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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

In 2012, the Secretary of Homeland Security an-
nounced a policy that would provide a temporary 
forbearance of removal for certain undocumented 
immigrants who unwittingly entered the United 
States as children.  Known as Deferred Action for 
Childhood Arrivals (DACA), the program allows such 
noncitizens to receive a renewable two-year term of 
deferred action—a form of prosecutorial discretion 
whereby the government declines to pursue remov-
al—if they have no criminal record and satisfy vari-
ous educational or military service requirements.  
Under longstanding federal regulations, any person 
subject to deferred action, including DACA recipi-
ents, may apply for government work authorization.  
In the seven years since DACA was implemented, 
more than 800,000 young people throughout the 
country have applied for and received deferred ac-
tion.  In September 2017, the Department of Home-
land Security (DHS) announced that it would rescind 
DACA because it believed the program was unlawful 
and would likely be struck down by the courts. 

The questions presented are: 

1.  Whether DHS’s decision to rescind DACA is 
judicially reviewable. 

2.  Whether DHS’s decision to rescind DACA is 
unlawful. 
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