

 I&N Dec. 170, 172 (BIA 2026). 

 Respondents  never  received  the  Notice  to  Appear,  any  notice  of  hearing,  or  the  order  of 

 removal,  at  any  address  and  by  any  means.  They  were  never  personally  served.  See  Exhibit  1. 

 They  first  learned  of  these  proceedings  on  October  19,  2026,  when  they  entered  their  alien 

 registration  numbers  into  the  EOIR  Automated  Case  Information  System  and  found  that  an  in 

 absentia  order had been entered against the entire family on April 30, 2026.  See  Exhibit 1. 

 Upon  information  available,  the  Notice  to  Appear  and  any  notice  of  hearing  are  presumed 

 to  have  been  mailed  to  655  Old  County  Road,  Apt.  127,  Belmont,  CA  94002,  the  last  address 

 informed  in  asylum  proceedings.  The  Respondents  have  not  yet  had  access  to  the  Record  of 

 Proceedings;  accordingly,  this  argument  is  presented  based  on  the  information  currently  available. 

 If  the  record,  however,  reflects  that  notice  was  sent  to  a  different  address,  such  notice  was  likewise 

 defective, as the address used did not reflect the Respondents’ actual address at the time. 



 What  is  certain  is  that  Respondents  had  left  the  Belmont  address  on  December  20,  2024, 

 more  than  a  year  before  that  letter  to  withdraw  the  asylum  application  was  prepared  by  SI  Imigra. 

 From  December  20,  2024,  until  April  7,  2026,  they  lived  at  760  Bounty  Drive,  Apt.  6001,  Foster 

 City,  CA  94404,  and  since  April  7,  2026,  they  have  lived  at  766  Edgewater  Blvd.,  Apt.  100,  Foster 

 City,  CA  94404.  See  Exhibit  1  and  12.  All  changes  of  address  were  reported  to  SI  Imigra,  who 

 falsely  reported  to  have  updated  addresses  with  USCIS.  The  Respondents  were,  therefore,  under 

 the  good-faith  belief  that  their  address  on  file  with  immigration  authorities  was  current.  See 

 Exhibit  1.  Critically,  an  Application  to  Extend/Change  Nonimmigrant  Status  (Form  I-539)  was 

 filed  in  January  2026,  listing  760  Bounty  Drive  as  the  Respondents’  address.  See  Exhibit  9.  Thus, 

 USCIS  had  this  address  in  its  records  before  the  commencement  of  removal  proceedings, 

 particularly  at  a  time  when  the  asylum  application  was  no  longer  pending.  A  reasonable  effort  to 

 ensure  compliance  with  the  statutory  service  requirements  would  have  included  verifying  the 

 address  already  on  the  aliens’  file  and  mailing  the  notice  to  that  address.  Nonetheless,  they  attest 

 to having received no mail at any address.  See  Exhibit 1. 

 2. The Address of Service Was Not the Last Address Provided by Respondents 

 The  rule  announced  in  DIJI  turns  on  the  address  “the  alien  has  provided.”  30  I&N  Dec.  at 

 11;  see  INA  §  239(c)  (service  by  mail  is  sufficient  upon  proof  of  attempted  delivery  to  “the  last 

 address  provided  by  the  alien”).  That  rule  presupposes  that  the  address  on  file  reflects  the  alien’s 

 own  choice,  which  the  alien  can  correct  by  updating  it.  The  Belmont  address  in  this  record  reflects 

 no such choice. 

 Ms.  Isaac  obtained  the  credentials  to  Respondents’  USCIS  online  account  and  was  the 

 only  person  accessing  it.  On  October,  2025,  Ms.  Martins  confirmed  the  family’s  current  Foster 

 City  address,  which  she  had  previously  provided,  and  expressly  instructed  Ms.  Isaac  to  proceed 

 with  updating  the  address.  Mrs.  Martins  was  assured  that  the  update  had  been  completed.  See 

 Exhibit  1.  Ms.  Isaac’s  word  is  all  the  Respondents  can  account  for  the  change  of  address,  as  the 

 access  to  the  USCIS  account  remains  with  the  group  solely.  SI  Imigra  then  prepared  the 

 withdrawal  letter  in  English,  a  language  neither  Mrs.  Moreira  nor  Ms.  Martins  reads,  inserted  the 

 Belmont  address  that  the  family  had  left  more  than  a  year  earlier,  and  presented  the  letter  to  Mr. 

 Moreira  for  signature  without  explaining  its  contents  or  reading  it  to  them  in  a  language  they 

 comprehend.  See  Exhibits 1 and 7. 

 An  address  inserted  by  a  third  party,  contrary  to  the  respondents’  express  instructions, 

 into  a  document  they  could  not  read,  is  not  an  address  “provided  by  the  alien”  in  any  meaningful 

 sense.  Respondents  did  what  the  statutory  scheme  expects  of  a  person  in  their  position:  they  gave 



 their  current  address  to  the  person  handling  their  immigration  matters,  who  controlled  their  USCIS 

 account,  and  they  affirmatively  demanded  her  to  update  it.  The  Government  should  not  be 

 permitted to rely on an address that resulted from that person’s fraud. 

 Moreover,  and  critically,  DHS  failed  to  provide  statutory  notice  because  the  Notice  to 

 Appear  was  not  sent  to  the  most  recent  address  provided  by  Respondents.  On  January  22,  2026, 

 after  the  asylum  application  was  withdrawn  as  the  result  of  this  fraudulent  scheme  and  prior  to  the 

 issuance  of  the  Notice  to  Appear,  USCIS  received  a  Form  I-539  listing  a  different  mailing  address 

 for  Respondents.  See  Exhibit  9.  When  removal  proceedings  were  initiated  on  or  about  March  13, 

 2026,  Respondents  were  residing  at  760  Bounty  Drive,  Apt.  6001,  Foster  City,  CA  94404,  where 

 they  continued  to  live  until  April  2026,  as  provided  to  USCIS,  yet  they  received  no  notice  of  the 

 proceedings.  See  Exhibit  1.  And  to  the  extent  the  Notice  to  Appear  was  issued  after  that  date  and 

 mailed  to  Belmont,  it  was  not  mailed  to  the  most  recent  address  in  DHS’s  possession,  and  it  does 

 not satisfy even the standard announced in  DIJI  . 

 3. Respondents Have Rebutted Any Presumption of Delivery 

 Every  factor  identified  in  M-R-A-  supports  Respondents.  Both  adult  Respondents  have 

 submitted  sworn  affidavits  attesting  that  they  never  received  any  notice  of  these  proceedings,  and 

 those  declarations  are  corroborated  by  proof  of  residence,  by  contemporaneous  WhatsApp 

 messages,  and  by  USCIS  records.  See  24  I&N  Dec.  at  674.  See  also  Exhibits  1-12.  This  is 

 precisely  what  the  respondent  in  DIJI  failed  to  offer:  there,  the  motion  contained  only  statements 

 of counsel, without any affidavit from the respondent or his family. 30 I&N Dec. at 14. 

 Respondents  also  had  every  incentive  to  appear.  They  affirmatively  applied  for  asylum  in 

 September  2023,  which  was  withdrawn  as  a  product  of  deception  and  manipulation,  as 

 Respondents  were  led  to  believe  this  was  a  necessary  path  to  regularize  their  status  in  the  United 

 States.  See  Exhibits  1  and  7.  Following  the  asylum  application,  they  remained  actively  engaged 

 with  USCIS  throughout  2025  and  2026,  including  through  a  Form  I-539.  They  believed  they  held, 

 or  were  about  to  obtain,  lawful  status.  See  Exhibits  1,  4  and  9.  A  family  in  that  position  has  no 

 reason  to  avoid  a  hearing,  and  every  reason  to  attend  one.  See  Salta  ,  314  F.3d  at  1079;  Chete 

 Juarez v. Ashcroft,  376 F.3d 944, 948 (9th Cir. 2004). 

 Finally,  Respondents  acted  with  diligence  as  soon  as  they  learned  of  the  order.  Within 

 only  days  of  discovering  it  on  October  19,  2026,  they  consulted  undersigned  counsel,  filed  a  Form 

 AR-11  with  their  current  address,  and  assembled  the  evidence  submitted  with  this  motion,  which 

 is filed only days after their discovery. 



 5. The Notice Was Not Reasonably Calculated to Reach Respondents 

 Even  if  the  statutory  requirements  were  met,  the  notice  here  did  not  satisfy  due  process. 

 Mullane  ,  339  U.S.  at  314;  Rivera-Valdes  ,  157  F.4th  978.  Respondents  do  not  know  whether  the 

 notices  mailed  to  Belmont  were  returned  as  undeliverable.  If  they  were,  DHS  knew  that  its  efforts 

 had  failed,  and  other  practicable  means  of  reaching  Respondents  were  readily  available:  the 

 withdrawal  letter  on  which  DHS  relied  lists  a  telephone  number  and  an  e-mail  address,  and  USCIS 

 held  a  separate,  more  recent  address  for  the  family  deriving  from  their  I-539  Application.  DHS  did 

 not  verify  the  address  already  available  in  USCIS  records  and,  thus,  did  not  pursue  an  available 

 and  practicable  path  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  statutory  notice  requirements.  Nothing 

 available  to  Respondents  suggests  that  DHS  took  any  of  these  additional  steps.  See  Rivera-Valdes  , 

 157  F.4th  978;  Chamorro  Castillo  ,  30  I&N  Dec.  at  172;  Jones  v.  Flowers,  547  U.S.  220,  230 

 (2006)  (“the  government's  knowledge  that  notice  pursuant  to  the  normal  procedure  was  ineffective 

 triggered an obligation on the government's part to take additional steps to effect notice”). 

 6. DHS Cannot Rely on Any Purported Failure by Respondents to Appear or Update 

 Their Address, Because Respondents Were 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).  Respondents  could  not  meaningfully 

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

 were never properly notified. 

 The  duty  to  update  one’s  address  is  triggered  by  receipt  of  the  NTA.  INA  §  239(a)(1)(F) 

 conditions  the  obligation  on  the  respondent  having  been  “given”  the  required  notice.  However, 

 Respondents  never  received  the  NTA.  See  Exhibit  1.  Because  Respondents  ever  received  the  NTA, 

 they  were  never  informed  that  removal  proceedings  had  been  initiated,  never  advised  of  the 

 existence  of  an  Immigration  Court  docket  in  their  names,  and  never  informed  that  any  obligation 

 to  file  Form  EOIR-33  existed.  Respondents  cannot  be  charged  with  failing  to  satisfy  an  obligation 

 that, as a practical matter, was never meaningfully communicated to them. 



 7. The Minor Respondent Was Not Properly Served 

 Theo  Moreira  Martins  is  eight  years  old.  See  Exhibit  1.  Because  he  was  under  14  when 

 these  proceedings  began,  service  upon  him  had  to  be  made  “upon  the  person  with  whom  the  .  .  . 

 minor  resides.”  8  C.F.R.  §  103.8(c)(2)(ii).  Theo  has  resided  with  his  parents  in  Foster  City  since 

 December  2024.  Accordingly,  to  the  extent  any  notice  failed  to  reach  the  lead  Respondent,  it 

 likewise failed to reach Theo. 

 DHS’s  failure  to  properly  serve  the  NTA  upon  Theo’s  parents—the  persons  with  whom 

 he  resided—precludes  a  finding  that  statutory  notice  was  properly  provided  to  this  minor 

 Respondent.  Moreover,  an  eight-year-old  child  cannot  reasonably  be  held  responsible  for 

 complying  with  address-reporting  obligations  or  held  accountable  for  a  third  party’s  misconduct  in 

 proceedings he was too young to understand. 

 B.  In  the  Alternative,  Respondents’  Failure  to  Appear  Resulted  from  Exceptional 
 Circumstances Under INA § 240(b)(5)(C)(i) 

 1. This Motion Is Timely 

 The  in  absentia  order  was  entered  on  April  30,  2026.  This  motion  is  filed  on  October  27, 

 2026, within 180 days of that order. INA § 240(b)(5)(C)(i). 

 2. Respondents Were the Victims of a Fraud Scheme That Prevented Them from 

 Learning of These Proceedings 

 Respondents  do  not  bring  a  claim  of  ineffective  assistance  of  counsel.  Their  claim  is 

 different:  a  third  party  carried  out  a  deliberate  fraud  scheme  against  them,  using  a  fabricated 

 USCIS  record,  false  reports  of  approval,  control  of  their  USCIS  account,  and  the  diversion  of  their 

 immigration  correspondence.  That  scheme  caused  both  the  initiation  of  these  proceedings  and 

 Respondents’ ignorance of them. 

 The scheme unfolded in a series of steps, each documented in the record: 

 (a)  In  January  2025,  Ms.  Isaac  and  her  company,  SI  Imigra  Group,  persuaded 

 Respondents  to  pursue  a  “retroactive”  change  of  status  to  F-1  for  Ms.  Martins,  to  be 

 followed  by  an  EB-2  National  Interest  Waiver  petition.  Ms.  Isaac  described  herself  as 

 a  paralegal  but  represented  that  qualified  attorneys  on  her  team  directed  the  strategy 

 for each case.  See  Exhibit 1, 4 and 10. 



 (b)  For  months,  Ms.  Isaac  evaded  Respondents’  repeated  requests  for  proof  of  filing.  She 

 then  sent  Ms.  Martins  a  purported  USCIS  document  bearing  Receipt  No. 

 LIN2518650997,  announcing  that  the  application  had  been  approved  on  July  9,  2025. 

 USCIS  later  informed  Ms.  Martins  that  this  receipt  number  was  not  associated  with 

 her. The approval was fabricated using another person’s case.  See  Exhibits 1, 5-6. 

 (c)  Relying  on  the  fabricated  approval,  Ms.  Isaac  and  an  individual  introduced  to 

 Respondents  as  an  attorney,  “Dr.  Louise,”  told  them  in  a  video  call  that  withdrawing 

 their  pending  asylum  application  was  the  necessary  course  because  they  already  held 

 an  approved  F-1,  and  they  could  not  maintain  that  pending  application.  Mr.  Moreira 

 was  induced  into  signing  a  document  in  a  language  he  did  not  comprehend, 

 requesting  withdrawal  of  that  application  and  presenting  an  incorrect  mailing 

 address.  See  Exhibits 1 and 7. 

 (d)  SI  Imigra  obtained  the  credentials  to  Respondents’  USCIS  online  account,  received 

 Respondents’  current  address  and  their  repeated  instructions  to  update  it,  and  assured 

 them  it  would  do  so.  As  the  records  indicate,  the  requested  update  was  never 

 completed.  See  Exhibit 1. 

 (e)  USCIS  confirmed  that  the  approved  receipt  number  belonged  to  someone  else, 

 leaving  no  room  for  doubt  of  the  manufacturing  of  the  government  document  sent  to 

 the  Respondents.  Upon  discovering  this  fraudulent  scheme,  Respondents  sought  the 

 appropriate law enforcement authorities and filed a police report. 

 These  are  circumstances  beyond  Respondents’  control  within  the  meaning  of  INA  § 

 240(e)(1).  See  Singh  v.  INS,  295  F.3d  1037,  1038-40  (9th  Cir.2002)  ;  Chete  Juarez  v.  Ashcroft,  376 

 F.3d  944,  948  (9th  Cir.  2004)  (a  motion  to  reopen  may  be  supported  by  exceptional  circumstances 

 even  when  the  failure  to  appear  was  the  result  of  unexceptional  circumstances).  Respondents  did 

 not  neglect  their  case.  They  paid  for  professional  help,  demanded  proof  of  filing,  asked  repeatedly 

 that  their  address  be  updated,  and  questioned  the  decision  to  withdraw  their  asylum  application. 

 What  defeated  them  was  not  their  own  inattention,  but  a  fabricated  government  record  that  a 

 layperson  who  reads  no  English  had  no  means  to  detect.  The  fraud  became  apparent  only  after  the 

 order was entered and Respondents were provided with proper legal assistance. 

 3. Matter of K-K-U-J- Does Not Control 

 In  Matter  of  K-K-U-J-  ,  the  Board  found  no  exceptional  circumstances  where  the 

 respondent  claimed  to  have  followed  the  advice  of  an  individual  who  was  not  an  attorney  and  had 



 not  held  himself  out  as  one,  and  where  the  respondent  had  himself  signed  and  filed  motions  as  a 

 pro  se  litigant  that  made  no  mention  of  that  individual.  30  I&N  Dec.  at  82.  The  Board  concluded 

 that the claimed reliance on that advice was unreasonable.  Id. 

 This  case  is  fundamentally  different.  Respondents  do  not  claim  that  they  missed  a  hearing 

 because  someone  advised  them  not  to  attend;  they  never  knew  a  hearing  existed.  Nor  is  this  a  case 

 of  poor  advice.  It  is  a  case  of  affirmative  fraud:  the  fabrication  of  a  USCIS  approval  using  another 

 person’s  receipt  number,  the  diversion  of  official  correspondence,  and  the  false  reassurances  that 

 continued  until  one  week  before  the  order  was  entered.  Respondents’  reliance  was  reasonable.  The 

 fabricated  record  appeared  genuine,  the  decision  to  withdraw  the  asylum  application  was 

 presented  to  them  by  individuals  introduced  as  attorneys,  and  a  genuine  USCIS  receipt  notice 

 issued in January 2026 reinforced their belief that their case was proceeding. 

 This  case  falls  squarely  within  the  standard  articulated  in  Lopez  v.  Immigration  & 

 Naturalization  Serv.  ,  184  F.3d  1097  (9th  Cir.  1999),  where  an  unauthorized  practitioner  misled  the 

 Respondents  into  believing  they  had  retained  a  licensed  attorney  and  affirmatively  reinforced  that 

 false  impression.  Reliance  on  the  deficient  advice  or  misconstrued  wrongful  information  of  an 

 attorney  (or  of  a  person  posing  as  an  attorney)’s  agent  is  reasonable  as  to  meet  the  statutory 

 standard  of  "exceptional  circumstances".  See  Monjaraz-Munoz  v.  INS  ,  327  F.3d  892,  897-98  (9th 

 Cir.2003). 

 4. The Totality of the Circumstances Compels Rescission 

 Under  Singh  ,  the  Court  must  weigh  all  relevant  circumstances.  117  F.4th  at  1150–51. 

 Here,  those  circumstances  include  the  deliberate  fraud  described  above;  Respondents’  lack  of 

 English;  their  good-faith  engagement  with  the  immigration  system  since  2023;  the  absence  of  any 

 motive  to  avoid  the  hearing;  their  prompt  action  after  discovering  the  order;  the  merits  of  their 

 underlying  claim  for  protection  (Section  VIII  below);  and  the  consequences  of  the  order  for  a 

 family that includes an eight-year-old child and a U.S.-citizen daughter. 

 Furthermore,  whether  the  respondent  had  any  motive  to  avoid  the  hearing  is  a  relevant 

 consideration.  Chete  Juarez  v.  Ashcroft  ,  376  F.3d  944,  948  (9th  Cir.  2004).  Similarly,  here, 

 Respondents  had  no  reason  to  abscond  and  every  reason  to  appear:  every  move  described  in  this 

 motion  and  every  interaction  with  the  immigration  system  has  been  with  the  sole  intent  of 

 regularizing  their  status.  They  are  committed  to  following  the  lawful  paths  for  protection  and  have 

 a  viable  prima  facie  claim  for  asylum,  in  addition  to  the  pending  Form  I-539.  This  should  be 

 weighed favorably for the Respondents. 



 Taken  together,  these  circumstances  establish  that  Respondents’  failure  to  appear  was  the 

 product of exceptional circumstances beyond their control. 

 C. The Due Process Clause Independently Requires Rescission 

 Although  the  statutory  notice  defect  and  demonstrated  extraordinary  circumstances  are 

 sufficient  to  require  rescission,  the  circumstances  here  also  reflect  a  violation  of  Respondents’ 

 constitutional  due  process  rights.  The  Fifth  Amendment  guarantees  that  no  person  shall  be 

 deprived  of  liberty  without  due  process  of  law.  Removal  is  a  severe  sanction  that  implicates  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).  Mailing  a 

 hearing notice to an address at which Respondents no longer resided does not suffice due process. 

 Ordering  Respondents  removed  in  absentia  under  these  circumstances,  without  actual 

 notice  of  any  kind,  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. In the Alternative, the Court Should Reopen These Proceedings  Sua Sponte 

 Should  the  Court  find  that  neither  statutory  ground  is  satisfied,  it  should  exercise  its 

 authority  to  reopen  these  proceedings  sua  sponte  .  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(1).  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). 

 The  totality  of  circumstances  here  presents  precisely  such  a  case:  (1)  the  scheme  of 

 immigration  fraud  that  victimized  Respondents  compromised  their  statutory  rights  and  directly 

 caused  their  failure  to  receive  actual  notice  of  proceedings;  (2)  Respondents  exercised  unwavering 

 diligence  in  pursuing  their  legal  rights  and  seeking  reopening  immediately  upon  discovering  prior 

 misconduct  and  the  existence  of  the  removal  order;  (3)  Respondents  have  demonstrated  prima 

 facie  eligibility  for  relief  from  removal,  supported  by  their  Form  I-589  initially  submitted  with 

 USCIS,  pursuant  to  8  C.F.R.  §  1003.23(b)(3),  see  Exhibit  2;  and  (4)  possesses  profound, 

 long-standing  familial,  community,  and  equitable  ties  to  the  United  States  that  heavily  outweigh 

 any administrative interest in finality. 



 This  is  not  a  request  to  cure  a  filing  defect.  See  Matter  of  J-J-  ,  21  I&N  Dec.  976,  984 

 (BIA  1997).  It  is  a  request  to  remedy  an  order  entered  against  a  family  that  was  deceived,  through 

 a  fabricated  government  record,  into  abandoning  a  pending  asylum  application  and  was  then  kept 

 unaware  of  the  proceedings  that  followed.  A  family  deprived  of  its  day  in  court  by  criminal  fraud 

 presents  the  kind  of  truly  exceptional  situation  for  which  this  authority  exists.  See  K-K-U-J-  ,  30 

 I&N  Dec.  at  82.  Accordingly,  this  Court  should  exercise  its  broad  discretion  to  reopen  proceedings 

 s  ua sponte  to prevent a fundamental miscarriage of justice. 

 VIII. RESPONDENTS’ UNDERLYING CLAIM AND EQUITIES 

 Respondents  seek  reopening  in  order  to  renew  their  applications  for  asylum,  withholding 

 of removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture.  See  Exhibit 3. 

 Respondents  have  lived  in  the  United  States  since  January  2020  and  have  no  criminal 

 history  in  the  United  States  or  in  Brazil.  Their  daughter,  Alice,  is  a  U.S.  citizen,  born  in  Oakland, 

 California,  on  May  20,  2022.  Their  son,  Theo,  is  eight  years  old,  attends  school,  and  is  fluent  in 

 English;  he  is  currently  being  evaluated  by  his  school  and  medical  specialists  for  a  possible 

 attention-related  condition.  Since  2023,  the  family  has  been  active  members  of  Catedral  da 

 Família,  where  they  volunteer  in  support  of  the  congregation’s  services  and  events.  See  Exhibit  1. 

 These  equities,  together  with  the  fraud  described  above  and  Respondents’  prompt  and  diligent 

 response to it, strongly support reopening. 

 IX. CONCLUSION 

 Respondents  never  received  notice  of  these  proceedings.  The  address  on  which  the 

 Government  apparently  relied  was  inserted,  without  their  knowledge  and  against  their  instructions, 

 by  a  third  party  who  had  deceived  them  with  a  fabricated  USCIS  approval  and  who  controlled 

 their  immigration  correspondence.  Respondents  have  rebutted  any  presumption  of  delivery,  and 

 the  minor  Respondent  was  never  served  as  the  regulations  require.  Rescission  is  therefore  required 

 under  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(ii).  Independently,  the  fraud  scheme  that  caused  Respondents’  failure  to 

 appear  constitutes  exceptional  circumstances  under  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(i),  and  this  timely  motion 

 should  be  granted  on  that  basis  as  well.  At  a  minimum,  the  Court  should  reopen  these  proceedings 

 sua  sponte  .  Respondents  reserve  the  right  to  supplement  this  motion  upon  receipt  of  the  record  of 

 proceedings. 

 X. RELIEF REQUESTED 

 WHEREFORE, Respondents respectfully request that this Honorable Court: 



 1.  Rescind  the  in  absentia  orders  of  removal  entered  against  Macley  Alves  Moreira, 

 Alessandra Moreira Martins, and Theo Moreira Martins on April 30, 2026; 

 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  INA  §  240(b)(5)(C)(i)  or  8  C.F.R. 

 § 1003.23(b)(1); 

 3.  Recognize  the  automatic  stay  of  removal  pending  disposition  of  this  motion, 

 pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 1003.23(b)(4)(ii); 

 4.  Schedule  a  master  calendar  hearing  at  which  Respondents  may  renew  their 

 applications  for  asylum,  withholding  of  removal,  and  protection  under  the 

 Convention Against Torture; and 

 5.  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 Respondents 
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Exhibit 1



 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
 EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR IMMIGRATION REVIEW 

 IMMIGRATION COURT, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

 DECLARATION OF ALESSANDRA MOREIRA MARTINS 
 A-NUMBER 242-211-333 

 IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO RESCIND IN ABSENTIA ORDERS OF REMOVAL 
 AND REOPEN REMOVAL PROCEEDINGS 

 I, Alessandra Moreira Martins, declare as follows: 

 1.  My  name  is  Alessandra  Moreira  Martins,  I  am  44  years  old  and  I  was  born  on 

 12/15/1981 in the city of Goiânia, state of Goiás, Brazil. 

 2.  I  make  this  declaration  in  support  of  the  motion  to  rescind  the  in  absentia  orders  of 

 removal  entered  on  04/30/2026  against  me,  my  husband,  Macley  Alves  Moreira 

 (A242-211-332),  and  our  son,  Theo  Moreira  Martins  (A242-211-334),  and  to  reopen 

 our proceedings. 

 3.  I  have  been  married  to  Macley  Alves  Moreira  since  11/29/2014.  We  have  two 

 children.  Theo,  born  on  04/06/2018  in  Goiânia,  Brazil  and  Alice,  born  on  05/20/2022 

 in Oakland, California. 

 4.  We  entered  the  United  States  on  01/19/2020  in  Miami  with  tourist  visas  and  remained 

 beyond our authorized stay. 

 5.  On  August  15,  2023,  represented  by  HS  Law  Firm,  my  husband  filed  a  Form  I-589 

 (Application  for  Asylum  and  for  Withholding  of  Removal)  due  to  the  persecution  we 

 suffered  in  Brazil,  and  the  inability  of  the  Brazilian  State  to  protect  us.  Since  then, 

 none of us has left the United States. 

 6.  USCIS  received  the  application  on  09/15/2023  under  receipt  number 

 LGL2390078724. Theo and I were included as derivatives. 

 7.  On 10/16/2023 we attended our biometrics appointment at USCIS San Francisco. 

 8.  When  the  asylum  application  was  filed,  we  lived  at  655  Old  County  Road,  Apt  127, 

 Belmont, CA 94002. That was the address listed on the application. 

 9.  In  October  2025  we  stopped  working  with  HS  Law,  by  mutual  agreement.  On 

 11/13/2025 a motion to withdraw as counsel was filed with USCIS. 

 10.  On  11/18/2025,  HS  Law  provided  us  with  all  the  documents  regarding  our  asylum 

 application, along with instructions to ensure our address was updated with USCIS. 



 11.  On  12/20/2024  we  moved  from  Belmont  to  760  Bounty  Dr  #6001,  Foster  City,  CA 

 94404.  Then,  on  04/07/2026,  we  moved  to  766  Edgewater  Blvd  #100,  Foster  City,  CA 

 94404,  where  we  have  continuously  lived  since.  Since  12/20/2024  we  have  not  lived 

 in Belmont and have not received mail at that address. 

 12.  None of us has any criminal record in the United States or any other country. 

 13.  I  met  Stefany  Isaac,  of  the  company  SI  Imigra  Group,  through  my  niece  in  January 

 2025.  She  had  consulted  with  Stefany  regarding  her  student  visa.  Stefany  presented 

 herself  as  a  paralegal;  however,  she  implied  she  worked  at  a  law  office  and  responded 

 to  licensed  attorneys.  She  even  introduced  members  of  her  team  as  Dra.  Louise  and 

 Dra.  Fernanda,  which  is  how  we  call  lawyers  in  Brazil.  When  I  spoke  with  Louise  and 

 Fernanda, they presented themselves as attorneys. 

 14.  I  believed  I  had  retained  a  law  firm  to  handle  my  case  and  understood  that  Stefany 

 worked  with  attorneys.  I  genuinely  believed  that  my  case  was  being  handled  by 

 licensed attorneys. 

 15.  We  initiated  contact  with  Ms.  Isaac  regarding  the  possibility  of  arranging  an  EB-2 

 NIW  visa.  She  suggested  we  applied  for  a  change  of  a  status  to  an  F-1,  and  presented 

 it  as  the  best  path  for  us.  She  told  me  that  she  could  restore  our  status  retroactively, 

 obtain F-1 student status for me and my dependents, and, later, an EB-2 NIW. 

 16.  Therefore,  on  01/28/2025  I  signed  a  contract  with  SI  Imigra  titled  "Contrato 

 Retroativo  +  F1"  ("Retroactive  +  F1  Contract").  The  agreement  was  written  entirely  in 

 English.  Even  though  neither  my  husband  nor  I  speak  English,  we  relied  on  Ms.  Isaac, 

 believing  we  would  be  acquiring  good  legal  representation.  I  paid  SI  Imigra  a  total  of 

 $3,358 so far. 

 17.  On  04/15/2025  Ms.  Isaac  wrote  to  me  that  she  had  received  all  my  personal 

 documents  and  her  team  was  finishing  my  process,  and  would  soon  file  it.  She  also 

 affirmed that they would let me know when USCIS issued a receipt. 

 18.  After  a  few  days,  I  kept  asking  her  if  she  had  any  news  regarding  my  process,  to 

 which  I  received  no  answer.  Later,  on  04/26/2025,  she  wrote  that  she  was  waiting  for 

 the "tracking number" to send to me. 

 19.  On  05/27/2025  I  told  her  that  I  had  never  received  any  document  and  asked  for  the 

 filing  number.  She  replied  that  the  cases  were  handled  by  mail,  which  may  take  longer 

 for an answer. 

 20.  After  much  insistence  on  my  part,  on  05/30/2025  she  sent  me  a  link  to  a  case-tracking 

 app called "Case Tracker for USCIS & NVC," but not a case number. 



 21.  On  06/12/2025  I  again  asked  for  proof  of  filing,  and  she  replied  saying  that  they  filed 

 on April 23. 

 22.  However,  even  after  multiple  attempts  to  receive  proof  that  they  were  carefully 

 handling  my  case,  I  did  not  initially  received  from  SI  Imigra  a  USCIS  receipt,  a  case 

 number, or a copy of anything that was supposedly filed. 

 23.  Thus,  on  June  17,  2025,  Ms.  Isaac  provided  me  with  an  Approval  Notice  bearing 

 receipt  number  LIN2518650997  and  my  name.  When  I  subsequently  checked  the 

 status  of  that  receipt  number  on  July  15,  2025,  the  website  displayed  “Case  Was 

 Approved”  and  stated  that  USCIS  had  approved  a  Form  I-539,  Application  to 

 Extend/Change  Nonimmigrant  Status,  on  July  9,  2025.  I  then  sent  Ms.  Isaac  a  message 

 asking  about  this,  and  she  confirmed  that  my  F-1  status  had  indeed  been  approved  on 

 July  9  and  that  my  husband  and  son  were  my  dependents  and  were  included  in  my 

 case.  I  asked  whether  USCIS  had  requested  any  additional  documentation  or 

 interviews,  or  whether  the  application  had  simply  been  approved  automatically.  She 

 assured me that everything was fine and that my status had been regularized. 

 24.  I  believed  her.  Ms.  Isaac  asked  me  to  record  a  video  when  the  letter  arrived  and  to  give 

 a  testimonial.  I  took  part  in  a  live  broadcast  with  SI  Imigra.  Before  the  broadcast  she 

 sent  me  the  questions,  including:  "What  was  it  like  when  you  received  the  news  of  the 

 approval?"  The  broadcast  was  published  on  the  Instagram  account  @siimmigration 

 under  the  title  "Live  de  RETROATIVO!"  I  participated  because  I  believed,  in  good 

 faith, that our case had been approved. 

 25.  The  approval  letter  never  arrived.  On  07/29/2025  Ms.  Isaac  said  they  would  request 

 the  physical  copy  and  asked  me  whether  I  had  the  receipt  number.  On  08/18/2025, 

 when  I  complained  that  nothing  had  arrived,  she  said  that  waiting  45  days  for  a 

 "second copy” was normal. 

 26.  Ms.  Isaac  specifically  told  me  that  we  should  request  the  withdrawal  (“archiving”)  of 

 our  asylum  application  and  that,  as  soon  as  the  EB-2  NIW  was  approved,  they  would 

 cancel  the  F-1  too.  To  facilitate  this,  on  08/18/2025,  she  asked  for  access  to  our 

 MyUSCIS  account  to  analyze  the  asylum  case,  stating  that  Dr.  Louise  would  access 

 the account with me. 

 27.  I  met  with  Dra.  Louise  to  discuss  the  asylum  strategy,  and  she  assured  me  that  the  best 

 course  of  action  would  be  to  request  the  withdrawal  of  my  asylum  application  because 

 my  F-1  visa  had  been  approved  and  it  would  not  be  advisable  to  keep  the  asylum 

 application pending. 



 28.  In  mid-October  2025,  our  attorneys  at  HS  Law  contacted  me  regarding  mail  they  had 

 received.  On  10/17/2025,  they  notified  me  of  an  immigration  notice  addressed  to  my 

 husband,  which  they  forwarded  to  me  the  following  day  (the  $100  annual  asylum  fee 

 notice). 

 29.  I  immediately  forwarded  all  of  HS  Law’s  communications  and  documents  to  Ms. 

 Isaac.  When  I  asked  how  to  pay  the  fee,  she  replied  that  her  office  would  mail  it  along 

 with the asylum withdrawal request, assuring me there would be no interview. 

 30.  During  these  October  conversations,  I  explicitly  informed  Ms.  Isaac  that  we  had 

 moved.  I  provided  our  updated  address  (760  Bounty  Dr  #6001,  Foster  City,  CA 

 94404),  fully  understanding  and  relying  on  the  fact  that  SI  Imigra,  who  was  now 

 managing  our  case  and  USCIS  account,  would  file  the  necessary  address  updates  with 

 immigration.  When  I  inquired  Ms.  Isaac  about  it,  she  assured  me  that  the  address  was 

 updated in my account. 

 31.  Again,  I  genuinely  believed  that  all  my  information  was  correct  and  updated  with 

 immigration, and she continuously reassured me of that. 

 32.  They  did  not  explain  that  withdrawing  the  asylum  application  could  result  in  the 

 issuance  of  a  Notice  to  Appear  (NTA)  requiring  them  to  appear  before  an  immigration 

 court.  I  was  only  told  that,  in  most  cases,  they  simply  close  the  case  and  that, 

 sometimes,  they  do  not  even  send  any  document  notifying  the  applicant  that  the  case 

 has been closed. 

 33.  On  01/07/2026  my  husband  signed  the  asylum  withdrawal  letter  that  SI  Imigra 

 prepared.  The  letter  is  in  English  and  we  do  not  read  or  speak  English.  No  one  read  or 

 translated  the  letter  to  us.  The  reasons  stated  in  the  letter  were  written  by  SI  Imigra, 

 not  by  us,  and,  because  in  good  faith  we  trusted  Ms.  Isaac,  we  signed  it  believing  our 

 immigration status was taken care of. 

 34.  We  did  not  know  that  the  letter  asked  that  all  correspondence  be  sent  to  the  Belmont 

 address,  where  we  had  not  lived  since  December  2024.  SI  Imigra's  secretary  told  me 

 that the letter would be sent by mail. We did not mail the letter ourselves. 

 35.  After  that,  SI  Imigra  continued  to  tell  us  that  our  case  was  proceeding  normally.  On 

 04/23/2026  SI  Imigra  sent  me  an  email  titled  "Opinion  regarding  your  Retroactive  + 

 F1  case."  It  stated  that  the  application  had  been  received  online  on  04/04/2025,  that 

 they  had  received  a  Form  I-797  on  01/30/2026,  and  that  approval  could  take  8  to  12 

 months.  This  contradicted  what  Ms.  Isaac  had  told  me  in  July  2025,  that  the  case  had 



 already  been  approved,  and  what  she  told  me  in  June  2025,  that  it  had  been  filed  on 

 April 23. 

 36.  Shortly  after,  we  received  copies  of  USCIS  receipt  notices  showing  that  a  Form  I-539 

 listing  me  as  the  applicant,  and  my  husband  as  the  co-applicant,  was  received  by 

 USCIS  only  on  01/22/2026,  under  receipt  number  YSC2690015999,  and  that  USCIS 

 mailed those notices to SI Imigra's office. 

 37.  We  then  contacted  the  USCIS  Contact  Center  to  ask  about  the  status  of  our  F-1 

 application.  During  the  call,  I  asked  whether  USCIS  could  provide  a  duplicate  of  the 

 previous  approval  notice,  under  receipt  number  LIN2518650997.  The  representative 

 told  us  that  my  name  was  not  associated  with  that  receipt  number.  I  questioned 

 Stefany’s  office  about  this,  and  she  told  me  that,  when  a  new  case  is  filed,  they  reuse 

 the old receipt number and that it then becomes associated with another person. 

 38.  Ms.  Isaac  falsely  alleged  that  this  new  receipt  referred  to  a  necessity  of  refiling  due  to 

 the delays of receiving the physical copy of the approval. 

 39.  Discovering  that  the  approval  notice  provided  by  SI  Imigra  was  not  associated  with 

 me  or  any  member  of  my  family  exposed  the  full  extent  of  Ms.  Isaac’s  fraud.  But  we 

 initially  believed  her  justification.  We  only  comprehended  the  extent  of  the  fraud  after 

 we  learned  of  the  in  absentia  removal  order  on  October  19,  2026,  when  speaking  with 

 my  current  attorney.  I  then  realized  that  she  had  fabricated  the  document  by  taking 

 another  person’s  approval  notice  and  altering  its  information  to  make  it  appear  as 

 though  it  belonged  to  me.  We  were  never  granted  “retroactive  F1  status”,  as  she  led  us 

 to believe. Actually, we now held no status at all. 

 40.  We  never  received  a  Notice  to  Appear  or  any  hearing  notice  from  the  immigration 

 court.  After  learning  of  the  removal  order,  I  contacted  HS  Law  again  and  then  retained 

 counsel to file this motion. 

 41.  We  did  not  know  that  there  were  proceedings  against  us  in  the  San  Francisco 

 Immigration  Court,  and  we  did  not  know  about  the  hearing  of  04/30/2026.  Had  we 

 known,  we  would  have  appeared.  We  have  always  wanted  to  resolve  our  situation 

 lawfully. 

 42.  I  learned  of  the  removal  order  on  October  19,  2026,  when  we  consulted  the  status  of 

 the  asylum  application  online  and  found  a  notice  had  been  sent  to  us,  but  we  never 

 received  it.  We  then  entered  our  A-numbers  into  the  EOIR  Automated  Case 

 Information  System  and  discovered  an  order  of  removal  had  been  issued  in  our  case. 



 We  immediately  contacted  Attorney  Otvio  and  have  since  sought  help  to  correct  the 

 situation as quickly as possible. 

 43.  I  filed  a  police  report  on  Stefany  Isaac  and  SI  Imigra  Group  on  10/27/2026.  The  police 

 stated  that  they  will  begin  investigating  and  we  shall  have  a  copy  of  the  police  report 

 in about two weeks. 

 44.  Our  intention  is  to  regularize  our  immigration  status.  Our  family  has  lived  in  the 

 United  States  since  2020  and  we  have  done  everything  in  our  power  to  cooperate  and 

 adjust our immigration status. 

 45.  We  have  established  a  stable  and  meaningful  life  in  the  United  States.  We  are  active 

 members  of  our  local  church,  Catedral  da  Família,  where  we  volunteer  and  contribute 

 to the congregation’s services and community events. 

 46.  Over  time,  I  have  also  built  a  strong  support  network  and  meaningful  friendships  here, 

 which  have  become  an  important  part  of  our  lives  and  our  sense  of  belonging  in  the 

 community. 

 47.  My  son  has  grown  up  in  the  United  States,  where  he  is  enrolled  in  school  and  speaks 

 English  fluently  as  his  first  language.  The  United  States  is  the  environment  in  which 

 he  has  developed  his  language  skills,  formed  social  connections,  and  built  his  daily 

 routines.  We  are  also  currently  seeking  professional  guidance  and  treatment  as  he 

 undergoes  an  evaluation  for  ADHD.  Maintaining  stability  and  continuity  in  his 

 education,  social  environment,  and  access  to  appropriate  care  is  especially  important 

 during this time. 

 48.  These  circumstances  underscore  the  deep  roots  we  have  established  in  the  United 

 States  and  the  significant  personal  and  family  hardships  that  disruption  of  our  lives 

 here would cause. We want to remain here, and we want to do it the right way. 

 49.  I  respectfully  ask  the  Court  to  rescind  the  orders  of  removal  and  reopen  our 

 proceedings so that we may appear and present our case. 

 I declare under penalty of perjury that everything stated in this declaration is true and correct. 

 —----------/signature/—------------- 
 _____________________________  Date: 10/27/2026 

 Alessandra Moreira Martins 
 A-Number 242-211-333 



 I,  André  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: October 27, 2026. 



 DEPARTAMENTO DE JUSTIÇA DOS ESTADOS UNIDOS 
 SECRETARIADO EXECUTIVO DE IMIGRAÇÃO 

 CORTE DE IMIGRAÇÃO 

 DECLARAÇÃO DE ALESSANDRA MOREIRA MARTINS 
 NÚMERO DE ESTRANGEIRO A 242-211-333 

 EM APOIO À PETIÇÃO PARA ANULAR AS ORDENS DE DEPORTAÇÃO IN 
 ABSENTIA E REABRIR O PROCESSO DE DEPORTAÇÃO 

 Eu, Alessandra Moreira Martins, declaro o seguinte: 

 1.  Meu  nome  é  Alessandra  Moreira  Martins,  tenho  44  anos  e  nasci  em  15/12/1981  na 

 cidade de Goiânia, estado de Goiás, Brasil. 

 2.  Faço  esta  declaração  em  apoio  à  petição  para  anular  as  ordens  de  deportação  in 

 absentia  emitidas  em  30/04/2026  contra  mim,  meu  marido,  Macley  Alves  Moreira 

 (A242-211-332),  e  nosso  filho,  Theo  Moreira  Martins  (A242-211-334),  e  para  reabrir 

 nosso processo. 

 3.  Sou  casada  com  Macley  Alves  Moreira  desde  29/11/2014.  Temos  dois  filhos.  Theo, 

 nascido  em  06/04/2018  em  Goiânia,  Brasil,  e  Alice,  nascida  em  20/05/2022  em 

 Oakland, Califórnia. 

 4.  Entramos  nos  Estados  Unidos  em  19/01/2020,  por  Miami,  com  vistos  de  turista,  e 

 permanecemos além do nosso período de estadia autorizada. 

 5.  Em  15  de  agosto  de  2023,  representados  pelo  escritório  HS  Law  Firm,  meu  marido 

 apresentou  o  Formulário  I-589  (Pedido  de  Asilo  e  Suspensão  de  Deportação)  devido  à 

 perseguição  que  sofremos  no  Brasil  e  à  incapacidade  do  Estado  brasileiro  de  nos 

 proteger. Desde então, nenhum de nós deixou os Estados Unidos. 

 6.  A  USCIS  recebeu  o  pedido  em  15/09/2023  sob  o  número  de  recibo  LGL2390078724. 

 Theo e eu fomos incluídos como dependentes do meu esposo. 

 7.  Em  16/10/2023,  comparecemos  à  nossa  consulta  de  biometria  na  USCIS  de  São 

 Francisco. 

 8.  Quando  o  pedido  de  asilo  foi  apresentado,  morávamos  em  655  Old  County  Road,  Apt 

 127, Belmont, CA 94002. Esse foi o endereço listado no pedido. 

 9.  Em  outubro  de  2025,  deixamos  de  trabalhar  com  a  HS  Law  por  acordo  mútuo.  Em 

 13/11/2025, uma petição de renúncia de representação legal foi apresentada ao USCIS. 



 10.  Em  18/11/2025,  a  HS  Law  nos  forneceu  todos  os  documentos  referentes  ao  nosso 

 pedido  de  asilo,  juntamente  com  instruções  para  garantir  que  nosso  endereço  fosse 

 atualizado junto ao USCIS. 

 11.  Em  20/12/2024,  nos  mudamos  de  Belmont  para  760  Bounty  Dr  #6001,  Foster  City, 

 CA  94404.  Depois,  em  07/04/2026,  nos  mudamos  para  766  Edgewater  Blvd  #100, 

 Foster  City,  CA  94404,  onde  moramos  desde  então.  Desde  20/12/2024  não  moramos 

 em Belmont e não recebemos correspondência naquele endereço. 

 12.  Nenhum  de  nós  possui  antecedentes  criminais  nos  Estados  Unidos  ou  em  qualquer 

 outro país. 

 13.  Conheci  Stefany  Isaac,  da  empresa  SI  Imigra  Group,  por  meio  da  minha  sobrinha,  em 

 janeiro  de  2025.  Ela  havia  consultado  Stefany  sobre  seu  visto  de  estudante.  Stefany  se 

 apresentou  como  paralegal;  no  entanto,  ela  dava  a  entender  que  trabalhava  em  um 

 escritório  de  advocacia  e  que  respondia  a  advogados  licenciados.  Ela  chegou  a 

 apresentar  membros  de  sua  equipe  como  Dra.  Louise  e  Dra.  Fernanda,  que  é  a  forma 

 como  nos  referimos  a  advogadas  no  Brasil.  Quando  conversei  com  Louise  e  Fernanda, 

 elas se apresentaram como advogadas. 

 14.  Eu  acreditava  ter  contratado  um  escritório  de  advocacia  para  cuidar  do  meu  caso  e 

 entendia  que  Stefany  trabalhava  com  advogados.  Eu  realmente  acreditava  que  meu 

 caso estava sendo conduzido por advogados devidamente habilitados. 

 15.  Iniciamos  contato  com  a  Sra.  Isaac  sobre  a  possibilidade  de  obter  um  visto  EB-2  NIW. 

 Ela  sugeriu  de  aplicar  para  uma  mudança  de  status  para  um  F-1,  e  apresentou  como  o 

 melhor  caminho  para  nós.  Ela  me  disse  que  poderia  restaurar  nosso  status 

 retroativamente,  obter  o  status  de  estudante  F-1  para  mim  e  meus  dependentes  e, 

 posteriormente, um EB-2 NIW. 

 16.  Assim,  em  28/01/2025,  assinei  um  contrato  com  a  SI  Imigra  intitulado  "Contrato 

 Retroativo  +  F1".  O  contrato  estava  totalmente  escrito  em  inglês.  Embora  nem  eu  nem 

 meu  marido  falemos  inglês,  confiamos  na  Sra.  Isaac,  acreditando  que  estaríamos 

 adquirindo  uma  boa  representação  legal.  Paguei  à  SI  Imigra  um  total  de  US$3,358  até 

 agora. 

 17.  Em  15/04/2025,  a  Sra.  Isaac  mandou  uma  mensagem  dizendo  que  havia  recebido 

 todos  os  meus  documentos  pessoais,  que  sua  equipe  estava  finalizando  meu  processo  e 

 que  o  protocolaria  em  breve.  Ela  também  afirmou  que  me  avisaria  quando  o  USCIS 

 emitisse um recibo. 



 18.  Após  alguns  dias,  continuei  perguntando  se  ela  tinha  alguma  novidade  sobre  meu 

 processo,  mas  não  recebi  resposta.  Mais  tarde,  em  26/04/2025,  ela  escreveu  que  estava 

 esperando o "código de rastreio" para me enviar. 

 19.  Em  27/05/2025,  eu  disse  a  ela  que  nunca  havia  recebido  nenhum  documento  e  pedi  o 

 número  do  protocolo.  Ela  respondeu  que  os  casos  eram  tratados  por  correio,  o  que 

 poderia levar mais tempo para se obter uma resposta. 

 20.  Após  muita  insistência  da  minha  parte,  em  30/05/2025  ela  me  enviou  um  link  de  um 

 aplicativo  de  rastreamento  de  casos  chamado  "Case  Tracker  for  USCIS  &  NVC",  mas 

 nenhum número de protocolo. 

 21.  Em  12/06/2025,  pedi  novamente  um  comprovante  de  protocolo,  e  ela  respondeu 

 dizendo que eles haviam dado entrada em 23 de abril. 

 22.  No  entanto,  mesmo  após  várias  tentativas  de  receber  provas  de  que  estavam  cuidando 

 cuidadosamente  do  meu  caso,  eu  não  recebi  inicialmente  da  SI  Imigra  um  recibo  do 

 USCIS,  um  número  de  caso  ou  uma  cópia  de  qualquer  coisa  que  supostamente  tivesse 

 sido protocolada. 

 23.  Então,  em  17/06/2025,  a  Sra.  Isaac  me  forneceu  Aviso  de  Aprovação  (Approval 

 Notice)  contendo  o  número  de  recibo  LIN2518650997  e  o  meu  nome.  Em  15/07/2025 

 quando  consultei  posteriormente  o  status  daquele  número,  a  página  indicava 

 'Caso  Aprovado'  (Case  Was  Approved)  e  afirmava  que  em  9  de  julho  de  2025 

 o  USCIS  havia  aprovado  um  Formulário  I-539,  Pedido  de  Extensão/Mudança  de 

 Status  de  Não  Imigrante.  Em  seguida,  enviei  uma  mensagem  a  ela  questionando 

 o  fato,  e  a  Sra.  Isaac  confirmou  que  o  status  F-1  de  fato  havia  sido  aprovado 

 em  9  de  julho,  e  que  meu  marido  e  meu  filho  eram  meus  dependentes  e 

 estavam  vinculados  ao  meu  caso.  Perguntei  se  o  USCIS  não  havia  solicitado 

 nenhuma  documentação  adicional  ou  entrevistas,  ou  se  haviam  simplesmente 

 aprovado  de  forma  automática.  Ela  me  garantiu  que  estava  tudo  bem  e  que 

 meu  status  havia  sido  regularizado. 

 24.  Eu  acreditei  nela.  A  Sra.  Isaac  me  pediu  para  gravar  um  vídeo  quando  a  carta  chegasse 

 e  dar  um  depoimento.  Participei  de  uma  transmissão  ao  vivo  (live)  com  a  SI  Imigra. 

 Antes  da  transmissão,  ela  me  enviou  as  perguntas,  incluindo:  "Como  foi  quando  você 

 recebeu  a  notícia  da  aprovação?"  A  transmissão  foi  publicada  na  conta  do  Instagram 

 @siimmigration  com  o  título  "Live  de  RETROATIVO!".  Participei  porque  acreditava, 

 de boa-fé, que nosso caso havia sido aprovado. 



 25.  A  carta  de  aprovação  nunca  chegou.  Em  29/07/2025,  a  Sra.  Isaac  disse  que  eles 

 solicitariam  a  cópia  física  e  me  perguntou  se  eu  tinha  o  número  do  recibo.  Em 

 18/08/2025,  quando  reclamei  que  nada  havia  chegado,  ela  disse  que  esperar  45  dias 

 por uma "segunda via" era normal. 

 26.  A  Sra.  Isaac  me  disse  especificamente  que  deveríamos  solicitar  a  retirada 

 (“arquivamento”)  do  nosso  pedido  de  asilo  e  que,  assim  que  o  EB-2  NIW  fosse 

 aprovado,  eles  cancelariam  o  F-1  também.  Para  facilitar  isso,  em  18/08/2025,  ela 

 pediu  acesso  à  nossa  conta  MyUSCIS  para  analisar  o  caso  de  asilo,  afirmando  que  a 

 Dra. Louise acessaria a conta comigo. 

 27.  Eu  me  reuni  com  a  Dra.  Louise  para  discutir  a  estratégia  do  asilo,  e  ela  me  assegurou 

 que  o  melhor  caminho  seria  pedir  o  arquivamento  do  pedido,  porque  agora  eu  tinha 

 um F-1 aprovado e não seria adequado manter aquela aplicação pendente. 

 28.  Em  meados  de  outubro  de  2025,  nossos  advogados  da  HS  Law  entraram  em  contato 

 comigo  a  respeito  de  correspondências  que  haviam  recebido.  Em  17/10/2025,  eles  me 

 notificaram  sobre  um  aviso  de  imigração  endereçado  ao  meu  marido,  o  qual  me 

 encaminharam no dia seguinte (o aviso da taxa anual de asilo de US$ 100). 

 29.  Imediatamente  encaminhei  todas  as  comunicações  e  documentos  da  HS  Law  para  a 

 Sra.  Isaac.  Quando  perguntei  como  pagar  a  taxa,  ela  respondeu  que  seu  escritório  a 

 enviaria  pelo  correio  junto  com  o  pedido  de  retirada  do  asilo,  garantindo-me  que  não 

 haveria entrevista. 

 30.  Durante  essas  conversas  de  outubro,  informei  explicitamente  à  Sra.  Isaac  que 

 havíamos  nos  mudado.  Forneci  nosso  endereço  atualizado  (760  Bounty  Dr  #6001, 

 Foster  City,  CA  94404),  entendendo  perfeitamente  e  confiando  que  a  SI  Imigra,  que 

 agora  gerenciava  nosso  caso  e  nossa  conta  no  USCIS,  faria  as  atualizações  de 

 endereço  necessárias  junto  à  imigração.  Quando  perguntei  à  Sra.  Isaac  sobre  isso,  ela 

 me garantiu que o endereço havia sido atualizado na minha conta. 

 31.  Mais  uma  vez,  eu  realmente  acreditava  que  todas  as  minhas  informações  estavam 

 corretas  e  atualizadas  junto  às  autoridades  de  imigração,  pois  ela  me  assegurava 

 continuamente que esse era o caso. 

 32.  Elas  não  explicaram  que  a  retirada  do  pedido  de  asilo  poderia  receber  uma 

 Notificação  de  Comparecimento  (Notice  to  Appear  -  NTA)  para  uma  audiência 

 no  tribunal  de  imigração  como  resultado  dessa  ação.  Me  foi  dito  apenas  que,  na 

 maioria  dos  casos,  eles  simplesmente  cancelam  o  processo,  e  às  vezes  não  mandam 

 nenhum documento informando o encerramento do caso. 



 33.  Em  07/01/2026,  meu  marido  assinou  a  carta  de  retirada  do  asilo  preparada  pela  SI 

 Imigra.  A  carta  estava  em  inglês  e  nós  não  lemos  nem  falamos  inglês.  Ninguém  leu  ou 

 traduziu  a  carta  para  nós.  Os  motivos  expostos  na  carta  foram  escritos  pela  SI  Imigra, 

 não  por  nós,  e,  por  confiarmos  de  boa-fé  na  Sra.  Isaac,  assinamos  e  acreditamos  que 

 nosso status imigratório estava resolvido. 

 34.  Não  sabíamos  que  a  carta  pedia  que  todas  as  correspondências  fossem  enviadas  para  o 

 endereço  de  Belmont,  onde  não  morávamos  desde  dezembro  de  2024.  A  secretária  da 

 SI  Imigra  me  disse  que  a  carta  seria  enviada  pelo  correio.  Nós  mesmos  não  enviamos  a 

 carta. 

 35.  Depois  disso,  a  SI  Imigra  continuou  nos  dizendo  que  nosso  caso  estava  prosseguindo 

 normalmente.  Em  23/04/2026,  a  SI  Imigra  me  enviou  um  e-mail  intitulado  "Parecer 

 sobre  seu  caso  Retroativo  +  F1".  Dizia  que  o  pedido  havia  sido  recebido  online  em 

 04/04/2025,  que  haviam  recebido  um  Formulário  I-797  em  30/01/2026  e  que  a 

 aprovação  poderia  levar  de  8  a  12  meses.  Isso  contradizia  o  que  a  Sra.  Isaac  havia  me 

 dito  em  julho  de  2025,  que  o  caso  já  havia  sido  aprovado,  e  o  que  ela  me  disse  em 

 junho de 2025, que havia sido protocolado em 23 de abril. 

 36.  Pouco  tempo  depois,  recebemos  cópias  dos  avisos  de  recebimento  do  USCIS 

 mostrando  que  um  Formulário  I-539  listando-me  como  solicitante  e  meu  marido  como 

 co-solicitante,  só  havia  sido  recebido  pelo  USCIS  em  22/01/2026,  sob  o  número  de 

 recibo  YSC2690015999,  e  que  o  USCIS  enviou  esses  avisos  pelo  correio  para  o 

 escritório da SI Imigra. 

 37.  Em  seguida,  contatamos  a  Central  de  Atendimento  do  USCIS  para  perguntar  sobre  o 

 status  do  nosso  pedido  de  F-1.  Durante  a  ligação,  perguntei  se  o  USCIS  poderia 

 fornecer  uma  segunda  via  do  aviso  de  aprovação  anterior,  referente  ao  número  de 

 recibo  LIN2518650997.  A  representante  nos  informou  que  meu  nome  não  estava 

 associado  àquele  número  de  recibo.  Questionei  o  escritório  de  Stefany  sobre  isso,  e  ela 

 me  disse  que,  quando  um  novo  caso  é  protocolado,  eles  reutilizam  o  número  de  recibo 

 antigo, que então passa a estar associado a outra pessoa. 

 38.  A  Sra.  Isaac  alegou  falsamente  que  esse  novo  recibo  se  referia  à  necessidade  de  um 

 novo protocolo devido aos atrasos no recebimento da cópia física da aprovação. 

 39.  Descobrir  que  o  aviso  de  aprovação  fornecido  pela  SI  Imigra  não  estava  associado  a 

 mim  nem  a  qualquer  membro  da  minha  família  revelou  a  verdadeira  extensão  da 

 fraude  cometida  pela  Sra.  Isaac.  Mas  inicialmente  acreditamos  na  justificativa  dela. 

 Nós  só  compreendemos  a  extensão  da  fraude  após  tomarmos  conhecimento  da  ordem 



 de  deportação  in  absentia  em  19  de  outubro  de  2026,  conversando  com  meu  atual 

 advogado.  Foi  então  que  percebi  que  ela  havia  falsificado  o  documento,  utilizando  o 

 aviso  de  aprovação  de  outra  pessoa  e  alterando  as  informações  para  fazer  com  que 

 parecesse  pertencer  a  mim.  Nunca  nos  foi  concedido  o  “status  F-1  retroativo”,  como 

 ela  nos  levou  a  acreditar.  Na  realidade,  naquele  momento,  agora  não  tínhamos  mais 

 nenhum status imigratório. 

 40.  Nunca  recebemos  uma  Notificação  de  Comparecimento  (Notice  to  Appear)  ou 

 qualquer  aviso  de  audiência  do  tribunal  de  imigração.  Após  tomar  conhecimento  da 

 ordem  de  deportação,  entrei  em  contato  novamente  com  a  HS  Law  e  depois  os 

 contratei para apresentar esta petição. 

 41.  Não  sabíamos  que  havia  um  processo  contra  nós  no  Tribunal  de  Imigração  de  São 

 Francisco  e  não  sabíamos  sobre  a  audiência  de  30/04/2026.  Se  soubéssemos,  teríamos 

 comparecido. Sempre quisemos resolver nossa situação de forma legal. 

 42.  Tomei  conhecimento  da  ordem  de  remoção  em  19  de  outubro  de  2026,  quando 

 consultamos  on-line  o  andamento  do  pedido  de  asilo  e  descobrimos  que  uma 

 notificação  havia  sido  enviada  para  nós,  mas  nunca  a  recebemos.  Em  seguida, 

 inserimos  nossos  números  A  no  Sistema  Automatizado  de  Informações  sobre 

 Processos  da  EOIR  (EOIR  Automated  Case  Information  System)  e  descobrimos  que 

 havia  sido  emitida  uma  ordem  de  remoção  em  nosso  caso.  Entramos  imediatamente 

 em  contato  com  o  advogado  Otavio  e,  desde  então,  temos  buscado  ajuda  para  corrigir 

 essa situação o mais rápido possível. 

 43.  Fiz  um  boletim  de  ocorrência  contra  Stefany  Isaac  e  SI  Imigra  Group  em  27/10/2026. 

 A  polícia  informou  que  iniciará  a  investigação  e  teremos  uma  cópia  do  boletim  de 

 ocorrência em cerca de duas semanas. 

 44.  Nossa  intenção  é  regularizar  nosso  status  imigratório.  Nossa  família  mora  nos  Estados 

 Unidos  desde  2020  e  fizemos  tudo  ao  nosso  alcance  para  cooperar  e  ajustar  nosso 

 status imigratório. 

 45.  Construímos  uma  vida  estável  e  significativa  nos  Estados  Unidos.  Somos  membros 

 ativos  de  nossa  igreja  local,  Catedral  da  Família,  onde  atuamos  como  voluntários  e 

 contribuímos com os cultos e eventos comunitários da congregação. 

 46.  Ao  longo  do  tempo,  também  construí  uma  sólida  rede  de  apoio  e  desenvolvi  amizades 

 significativas  aqui,  que  se  tornaram  parte  importante  de  nossas  vidas  e  de  nosso 

 sentimento de pertencimento à comunidade. 





 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
 EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR IMMIGRATION REVIEW 

 IMMIGRATION COURT, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

 DECLARATION OF MACLEY ALVES MOREIRA 
 A-NUMBER 242-211-332 

 IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO RESCIND IN ABSENTIA ORDERS OF REMOVAL 
 AND REOPEN REMOVAL PROCEEDINGS 

 I, Macley Alves Moreira, declare as follows: 

 1.  My  name  is  Macley  Alves  Moreira.  I  am  51  years  old  and  I  was  born  on  03/08/1975 

 in Goiânia, Goiás, Brazil. 

 2.  I  am  the  principal  applicant  on  my  family's  asylum  application.  I  make  this 

 declaration  in  support  of  the  motion  to  rescind  the  in  absentia  orders  of  removal 

 entered  on  04/30/2026  against  me,  my  wife,  Alessandra  Moreira  Martins 

 (A242-211-333),  and  our  son,  Theo  Moreira  Martins  (A242-211-334),  and  to  reopen 

 our proceedings. 

 3.  I  have  been  married  to  Alessandra  Moreira  Martins  since  11/29/2014.  We  have  two 

 children.  Theo,  born  on  04/06/2018,  and  Alice,  born  on  05/20/2022  in  Oakland, 

 California, who is a United States citizen. 

 4.  We  entered  the  United  States  on  01/19/2020  in  Miami  on  tourist  visas.  None  of  us  has 

 left  the  country  since  then.  None  of  us  has  any  criminal  record  in  the  United  States  or 

 in any other country. 

 5.  I do not read or understand English. My native language is Portuguese. 

 6.  I  have  read  the  declaration  of  my  wife,  Alessandra  Moreira  Martins.  The  matters  she 

 describes  concerning  SI  Imigra  Group  were  largely  handled  by  her.  She  conducted  the 

 WhatsApp  conversations  using  our  phone,  but  she  kept  me  informed  of  the 

 information  exchanged,  and  I  was  aware  of  the  ongoing  proceedings.  I  agree  with 

 everything  she  personally  reported  and  understand  them  to  be  true  to  the  best  of  my 

 knowledge. 

 7.  I  relied  on  what  she  told  me  and  trusted  what  SI  Imigra  told  her.  In  this  declaration,  I 

 describe what I experienced firsthand. 

 8.  In  2023,  represented  by  HS  Law  Firm,  I  filed  an  application  for  asylum  (Form  I-589), 

 which  USCIS  received  on  09/15/2023  under  receipt  number  LGL2390078724,  with 



 Alessandra  and  Theo  as  derivatives.  At  that  time  we  lived  at  655  Old  County  Road, 

 Apt 127, Belmont, CA 94002. 

 9.  I  filed  that  application  in  light  of  the  severe  persecution  we  faced  in  Brazil,  and 

 because  I  was  terrified  of  returning  to  my  country.  My  goal  was  to  secure  protection 

 for me and my family in the United States. 

 10.  On  12/20/2024  we  moved  to  760  Bounty  Dr  #6001,  Foster  City,  CA  94404,  where  we 

 lived  until  04/07/2026.  We  currently  live  at  766  Edgewater  Blvd  #100,  Foster  City, 

 CA  94404.  Since  12/20/2024  we  have  not  lived  in  Belmont  and  have  not  received 

 mail at that address. 

 11.  We  provided  Ms.  Isaac  with  all  of  our  address  changes,  and  she  assured  us  that  she 

 had  made  the  corresponding  updates.  She  requested  access  to  our  USCIS  account  and 

 subsequently  took  control  of  it,  retaining  sole  access.  We  trusted  that  she  was  properly 

 monitoring  our  case  and  fulfilling  the  responsibilities  we  believed  had  been 

 undertaken by a law office. 

 12.  Now,  realizing  that  these  updates  may  never  have  been  made,  and  out  of  an 

 abundance  of  caution,  I  have  prepared  address  change  forms  with  my  attorney  to 

 submit to USCIS. 

 13.  On  10/24/2025  I  signed  the  termination  agreement  with  HS  Law,  since  I  knew  that  SI 

 Imigra  was  handling  our  case  and  that  they  had  told  my  wife  that  her  student  visa  had 

 been  approved  and  that  Theo  and  I  were  her  dependents.  With  that,  Dr.  Otavio  asked 

 for withdrawal of his representation. 

 14.  My  family  was  falsely  led  to  believe  that  we  had  been  granted  retroactive  F-1  status 

 and  were  on  a  path  toward  obtaining  a  work  visa  and  adjusting  our  status.  Ms.  Isaac 

 even  provided  us  with  a  document  purporting  to  confirm  this  approval,  bearing  my 

 wife’s name. 

 15.  We  later  discovered  that  the  document  was  fraudulent  and  that  Ms.  Isaac  had  altered 

 another  person’s  notice  to  deceive  us.  Upon  discovering  this,  we  went  to  the  police 

 and  filed  a  report  so  that  the  fraud  could,  at  the  very  least,  be  investigated  after 

 everything she had put our family through. 

 16.  SI  Imigra  advised  my  wife  and  me  to  withdraw  the  asylum  application,  and  on 

 01/07/2026  I  signed  a  letter  that  they  prepared  to  withdraw  the  asylum  application. 

 The  letter  was  in  English.  I  could  not  read  what  it  said,  and  no  one  read  or  translated  it 

 to  me  in  Portuguese.  I  signed  it  because  SI  Imigra  told  my  wife  that  this  was  the  best 

 path forward, since the student visa had allegedly been approved. 



 17.  I  was  advised  that  we  needed  to  withdraw  the  asylum  application  because  we  now  had 

 lawful  immigration  status  and  could  no  longer  proceed  with  a  pending  asylum 

 application.  I  relied  on  this  advice  because  my  wife  and  I  believed  it  had  been 

 provided  by  a  licensed  attorney.  We  placed  our  trust  in  what  we  understood  to  be  a 

 qualified  legal  team,  believing  they  were  acting  in  our  best  interests  and  properly 

 handling our case. 

 18.  However,  my  fear  of  returning  to  Brazil  has  never  ceased.  The  individuals  who 

 threatened  me  and  my  family  remain  at  large,  and  I  continue  to  fear  that,  if  we  were 

 forced  to  return,  they  would  carry  out  their  threats  against  our  lives.  The 

 circumstances  that  compelled  me  to  seek  asylum  have  not  changed,  and  the  reasons  I 

 filed my application remain in place. 

 19.  I  did  not  write  the  reasons  stated  in  the  letter.  I  did  not  know  that  the  letter  said  I 

 understood  the  consequences  of  the  withdrawal,  or  that  it  asked  that  all 

 correspondence  be  sent  to  the  Belmont  address,  where  we  had  not  lived  since 

 December 2024. 

 20.  No  one  explained  to  me  that  withdrawing  the  asylum  application  could  lead  to 

 removal  proceedings  in  immigration  court.  SI  Imigra  was  the  one  that  redacted  and 

 sent  the  letter.  They  simply  asked  me  to  sign,  saying  that  it  was  necessary  to  “archive” 

 my process. 

 21.  I  never  received  a  Notice  to  Appear  or  any  hearing  notice  from  the  immigration  court. 

 I  did  not  know  that  there  were  proceedings  against  us  in  the  San  Francisco 

 Immigration  Court,  and  I  did  not  know  about  the  hearing  scheduled  for  04/30/2026,  or 

 that  a  removal  order  was  issued  against  me  on  that  date.  Had  I  known,  I  would  have 

 appeared with my family. 

 22.  I  learned  of  the  removal  order  on  October  19,  2026.  Since  then  we  have  sought  help  to 

 correct the situation as quickly as possible. 

 23.  Since  our  arrival  in  the  US,  our  intention  has  always  been  to  resolve  our  immigration 

 status  lawfully.  We  have  been  upstanding  members  of  our  community.  I  work  as  a 

 cleaner, our youngest daughter was born in the US, and we attend church regularly. 

 24.  I  want  another  opportunity  to  reinstate  my  asylum  application,  which  should  never 

 have  been  withdrawn  in  the  first  place.  I  want  to  see  my  case  through  to  the  end  and 

 pursue the protection my family and I need to live in safety. 

 25.  I  respectfully  request  that  the  Court  rescind  our  in  absentia  orders  of  removal  and 

 reopen our proceedings so that we may appear and present our case. 



 I declare under penalty of perjury that everything stated in this declaration is true and correct. 

 —-----------/signature/—------------ 
 _____________________________  Date: 10/27/2026 

 Macley Alves Moreira 
 A-Number 242-211-332 

 I,  André  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: October 27, 2026. 



 DEPARTAMENTO DE JUSTIÇA DOS ESTADOS UNIDOS 
 SECRETARIADO EXECUTIVO DE IMIGRAÇÃO 

 CORTE DE IMIGRAÇÃO 

 DECLARAÇÃO DE MACLEY ALVES MOREIRA 
 NÚMERO DE ESTRANGEIRO A 242-211-332 

 EM APOIO AO PEDIDO DE ANULAÇÃO DAS ORDENS DE REMOÇÃO À 
 REVELIA E DE REABERTURA DO PROCESSO 

 Eu, Macley Alves Moreira, declaro o seguinte: 

 1.  Meu  nome  é  Macley  Alves  Moreira.  Tenho  51  anos  e  nasci  em  08/03/1975  em 

 Goiânia, Goiás, Brasil. 

 2.  Sou  o  solicitante  principal  no  pedido  de  asilo  da  minha  família.  Faço  esta  declaração 

 em  apoio  à  petição  para  anular  as  ordens  de  deportação  in  absentia  emitidas  em 

 30/04/2026  contra  mim,  minha  esposa,  Alessandra  Moreira  Martins  (A242-211-333), 

 e nosso filho, Theo Moreira Martins (A242-211-334), e para reabrir nosso processo. 

 3.  Sou  casado  com  a  Alessandra  desde  29/11/2014.  Temos  dois  filhos.  Theo,  nascido  em 

 06/04/2018,  e  Alice,  nascida  em  20/05/2022  em  Oakland,  Califórnia,  que  é  cidadã  dos 

 Estados Unidos. 

 4.  Entramos  nos  Estados  Unidos  em  19/01/2020,  por  Miami,  com  vistos  de  turistas. 

 Nenhum  de  nós  saiu  do  país  desde  então.  Nenhum  de  nós  possui  antecedentes 

 criminais nos Estados Unidos ou em qualquer outro país. 

 5.  Eu não leio nem entendo inglês. Minha língua nativa é o português. 

 6.  Li  a  declaração  da  minha  esposa,  Alessandra  Moreira  Martins.  Os  assuntos  que  ela 

 descreve  em  relação  ao  SI  Imigra  Group  foram,  em  sua  maioria,  conduzidos  por  ela. 

 Ela  realizou  as  conversas  pelo  WhatsApp  utilizando  nosso  telefone,  mas  me  mantinha 

 informado  sobre  as  informações  trocadas,  e  eu  tinha  conhecimento  do  andamento  do 

 processo.  Concordo  com  tudo  o  que  ela  relatou  com  base  em  sua  experiência  pessoal 

 e  entendo  que  tais  informações  são  verdadeiras,  de  acordo  com  meu  melhor 

 conhecimento. 

 7.  Confiei  no  que  ela  me  dizia  e  nas  informações  que  a  SI  Imigra  lhe  fornecia.  Nesta 

 declaração, descrevo aquilo que vivenciei pessoalmente. 

 8.  Em  2023,  representado  pelo  escritório  HS  Law  Firm,  apresentei  um  pedido  de  asilo 

 (Formulário  I-589),  que  o  USCIS  recebeu  em  15/09/2023  sob  o  número  de  recibo 

 LGL2390078724,  com  Alessandra  e  Theo  como  dependentes.  Naquela  época, 

 morávamos em 655 Old County Road, Apt 127, Belmont, CA 94002. 



 9.  Apresentei  esse  pedido  diante  da  grave  perseguição  que  enfrentamos  no  Brasil  e  do 

 medo  intenso  que  sentia  de  retornar  ao  meu  país.  Meu  objetivo  era  obter  proteção  nos 

 Estados Unidos para mim e minha família. 

 10.  Em  20/12/2024,  nos  mudamos  para  760  Bounty  Dr  #6001,  Foster  City,  CA  94404, 

 onde  moramos  até  07/04/2026.  Atualmente  moramos  em  766  Edgewater  Blvd  #100, 

 Foster  City,  CA  94404.  Desde  20/12/2024  não  moramos  em  Belmont  e  não  recebemos 

 correspondência naquele endereço. 

 11.  Nós  repassamos  todas  essas  mudanças  de  endereço  para  a  Sra.  Isaac  e  ela  assegurou 

 que  havia  feito  as  atualizações  correspondentes.  Ela  pediu  acesso  a  nossa  conta 

 USCIS  e  passou  a  manter  controle  e  único  acesso  a  conta.  Confiamos  de  que  ela 

 estava  fazendo  um  monitoramento  adequado  e  seguindo  com  as  obrigações  do  que 

 acreditávamos ser um escritório de advocacia. 

 12.  Agora,  entendendo  que  isso  não  deve  ter  sido  feito,  e  por  abundância  de  precaução, 

 preparei  formulários  de  atualização  de  endereço  junto  com  meu  advogado  para  enviar 

 à USCIS. 

 13.  Em  24/10/2025,  assinei  o  acordo  de  rescisão  com  a  HS  Law,  pois  sabia  que  a  SI 

 Imigra  estava  cuidando  do  nosso  caso  e  que  eles  haviam  dito  à  minha  esposa  que  o 

 visto  de  estudante  dela  havia  sido  aprovado  e  que  Theo  e  eu  éramos  seus  dependentes. 

 Com isso, o Dr. Otavio pediu a retirada da sua representação. 

 14.  Minha  família  foi  falsamente  informada  que  teríamos  recebido  um  status  de  F-1 

 retroativo,  e  que  estávamos  no  caminho  para  um  visto  de  trabalho  e  ajuste  de  status. 

 Inclusive,  a  Sra.  Isaac  apresentou  um  documento  que  confirmava  essa  aprovação,  em 

 que constava o nome da minha esposa. 

 15.  Contudo,  depois  descobrimos  que  esse  documento  era  falso,  e  que  ela  modificou  uma 

 notificação  de  outra  pessoa  para  nos  enganar.  Quando  descobrimos  isso,  fomos  à 

 delegacia  e  reportamos  o  crime,  para  que  essa  fraude  possa  ao  mínimo  ser 

 investigada, depois de tudo o que nos fez passar. 

 16.  A  SI  Imigra  aconselhou  minha  esposa  e  eu  a  retirarmos  o  pedido  de  asilo,  e  em 

 07/01/2026  assinei  uma  carta  que  eles  prepararam  para  retirar  o  pedido  de  asilo.  A 

 carta  estava  em  inglês.  Eu  não  conseguia  ler  o  que  estava  escrito,  e  ninguém  a  leu  ou 

 traduziu  para  mim  em  português.  Assinei  porque  a  SI  Imigra  disse  à  minha  esposa  que 

 este  era  o  melhor  caminho  a  seguir,  já  que  o  visto  de  estudante  supostamente  havia 

 sido aprovado. 

 17.  Fui  orientado  de  que  precisávamos  retirar  o  pedido  de  asilo,  pois  agora  tínhamos 

 status  imigratório  legal  e  não  poderíamos  manter  um  pedido  de  asilo  pendente. 



 Confiei  nessa  orientação  porque  minha  esposa  e  eu  acreditávamos  que  ela  havia  sido 

 fornecida  por  uma  advogada  devidamente  habilitada.  Depositamos  nossa  confiança  no 

 que  entendíamos  ser  uma  equipe  jurídica  qualificada,  acreditando  que  estavam  agindo 

 em nosso melhor interesse e conduzindo nosso caso de maneira adequada. 

 18.  No  entanto,  meu  medo  de  retornar  ao  Brasil  nunca  cessou.  Os  indivíduos  que 

 ameaçaram  a  mim  e  à  minha  família  continuam  à  solta,  e  continuo  temendo  que,  se 

 fôssemos  forçados  a  retornar,  eles  cumpririam  suas  ameaças  contra  nossas  vidas.  As 

 circunstâncias  que  me  levaram  a  buscar  asilo  não  mudaram,  e  os  motivos  pelos  quais 

 apresentei meu pedido continuam presentes. 

 19.  Eu  não  escrevi  os  motivos  declarados  na  carta.  Eu  não  sabia  que  a  carta  dizia  que  eu 

 entendia  as  consequências  da  retirada,  ou  que  pedia  que  todas  as  correspondências 

 fossem  enviadas  para  o  endereço  de  Belmont,  onde  não  morávamos  desde  dezembro 

 de 2024. 

 20.  Ninguém  me  explicou  que  retirar  o  pedido  de  asilo  poderia  levar  a  um  processo  de 

 deportação  no  tribunal  de  imigração.  A  SI  Imigra  que  redigiu  e  enviou  a  carta.  Eles 

 simplesmente  pediram  que  eu  assinasse,  dizendo  que  seria  necessário  para  “arquivar” 

 o meu processo. 

 21.  Nunca  recebi  uma  Notificação  de  Comparecimento  (Notice  to  Appear)  ou  qualquer 

 aviso  de  audiência  do  tribunal  de  imigração.  Eu  não  sabia  que  havia  um  processo 

 contra  nós  no  Tribunal  de  Imigração  de  São  Francisco  e  não  sabia  sobre  a  audiência 

 marcada  para  30/04/2026,  ou  que  foi  expedida  uma  ordem  de  remoção  contra  mim 

 naquela data. Se eu soubesse, teria comparecido com minha família. 

 22.  Tomei  conhecimento  da  ordem  de  deportação  em  19  de  outubro  de  2026.  Desde 

 então, procuramos ajuda para corrigir a situação o mais rápido possível. 

 23.  Desde  a  nossa  chegada  aos  EUA,  nossa  intenção  sempre  foi  resolver  nosso  status 

 imigratório  de  forma  legal.  Temos  sido  membros  íntegros  da  nossa  comunidade. 

 Trabalho  como  faxineiro,  nossa  filha  mais  nova  nasceu  nos  EUA  e  frequentamos  a 

 igreja regularmente. 

 24.  Quero  ter  uma  nova  oportunidade  de  retomar  meu  pedido  de  asilo,  que  jamais  deveria 

 ter  sido  retirado.  Quero  poder  levar  meu  caso  até  o  fim  e  lutar  pela  proteção  de  que 

 minha família e eu precisamos para viver em segurança. 

 25.  Solicito  respeitosamente  ao  Tribunal  que  anule  nossas  ordens  de  deportação  in 

 absentia  e  reabra  nosso  processo  para  que  possamos  comparecer  e  apresentar  nosso 

 caso. 
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ANTÔNIO DO PRADO REGISTRY OFFICE 

SMART DIGITAL REGISTRY OFFICE 

MARRIAGE CERTIFICATE 

Registration 

024919 01 55 2014 2 00608 186 0121486 12 

MACLEY ALVES MOREIRA 
Place of Birth: Goiânia - GO 
Nationality: Brazilian Date of Birth: March 8th, 1975 
Filiation: JOÃO BATISTA MOREIRA and SÔNIA MARIA ALVES MOREIRA 

 

ALESSANDRA MOREIRA MARTINS 
Place of Birth: Goiânia - GO 
Nationality: Brazilian Date of Birth: December 15th, 1981 
Filiation: DIVINO ANTONIO MARTINS and MARIA LUZDALVA MOREIRA 
MARTINS 

 

2nd Civil Registry and Notary Public Office - Goiânia – Goiás 

www.cartorioantoniodoprado.com.br 

 
Date of Marriage: November 29th, 2014 
Marriage Property System: Partial Community of Property 

 

Name that each spouse now uses 
MACLEY ALVES MOREIRA – THE SAME NAME 
ALESSANDRA MOREIRA MARTINS – THE SAME NAME 
OBSERVATIONS/ANNOTATIONS DATE OF REGISTRATION – 11/29/2014 
1st COPY. No Information 

 

The content of the certificate, in a brief report, is true. I certify and sign. 
Clerk: CLAUDIA DE SOUSA COSTA FELIX 
Goiânia – GO, November 29th, 2014 
Judicial Fee: R$10,67 
Stamp: 01981306181657083009846 
Check: http:extrajudicial.tigo.jus.br/selo  

 

I, André Vinícius Inacio Penna Mello, certify that I am competent to translate from 

Portuguese to English and that the above is a faithful extract/summary of the 

relevant information of the attached document in Portuguese. 

____________________________________________     Date: August 2nd, 2023. 

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







































 

 
Federative Republic of Brazil 

Civil Register of Natural Persons 

BIRTH CERTIFICATE 
Name 

THÉO MOREIRA MARTINS 

CPF 092.232.211-29 

Registration: 024729 01 55 2018 1 00431 149 0240485 52 
Date of Birth (in full) Day Month Year 

April sixth, two thousand eighteen 06 04 2018 

 
Time of Birth                      Birthplace 

12:25 Goiânia-GO 

 
MUNICIPALITY OF REGISTRATION AND FEDERATION UNIT    PLACE, CITY OF BIRHT AND STATE                 SEX 

Goiânia-GO Hospital da Mulher. Goiânia-GO M 

 
Filiation 

MACLEY ALVES MOREIRA and ALESSANDRA MOREIRA MARTINS, both born in 

Goiânia/GO, residing at Rua Flemington, 1120 Ed. Trinidad Apt. 1606, Vila dos Alpes in 

Goiânia/GO 
 

Grandparents 

JOÃO BATISTA MOREIRA, SÔNIA MARIA ALVES MOREIRA, DIVINO ANTÔNIO 

MARTINS and MARIA LUZDALVA MOREIRA MARTINS 
 

Twins                                               Name and Registration of the Twins 

No  
 

Date of registration in full                                                  DNV Live Registration Number 

April sixth, two thousand eighteen 30-77035591-0 
 

Annotations 

Nothing further to certify. Digital Seal No. 01971706091035128605737 

Fees: R$31,00   Judicial Fee: R$13,13  State Funds: R$12,09   ISS (Tax on Services): R$1,55 
 

 

 

Image 



The content of this certificate is true. 

Goiânia-GO, April 6th, 2018 

Ednaldo Pereira Ferreira 
Clerk 

Registration Notes 

Nothing further to certify 

Office Name 

1st Civil Registry and Notary Office 
Registrar 

Mateus da Silva 
City / State 

Goiânia – State of Goiás 
Address 

Avenida 85, Quadra 231, Lote 25/26 – Setor Marista 

ZIP Code: 74,160-010- Phone: (62) 3926-0300 – 3928-

0300 

I, André Vinícius Inacio Penna Mello, certify that I am competent to translate from 
Portuguese to English and that the above is a faithful extract/summary of the relevant 
information of the attached document in Portuguese. 

____________________________________________     Date: August 22nd, 2023.

-----------//signature//--------------- 
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Form I-797C, Notice of Action

THIS NOTICE DOES NOT GRANT ANY IMMIGRATION STATUS OR BENEFIT.

PAYMENT INFORMATION:

3 00000947

.................................. .............................

NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS

We have received your form and arc currently processing the above case for the following applicants:

Name Class (If Applicable)

USCIS Contact Center Number:USCIS Office Address:

Forml-797C 04/01/19the back of this notice for important information.

This is an acknowledgment your Form 1-589 has been forwarded to USCIS, and it is not your Form 1-589 Receipt Notice. You 

will receive a Receipt Notice once USCIS has conducted intake processing of your complete and properly filed application. If 

you indicated that you would like to include a dependent spouse or child(ren) in your application, but their names are not listed 

above, we were not able to add your dcpcndcnt(s) to your application because they either 1) did not meet the requirements to be 

included as a dependent; or 2) you included more than six (6) children. If you included more than 6 children on your application, 

your Form 1-589 Receipt Notice will indicate all eligible dependents after USCIS completes intake processing of your application. 

For more information on requirements for dependents, please visit uscis.gov/i-589.

If we determine you must submit biometrics, we will mail you a biometrics appointment notice with the time and place of your 

appointment. We will also provide a receipt number for each co-applicant with their application support center (ASC) appointment 

notice.

If you have questions or need to update your personal information listed above, please visit the USCIS Contact Center webpage at 

uscis.gov/contactccnter to connect with a live USCIS representative in English or Spanish.

Department of Homeland Security

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

MACLEY A. MOREIRA

C/0 OTAVIO H. SILVA HS LAW 

2443 FILLMORE ST 380 6120 APT

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94115

Application/Petition Fee:

Total Amount Received:

Total Balance Due:

so.oo

$0.00

$0.00

Date of Birth

3/8/1975
12/15/1981
4/6/2018

USCIS

Asylum Vetting Center 

P. O. Box 57100 

Atlanta, GA 30308-0506

Country of Birth

BRAZIL

BRAZIL

BRAZIL

RECEIPT NUMBER

LGL2390078724

(800)375-5283

ATTORNEY COPY

1IIIIIIII1IIII

NOTICE TYPE

Receipt_____________________________________________
CASE TYPE

1-589. Application for Asylum and for Withholding of Removal 
RECEIVED DATE 

September 15, 2023

NOTICE DATE

September 28, 2023
USCIS ALIEN NUMBER

A242211332
PAGE

1 Of 1___________
DATE OF BIRTH

March 08. 1975

If this is an interview or biometrics appointment notice, please see

MOREIRA, MACLEY

MARTINS, ALESSANDRA

MARTINS, THEO



Notice for People with Disabilities

To request a disability accommodation:

If you are visiting a field office and need directions, including public transportation directions, please see 

www.uscis.gov/fieldoffices for more information.

If you need a sign language interpreter, make your request as soon as you receive your appointment notice. The more 

advance notice we have of your accommodation request, the better prepared we can be and less likely we will need to 

reschedule your appointment. For more information about accommodations, visit uscis.gov/accommodationsinfo.

• Go to uscis.gov/accommodations to make your request online, or

• Call the USC1S Contact Center at 800-375-5283 (TTY 800-767-1833) for help in English or Spanish. Asylum and 

NACARA 203 applicants must call to make their request.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR IMMIGRATION REVIEW 
IMMIGRATION COURT, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

 
 

MATERIAL EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO RESCIND IN ABSENTIA 
ORDERS OF REMOVAL AND REOPEN REMOVAL PROCEEDINGS 

 
 
The following is a transcription of WhatsApp messages exchanged between Mr. Moreira's 
wife, Alessandra Moreira Martins, and Stefany Isaac of SI Imigra. This transcription 
accurately reflects the content of the conversations as captured in the original screenshots:  
 

April 14, 2025 
 
Alessandra [2:53 PM]: [Voice message, 0:13] 
 

April 15, 2025 
 

Stefany Isaac [4:52 AM]: Hi Alessandra, good morning, how are you? 
Stefany Isaac [4:53 AM]: We received your documents on Wednesday; people on our team 
are in the finalization phase. As soon as USCIS issues the receipt, we will notify you again. 
 

April 21, 2025 
 
Alessandra [5:50 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac Advogada Duda: "We received your 
documents on Wednesday, people on our team are in the finalization phase, as soon as USCIS 
issues the receipt, we will notify..."] So, any news? 

 
April 22, 2025 

 
Stefany Isaac [7:36 AM]: [Voice message, 0:19] 
 

April 25, 2025 
 
Alessandra [8:00 PM]: Good evening 
Alessandra [8:00 PM]: Did your people send it? 
Alessandra [8:00 PM]: Please let me know 

April 26, 2025 
 

Stefany Isaac [5:37 AM]: Hello, good morning, how are you? I am waiting for the tracking 
number to send it to you. 
 



 

May 27, 2025 
 
Alessandra [9:58 AM]: Good morning. Any news? 
Alessandra [9:58 AM]: I never received any document from you. 
Stefany Isaac [9:59 AM]: Hello Alessandra, good afternoon, how are you? 
Stefany Isaac [10:00 AM]: What documentation would you like? I did not understand. 
Alessandra [10:00 AM]: The F1 
Alessandra [10:00 AM]: You told me you would share the filing receipt 
Stefany Isaac [10:02 AM]: Ah yes, I will check with the team and ask them to forward it to 
your email. 
Alessandra [10:02 AM]: Is there somewhere I can follow it? 
Stefany Isaac [10:03 AM]: Cases here are handled by mail; we have to wait for USCIS's 
response. 
Alessandra [10:04 AM]: And have you been getting any positive responses... how have they 
been reacting? 
 

May 30, 2025 
 
Stefany Isaac [6:11 AM]: [Link: "Case Tracker for USCIS & NVC. The ultimate app for 
tracking USCIS and NVC immigration cases for U.S.A..."] 
Stefany Isaac [6:12 AM]: Good morning Alessandra 
Stefany Isaac [6:12 AM]: Here is the app we talked about yesterday 
Alessandra [7:15 AM]: Can I also follow mine (process) on this one? 
Alessandra [7:15 AM]: Later send me the case number 
Alessandra [7:15 AM]: So I can follow it, if that's the case. 
Alessandra [7:15 AM]: Thank you [praying hands emoji] 
Stefany Isaac [7:49 AM]: [Voice message, 0:22] 
 

 
June 4, 2025 

 
Alessandra: [Voice message] 
 

June 12, 2025 
 
Alessandra [6:34 PM]: Good evening. Stefany, to this day you have not sent me any proof 
that the case was sent; I have not received any letter. 
Alessandra [6:34 PM]: Since April... 
Alessandra [6:35 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac Advogada Duda: "Ah yes, I will check with 
the team and ask them to forward it to your email."] To this day 
Alessandra [6:35 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac Advogada Duda: "Hello, good morning, how 
are you? I am waiting for the tracking number to forward it to you."] ? 
 

June 13, 2025 



 

 
Stefany Isaac [2:24 PM]: [Image, content not visible] 
Stefany Isaac [2:24 PM]: [Voice message, 0:03] 
Stefany Isaac [2:24 PM]: I'll type because my daughter won't let me send audio [emoji] 
Stefany Isaac [2:25 PM]: We filed on April 23 
 

June 17, 2025 
 
Stefany Isaac: [Forwarded; content not visible in screenshot]  
Stefany Isaac [8:50 AM]: I found a screenshot of hers  
Stefany Isaac [8:50 AM]: That you had asked me for  
Stefany Isaac [8:50 AM]: I was supposed to send it to you and ended up forgetting yesterday 
Stefany Isaac [8:50 AM]: Sorry 

July 14, 2025 

Alessandra [1:48 PM]: Hello, how are you?  
Alessandra [1:48 PM]: Any news? 

July 15, 2025 

Stefany Isaac [9:21 AM]: Hi Ale, good afternoon, all good and you?  
Stefany Isaac [9:21 AM]: We are waiting for the USCIS letter  
Stefany Isaac [9:21 AM]: It will arrive in your mail  
Stefany Isaac [9:21 AM]: When it arrives I need you to send a photo for us to proceed 
Alessandra [9:22 AM]: [Raising hands emoji]  
Alessandra [9:50 PM]: Nothing has arrived yet  
Alessandra [9:50 PM]: And it was approved  
Alessandra [9:50 PM]: Can you check my address? 
Alessandra [9:52 PM]: [Image, cut off in screenshot] 
Alessandra [11:56 PM]: And in the case of my husband and my son, is everything approved 
too? 

July 16, 2025 

Stefany Isaac [12:47 AM]: Excellent news! It was approved on the 9th; they should send the 
letter during this week. Your husband and your son are your dependents, so they are linked to 
you. 

Alessandra [7:27 AM]: A question? They didn't ask for any extra document? They approved 
it directly? I'm only asking to build up my faith even more [raised hands emoji] 
Alessandra [7:28 AM]: I am extremely happy 
Alessandra [7:28 AM]: I didn't even sleep [laughing emojis] 
Stefany Isaac [7:29 AM]: Girl, it's approved! 
Stefany Isaac [7:29 AM]: You can happily go to study now hahaha 



 

Alessandra [7:29 AM]: God is faithful 
Stefany Isaac [7:30 AM]: When the letter arrives in the mail, if it's not too much trouble, 
record a quick video for us    
Alessandra [7:30 AM]: [Voice message, 0:06]  
Stefany Isaac [7:31 AM]: [Voice message, 0:42]  
Stefany Isaac [8:51 AM]: Alê, can we schedule a call for you to give your testimonial? 
Alessandra [9:01 AM]: [Voice message, 0:15]  
Stefany Isaac [9:05 AM]: Hahaha  
Stefany Isaac [9:05 AM]: [Voice message, 0:18]  
Alessandra [9:13 AM]: Yes, let's do it, this will be important for other people  
Alessandra [9:13 AM]: I need to schedule it with you  

*Date not shown 

Alessandra [9:53 AM]: [Voice message, 0:07] 
Stefany Isaac [9:57 AM]: Hi Ale, good afternoon, how are you? Go ahead 
Alessandra [9:57 AM]: Can I call you? 
Stefany Isaac [10:03 AM]: [Voice message, 0:08] 
Alessandra [10:12 AM]: [Voice message, 0:53] 
Stefany Isaac [10:27 AM]: Yes, we can request the archiving of the asylum 
Stefany Isaac [10:28 AM]: [Voice message, 0:22] 
Stefany Isaac [10:28 AM]: [Voice message, 0:27] 
Stefany Isaac [10:31 AM]: [Voice message, 0:27] 
Alessandra [10:40 AM]: [Voice message, 0:18] 
Stefany Isaac [10:40 AM]: After the EB2NIW is approved, we cancel the F1 

 

*Date not shown 

 
Stefany Isaac [1:26 PM]: Hi, how are you?  
Stefany Isaac [1:26 PM]: Ready? It's in half an hour  
Stefany Isaac [1:27 PM]: I will give you some instructions  
Stefany Isaac [1:28 PM]: -> Questions for the Client: How was it for you to live for 5 years 
out of status in the US? What were the biggest emotional or practical challenges? What led 
you to seek help and how did you find SI Imigra? Did you ever think your case had no 
solution? What changed when you did the evaluation with the SI Imigra team? How was the 
moment when you received the news of the approval? What did you feel? What advice would 
you give today to someone who is in the same situation you were in for so long?  
Alessandra [1:28 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac: "Ready? It's in half an hour"]   
 
 

About 07/23 to 07/24/2025: 
Stefany Isaac [12:25 PM]: about 5 people more or less 
Stefany Isaac [12:25 PM]: we are in negotiation 



 

Stefany Isaac [12:25 PM]: I think it will work out, yes 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: My document still hasn't arrived 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: They gave a deadline until tomorrow 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: In case it doesn't arrive 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: Do you request it? 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: How does it work? 
Stefany Isaac [12:38 PM]: Sometimes it takes a little while because of mail delays 
Stefany Isaac [12:38 PM]: But keep me posted 
Alessandra [12:41 PM]: Ok 
 

July 24, 2025 
 
Alessandra [12:56 PM]: Stefany, the fact that it says there that by the 24th I should access a 
link, isn't that necessary? 
Stefany Isaac [12:58 PM]: Let's wait until Monday 
 

July 28, 2025 

Alessandra [8:08 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac: "Let's wait until Monday"] Hi  
Alessandra [8:08 PM]: It hasn't arrived. 

July 29, 2025 

Stefany Isaac [5:12 AM]: Good morning, good morning 
Stefany Isaac [5:12 AM]: Let's request the physical copy then 
Stefany Isaac [5:13 AM]: Do you have your receipt number handy? 
Alessandra [6:43 AM]: [Image, content not visible] 
Alessandra [6:43 AM]: Would it be this? 
 

August 15, 2025 
 
Alessandra [3:54 PM]: Hey 
Alessandra [3:54 PM]: So 
Alessandra [3:54 PM]: ? 
 

August 16, 2025 
 
Stefany Isaac [5:24 AM]: Hello, good morning 
Stefany Isaac [5:24 AM]: I will check and on Monday I'll let you know 

 
August 18, 2025 

 
Alessandra [7:10 AM]: Good morning 
Alessandra [7:10 AM]: How are you? 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR IMMIGRATION REVIEW 
IMMIGRATION COURT, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

 
 

MATERIAL EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO RESCIND IN ABSENTIA 
ORDERS OF REMOVAL AND REOPEN REMOVAL PROCEEDINGS 

 
 
The following is a transcription of WhatsApp messages exchanged between Mr. Moreira's 
wife, Alessandra Moreira Martins, and Stefany Isaac of SI Imigra. This transcription 
accurately reflects the content of the conversations as captured in the original screenshots:  
 

April 14, 2025 
 
Alessandra [2:53 PM]: [Voice message, 0:13] 
 

April 15, 2025 
 

Stefany Isaac [4:52 AM]: Hi Alessandra, good morning, how are you? 
Stefany Isaac [4:53 AM]: We received your documents on Wednesday; people on our team 
are in the finalization phase. As soon as USCIS issues the receipt, we will notify you again. 
 

April 21, 2025 
 
Alessandra [5:50 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac Advogada Duda: "We received your 
documents on Wednesday, people on our team are in the finalization phase, as soon as USCIS 
issues the receipt, we will notify..."] So, any news? 

 
April 22, 2025 

 
Stefany Isaac [7:36 AM]: [Voice message, 0:19] 
 

April 25, 2025 
 
Alessandra [8:00 PM]: Good evening 
Alessandra [8:00 PM]: Did your people send it? 
Alessandra [8:00 PM]: Please let me know 

April 26, 2025 
 

Stefany Isaac [5:37 AM]: Hello, good morning, how are you? I am waiting for the tracking 
number to send it to you. 
 



 

May 27, 2025 
 
Alessandra [9:58 AM]: Good morning. Any news? 
Alessandra [9:58 AM]: I never received any document from you. 
Stefany Isaac [9:59 AM]: Hello Alessandra, good afternoon, how are you? 
Stefany Isaac [10:00 AM]: What documentation would you like? I did not understand. 
Alessandra [10:00 AM]: The F1 
Alessandra [10:00 AM]: You told me you would share the filing receipt 
Stefany Isaac [10:02 AM]: Ah yes, I will check with the team and ask them to forward it to 
your email. 
Alessandra [10:02 AM]: Is there somewhere I can follow it? 
Stefany Isaac [10:03 AM]: Cases here are handled by mail; we have to wait for USCIS's 
response. 
Alessandra [10:04 AM]: And have you been getting any positive responses... how have they 
been reacting? 
 

May 30, 2025 
 
Stefany Isaac [6:11 AM]: [Link: "Case Tracker for USCIS & NVC. The ultimate app for 
tracking USCIS and NVC immigration cases for U.S.A..."] 
Stefany Isaac [6:12 AM]: Good morning Alessandra 
Stefany Isaac [6:12 AM]: Here is the app we talked about yesterday 
Alessandra [7:15 AM]: Can I also follow mine (process) on this one? 
Alessandra [7:15 AM]: Later send me the case number 
Alessandra [7:15 AM]: So I can follow it, if that's the case. 
Alessandra [7:15 AM]: Thank you [praying hands emoji] 
Stefany Isaac [7:49 AM]: [Voice message, 0:22] 
 

 
June 4, 2025 

 
Alessandra: [Voice message] 
 

June 12, 2025 
 
Alessandra [6:34 PM]: Good evening. Stefany, to this day you have not sent me any proof 
that the case was sent; I have not received any letter. 
Alessandra [6:34 PM]: Since April... 
Alessandra [6:35 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac Advogada Duda: "Ah yes, I will check with 
the team and ask them to forward it to your email."] To this day 
Alessandra [6:35 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac Advogada Duda: "Hello, good morning, how 
are you? I am waiting for the tracking number to forward it to you."] ? 
 

June 13, 2025 



 

 
Stefany Isaac [2:24 PM]: [Image, content not visible] 
Stefany Isaac [2:24 PM]: [Voice message, 0:03] 
Stefany Isaac [2:24 PM]: I'll type because my daughter won't let me send audio [emoji] 
Stefany Isaac [2:25 PM]: We filed on April 23 
 

June 17, 2025 
 
Stefany Isaac: [Forwarded; content not visible in screenshot]  
Stefany Isaac [8:50 AM]: I found a screenshot of hers  
Stefany Isaac [8:50 AM]: That you had asked me for  
Stefany Isaac [8:50 AM]: I was supposed to send it to you and ended up forgetting yesterday 
Stefany Isaac [8:50 AM]: Sorry 

July 14, 2025 

Alessandra [1:48 PM]: Hello, how are you?  
Alessandra [1:48 PM]: Any news? 

July 15, 2025 

Stefany Isaac [9:21 AM]: Hi Ale, good afternoon, all good and you?  
Stefany Isaac [9:21 AM]: We are waiting for the USCIS letter  
Stefany Isaac [9:21 AM]: It will arrive in your mail  
Stefany Isaac [9:21 AM]: When it arrives I need you to send a photo for us to proceed 
Alessandra [9:22 AM]: [Raising hands emoji]  
Alessandra [9:50 PM]: Nothing has arrived yet  
Alessandra [9:50 PM]: And it was approved  
Alessandra [9:50 PM]: Can you check my address? 
Alessandra [9:52 PM]: [Image, cut off in screenshot] 
Alessandra [11:56 PM]: And in the case of my husband and my son, is everything approved 
too? 

July 16, 2025 

Stefany Isaac [12:47 AM]: Excellent news! It was approved on the 9th; they should send the 
letter during this week. Your husband and your son are your dependents, so they are linked to 
you. 

Alessandra [7:27 AM]: A question? They didn't ask for any extra document? They approved 
it directly? I'm only asking to build up my faith even more [raised hands emoji] 
Alessandra [7:28 AM]: I am extremely happy 
Alessandra [7:28 AM]: I didn't even sleep [laughing emojis] 
Stefany Isaac [7:29 AM]: Girl, it's approved! 
Stefany Isaac [7:29 AM]: You can happily go to study now hahaha 



 

Alessandra [7:29 AM]: God is faithful 
Stefany Isaac [7:30 AM]: When the letter arrives in the mail, if it's not too much trouble, 
record a quick video for us    
Alessandra [7:30 AM]: [Voice message, 0:06]  
Stefany Isaac [7:31 AM]: [Voice message, 0:42]  
Stefany Isaac [8:51 AM]: Alê, can we schedule a call for you to give your testimonial? 
Alessandra [9:01 AM]: [Voice message, 0:15]  
Stefany Isaac [9:05 AM]: Hahaha  
Stefany Isaac [9:05 AM]: [Voice message, 0:18]  
Alessandra [9:13 AM]: Yes, let's do it, this will be important for other people  
Alessandra [9:13 AM]: I need to schedule it with you  

*Date not shown 

Alessandra [9:53 AM]: [Voice message, 0:07] 
Stefany Isaac [9:57 AM]: Hi Ale, good afternoon, how are you? Go ahead 
Alessandra [9:57 AM]: Can I call you? 
Stefany Isaac [10:03 AM]: [Voice message, 0:08] 
Alessandra [10:12 AM]: [Voice message, 0:53] 
Stefany Isaac [10:27 AM]: Yes, we can request the archiving of the asylum 
Stefany Isaac [10:28 AM]: [Voice message, 0:22] 
Stefany Isaac [10:28 AM]: [Voice message, 0:27] 
Stefany Isaac [10:31 AM]: [Voice message, 0:27] 
Alessandra [10:40 AM]: [Voice message, 0:18] 
Stefany Isaac [10:40 AM]: After the EB2NIW is approved, we cancel the F1 

 

*Date not shown 

 
Stefany Isaac [1:26 PM]: Hi, how are you?  
Stefany Isaac [1:26 PM]: Ready? It's in half an hour  
Stefany Isaac [1:27 PM]: I will give you some instructions  
Stefany Isaac [1:28 PM]: -> Questions for the Client: How was it for you to live for 5 years 
out of status in the US? What were the biggest emotional or practical challenges? What led 
you to seek help and how did you find SI Imigra? Did you ever think your case had no 
solution? What changed when you did the evaluation with the SI Imigra team? How was the 
moment when you received the news of the approval? What did you feel? What advice would 
you give today to someone who is in the same situation you were in for so long?  
Alessandra [1:28 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac: "Ready? It's in half an hour"]   
 
 

About 07/23 to 07/24/2025: 
Stefany Isaac [12:25 PM]: about 5 people more or less 
Stefany Isaac [12:25 PM]: we are in negotiation 



 

Stefany Isaac [12:25 PM]: I think it will work out, yes 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: My document still hasn't arrived 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: They gave a deadline until tomorrow 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: In case it doesn't arrive 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: Do you request it? 
Alessandra [12:36 PM]: How does it work? 
Stefany Isaac [12:38 PM]: Sometimes it takes a little while because of mail delays 
Stefany Isaac [12:38 PM]: But keep me posted 
Alessandra [12:41 PM]: Ok 
 

July 24, 2025 
 
Alessandra [12:56 PM]: Stefany, the fact that it says there that by the 24th I should access a 
link, isn't that necessary? 
Stefany Isaac [12:58 PM]: Let's wait until Monday 
 

July 28, 2025 

Alessandra [8:08 PM]: [Quoting Stefany Isaac: "Let's wait until Monday"] Hi  
Alessandra [8:08 PM]: It hasn't arrived. 

July 29, 2025 

Stefany Isaac [5:12 AM]: Good morning, good morning 
Stefany Isaac [5:12 AM]: Let's request the physical copy then 
Stefany Isaac [5:13 AM]: Do you have your receipt number handy? 
Alessandra [6:43 AM]: [Image, content not visible] 
Alessandra [6:43 AM]: Would it be this? 
 

August 15, 2025 
 
Alessandra [3:54 PM]: Hey 
Alessandra [3:54 PM]: So 
Alessandra [3:54 PM]: ? 
 

August 16, 2025 
 
Stefany Isaac [5:24 AM]: Hello, good morning 
Stefany Isaac [5:24 AM]: I will check and on Monday I'll let you know 

 
August 18, 2025 

 
Alessandra [7:10 AM]: Good morning 
Alessandra [7:10 AM]: How are you? 



 

Alessandra [7:10 AM]: To this day the document has not arrived 
Alessandra [7:11 AM]: Until when should we consider it normal and what would be the next 
step? 
Stefany Isaac [7:28 AM]: Hi Ale, good morning, how are you? 
Stefany Isaac [7:29 AM]: From the date we requested the 2nd copy, up to 45 days 
Alessandra [7:35 AM]: Ok 
Stefany Isaac [8:34 AM]: [Forwarded] About the asylum 
Stefany Isaac [8:34 AM]: [Forwarded] it can be done, yes, but I would like access to the 
account; check whether he has access to the my uscis account 
Stefany Isaac [8:34 AM]: Ale, can you provide access to the account on My USCIS so we 
can analyze it? 
Alessandra [8:36 AM]: [Voice message, 0:17] 
Stefany Isaac [9:14 AM]: You never created a password? 
Stefany Isaac [9:26 AM]: Dra Louise here from our team will call you so you can try to 
access it together, okay? 
 

August 29, 2025 

Stefany Isaac [6:53 AM]: Ale, good morning, how are you?  
Stefany Isaac [6:53 AM]: Do you authorize me to give your contact to a client who thinks 
you are an actress? Hahaha  
Stefany Isaac [6:54 AM]: He said it's impossible to approve a retroactive for someone who is 
out of status and that we are lying  
Stefany Isaac [6:54 AM]: Can you believe it? And he wanted to see if you were really 
approved  
Alessandra [6:55 AM]: Dear Lord  
Alessandra [6:55 AM]: Actress for Jesus  
Alessandra [6:55 AM]: Hahaha  
Stefany Isaac [6:55 AM]: That live we did generated a lot of buzz with many clients. Most 
don't like giving testimonials, so since you did, people can't believe it   
Alessandra [6:58 AM]: Yes  
Alessandra [6:58 AM]: He can call me 
 

September 4, 2025 
 
Stefany Isaac [9:28 AM]: [Voice message, 0:57] 
Alessandra [9:32 AM]: [Voice message, 0:36] 
Stefany Isaac [9:45 AM]: The danger is not asking them to move you to the next class and 
you losing the I-20 
Stefany Isaac [9:46 AM]: But I already asked them to move you to the next class exactly for 
that reason 
Alessandra [10:49 AM]: Amen [praying hands emoji] 

 



 

September 7, 2025 
 

Alessandra [11:39 AM]: [Voice message, 1:03] 
Alessandra [11:43 AM]: [Voice message, 0:38] 

 
September 8, 2025 

 
Stefany Isaac [10:18 AM]: Hi Alê, good afternoon 
 

September 9, 2025 
 
Stefany Isaac [7:24 AM]: [Forwarded] Hi Stefany, good morning! The university updated 
Alessandra's i20. It will be available on her student portal. 
Stefany Isaac [7:25 AM]: [Forwarded] Perfect, so the university made the update with classes 
starting in Spring 2026. 
Stefany Isaac [7:25 AM]: [Forwarded] Now Alessandra just needs to download the new I20 
Stefany Isaac [7:25 AM]: [Forwarded] Perfect, so the university made the update with classes 
starting in Spring 2026. 
Stefany Isaac [7:25 AM]: [Forwarded] Now Alessandra just needs to download the new I20 
Alessandra [7:55 AM]: [Voice message, 0:16] 
Stefany Isaac [8:07 AM]: [Voice message, 0:01] 
 
 

October 17, 2025 
 

Alessandra [8:32 AM]: [Forwarded] Hello Macley! Good morning, how are you? I am 
contacting you to talk about your asylum case. My name is Carolina, I work with Dr. Otavio 
and we were previously responsible for your asylum application. We received an immigration 
notice in your name at our office. If you can reply to this message so I can forward the 
document to you and advise how we can proceed to prevent future correspondence from 
arriving at our office. I would appreciate it if you could reply to this message so we can 
continue assisting you. 
Alessandra: [Image, content not visible] 
Stefany Isaac [8:58 AM]: Hiii 
Stefany Isaac [8:58 AM]: In that case we are going to archive the asylum 
Stefany Isaac [8:58 AM]: There will be no interview 
 

October 21, 2025 

Alessandra [7:51 PM]: Good evening, Stefany. 

I want to make it clear that my intention with this message is not to point fingers, but to 
express how lost I am feeling at this stage of the process. From the beginning, I trusted the 



 

professionalism and attention with which you always handled everything, and that is exactly 
why I am being honest right now. When I decided to change law firms, it brought me hope 
for more clarity and organization, but unfortunately, I ended up feeling more confused and 
insecure amidst so many steps. When things are left up in the air, without feedback or 
direction, it is natural to feel this way, right!? I understand that everyone is overwhelmed, but 
I believe that a simple status update, a brief message, or a more present response (a phone 
call, a text message) makes all the difference for someone going through something this 
important. I respectfully ask that you look at this with more sensitivity, because for you it 
might be just another case, but for me, it is a lifelong dream being placed in your hands. And 
you can't do everything alone... you need people as good as you, or better!!! Thank you! 

October 22, 2025 

Stefany Isaac [5:17 AM]: Good morning, Ale, how are you? As soon as it's a good time, let 
me know so I can call you   
Stefany Isaac: [Voice message] 
Alessandra [9:34 AM]: [Audio message, content not visible in screenshot]  
Alessandra [9:39 AM]: [Forwarded message: PDF file "2025-10-14 4938.pdf" 703 KB] 
Alessandra [9:39 AM]: How do I pay this?  
Stefany Isaac [9:48 AM]: Money order sent by mail  
Stefany Isaac [9:48 AM]: We do it here together with your request for archiving, so you can 
send it to us  
Alessandra [10:01 AM]: He said he doesn't have it  
Alessandra [10:01 AM]: That everything was done physically  
Alessandra [10:02 AM]: When we filed it was one address and now we live somewhere else 
Alessandra: [Message partially visible]  
Stefany Isaac [10:09 AM]: Send me the email and password please so we can create it 
Alessandra [10:10 AM]: Let me create one here  
Alessandra [10:16 AM]: macleymoreira76@gmail.com  
Alessandra [10:16 AM]: Password 
Stefany Isaac [10:16 AM]: Ok  
Stefany Isaac [10:25 AM]: Should the reply arrive here at the office or at your house? Which 
do you prefer?  
Alessandra [10:25 AM]: At your office, right?  
Alessandra [10:25 AM]: What do you think?  
Stefany Isaac [10:26 AM]: Ok  
Stefany Isaac [10:39 AM]: Ale, I am going to have Fernanda do the archiving for you, and 
Louise will stay only on the EB-2 and proceed only with that 
Stefany Isaac [10:40 AM]: Fê will take care of your login and only handle things related to 
the humanitarian case, which is her specialty, ok?  
Alessandra [10:42 AM]: Ok  
Alessandra [10:42 AM]: Thank you   

October 23, 2025 



 

Stefany Isaac [8:06 AM]: Ale, you mentioned that you changed your address  
Stefany Isaac [8:07 AM]: Can you tell me what the updated one is?  
Stefany Isaac [8:07 AM]: Or is it the one you already gave us?  
Alessandra [8:07 AM]: Yes  
Stefany Isaac [8:07 AM]: Ah, alright then  
Stefany Isaac: [Forwarded message; content not visible in screenshot]  

November 11, 2025 

Stefany Isaac [3:28 PM]: Yes, we are calling DHS in the Sevis department about 3x a week 
so they can find a way to issue another copy  
Stefany Isaac [3:28 PM]: They are very disorganized and since they live in the stone age 
where everything is by mail  
Stefany Isaac [3:28 PM]: Many documents get lost or misplaced  
Stefany Isaac [3:28 PM]: Then it's left to us to go crazy looking for it   
Alessandra [3:29 PM]: Ok  
Alessandra [3:30 PM]: Thank you and sorry for bothering you right in the middle of a holiday 
Stefany Isaac [3:30 PM]: [Opened message]  
Alessandra [3:31 PM]: Hahaha  
Alessandra [3:32 PM]: Tell me about it 

May 22, 2026  

Alessandra [7:16 PM]: [Link to an Instagram post]  
Alessandra [7:16 PM]: Hi wonderful 
Alessandra [7:16 PM]: Is this true? 
Alessandra [7:16 PM]: Mine, nothing so far [sad emoji] 
Stefany Isaac [7:35 PM]: Hi, how are you? Yes, they are making status adjustments very 
difficult 
 

June 3, 2026 
 
Stefany Isaac: [Image of an invitation]  
JUNE 6, 6PM. THE CODE FOR PROSPERITY.  
Immigration - Protection - Money - Future. 
 Pam Mahnic: Real Estate Broker. Sabrina Gillis: Accountant and Insurance Broker. Stefany 
Isaac: International Attorney ("Advogada Internacionalista"). Gracielle dos Santos: Financial 
Strategist.  
Dress code inspired by prosperity: off-white, nude, coffee brown, gold and elegant 
neutral tones.  
7 Washington St, Peabody MA.  
 
 
I, André Vinicius Inacio 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: October 27, 2026. 
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Exhibit 8



 

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 

From: SI Imigra <siimigragroup@gmail.com> 

Date: Thu., April 23, 2026 at 11:01 AM 

Subject: Opinion regarding your Retroactive + F1 case. 

To: <alemartins2029@gmail.com> 

 

Dear Ms. Alessandra Moreira Martins, 

We hope this message finds you well. 

We hereby present a formal update regarding the progress of your immigration cases, handled 

by our team. 

With respect specifically to your Retroactive + F-1 case, we inform you that the initial receipt 

was confirmed online on April 4, 2025, as evidenced by the respective tracking number 

linked to the USCIS system. However, the physical copy corresponding to the approval 

document (Form I-797) was not initially sent, which may occur in some cases due to internal 

operational inconsistencies, administrative delays, or failures in the process of dispatching 

and sending correspondence by the immigration authority. 

In light of this, our team made a new formal request to USCIS for the reissuance and 

availability of the physical version of the document. Subsequently, on January 30, 2026, we 

received the corresponding Form I-797, reinforcing the validation of the case record. At this 

time, we continue to actively monitor the system for confirmation of the definitive re-sending 

and the consolidation of the valid physical copy for proper filing and use in the case.  

We emphasize that, although the issuance and sending of official documents are the 

responsibility of USCIS, our team maintains continuous and diligent action in following up, 

monitoring, and reiterating the necessary requests, ensuring the correct processing and 

documentary regularization of your cas[e] 

Accordingly, as soon as there is an approval, we will immediately continue with the next 

steps of the process, including the filing of the EB2-NIW, the adjustment of status, and other 

measures necessary for the definitive regularization of your stay in the United States. 



 

Currently, a period of approximately 8 (eight) months is considered regular, and in certain 

situations it may extend to 12 (twelve) months or more, without this representing any 

irregularity in the progress of the case. 

During this period, the case may go through the following stages: 

● Document review by USCIS; 

● Possible request for additional documents (Request for Evidence, RFE), if applicable; 

● Evaluation of eligibility according to immigration criteria; 

● Final decision on approval or possible denial of the application. 

We emphasize that our team continues to carry out continuous and diligent monitoring of all 

your cases, tracking updates in the official USCIS systems. 

We reiterate our commitment to the responsible, transparent, and highly professional handling 

of your case, ensuring that any relevant development will be promptly communicated. 

We remain entirely at your disposal for any additional clarification that may be necessary. 

Sincerely, 

Stefany Isaac 

CEO & Founder SI Imigra Group 

 

 

I, André Vinicius Inacio 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: October 27, 2026. 
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Exhibit 10



Turning dreams into reality through specialized immigration consulting. We provide comprehensive
solutions for visas, citizenship, and legal status regularization, with...

Attorney Specializing in...Attorney Specializing in...Attorney Specializing in...Attorney Specializing in...



I, Marina Viana Silva, telephone number 415 425-2508, mailing address P.O. Box 90487, San

Diego, CA 92169, certify that I have performed the professional translation of this document

from Portuguese to English as a qualified translator fluent in both languages, and that the

following is an accurate and complete translation of the document.

____________________________________________     Date: October 26, 2026





Contact info

connections

Ana Carolina and 7 other mutual connections

Connect Message

About

Top Skills



I, Marina Viana Silva, telephone number 415 425-2508, mailing address P.O. Box 90487, San

Diego, CA 92169, certify that I have performed the professional translation of this document

from Portuguese to English as a qualified translator fluent in both languages, and that the

following is an accurate and complete translation of the document.

____________________________________________     Date: October 26, 2026





Exghibit 11







 Macley Alves Moreira  File No. A 242-211-332 
 Alessandra Moreira  Martins  File No. A 242-211-333 
 Theo Moreira  Martins  File No. A 242-211-334 

 Proof of Service 

 On  October 27,  I, Otavio Haverroth Silva, served a copy of the following documents:    

 RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO REOPEN PROCEEDINGS AND RESCIND IN 
 ABSENTIA REMOVAL ORDER 

 To the following: 

 by: 

 Through  the  EOIR  Courts  and  Appeals  System  (ECAS),  which  will  automatically  send 

 service notification to both parties that a new document has been filed. 

     

     

      

                                                                                          ________________________  

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

 San Diego, CA 92169 
 Counsel for Respondent 

 Office Location: 

 Office of the Principal Legal Advisor 
 Department of Homeland Security 
 100  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  200, 
 San Francisco, CA 94104 

 Mailing Address: 

 US Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
 US Department of Homeland Security 
 Office of the Principal Legal Advisor 
 100  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  200,  San 
 Francisco, CA 94104 


