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SARAH R. HACOBIAN, ESQ. (SBN 340443)
SRH Law Group, APC
440 Western Ave. Suite 205
Glendale, CA 91201
Telephone: (818) 669-8522
SRHlawgroup@outlook.com
Attorney for Petitioner

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

VLADISLAV KRASNOV,

Petitioner,

v.

KRISTI NOEM, Secretary, U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security;
[WARDEN / FACILITY 
ADMINISTRATOR], Adelanto ICE 
Processing Center / Desert View 
Annex; TODD M. LYONS, Senior 
Official Performing the Duties of the 
Director, U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement; FIELD 
OFFICE DIRECTOR, ICE 
Enforcement and Removal 
Operations, Los Angeles; and DOES 
1–10, in their official capacities,

Respondents.

Case No.: 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF 

HABEAS CORPUS (28 U.S.C. § 

2241), AND DECLARATORY AND 

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 1 of 137   Page ID
#:1



 

2

PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS (28 U.S.C. § 2241), AND DECLARATORY AND 

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

INTRODUCTION

Petitioner Vladislav Krasnov (“Petitioner”) respectfully petitions this Court 

for a writ of habeas corpus pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241 challenging his ongoing 

civil immigration detention by the Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”) and 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”).

Petitioner is a 27-year-old citizen of Russia who entered the United States on 

or about August 8, 2023, and applied for admission at San Ysidro, California. He 

subsequently applied for asylum and related protection. On March 1, 2024, an 

Immigration Judge denied asylum and ordered removal.

Petitioner continued to pursue relief. Most recently, through counsel, he filed 

a Motion to Reopen before the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”), which 

remains pending. On March 9, 2026, the BIA granted an emergency stay of 

removal.

Petitioner was detained by ICE on February 11, 2026, during a routine 

check-in in Los Angeles. On March 9, 2026—while at an airport in Louisiana 

being placed on a plane for removal—the BIA stay issued, and he was returned to 

detention.

Despite the stay, the pending Motion to Reopen, and Petitioner’s serious 

medical condition, ICE continues to detain him without any constitutionally 

adequate individualized custody determination.
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Petitioner suffers from vitiligo, an autoimmune disease, and his condition 

has worsened in detention due to interruption of treatment.

Petitioner seeks immediate release, or alternatively, a prompt individualized 

custody determination with constitutionally adequate safeguards, including 

meaningful consideration of alternatives to detention.

CUSTODY

1. Petitioner is currently detained at the Adelanto ICE Processing Center

Desert View Annex in Adelanto, California.

2. Petitioner is in the physical custody of the Warden / Facility Administrator 

of that facility, who is his immediate custodian.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

3. This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 because Petitioner is in 

federal custody within this District and challenges the legality of that custody.

4. Jurisdiction also lies under 28 U.S.C. § 1331 because this action arises under 

the Constitution and laws of the United States.

5. Petitioner challenges only the legality of his detention—not the underlying 

removal order—and thus his claims are properly brought in habeas.

6. This Court has authority under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and the All Writs Act, 28 

U.S.C. § 1651.

7. Venue is proper because Petitioner is detained within this District and his 
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custodian is located here.

PARTIES

8. Petitioner Vladislav Krasnov is a 27-year-old native and citizen of Russia, 

born June 1998.

9. Respondent Warden / Facility Administrator of the Adelanto ICE Processing 

Center is Petitioner’s immediate custodian.

10.Respondent Kristi Noem, Secretary of DHS, has authority over immigration 

detention.

11.Respondent Todd M. Lyons, Acting ICE Director, oversees immigration 

enforcement and detention operations.

12.Respondent Field Office Director, ICE Los Angeles, has authority over 

Petitioner’s detention.

13.Respondents DOES 1–10 are unknown officials responsible for Petitioner’s 

detention and attempted removal.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

14.Petitioner is a native and citizen of Russia.

15.He entered the United States on August 8, 2023, at San Ysidro, California.

16.DHS issued a Notice to Appear alleging that Petitioner lacked valid entry 

documents. (EXH B)

17.Petitioner applied for asylum and related relief.
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18.On March 1, 2024, an Immigration Judge denied asylum and ordered 

removal.

19.Petitioner pursued further review before the BIA and the Fifth Circuit.

20.New immigration Counsel, Wallie Mason, esq. of Mason Immigration Law

Office was retained on February 7, 2026.

21.On February 11, 2026, Petitioner was detained by ICE during a check-in in 

Los Angeles. (EXH C)

22.On or about February 12, 2026, his prior release was revoked. (EXH C)

23.Petitioner filed a Motion to Reopen with the BIA on or about February 27, 

2026. (EXH D)

24.Petitioner then supplemented his Motion to Reopen with the BIA.

2026. (EXH E)

25.That Motion to Reopen remains pending.

26.On March 9, 2026, the BIA granted an emergency stay of removal. (EXH F)

27.At the time the stay issued, Petitioner was at an airport in Louisiana being 

placed on a plane for removal.

28.After the stay issued, he was returned to detention instead of removed.

29.Petitioner has no prior criminal history, has no record of failing to appear for 
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any immigration proceedings or required check-ins, and has no history of posing a 

danger to any person or property. His record reflects consistent compliance and 

further demonstrates that he is neither a flight risk nor a danger to the community.

Medical Condition and Irreparable Harm

28.Petitioner suffers from vitiligo, an autoimmune disease.

29.Prior to detention, he received regular treatment through Pacific Skin 

Institute. (EXH G)

30.That treatment helped manage his condition.

31.Medical records from prior detention (2024–2025) show repeated efforts to 

obtain care, including for eye-related symptoms. (EXH G)

32.Since re-detention, Petitioner reports worsening symptoms and spreading 

skin discoloration.

33.His detention has interrupted necessary medical care.

34.His condition is deteriorating in custody.

35.This constitutes ongoing and irreparable harm.

Community Ties and Release Plan

36.Petitioner is 27 years old, unmarried, and has no children.

37.Prior to detention, he lived in a shared apartment in West Hollywood.

38.He can return to that residence upon release.

39.Following his prior release from immigration detention in 2024, Petitioner 
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remained actively engaged in the community as a volunteer with Russian America 

for Democracy in Russia (“RADR”), an organization that supports Russian pro-

democracy and anti-war asylum seekers in the United States. Through his 

involvement, Petitioner provided assistance and support to individuals in similar 

circumstances, demonstrating a strong commitment to community service and 

civic engagement. Petitioner has played a meaningful role in supporting others 

navigating the asylum process and has been a positive and reliable presence within 

that community. A letter of support from the President of RADR further attests to 

Petitioner’s character, contributions, and community ties. (EXH H)

40.Petitioner has also volunteered with the Russian Seattle for Freedom 

organization, where he assisted individuals facing similar immigration and 

humanitarian challenges. Through this work, Petitioner demonstrated continued 

commitment to supporting others and maintaining strong community ties. The 

organization has expressed its willingness, upon Petitioner’s release, to provide 

him with stable housing, cultural and social integration, language orientation 

support, and ongoing community support. A letter from the President of Russian 

Seattle for Freedom attests to Petitioner’s involvement, character, and the 

organization’s commitment to assisting him upon release. (EXH H)

41.He has a stable release plan and housing.
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42.He is able and willing to comply with any conditions of supervision. (EXH

H)

Lack of Legitimate Detention Purpose

43.Petitioner’s removal is currently stayed.

44.His Motion to Reopen remains pending.

45.ICE has continued detention without meaningful custody review.

46.No individualized determination has assessed his current risk or alternatives 

to detention.

47.ICE’s decision to re-detain Petitioner—after previously releasing him 

following over 444 days of detention and a demonstrated period of full 

compliance—confirms that continued detention is not reasonably related to any 

legitimate regulatory purpose.

48.Continued detention under these circumstances is arbitrary and excessive.

Cumulative Detention, Prior Release, and Demonstrated Compliance Render 

Continued Detention Excessive and Unnecessary

49.Petitioner’s current detention cannot be evaluated in isolation. Rather, it 

must be considered in light of his prior, prolonged immigration detention arising 

from the same underlying proceedings.

50.Petitioner was initially detained on or about August 8, 2023, after presenting 

himself for inspection at the border pursuant to the CBP One appointment process.
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51.He remained in immigration detention for approximately 444 days, until his 

release on October 24, 2024. (EXH I)

52.Petitioner’s release was not based on any finding that he posed a danger or

flight risk. Instead, he was released by order of the government in connection with 

litigation challenging unlawful and prolonged detention practices, further 

underscoring that his continued detention at that time was not justified.

53. Following his release, Petitioner fully complied with all conditions of 

supervision, including attending required check-ins and participating in his 

immigration proceedings.

54.Petitioner has no history of absconding, no violations of supervision, and no 

conduct suggesting noncompliance at any point during his release.

55.Petitioner is now subject to a second period of immigration detention arising 

from the same underlying case, which must be evaluated as part of a cumulative 

detention framework.

56.The Due Process Clause requires courts to consider the total duration and 

context of detention, including prior periods of confinement, in determining 

whether continued detention has become excessive in relation to its regulatory 

purpose. See, e.g., Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 (2001); Hernandez v. 

Sessions, 872 F.3d 976, 990 (9th Cir. 2017).

57.Here, Petitioner’s combined detention—over 444 days of prior confinement 
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followed by his current re-detention—renders his custody increasingly excessive 

and punitive rather than regulatory.

58.This conclusion is further reinforced by the fact that Petitioner was 

previously released and demonstrated sustained compliance with all immigration 

requirements, confirming that detention is not necessary to ensure his appearance 

or protect the community.

59.Where the government has already tested less restrictive alternatives—and 

those alternatives have proven successful—continued detention without 

meaningful justification is arbitrary and unconstitutional.

60.Under these circumstances, continued detention without a constitutionally 

adequate custody determination—one that meaningfully accounts for Petitioner’s 

prior prolonged detention, prior government-authorized release, and demonstrated 

compliance—violates the Due Process Clause.

61.Accordingly, the cumulative and repeated nature of Petitioner’s detention 

strongly supports immediate release, or, at minimum, a prompt individualized 

custody determination with heightened procedural safeguards.

EXHAUSTION

62.Under 28 U.S.C. § 2241, petitioners are not required to exhaust direct 
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appeals before seeking habeas relief. Marquez v. INS, 346 F.3d 892, 897 (9th Cir. 

2003); Hernandez v. Sessions, 872 F.3d 976, 988 (9th Cir. 2017).  Moreover, 

Petitioner has exhausted his administrative remedies to the extent required by law, 

and his only remedy is by way of the instant Petition. McKart v. United States, 395 

U.S. 185, 193 (1969) (determining that exhaustion is not necessary in cases where 

pursuit of further administrative remedies would prove futile and the issues posed 

are purely questions of law); see, e.g., Beltran v. Noem, No. 25cv2650-LL-DEB, 

2025 LX 484516, at *11 (S.D. Cal. Nov. 4, 2025) (“[A]ppeals to the BIA would be 

futile because it will find Petitioners subject to mandatory detention pursuant to 

Matter of Yajure Hurtado under the very statute that Petitioners are challenging.”) 

(citations omitted); J-C-R-M v. Wamsley, No. 3:25-cv-990-SI, 2025 LX 522006, at 

*23 (D. Or. Dec. 9, 2025) (expressing doubt that the agency will correct its 

position on § 1225 given its “unequivocal commitment” to the positions taken in 

Yajure Hurtado); De Paz v. Noem, No. 2:25-cv-06649-SVW-JPR, 2025 LX 

667848, at *9 (C.D. Cal. Oct. 10, 2025) (same); Rodriguez v. Bostock, 779 F. 

Supp. 3d 1239, 1250-52 (W.D. Wash. 2025) (same).

REQUIREMENTS OF 28 U.S.C. §§ 2241 and 2243

63.The Court must grant the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus or issue an 

Order to Show Cause (“OSC”) to Respondents “forthwith,” unless Petitioner is not 

entitled to relief. 28 U.S.C. § 2243.  If an OSC is issued, the Court must require 
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clear and convincing evidence that Petitioner poses a flight risk or a danger to the 

community in order to justify continued detention. See Singh v. Holder, 638 F.3d 

1196, 1203–04 (9th Cir. 2011).

70.ICE has detained Petitioner and continues to hold him without providing 

any neutral bond or custody hearing and without considering Petitioner’s 

substantial community ties, no criminal history, compliance history, or community 

support.

71.In assessing the constitutionality of Petitioner’s detention, the Court must 

consider not only the present period of confinement, but also Petitioner’s prior 

prolonged detention arising from the same proceedings. Petitioner was previously 

detained for approximately 444 days before being released by the government, and 

thereafter fully complied with all conditions of supervision without incident.

72.Petitioner’s re-detention—after a lengthy prior period of confinement and 

demonstrated compliance—renders his continued detention excessive and not 

reasonably related to any legitimate regulatory purpose. The cumulative nature of 

Petitioner’s detention further distinguishes this case from ordinary detention 

challenges and warrants heightened constitutional scrutiny.

73.Where, as here, the government has already tested less restrictive 
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alternatives and those alternatives proved effective, continued detention without a 

constitutionally adequate custody determination violates due process and is 

unlawful under 28 U.S.C. § 2241.

74.ICE's detention significantly negatively impacts his ability to meaningfully 

participate in his own immigration case with adequate access to counsel and 

records. 

75.Continued detention without such process violates due process.

76.Petitioner is entitled to release or a constitutionally adequate custody 

hearing.

77.Such interference violates the Fifth Amendment and is cognizable under  

§ 2241.

78.Arriving alien status does not eliminate constitutional protections.

79.Petitioner therefore seeks a writ of habeas corpus ordering his

Immediate release from immigration custody, or, in the alternative, requiring ICE 

to provide constitutionally adequate custody review and prohibiting any transfer or 

custodial action that interferes with his ability to obtain meaningful judicial review.

80.ICE's failure to conduct custody review in accordance with 8 U.S.C. § 1226,

renders Petitioner’s current detention unlawful. Petitioner is entitled to a 

constitutionally adequate individualized custody determination under 8 U.S.C. § 

1226 and the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment.
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81.As a result, Petitioner’s continued detention violates the Due Process Clause 

of the Fifth Amendment and is unlawful under 28 U.S.C. § 2241.

COUNT II

Violation of Fifth Amendment Due Process— Arbitrary Deprivation of 

Liberty (U.5. Const. amend. V)

82.Petitioner realleges all prior paragraphs.

83.The Due Process Clause protects noncitizens physically present in the 

United States from arbitrary civil detention and guarantees a meaningful 

opportunity to be heard. See Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 (2001); 

Hernandez v. Sessions, 872 F.3d 976, 990 (9th Cir. 2017); Morrissey v. 

Brewer,408 U.S. 471, 481 (1972); Tokatly v. Ashtoft, 37l F.3d 613,622 (9th Cir.

2004).

84.In assessing the lawfulness of continued civil immigration detention, due 

process requires consideration of individualized factors, including family unity, 

financial hardship, community ties, compliance with supervision, and the non-

punitive nature of immigration custody. ICE’s failure to consider these equities 

renders Petitioner’s detention arbitrary, excessive, and constitutionally infirm.

85.Petitioner has a protected liberty interest in freedom from unnecessary and 
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prolonged immigration detention, particularly where, as here, he has demonstrated 

consistent compliance, family unity, community ties, and the absence of any 

criminal conviction.

86.Petitioner has a protected liberty interest in freedom from arbitrary

indefinite immigration detention. See Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 335 

(1976); Singh v. Holder, 638 F.3d 1196, 1203-04 (9th Cir. 2011). 

87.ICE failed to provide a neutral, individualized custody determination upon

detention.

88.Continued detention without procedural safeguards violates due process.

89.ICE’s failure to provide a neutral, individualized custody determination 

upon detention, and its continued detention without procedural safeguards, 

constitutes an arbitrary and excessive deprivation of liberty.

90.Due process requires consideration of the totality of circumstances, 

including prior periods of detention and demonstrated compliance with 

supervision. Petitioner’s cumulative detention—exceeding 444 days prior to his 

current confinement—combined with his history of full compliance, renders 

continued detention arbitrary and excessive.

91.Due process prohibits arbitrary civil detention.

92.Petitioner has a protected liberty interest.

93.ICE failed to provide adequate procedural safeguards.
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests:

1. Jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §§ 2241 and 1331;

2. Immediate release from ICE custody, particularly in light of Petitioner’s 

prior prolonged detention and demonstrated compliance with all conditions 

of supervision; or

3. Alternatively, a prompt individualized custody determination with:

o meaningful consideration of alternatives to detention,

o evaluation of Petitioner’s medical condition,

o assessment of ability to comply with supervision,

o government bearing the burden of justification;

4. Declaratory relief that detention violates due process;

5. Injunctive relief preventing removal while this petition is pending;

6. An order prohibiting transfer without notice and Court approval;

7. Any other relief deemed just and proper.

REQUEST FOR REMOTE APPEARANCE

Petitioner respectfully requests that any hearing in this matter be conducted 

via remote appearance (Zoom or telephonic), as counsel may have limited ability 

to appear in person on short notice due to pre-existing professional obligations. 

Petitioner remains available to proceed on an expedited basis.
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Date: March 25, 2026

Respectfully submitted, 

__ ss// Sarah R. Hacobian _________
Sarah R. Hacobian, Esq.
Attorney for Petitioner 

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 19 of 137   Page ID
#:19



 

20

PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS (28 U.S.C. § 2241), AND DECLARATORY AND 

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Exhibit A — Declaration of Counsel
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DECLARATION OF SARAH R. HACOBIAN, ESQ.

I, Sarah R. Hacobian, Esq., declare as follows:

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California and am 

the principal of SRH Law Group, APC, counsel of record for Petitioner 

Vladislav Krasnov in this action. I have personal knowledge of the facts set 

forth herein, and if called as a witness, I could and would competently testify 

thereto.

2. This declaration is submitted in support of Petitioner’s Petition for Writ of 

Habeas Corpus pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and request for immediate 

release or, in the alternative, a constitutionally adequate individualized 

custody determination.

Background and Detention History

3. Based on my review of records, communications with Petitioner, his family 

and his immigration attorney, and documents provided in connection with 

his immigration proceedings, Petitioner is a native and citizen of Russia who 

entered the United States on or about August 8, 2023, after presenting 

himself for inspection through the CBP One appointment process.

4. Petitioner was initially taken into immigration custody on or about August 8, 

2023, and remained detained for approximately 444 days.
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5. Petitioner was released from immigration detention on or about October

2024.

6. Following his release, Petitioner complied with all conditions of supervision 

imposed by immigration authorities, including attending required check-ins 

and remaining engaged in his immigration proceedings.

7. On or about February 11, 2026, Petitioner was re-detained by Immigration 

and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”) during a routine check-in in Los 

Angeles, California.

8. Petitioner is currently detained at the Adelanto ICE Processing Center –

Desert View Annex in Adelanto, California.

Immigration Proceedings and Stay of Removal

11.On or about March 1, 2024, an Immigration Judge denied Petitioner’s 

application for asylum and ordered him removed.

12.Petitioner has continued to pursue relief through the immigration courts.

13.On or about February 27, 2026, Petitioner, through immigration counsel, 

filed a Motion to Reopen before the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”).

14.That Motion to Reopen remains pending.

15.On March 9, 2026, the BIA granted an emergency stay of removal.
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16.Based on my communications and review of records, at the time the stay 

issued, Petitioner was at an airport in Louisiana and was in the process of 

being placed on a plane for removal.

17.Following issuance of the stay, Petitioner was returned to immigration 

custody rather than removed.

Lack of Custody Determination

18.Since his re-detention, Petitioner has not been provided with a 

constitutionally adequate individualized custody determination before a 

neutral decisionmaker.

19.To my knowledge, no hearing has been conducted at which the government 

was required to justify Petitioner’s continued detention by clear and 

convincing evidence or to consider alternatives to detention.

Medical Condition

20.Based on my communications with Petitioner and review of available 

medical documentation, Petitioner suffers from vitiligo, an autoimmune 

condition.

21.Prior to his detention, Petitioner received treatment for this condition 

through Pacific Skin Institute.

22.Based on my communications, his condition has worsened in detention and 

that his treatment has been interrupted.
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23.In my professional judgment, Petitioner’s continued detention under these 

circumstances is contributing to the deterioration of his medical condition.

Community Ties and Support

25.Based on my communications with Petitioner and review of supporting 

documentation, Petitioner has strong community ties.

26.Following his prior release from detention, Petitioner actively volunteered 

with Russian America for Democracy in Russia (“RADR”), assisting 

individuals seeking asylum and support.

27.Petitioner also volunteered with the Russian Seattle for Freedom 

organization, which has expressed its willingness to provide Petitioner with 

housing, integration support, and community assistance upon release.

28.Letters of support from these organizations and his girlfriend have been 

obtained and are attached as exhibits.

29.Based on the foregoing, Petitioner has a stable release plan and community 

support network.

Compliance and Lack of Risk

30.Based on my review of records and communications with Petitioner, he has 

no prior criminal history.

31.Petitioner has no history of failing to appear for immigration proceedings or 

required check-ins.
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32.Based on his demonstrated history of compliance, it is my professional 

assessment that Petitioner does not pose a flight risk or a danger to the 

community.

Conclusion

33.Based on the totality of circumstances—including Petitioner’s prior 

prolonged detention of approximately 444 days, his full compliance 

following release, his re-detention despite a stay of removal, and his 

deteriorating medical condition—it is my professional judgment that 

continued detention is unnecessary and unjustified.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America 

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on March 30, 2026, at Glendale, California.

_________________
Sarah R. Hacobian, Esq.
Attorney for Petitioner 

_________________
Sarah R Hacobian E
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

I hereby certify that on February 17, 2026, a true and correct copy of 
RESPONDENT’S STATUTORY MOTION TO REOPEN BASED ON 
CHANGED CONDITIONS AND INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL 
(INA § 240(c)(7); 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2)  was electronically served via the EOIR 
Courts & Appeals System (ECAS) upon the Office of the Principal Legal Advisor 
(OPLA), New Orleans, 423 Canal Street, Suite 450, New Orleans, LA 70130,  and 
separately upon the Office of the Principal Legal Advisor (OPLA), Los Angeles 
(Adelanto), 10250 Rancho Road, Adelanto, CA 92301, in accordance with 
applicable EOIR procedures. 

   

Wallie Mason, Esq.
Mason Immigration Law Office
9854 National Blvd #288
Los Angeles, CA 90034
(323) 297-8440
wmason@masonimmigration.com 
Counsel for Respondent/Movant
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SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF IN SUPPORT  
OF RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO REOPEN

I. Procedural Background

Respondent Vladislav Krasnov, a citizen of the Russian Federation, arrived at the US border on 

8/8/2023. He was detained by the Department of Homeland Security in Oakdale, Louisiana and 

issued a Notice to Appear.  On 11/29/2023 the respondent applied for Asylum, Withholding of 

Removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture.   An individual hearing was held 

before Immigration Judge Cassie Thogersen on 3/1/2024. The claim was presented on political 

opinion grounds as the respondent is a long-time anti-Putin activist.   

At the conclusion of the Individual hearing, the Immigration Judge denied all relief. See Oral 

Decision of the Immigration Judge.  The denial rested substantially on findings that Respondent 

was not a prominent or targeted activist, was not known to Russian authorities, had not suffered 

significant harm, and faced only speculative future risk (BIA MTR Ex.M:16-19). The 

Immigration Judge found Respondent not credible and further held that, even assuming 

credibility, Respondent failed to demonstrate individualized risk (BIA MTR Ex.M:16-17). The 

adverse credibility determination was influenced by the respondent’s failure to list his 2018 

arrest for protesting in Moscow on a Non-immigrant student visa application filed in 2022 (BIA 

MTR Exh. R: 95) Central to the denial was the Immigration Judge’s express conclusion: “It is 

clear that the respondent is not known by the Russian government or a concern to the Russian 

government as a social activist” (BIA MTR Ex.M:18). 
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This Motion to Reopen is supported by changed conditions and  new material evidence—most 

critically the November 30, 2023 judgment of the European Court of Human Rights (“ECtHR”), 

BIA MTR Ex. A—as well as by significant procedural deficiencies that undermined the integrity 

of the prior proceedings.

II. The ECtHR Judgment Materially Undermines the Immigration Judge’s “Not Known to

Government” Finding 

Mr. Krasnov is asking this Board to reopen proceedings so that he  may present new and 

previously unavailable evidence. Matter of Cerna, 20 I&N Dec. 399, 403 (BIA 1991). The 

Immigration Judge’s decision denying his asylum application was heavily premised on the 

conclusion that Respondent was not known to Russian authorities (BIA MTR Ex.M:18-19.) This 

Motion to Reopen is based on changed conditions and newly discovered evidence, specifically 

the November 30, 2023 ECtHR judgment. BIA MTR Ex. A. That European court  judgment, as 

well as the extensive media attention which the respondent has garnered,  fundamentally alters 

the factual landscape. The new evidence  dramatically raises his visibility as an anti-Kremlin 

protester and puts him at a high risk of persecution should he be returned to Russia.  This key 

evidence was not known to Mr. Krasnov at the time of his asylum hearing.  He was detained in 

Louisiana, not in touch with his European attorney who brought the case at the ECtHR, and the 

respondent’s immigration counsel in the US failed to discover that the important judgment of the 

European Court had been rendered.  See MTR Ex. O, (Letter from Oleg Elanchik, Counsel to 

Mr. Krasnov before the European Court of Human Rights,  dated 02/26/26 explaining the 

respondent was unaware of the European Court’s decision in his favor, at the time of his 

3/1/2024 hearing.) 
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A. Formal State Notice: Russia is aware that the Respondent filed a complaint with the 

European Court of Human Rights, with regard to his 2018 arrest in Moscow for protesting 

In Abakumov and Others v. Russia, (MTR Ex. A) the European Court of Human Rights expressly 

named Vladislav Alekseyevich Krasnov as an applicant and found that the Russian Federation 

violated his Article 11 rights (BIA MTR Ex.A, Chart of Complainants,  Complainant 

#25,Vladislav Alekseyevich Krasnov ). ECtHR proceedings necessarily involve formal 

identification of applicants, direct state representation by the Russian Federation, and official 

publication of judgment.   

The Russian government had formal notice of Respondent’s identity as a complainant alleging 

unlawful state repression. This fact is incompatible with the Immigration Judge’s finding that 

Respondent was “not known” to the government. Decision of the IJ.  

B. Transformation of Respondent’s Political Profile 

The Immigration Judge,  characterized the respondent as a minor protest participant, and his 

2018 detention was treated as isolated and limited (BIA MTR Ex.M:16-19; Oral decision of the 

Immigration Judge, 3/1/2024). The ECtHR judgment materially transforms that profile. 

Respondent is a named litigant in an international human rights ruling against the Russian 

Federation. His identity is publicly documented as a complainant in litigation alleging unlawful 

suppression of political assembly, and his name is permanently associated with a judicial finding 

of state misconduct. Not only was he a party in this international court proceedings but he won 

the case.  The ECtHR ordered the Russian federation to pay compensation to Mr. Krasnov.    

(BIA MTR Ex. A) 

3 

Filed at BIA on: 03/03/2026 at 12:58:38 AM (Eastern Standard Time)
EO
IR

 8
 o

f 
47

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 63 of 137   Page ID
#:63



C. Documented Retaliation Against ECtHR Applicants Demonstrates Increased Risk 

Participation as a named applicant before the European Court of Human Rights places an 

individual in direct adversarial posture against the state. The Russian Federation receives formal 

notice of applicants’ identities and claims, and published judgments permanently associate 

applicants with allegations of state misconduct. In the respondent’s case the European Court 

explicitly held that his arrest by the Russian government on 9/10/2018 and fining him for 

protesting was a violation of Article 5(1) of the European Convention on Human Rights 

prohibiting Unlawful Detention, and the imposition of the fine was a violation of Article 6(1) in 

that the Russian court or tribunal which penalized the respondent and imposed the fine was not 

impartial.  (MTR Ex. A, chart of complainants, page 11.)  

There are documented instances of retaliation by the Russian government against  individuals 

who filed applications with the ECtHR.  In one high profile case, human-rights activist Zura 

Bitiyeva, filed a complaint with the ECtHR alleging unlawful detention and abuse by Russian 

authorities.  She  was later killed by Russian agents along with members of her family in an 

attack widely reported by international observers as retaliation connected to her human-rights 

advocacy and seeking redress before the European Court of Human Rights. See Russia breached 

rights in Chechnya — European court, Reuters (Aug. 9, 2007) at MTR Ex. S.  

The ECtHR judgment naming Respondent publicly identifies him as a litigant against the 

Russian Federation and materially increases his political visibility and risk profile. Under Matter 

of S-Y-G-, 24 I&N Dec. 247 (BIA 2007), this constitutes material new evidence demonstrating an 

increased likelihood of future persecution. 
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III. Terrorist Designation of Navalny’s ACF

Since the March 1, 2024 hearing, conditions materially affecting Respondent’s risk profile have 

changed. Navalny’s Anti-Corruption Foundation (“ACF”) has been designated a terrorist 

organization under Russian law, extending terrorism statutes to volunteers and supporters and 

exposing them to severe criminal penalties, including potential life imprisonment, BIA MTR Ex. 

L. 

Respondent testified that he volunteered with Navalny’s organization and participated in 

opposition protests. He also served as an election observer, working on behalf of Navalny’s 

group.  TR 44: 3-4. The heads of the Navalny organization, the Anti-Corruption Foundation have 

submitted sworn affidavits in support of Respondent, further confirming his involvement and 

publicly associating him with the organization’s leadership (MTR BIA Ex.h). In the current legal 

environment, such documented affiliation carries heightened risk. 

When considered together with his identification in an ECtHR judgment, his public anti-war 

expression, and the documented prosecution of political dissidents, the Respondent's profile has 

fundamentally changed. He is no longer “merely” a protest participant but a publicly identifiable 

litigant against the Russian Federation and a documented supporter of an organization now 

classified as terrorist by the state. 

This cumulative escalation materially increases the likelihood of persecution and satisfies the 

materiality standard articulated in Matter of S-Y-G-, 24 I&N Dec. 247 (BIA 2007), thereby 

establishing prima facie eligibility for reopening. 
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IV. Prior Proceedings Were Compromised by Serious Procedural Deficiencies 

As stated above, the Respondent respectfully requests reopening on the basis of new evidence.  

However, the ineffective assistance of former counsel also materially impacted the respondent’s 

presentation of his asylum claim and undersigned counsel is undertaking the proper preliminary 

steps to satisfy the requirements set forth in Matter of Lozada, 19 I&N Dec. 637 (BIA 1988).  

These steps have not been completed as of the date of the filing of this brief.   

1. Respondent’ first Prior counsel, Vlada Samatova, who represented the respondent before 

the IJ, failed to investigate and present the ECtHR judgment, failed to properly develop 

corroborating evidence, and failed to rehabilitate the IJ’s adverse credibility findings 

through medical and neurological evidence that the respondent suffers from an 

autoimmune disease which causes physical behaviors that can be mistaken for 

evasiveness.  Prior counsel indicated in a pre-hearing statement that Mr. Krasnov was 

also a member of a particular social group.  But counsel then abandoned a proposed 

particular social group formulation following the Immigration Judge’s characterization of 

it as overly broad (BIA MTR Exh. R: 25). As a member of the Navalny anti-corruption 

organization a finding that Mr. Krasnov is part of a particular social group could have 

provided an alternative basis for granting asylum.  

2. Respondent’ second Prior counsel, Olga Efimova, who represented the respondent in his 

BIA appeal failed to properly raise the ineffective assistance of counsel issue of prior 

counsel.   Ms. Efimova was herself suspended from practicing law and appearing in 

matters before this Board while the appeal was pending.  She had been retained to bring a 

claim of Ineffective Assistance of Counsel against attorney Samatova, but Ms. Efimova 
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did not effectuate the claim under Fifth Circuit standards for Matter of Lozada

complaints, and the appeal was denied.  

3. Respondent’s third Prior counsel, Nataliya Gavlin, who represented him in his petition to 

the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, failed to raise the  ineffective assistance of the prior 

two attorneys. The Respondent is seeking a reversal by the Board of his Asylum denial. 

In the alternative the respondent seeks Reopening and Remand in order that he may have 

the opportunity to present material evidence in support of his application for Asylum and 

related relief. 

This Motion to Reopen is firmly supported by changed circumstances and newly discovered 

evidence.  However, independent of  that legal basis, reopening is also warranted because the 

prior proceedings were inadequate and failed to meet due process standards.  The Immigration 

Judge was not in the same room as the respondent. The hearing was conducted by Webex video.  

At his hearing on 3/1/2024, all of the parties appeared via video from different locations. 

Respondent’s counsel was in another state, and the Presiding Judge conducted the remote 

hearing.  A review of the recording of the hearing reveals technical difficulties, Russian-English 

interpretation difficulties and general confusion and communication problems.  

During the hearing the Immigration Judge made numerous references to the respondent’s body 

language and demeanor. She noted he seemed nervous.  In making her adverse credibility 

determination the Judge noted the respondent’s nervous behavior. .  In reopened proceedings, the 

respondent will show that his rights to a fair hearing were materially compromised by ineffective 

assistance of counsel and fundamental record-development failures. He will present evidence of 

a medical condition which contributes to his ‘nervous fidgeting.’ 
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The respondent proceeded at his hearing to present his asylum claim through testimony  based on 

his fear of persecution on account of his  political opinion. His political opinion, which he has 

expressed in Russia through his past participation in anti-Putin and pro-democracy protests,  

form a sufficient basis to support a grant of asylum. But he also had an additional basis for 

asylum, a PSG, which is important to his case. 

B. Disorganized Direct Examination and Resulting Record Fragmentation 

The prior proceedings were further compromised by counsel’s failure to present Respondent’s 

testimony through a coherent and structured direct examination. Instead of establishing a clear 

chronological narrative, substantial foundational questioning was conducted by the Immigration 

Judge, including inquiries into Respondent’s travel history, visa background, military status, and 

protest participation. Matters that should have been introduced methodically through counsel 

were instead developed piecemeal during judicial questioning and later clarified under 

cross-examination. 

This lack of organization fragmented the evidentiary record and created the appearance of 

inconsistency where none existed. Without a structured narrative, key aspects of Respondent’s 

claim—including the relationship between the 2018 arrest and later political activities, 

discrepancies regarding protest size, Respondent’s military exemption due to vitiligo, and the 

absence of post-arrest summons—were introduced out of sequence and without adequate 

contextual framing. The resulting record reflects confusion amplified during adversarial 

questioning rather than contradictions in Respondent’s account. 

A coherent chronological examination would have clarified these issues at the outset and 

minimized opportunities for adverse credibility inferences. Counsel’s failure to organize and 
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present the testimony in this manner materially prejudiced Respondent by contributing directly to 

the credibility concerns relied upon by the Immigration Judge. 

C. Inadequate Rehabilitation of the “No Physical Harm” Testimony 

The proceedings were further prejudiced by counsel’s failure to rehabilitate Respondent after 

cross-examination focused narrowly on the absence of physical injury. When Respondent 

testified that he suffered psychological rather than physical harm, the record was left 

emphasizing the phrase “no physical harm” without contextual clarification. Counsel did not 

redirect to underscore that Respondent had been arrested, detained, pressured into statements, 

and convicted in connection with political activity, nor did counsel situate those events within the 

broader pattern of repression directed at Navalny activists. 

Persecution does not require severe physical injury; detention, coercion, conviction, and the 

cumulative effects of state targeting are legally relevant harms.  Matter of O-Z- & I-Z-, 22 I&N 

Dec. 23 (BIA 1998). By failing to reframe the testimony within a cumulative-risk analysis, 

counsel allowed the record to suggest a diminished level of severity inconsistent with established 

asylum jurisprudence. This omission materially affected the persecution analysis and contributed 

to the narrowing of Respondent’s claim in a manner that was not supported by the full 

evidentiary context. 

D. Interpretation Breakdowns and Failure to Preserve Objection 

The transcript reflects repeated interpretation confusion during the hearing, including 

clarification issues such as “fit” versus “feet” and other exchanges requiring repetition or 

correction.   TR 37: 3-22 These breakdowns occurred during material testimony. No formal 
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objection was preserved, and no request was made to clarify or reconstruct potentially 

mistranslated statements. 

Where interpretation errors affect material testimony, due process concerns are implicated. See 

Matter of Tomas, 19 I&N Dec. 464 (BIA 1987). Accurate interpretation is essential to ensure a 

full and fair hearing. Fragmented translation, particularly during adversarial questioning, may 

contribute to perceived inconsistencies that are not reflective of actual testimonial contradiction. 

Here, interpretation interruptions and clarifications contributed to a record that appears disjointed 

and, at times, imprecise. Counsel’s failure to address or preserve these issues further 

compromised the reliability of the credibility analysis. 

E. Failure to Identify and Submit Critical Corroborating Evidence 

Former counsel failed to identify and submit a decision of the European Court of Human Rights 

(“ECtHR”) that expressly names Respondent and confirms the political context of the underlying 

events. The decision is publicly accessible and appears readily upon a basic browser search of 

Respondent’s name, and would have been discoverable through minimal diligence at the time of 

the hearing. It constitutes highly probative, independent corroboration of Respondent’s arrest and 

political targeting  

The omission of this evidence materially weakened Respondent’s claim. The Immigration 

Judge’s adverse credibility determination rested in part on perceived lack of reliable 

corroboration and uncertainty regarding the political nature of Respondent’s arrest. Submission 

of the ECtHR decision would have provided objective confirmation of state action and political 

motivation, thereby reinforcing both credibility and nexus. 

11 
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At the time of the prior proceedings, Respondent was detained and lacked access to research 

tools or public databases. He was unaware of the ECtHR decision and reasonably relied on 

counsel to investigate and develop supporting evidence. The obligation to identify such readily 

discoverable and central documentation rested with counsel.  The European court judgment 

provides compelling evidence that the respondent’s fear of future persecution in Russia is 

well-founded.  

The omission materially weakened the claim, particularly where the Immigration Judge 

questioned corroboration and political nexus. Under Matter of Lozada, this failure constitutes 

deficient performance resulting in prejudice, as submission of the ECtHR decision would likely 

have altered the credibility and nexus analysis. 

V. Respondent’s Challenge to the Adverse Credibility Finding 

A. Failure to Consider Medical Evidence in Assessing Demeanor-Based Credibility 

The IJ made an adverse credibility finding that relied on Respondent’s hesitation, nervousness, 

non-responsive tone, and minor memory imprecision. Those observations, however, must be 

evaluated in light of Respondent’s documented, stress-sensitive autoimmune condition and the 

heightened stressors inherent in a remote, adversarial removal proceeding. The IJ did not 

meaningfully take into consideration that these indicators could just as plausibly be attributed to 

Respondent’s medical condition and stress response, rather than to evasiveness or dishonesty.  

Respondent testified that he suffers from vitiligo (BIA MTR Exh. R: 38). The diagnosis is 

confirmed by medical documentation submitted with this Motion to Reopen. BIA MTR Ex. P. 

This is an autoimmune disorder affecting skin pigmentation that is commonly associated with 
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heightened psychological stress and anxiety. Medical documentation establishes that (1) vitiligo 

is stress-sensitive, (2) psychological stress exacerbates symptoms, and (3) anxiety and depressive 

features are common comorbidities BIA MTR Ex. Q. Vitiligo does not cause cognitive 

impairment. However, high-stakes removal proceedings, prolonged detention, interpreter 

interruptions, and adversarial questioning are stress-amplifying conditions. 

B. The Immigration Judge’s Adverse Credibility Determination Is Not Supported by 

Substantial Evidence 

The Immigration Judge’s adverse credibility determination is not supported by substantial 

evidence and rests primarily on a misunderstanding of Respondent’s testimony, improper 

weighting of immaterial omissions, and demeanor observations made during a remote video 

proceeding that limited reliable credibility assessment. The IJ’s negative credibility finding is 

also independent from and ignores the substantial evidence submitted in the record. Instead of 

evaluating the testimony together with the corroborating documentation, the IJ treated credibility 

as separate from the objective evidence, without meaningfully reconciling the two. 

Under the REAL ID Act, credibility determinations must be based on the totality of the 

circumstances and supported by specific and cogent reasons grounded in the evidentiary record. 

8 U.S.C. § 1158(b)(1)(B)(iii). While an Immigration Judge may consider inconsistencies or 

demeanor, such findings must remain rationally connected to material aspects of the claim and 

must be evaluated alongside corroborating evidence. 

Here, the record overwhelmingly corroborates the core factual predicate of Respondent’s 

claim—namely, that he was arrested for politically motivated reasons. Where the central events 
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produces other evidence of persecution, whatever form it may take, the IJ must 
consider that evidence, and it is not sufficient for the IJ to rely solely on an adverse 
credibility determination in those instances.” Forgue at 1287. 

Because objective evidence confirms the core events, the Immigration Judge improperly elevated 

peripheral concerns over substantiated facts. 

D. The Alleged Inconsistency Relating to the Visa Application Constitutes, at Most, a 

Framing or Materiality Issue Rather Than Evidence of Fabrication 

Under the REAL ID Act, inconsistencies need not go to the heart of a claim; however, credibility 

determinations must still be evaluated under the totality of the circumstances. Minor 

discrepancies must be considered in light of translation context, psychological stress, detention 

conditions, and the cumulative consistency of testimony. Courts have cautioned that an 

Immigration Judge must consider an applicant’s explanation for any perceived inconsistency and 

may not base an adverse credibility determination on an “utterly trivial inconsistency” that, 

“under the total circumstances, [has] no bearing on a petitioner’s veracity.” Zhi v. Holder, 751 

F.3d 1088, 1097 (9th Cir. 2014). 

Here, the adverse credibility finding rests largely on peripheral discrepancies elicited during 

questioning. The Immigration Judge focused on issues such as references to “ten protesters” 

versus “several thousand” participants, protest permission requirements, the duration of time 

spent at protest locations, phrasing relating to military status, and the precise number of political 

events attended. Minor variations in such details are expected when recounting stressful political 

events across languages and over time and cannot outweigh otherwise consistent testimony 

concerning political opposition, arrest, and documented state repression. 
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The Immigration Judge also relied heavily on Respondent’s omission of the arrest from a prior 

visa application. This omission does not constitute a genuine contradiction. Respondent has 

never denied the arrest, and his testimony has remained consistent regarding the underlying 

events. The issue instead concerns how Respondent interpreted the visa application question at 

the time it was completed. 

When confronted with the visa question — “Have you ever been arrested or convicted for any 

offense or crime…?” — and his answer of “No,” (MTR BIA Exh. R: 95), the government 

asserted that this conflicted with his testimony that he had been arrested in 2018.  

Respondent explained that he understood the incident to be a civil matter involving only a brief 

detention and fine: 

“I didn’t inform about this issue at the embassy because it was a civil matter… I was 

detained only for a couple hours. And after that, I was released.”  (MTR BIA Exh. 

R: 96). 

He further testified: 

“When I applied for a visa, I was told that this question was pertinent to some 

serious criminal offenses, not to civil matters or misdemeanors.” (MTR BIA Exh. 

R: 98). 

A reasonable asylum applicant fleeing political persecution may interpret questions regarding 

arrests as referring to criminal conduct rather than politically motivated detention. Respondent 

reasonably believed that an arrest arising from political activity—rather than violence or 
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narcotics offenses—fell outside the intended scope of the inquiry. At most, the visa application 

issue raises a question of framing or perceived materiality, not fabrication of facts. 

By elevating trivial differences in phrasing and numerical precision, as well as a misunderstood 

visa application response, over corroborated central facts, the Immigration Judge applied 

credibility analysis in a manner inconsistent with the statutory totality-of-the-circumstances 

standard. 

E. The Immigration Judge Improperly Relied on Demeanor Findings Derived From a 

Remote Video Hearing Without Adequately Accounting for Respondent’s Medical 

Condition 

The Immigration Judge placed significant weight on observations of Respondent’s demeanor 

during a Webex video hearing. While remote hearings may satisfy minimum due process 

requirements, they are inherently limited tools for assessing credibility. 

Video proceedings restrict an adjudicator’s ability to observe physical indicators traditionally 

associated with demeanor assessment, including subtle body language, posture, and 

physiological stress responses. Technical delays, camera positioning, audio lag, and 

screen-mediated interaction further distort conversational timing and emotional presentation. 

These limitations are particularly significant because Respondent suffers from a documented 

stress-sensitive autoimmune condition associated with anxiety under stress. Symptoms such as 

hesitation, visible nervousness, irregular cadence, or momentary non-responsiveness may easily 

be misinterpreted as evasiveness when viewed through a video interface rather than in person. 
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Accordingly, demeanor findings derived from remote proceedings should be afforded reduced 

weight, particularly where objective evidence corroborates testimony and medical documentation 

explains observed presentation. 

F. The Totality of the Circumstances Supports Credibility 

When evaluated under the proper legal framework, the totality of the circumstances supports 

Respondent’s credibility. Respondent’s testimony regarding the core persecution events has 

remained consistent and is corroborated by independent documentary evidence confirming both 

the arrest and its political context. Any perceived discrepancy relates only to Respondent’s 

interpretation of a visa application question, not to conflicting factual accounts. The remaining 

alleged inconsistencies are minor and attributable to translation issues, stress, and contextual 

factors inherent in recounting traumatic events. Moreover, the Immigration Judge’s demeanor 

findings were made under technologically constrained remote proceedings without adequate 

consideration of Respondent’s documented medical condition.  

By treating peripheral issues as dispositive while failing to reconcile corroborating evidence and 

reasonable explanations, the Immigration Judge committed reversible error in the credibility 

analysis 
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Human Rights of unlawful state repression, and public identification as an anti-war dissident. 

Newly submitted evidence further confirms Respondent’s association with Navalny’s 

Anti-Corruption Foundation, now designated a terrorist organization under Russian law, 

alongside escalating prosecution of political opponents and documented state awareness of 

Respondent’s identity and activities. 

When considered cumulatively, this evidence materially alters Respondent’s risk profile and 

establishes at minimum a reasonable likelihood that he can satisfy the standards for asylum, 

withholding of removal, and protection under the Convention Against Torture. The reopening 

standard is therefore met. 

VIII. Conclusion and Requested Relief 

The European Court of Human Rights judgment constitutes transformative new evidence that 

directly undermines the Immigration Judge’s central factual premise that Respondent was not 

known to Russian authorities. When considered together with the escalation of repression against 

Navalny supporters, the terrorist designation of the Anti-Corruption Foundation, and the 

substantial procedural deficiencies affecting the prior proceedings—including ineffective 

assistance of counsel, interpretation breakdowns, and demeanor findings rendered unreliable by 

documented medical stress factors—the prior denial cannot stand. 
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Respondent respectfully requests that the Board: 

1. Grant his pending Motion for a Stay of Removal; 

2. Grant the Motion to Reopen; and 

3. Reverse the Immigration Judge’s denial of asylum or, in the alternative, remand for 

further proceedings consistent with the materially altered record. 

Respectfully submitted,       

Wallie Mason, Esq.  

Mason Immigration Law Office

9854 National Blvd #288,  

Los Angeles, CA 90034  

(323) 297-8440 wmason@masonimmigration.com

Counsel for Respondent/Movant

21 

Filed at BIA on: 03/03/2026 at 12:58:38 AM (Eastern Standard Time)
EO
IR

 2
6 

of
 4
7

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 81 of 137   Page ID
#:81



Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 82 of 137   Page ID
#:82





1

Filed at BIA on: 03/03/2026 at 12:58:38 AM (Eastern Standard Time)Filed at BIA on: 03/03/2026 at 12:58:38 AM (Eastern Standard Time)

EO
IR

 2
9 
of
 4
7

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 84 of 137   Page ID
#:84



2

Filed at BIA on: 03/03/2026 at 12:58:38 AM (Eastern Standard Time)leledd aat IA o 03/03/ 0 6 at 58 38 (Eaastteer SSta da d e)

EO
IR

 3
0 
of
 4
7

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 85 of 137   Page ID
#:85



Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 86 of 137   Page ID
#:86





4

Filedd tatattt BBBBBIAIAIAIAA oon:n: 000003333/03/2026 at 12:58:38 AM (EaEaEaEaEastststststererererernnnnn StStStStStananananandadadadadardrdrdrdrd TTTTTimimimimime)e)e)e)e)
EO
IR

 3
3 

of
 4
7

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 88 of 137   Page ID
#:88



5

Fileeeeeddddd atatatatat BBBBBIAIAIAIAIA ooooon:n:n:n:n: 0003/03/2026 at 112:58:38 AM (((((EaEaEaEaEastststststerereee nnnnn StStStStStananananandadadadadardrdrdrdrd TTTTTimimimimime)e)e)e)e
EO
IR

 3
4 

of
 4
7

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 89 of 137   Page ID
#:89



EXHIBIT �4

Filed at BIA on: 03/03/2026 at 12:58:38 AM (Eastern Standard Time)
EO
IR

 3
5 

of
 4
7

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 90 of 137   Page ID
#:90



Vitiligo and the microbiome of the gut and skin: a
systematic review

Abstract

Related information

LinkOut - more resources

Full Text Sources

Medical

3/1/26, 11:34 PM Vitiligo and the microbiome of the gut and skin: a systematic review - PubMed

https //pubmed ncbi nlm nih gov/39777551/ 1/1
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A249-265-983 25 March 1, 2024

group designation.1 

MS. SAMATOVA TO JUDGE2 

Yes, your honor.  The particular social group ties in with the political opinion.  We 3 

can mark it as “members of the governmental opposition” or “people who are anti-Putin 4 

and against government regime and anti-war.”5 

JUDGE TO MS. SAMATOVA6 

That’s extremely broad.  It’s -- I don’t see how that could be so specific to be a 7 

particular social group that would be so identifiable.  Sometimes people object, and 8 

they’re silent objectors for a number of reasons.  It’s difficult to determine who -- I mean, 9 

I understand his political claim.  The particular social group, though, must be defined 10

where it’s not so broad that any -- it could include anyone in the country.  11

MS. SAMATOVA TO JUDGE12

Yes, your honor.  In that case, we can proceed under -- the main claim would be 13

under political opinion.14

JUDGE TO MS. SAMATOVA15

And Convention Against Torture?16

MS. SAMATOVA TO JUDGE17

Correct.  And withholding of removal.18

JUDGE TO MS. SAMATOVA19

Okay.  20

JUDGE TO MR. ROSS21

Anything else, Department?22

MR. ROSS TO JUDGE23

No, your honor.  Thank you.  24

JUDGE TO MS. SAMATOVA25
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A249-265-983 37 March 1, 2024

medical condition.1 

JUDGE TO INTERPRETER2 

I’m sorry?  What did -- he was what?3 

INTERPRETER TO JUDGE4 

Partially fit.  Partially fit.5 

JUDGE TO INTERPRETER6 

Okay.  What is -- partial?7 

INTERPRETER TO JUDGE8 

Yes.  Fit.9 

JUDGE TO INTERPRETER10

Feet?11

INTERPRETER TO JUDGE12

He -- yes.  Fit.  F-I-T.13

JUDGE TO INTERPRETER14

Oh, like flat feet?15

INTERPRETER TO JUDGE16

No.  No.  He was -- you know, like, he -- due to his medical condition, he was 17

unfit or he was partially fit to serve in the army.18

MR. ROSS TO JUDGE19

Unfit.20

JUDGE FOR THE RECORD21

Unfit.22

INTERPRETER TO JUDGE23

Yeah.  He -- yeah.  Unfit.  Yes.  He was unfit.24

JUDGE TO INTERPRETER25
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A249-265-983 38 March 1, 2024

Oh, unfit.1 

INTERPRETER TO JUDGE2 

Yeah.  Yeah.  No -- or partially fit.3 

JUDGE FOR THE RECORD4 

Partial unfit.5 

JUDGE TO MR. KRASNOV6 

And why were you partially -- deemed partially unfit?7 

MR. KRASNOV TO JUDGE8 

Oh, because I have a skin disease.  Vitiligo.  9 

INTERPRETER FOR THE RECORD10

Skin disease.  Vitiligo.11

MS. SAMATOVA TO INTERPRETER12

Vitiligo, I believe.13

INTERPRETER FOR THE RECORD14

Vitiligo.  Yeah.  Vitiligo.15

JUDGE TO MR. KRASNOV16

But it’s not a full waiver?  It’s a partial waiver?17

MR. KRASNOV TO JUDGE18

It’s not a partial waiver, but I’m -- I am not obliged to serve in the army during the 19

peaceful time.20

JUDGE TO MR. KRASNOV21

Were you ever served with a summons to serve in the military?22

MR. KRASNOV TO JUDGE23

No.  When I was free, I didn’t get anything.  But maybe right now, yes, I get it.24

JUDGE TO MR. KRASNOV25

9
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A249-265-983 44 March 1, 2024

I’m so sorry.  I need a repeat.  This is the interpreter.  I need to repeat him.1 

MR. KRASNOV TO MS. SAMATOVA2 

I was a volunteer for the anti-corruption fund, organized by Alexei Navalny.  And 3 

also, I organized a nonstop movement -- protest.4 

MS. SAMATOVA TO JUDGE5 

Your honor, for the purpose of this hearing, the nonstop protest --6 

JUDGE TO MS. SAMATOVA7 

He can explain.8 

MS. SAMATOVA TO JUDGE9 

-- that is referred to in our evidence.  It’s also called the “indefinite protest” and 10

“termless protest.”  So, I just want to make sure that these are all referring to the same -11

-12

JUDGE TO MS. SAMATOVA13

Okay. 14

MS. SAMATOVA TO JUDGE15

-- movement, because every interpretation translates it different.  But -- just so 16

we know that we’re talking about the same thing.17

JUDGE TO MS. SAMATOVA18

It’s the indefinite protest.  Correct?19

MS. SAMATOVA TO JUDGE20

Indefinite or termless.  Yes.21

JUDGE TO MS. SAMATOVA22

And he can explain what that is.23

MS. SAMATOVA TO JUDGE24

Yes.  Yes.  We’ll get into that.25

10
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A249-265-983 95 March 1, 2024

JUDGE TO MR. ROSS1 

Sometimes, if -- it takes a while to get through your firewall --2 

MR. ROSS TO JUDGE3 

Right.  Between the two agencies.  Sure.4 

JUDGE TO MR. ROSS5 

You can ask him some questions.  Go ahead, Department.6 

MR. ROSS TO MR. KRASNOV7 

Sir, the Department of Homeland Security has introduced some additional 8 

evidence in your case.  And that evidence is your visa application that you submitted to 9 

the United States Department of State.  According to the visa application, you submitted 10

it on November 9th of 2022.  The visa application asks you many questions.  And I am 11

going to read one of those questions to you right now.  “Have you ever been arrested or 12

convicted for any offense or crime, even though subject of a pardon, amnesty, or other 13

similar action?”  And your response to that question was “No.”  And you answered that 14

question, like I said, in November of 2022.  But you testified under oath today that you 15

were arrested in September of 2018. You -- then you said you were indicted and you 16

were convicted.  So, your testimony is inconsistent with your visa application that you 17

submitted to the State Department.  And you just testified under oath today that you 18

were truthful in your responses on your visa application.  You testified you did not 19

provide any false information to the State Department in your visa application.  Do you 20

have any explanation?21

MR. KRASNOV TO MR. ROSS22

You know, I was apprehended and -- by the police and a report was filed.  It was 23

a civil matter.  The fine was imposed and I was charged with a civil misdemeanor.  I 24

didn’t --25

11

Filed at BIA on: 03/03/2026 at 12:58:38 AM (Eastern Standard Time)
EO
IR

 4
2 

of
 4
7

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 97 of 137   Page ID
#:97



A249-265-983 96 March 1, 2024

INTERPRETER FOR THE RECORD1 

And I am so sorry.  I need him to repeat.2 

INTERPRETER TO MR. KRASNOV3 

[untranslated]?4 

MR. KRASNOV TO INTERPRETER5 

What do you want to clarify?6 

MR. ROSS TO MR. KRASNOV7 

Sir --8 

INTERPRETER FOR THE RECORD9 

I want him to --10

MR. ROSS TO INTERPRETER11

Oh, I’m sorry.  Interpreter, are you talking to --12

INTERPRETER TO MR. ROSS13

Yeah.  I want him to answer -- to repeat the last sentence he said in Russian.14

MR. ROSS TO INTERPRETER15

Okay. 16

MR. KRASNOV TO MR. ROSS17

And I didn’t inform about this issue at the embassy because it was a civil matter.  18

And I wasn’t arrested for several days.  I was detained only for a couple hours.  And 19

after that, I was released.20

MR. ROSS TO MR. KRASNOV21

Sir, your asylum application that you filed with the assistance of your attorney 22

says -- quote -- “In 2018, I was arrested.”  End quote.  In your interview --23

MR. KRASNOV TO MR. ROSS24

[untranslated].25

12
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A249-265-983 98 March 1, 2024

MR. ROSS TO JUDGE1 

The question is for the respondent, not for respondent’s counsel.2 

MS. SAMATOVA TO MR. ROSS3 

What is the question, counsel, if you may state that?4 

MR. ROSS TO MS. SAMATOVA5 

The question is, “How do you explain that?”6 

JUDGE TO MS. SAMATOVA7 

“How do you explain the difference from the visa application and your statement 8 

on your asylum application, in which you state that you were arrested?”9 

MR. KRASNOV TO MR. ROSS10

When I applied for a visa, I was told that this question was pertinent to some 11

serious criminal offenses, not to civil matters or misdemeanors.12

MR. ROSS TO MR. KRASNOV13

Well, that’s not what the question says.  The question says, “Have you ever been 14

arrested or convicted for any offense or crime?”  It doesn’t say misdemeanors are 15

excepted.  Do you have a response?16

MR. KRASNOV TO MR. ROSS17

You know, maybe it’s some kind of -- my misunderstanding, I could say, about 18

some penalties or fines.19

MR. ROSS TO MR. KRASNOV20

Do you speak English?21

MR. KRASNOV TO MR. ROSS22

Not well.23

MR. ROSS TO MR. KRASNOV24

In your visa application, it says, “Provide a list of languages you speak,” and you 25

13
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3/2/26, 6:02 PM Russia breached rights in Chechnya-European court | Reuters

https //www reuters com/article/economy/russia breached rights in chechnya european court idUSL21828385/ 2/7

����

Filed at BIA on: 03/03/2026 at 12:58:38 AM (Eastern Standard Time)3/2/26, 6:02 PM3/2/26 6:02 PM Russia breached rights iRussia breached rights i
EO
IR

 4
7 

of
 4
7

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 102 of 137   Page
ID #:102



 

30

PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS (28 U.S.C. § 2241), AND DECLARATORY AND 

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Exhibit F — Emergency Stay of Removal 

Case 5:26-cv-01532-VBF-JDE     Document 1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 103 of 137   Page
ID #:103



U.S. Department of Justice

Executive Office for Immigration Review

Board of Immigration Appeals 
Office of the Clerk

5107 Leesburg Pike, Suite 2000
Falls Church, Virginia 22041

Mason, Wallie Helen
Mason Immigration Law Office
9854 National Blvd #288
Los Angeles CA 90034

DHS/ICE Office of Chief Counsel - OAK
1010 East Whatley Road
Oakdale LA 71463-1128

Name: KRASNOV, VLADISLAV A

Date of this Notice: 03/09/2026

Enclosed is a copy of the Board's stay decision.

Sincerely,

John Seiler
Acting Chief Clerk

Enclosure

Userteam: Paralegal
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION

U.S. Department of Justice
Executive Office for Immigration Review

Board of Immigration Appeals

FILED
Mar 09, 2026

MATTER OF:

Vladislav 

Respondent

ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT: Wallie H Mason, Esquire

IN REMOVAL PROCEEDINGS
On Motion for Stay of Removal before the Board of Immigration Appeals

Before: Volkert, Appellate Immigration Judge

VOLKERT, Appellate Immigration Judge
STAY ORDER

The  respondent has filed a request for a stay of removal while a motion to reopen is pending 

with  the  Board  of  Immigration  Appeals.  After consideration of all the information, the Board 

has concluded that a stay of removal is warranted.

Accordingly, the following order shall be entered.

ORDER: The request for stay of removal is granted.
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Sponsor name: Abigail Duhon��
Email: abigailduhon@gmail.com ��
Phone: 504.6448843��
Address: 533 S Ogden Dr. Los Angeles, CA 90036��

Declaration Of Abigail Duhon, in Support of the Release of Vladislav Krasnov��

I make this statement in support of Vladislav Krasnov. ��
I am writing to respectfully request the release of Vladislav Krasnov (  ��
into my custody while his immigration case is under review. ��

I am a U.S. citizen, and Vladislav and I have developed a warm and close personal friendship. 
We met in Los Angeles last year. Through our communication, I have come to know him as a 
sincere, attentive, and kind person. ��

Vladislav has treated me with respect, patience, and care. During di �� cult moments, he has 
been a source of support for me, remaining thoughtful and compassionate. He has connected 
with my mother as well, who says she views him like a son and cares about his safety a great 
deal as well.��

Based on my personal experience, he does not pose a danger to others. ��
He is a peaceful person who expresses his beliefs in a calm and non-violent manner. ��

It’s di �� cult for me to know that he is currently being held in detention. I know this situation is 
a��ecting him emotionally and mentally, and I am deeply concerned about his physical well-
being if his detention continues. ��

I am also aware that Vladislav has an autoimmune condition, vitiligo, which may worsen under 
stress. I can see that his current condition and the circumstances of detention are having a 
negative impact on his health, and this raises additional concern for his well-being. ��

If Vladislav is released, he will have support and access to stable and safe living conditions. If 
necessary, I am willing to support him in arranging housing accommodation and provide 
general support as he settles in, so that he can go through this period in a stable and digni �?ed 
way.��

I would also like to note that Vladislav takes his obligations with immigration authorities 
seriously. I have personally accompanied him to scheduled check-ins and have seen that he 
complies with all requirements in a responsible and good-faith manner. Based on my 
experience, I have no doubt that he will continue to comply with all conditions and will not 
attempt to evade the process. ��

I understand that the Court must consider many factors, and I simply wanted to share my 
personal perspective of Vladislav as a person.��

I respectfully ask the Court to consider his release while his case is pending. ��

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

Sincerely, ��
Abigail Duhon��
March 26, 2026��
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I am over the age of eighteen and not a party to this action. My business address is 

440 Western Ave. Suite 205 Glendale, CA 91201.

On March 30, 2026, I served the foregoing PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
HABEAS CORPUS (28 U.S.C. § 2241), AND DECLARATORY AND 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF on the following by [CM/ECF electronic filing and/or 
U.S. Mail / Certified Mail / email]:

U.S. Attorney’s Office
Central District of California
312 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attorney General of the United States
U.S. Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530-0001

ICE Field Office Director- Los Angeles Field Office
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement
300 North Los Angeles Street, Room 7631
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Facility Director
Desert View Annex / Adelanto ICE Processing Center
10450 Rancho Road
Adelanto, CA 92301

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America 

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on March 30, 2026 at Glendale, CA. 

__________________
Sarah Hacobian

Executed on March 30

__________________
Sarah Hacobian
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