January 13, 2020
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, Department of Homeland Security
Regulatory Coordination Division, Office of Policy and Strategy,
Via electronic submission
Re:

Asylum Application, Interview, and Employment Authorization for Applicants
CIS No. 2648-19
DHS Docket No. USCIS-2019-0011

The City of New York (“the City”) submits this comment to oppose the Department of
Homeland Security’s (“DHS”) Proposed Rule entitled “Asylum Application, Interview, and
Employment Authorization for Applicants,” which was published in the Federal Register on
November 14, 2019 (“Proposed Rule”).1 The Mayor’s Office of Immigrant Affairs (“MOIA”),
the Department of Social Services (“DSS”), and the Commission on Human Rights (“CCHR”)
contributed to this comment.
The Proposed Rule joins a slew of attacks on the asylum application process, such as the
Migrant Protection Protocol (“MPP”) and the Third Country Transit Bar, among others.2 This
latest Proposed Rule would create new, inappropriate obstacles to asylum seekers’ ability to gain
work authorization. When taken together, these proposed changes would do great damage to an
already vulnerable population by impeding their ability to achieve financial stability through
gainful employment. This Proposed Rule would harm asylum seekers as well as their families—
including U.S. citizens—and their local communities. The Proposed Rule violates the
Administrative Procedure Act and would significantly harm immigrant New Yorkers and, with
them, the social and economic well-being of New York City. For these reasons, the City strongly
opposes the Proposed Rule and calls upon DHS to withdraw it in its entirety.
1. The Proposed Rule is an attack on the asylum process, which harms the City’s
economic and social well-being.
New York City is the ultimate city of immigrants, with immigrants making up almost
40% of its population, or over 3.2 million people. This immigrant population is deeply tied to the
City as a whole, with nearly 60% of New Yorkers living in households that have at least one
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immigrant.3 In particular, asylum seekers are a vulnerable population having often made the
perilous journey to the United States to flee persecution in their home countries or who have a
well-founded fear of future persecution. This Proposed Rule would unduly burden those
immigrant New Yorkers who are asylum seekers by creating additional obstacles to qualify for,
obtain, and maintain work authorization. Inexplicably, rather than working to make the asylum
process more efficient and effective for those fearing persecution, the current federal
administration continues to attack the process that gives these people a pathway towards safety
and stability. The Proposed Rule comes at a time when immigrants passing through third
countries are being denied the ability to apply for asylum regardless of the merits of their claims,
and where asylum seekers are being forced to wait in Mexico while their asylum applications are
processed,4 where many have been targeted for theft, violence, and other harms.5 This Proposed
Rule would further contribute to the already hostile environment for immigrants of color,
particularly those applying for asylum.6
Generally, when a person files for asylum affirmatively, USCIS has jurisdiction in the
first instance over the application. However, if USCIS does not grant the application and refers
the case to removal proceedings, or when a person files defensively for the first time in the
context of removal proceedings, the Executive Office for Immigration Review (“EOIR”) has
jurisdiction.7 Currently, an individual applying for asylum in either posture may submit an initial
EAD application at any point after 150 days have elapsed since the date either USCIS or EOIR
received their asylum application, if no delays have been caused by the applicant.8 USCIS must
then adjudicate the EAD application within 30 days of the date of filing.9 The current rule
recognizes the economic hardship faced by asylum seekers during the asylum application
process, and it enables them to work lawfully while they wait for their cases to be decided, if
their cases are delayed more than 180 days through no fault of their own.10
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The Proposed Rule inexplicably reverses this well-informed practice and undermines its
intention in several ways. First, the United States Citizenship and Immigration Services
(“USCIS”) seeks to revise eligibility for employment authorization for asylum-seekers in certain
circumstances, including if they entered the United States somewhere other than an official port
of entry, if they are filing for asylum more than one year after their last entry to the United
States, expand the list of criminal and driving offenses which allow USCIS to deny an
employment authorization application in their discretion. Second, USCIS proposes further delay
in the ability to obtain employment authorization for asylum-seekers during vulnerable periods
of instability – specifically, the Proposed Rule would: extend the waiting period to apply for a
category (c)(8) Employment Authorization Documents (“EAD”)11 from the current required
period of 150 days to 365 days.12 Finally, once an EAD is obtained, the Proposed Rule seeks to
curtail its benefits, namely by limiting the validity period from the existing two years to shorter
validity periods set in USCIS’s discretion. Shorter validity periods would mean that applicants
would need to renew sooner, which in turn is likely to mean more fees spent altogether over the
period of time that an asylum seeker is waiting for their case to be adjudicated.
In addition to these employment authorization related policy changes, the Proposed Rule
would also make changes to the process of adjudicating asylum applications – namely, by
eliminating the issuance of recommended approvals for a grant of affirmative asylum.13 Such
approval notices are for those who the asylum officer has found to be eligible for asylum, but
where additional time is needed for mandatory security checks. These notices are critical, both
for applicants who are entitled to know the outcome of their interviews, and because such notices
indicate that the applicant continues to be eligible for work authorization.
The City has long recognized that policies that welcome immigrants lead to stronger and
more prosperous communities. As such, the City has taken great strides to welcome those fleeing
persecution and provide them with a safe home.14 In addition, the City has invested in
immigration legal services, so that immigrants—including those fleeing persecution—are
provided with much needed support as they rebuild their lives here. Efforts advanced by this
federal administration to create additional barriers for asylum seekers not only undermines the
City’s commitment to immigrants, but are also inconsistent with our City’s core values. This
Proposed Rule states that its goal is to decrease the number of frivolous, fraudulent, or otherwise
non-meritorious asylum applications, but it acknowledges that in doing so, it will also negatively
impact—and thus discourage—applicants with meritorious claims. Despite this
acknowledgment, the text of the rule fails to explain how the rule will decrease the rate of
frivolous, fraudulent, or otherwise non-meritorious asylum applications, rather than simply
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decrease the total number of applications altogether. This Proposed Rule does nothing to enhance
the integrity of the asylum process, but rather, is a thinly veiled effort to curtail asylum
applications in totality, representing an abandonment of this country’s legal and moral
commitment to protect those who are fleeing persecution. This is especially clear given the slew
of recent regulations proposed by DHS, as well as the recent reporting regarding the White
House’s Senior Policy Advisor, Stephen Miller, whose recently exposed emails reveal a hatred
for immigrants and a desire to reshape the country’s immigration policy.15
In creating more barriers for asylum seekers, the Proposed Rule continues the federal
administration’s trend of making the United States a hostile place for immigrants to the detriment
of everyone in our communities. It is well documented that hostile climates for immigrants make
the City less safe16 and less prosperous.17 As the City’s Comptroller stated, “when immigrants
are threatened, when their ability to live, work, and raise their families is compromised—our
entire City pays a costly price.”18 “The Proposed Rule would also have a negative impact on the
City economy due to the EAD delays. Such delays may prevent workers from entering the
workforce for an additional 185 days, which would in turn inhibit the potential of the economy’s
growth during this time. In addition, extending the waiting period for asylum applicants to apply
for employment authorization may increase the burden on the City to provide basic services for
those who cannot legally provide for themselves through employment. For example, asylumseekers who have not obtained employment authorization may be more vulnerable to relying on
emergency shelter.
2. The Proposed Rule does not accomplish DHS’s stated purposes.
DHS states that its primary purpose for the Proposed Rule is to reduce incentives for
individuals who “file frivolous, fraudulent, or otherwise non-meritorious asylum applications in
15
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order to obtain employment authorization,” alleging that immigrants purposefully delay
adjudication of their asylum applications in order to continue benefiting from EADs. DHS
alleges that the benefits derived from the Proposed Rule will not only help USCIS, but that it will
make the U.S. safer, and in particular, that it will protect U.S. workers.
Both the reasons for the Proposed Rule and the supposed benefits that come from it are
entirely speculative. DHS states that the vast majority of asylum claims are not motivated by
persecution under the five protected grounds. But here, DHS errs by equating success rates of
merits hearings with the rate of non-frivolous applications filed. Not only does the Proposed
Rule fail to cite any evidence supporting this claim, it is a claim premised on an inaccurate
depiction of how asylum litigation proceedings work. DHS ignores that good faith asylum
applications may not succeed at an initial hearing for myriad reasons, despite being filed with
legitimate grounds and based on undeniable fear of persecution. Decisions in asylum cases draw
on a distinct set of laws, regulations and jurisprudence, as well as precedent of the Board of
Immigration Appeals and decisions of the Court of Appeals within the relevant Circuit.
Immigration Judges make factual and credibility determinations and their decisions are
appealable. Respondents pursuing asylum have no right to counsel and when filing defensively
before the Immigration Court, will often continue to seek counsel after submission of their
initial. Success rates in individual merits hearings, simply may not be tied to the rate of frivolous
filings. This demonstrates that DHS’s methods for establishing the existence of non-meritorious
asylum applications are unreliable and misrepresent the reality of the asylum system. In short,
DHS has issued a Proposed Rule to solve a problem that does not exist. For these reasons, the
Proposed Rule is arbitrary and capricious.
3. The Proposed Rule departs from prior agency policy without reasonable basis.
For additional context, prior to 1994, asylum applicants could apply for an EAD and
apply for asylum simultaneously. In 1994, the then-Immigration and Naturalization Service
(“INS”) promulgated a regulation to “streamline the adjudication of asylum applicants” and also
“restrict employment authorization to applicants for asylum . . . whose claims have been pending
more than 150 days.”19 This rule provided that asylum applicants could apply for work
authorization after their applications were pending for 150 days and that the INS would
adjudicate those applications within 30 days. In making this change, the agency was aware that
“applicants with pending asylum claims will wait longer than required at present to receive
employment authorization” and envisioned that “few applicants would ever reach the 150-day
point.”20 In this version of the rule, a provision was made for an interim EAD if an adjudication
was not made within 30 days.21 However, in 1997, the agency removed the provision that
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permitted interim EADs if an application was not adjudicated within 30 days.22 One of the “chief
purposes” of the 30-day deadline, as part of the larger regulatory amendments issued in January
1995, was “to ensure that bona fide asylees are eligible to obtain employment authorization as
quickly as possible,”23 The focus on expediency was reinforced by how the agency described the
Proposed Rule: “The INS will adjudicate these applications for work authorization within 30
days of receipt, regardless of the merits of the underlying asylum claim.”24 Courts have
interpreted this elevation of the 30-day deadline above the merits of the underlying asylum claim
to reflect that the balance of equities has been struck in favor of adhering to the deadline so that
applicants can obtain employment authorization.25
The rationale of the INS in selecting 150 days was because it was a period “beyond
which it would not be appropriate to deny work authorization to a person whose claim has not
been adjudicated.”26 The purpose of promulgating the 30-day deadline on top of that 150-day
waiting period was to cabin what was already—in the agency’s view—an extraordinary amount
of time to wait for work authorization. Despite the clear position of the INS at that time, that 180
days was already an “extraordinary” amount of time to wait for work authorization. Recognizing
that there would be situations where USCIS would be unable to comply with the regulatory
timeframe through no fault of its own, measures were put in place to ensure that where USCIS
could not control delays, those delays were not counted against the agency. When USCIS issues
a Request for Evidence (“RFE”) the regulatory clock counting the 30 days stops for that
application, meaning that the time from when the RFE is issued until the time USCIS receives
the additional information is not counted towards the 30-day timeframe.27 The same type of
clock-stopping measure exists for other delays caused by the applicant.
The Proposed Rule would increase the mandatory waiting period to 365 days, more than
double the current wait time for initial applicants—a time already described as “extraordinary.”
In addition, the agency’s underlying motivations are contrary to the interpretation of the role of
work authorization contemplated by the then-INS. This Proposed Rule attempts to merge work
authorization with the merits of the underlying asylum claim in a manner that was explicitly
rejected by the then-INS. The then-INS believed that work authorization should become
available “regardless of the merits of the underlying asylum claim” after 150 days. This
demonstrates, not only the view that 150 days was a long time to wait for work authorization, but
also a clearly contemplated separation between work authorization and the merits of the asylum
application. The Proposed Rule blurs the lines between the adjudicators considering the merits of
the asylum application, and the agencies’ use of work authorization as a means of providing an
addition layer of vetting for the asylum process. This use of work authorization was never
intended for this purpose and is a radical departure from the agency’s precedent which places a
22
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significant strain on the most economically vulnerably asylum seekers. Additionally, changes to
the employment authorization adjudication process do not address the problem that DHS
purports exists – EADs have no bearing on the merits of the underlying asylum case. Therefore,
the Proposed Rule is arbitrary and capricious.

4. DHS should pursue alternative measures in pursuit of its stated goals.
While the administration has claimed the Proposed Rule is necessary, its justifications do
not withstand scrutiny. Rather than continuing to create barriers for asylum applicants, DHS
should follow the advice of its own Ombudsman, who provided a number of viable solutions to
DHS’ concerns with USCIS’s handling of initial EAD applications.
DHS’s 2019 annual report outlines three main challenges with initial EAD application
adjudications: increased filing volume; technological challenges; and insufficient staffing.28
USCIS reports that technology problems significantly hampered EAD processing times. Between
approximately September 2017 and February 2018, the data management system the NBC uses
to process EADs (CLAIMS 3) operated more slowly than usual.29 The DHS Ombudsman
recommended that USCIS: hire more staff; accelerate the incorporation of the Form I-765 into
eProcessing; implement a public education campaign; and improve the process around
resubmissions of Form I-765 due to “service error.”30 The City believes that in lieu of the
Proposed Rule, DHS should take the advice of its own Ombudsman and make the changes
outlined above.
Given that this most recent Proposed Rule comes on the heels of a problematic rule
relating to the fee schedule, the City also strongly encourages DHS to withdraw the Proposed
Rule entitled U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services Fee Schedule. In addition to raising fees
for a number of applications and doing away with the fee waiver in all cases that are not
statutorily required, this Proposed Rule would transfer USCIS funding to ICE.31 Many of the
goals DHS seeks to accomplish through this Proposed Rule could be addressed through
alternative and less harmful means if USCIS has an additional $112 million. With that money,
USCIS could hire more employees to streamline the application process, address the growing
backlog of applications, and enhance the integrity of the application process. Similarly, the City
calls for an end to MPP. Ending MPP would encourage immigrants to enter at ports of entry
rather than crossings between ports of entry in order to avoid being forced to remain in Mexico.
5. Conclusion
New York City is proud to be a city that so many immigrants call home and recognizes
that asylum-seekers awaiting employment authorization may be in need of support from the
28
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social safety net in the form of emergency food and shelter. Instead of working to expedite the
process, so that asylum-seekers can support themselves and their family members, the Proposed
Rule intentionally delays their eligibility to enter the work force and would be a drastic departure
from longstanding policy and the recent court order in Rosario v. USCIS.32
For the reasons articulated above, we call upon DHS to withdraw the Proposed Rule and
continue to work towards compliance with its 30-day adjudicatory timeframe.
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