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Re: GTA Project
From:  "Mayorkas, Alejandro N* S >

Sent: 7/29/2010 12:03:44 PM +00:00
To: . T

Subject: Re: GTA Project

Thank you, As long as this case receives prompt, full, and fair consideration -- as we wish
for all cases -- that is great. I would like to know of the decision only so that I may inform oux
colleague at DHS, as long as Dea concurs that is appropriate.

Thanks. Ali

————— Original Message -—-——-

Fron: [

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N; g
Sent: Wed Jul 28 16:38:43 2010

Subject: FW: GTA Project

Ali,

I remember looking into this before and that it was getting the proper attention and service. Fron
the message below, it appears they responded to an RFE on July 19th. We are confirming with CSC
that they received the response and will be adjudicating it soon. Do we owe anyone an update, or
vill rendering a decision suffice?

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 2:12 PM

To: I

Subject: EW: GTA Project

Douglas Smith, the Assistant Secretary for Private Sector in DHS, just forwarded to me the attachec
regarding an EB-5 petition (he called me in advance a minute ago and indicated that he would be
doing so) I am copying _ and - so that they have wvisibility. I want to make sure that we
are providing customer service consgsistent with our standards but that we are not providing any
preferential treatment. Please address as appropriate.

Thanks wvery much. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director
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United States Citizenship and Immigration Services

20 Massachusetts Avenue NW, Suite 5110

Washington, DC 20529

Erom: Swith, Douglas B [maltof I I
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 2:08 PM e _an -
To: Mayorkas, Blejandro N

Subject: FW: GTA Project
Importance: High

A — Thanks! Looking forward to our dinner when you get back. Have a great vacation.

From: Terry McAuliffe [mailto_ﬂ
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 1: PM

To: Smith, Douglas A

Subiject: GTA Project

doug:

It was great speaking with today. As I mentioned to you, I am the chairman of Greentech Automotive
(GTA). GTA is a US-based company dedicated to developing and producing affeordable, environment-
friendly, and energy-efficient vehicles. We are committed to bringing “green” jobs to the U.S. GTI2
is partially funded by USCIS EB-5 program through Gulf Coast Funds Management (GCEM) regional
center, which was initially approved in August 2008 to cover Mississippi and Louisiana. GCFM filec
an Amendment Application in Jan 2010 to expand its operations to Virginia and Tennessee to support
GTA’s efforts.

I have been extremely frustrated by the USCIS approval process which has delayed our business plan
and job creation efforts. The major delay was caused by incorrect information being given to us k
USCIS officials regarding the extension process. You should be aware that Senator Warner and otherx
Members of Congress have made inquiries on this project. I would greatly appreciate your attention
to this matter as it is imperative to our country that we begin to get people back to work,
especially in the manufacturing sector.

The following is GCFM’s Amendment timeline:

. Aug 18, 2008: GCFM approved as Regional Center
Jan 12, 2010: GCFM filed Amendment Application to USCIS - 1st try

. Feb 19, 2010: USCIS rejected on technical issue and GCFM refiled — 2nd try
May 13, 2010: USCIS Request for Evidence (RFE) by Aug 3

EM-0000002
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Jul 19, 2010: GCFM filed answers to RFE — 3rd try
Attached:
1. Apr 28, 2010: Sussex County Board of Supervisors inquiry letter to Senator Warner
2. Jul 19, 2010: GCFM cover letter to USCIS REE
Terxy

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp | ) , McLean, VA 22102 _ |

l‘ .Website: wwW.wmgta.com
<http://www.wmgta.com/>

Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality:

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the
addressee indicated in this message (or responsible for delivery of the message to such person), yc
may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such case, you should destroy this message and
kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not
consent to Internet email for messages of this kind. Opinions, conclusions and other information ir
this message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as
neither given nor endorsed by it.

PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: false
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: -5
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: 1540599622

PR_RIM_DELETED_BY_DEVICE: true
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Re: Gulf Coast Funds: amendment denial
From:  "Mayorkas, Alejandro N* [

Sent: 8/18/2010 12:58:44 AM +00:00

To:

Subject: Re: Gulf Coast Funds: amendment denial

Ok.

————— Original Message =——-=

Fron: | >
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Sent: Tue Aug 17 20:35:43 2010

Subject: Re: Gulf Coast Funds: amendment denial

Discuss tomorrow?

————— Original Message —————

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [

iz
Sent: Tue Aug 17 19:54:17 2010
Subject: Fw: Gulf Coast Funds: amendment denial

————— Original Message ———--—

From: Smith, Douglas A I
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Sent: Tue Aung 17 19:52:13 2010

Subject: Fw: Gulf Coast Funds: amendment denial

This is what I called you about. Unless I am missing something, this is just crazy.

Douglas A. Smith

Assistant Secretary

Office of the Private Sector
Department of Homeland Security

————— Original Message ———--—

From: Terry McAuliffe [N

To: Douglas Smith

Sent: Tue Aug 17 17:27:24 2010

Subject: FW: Gulf Coast Funds: amendment denial

Fron: [N ]
Sent: Tuesday, August 17, 2010 2:35 PM

To: 'Terry McAuliffe'

Ceg 7

Subject: FW: Gulf Coast Funds: amendment denial

EM-0000019
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Terry, This approval process becomes ridiculous. -Gary

From:
Sent: Tuesday, August 17,
To: ;

Subject: Gulf Coast Funds: amendment denial

2010 1:37 PM

and : Attached is a copy of the CSC's decision denying your
amendment request, which we just received. The decision is poorly reasoned
and wrong, in my opinion. However, I suggest you do NOT appeal to the

 Administrative Appeals Office, as you will just lose there.

I can explain more by phone, as well as discuss your various options. Let
me know when you want to have a conf. call to discuss. -

Miller Mayer, LLP

Ithaca, New York 14850-5578
Alsc Adjunct Professor, Cornell Law School
Co-Author, Immigration Law & Procedure Treatise

WAW: http://www.millermayer.com/

Please note my new cell number: [N

This e-mail and any attachments may be confidential and may be protected by
the attorney/client privilege, work product doctrine, or other nondisclosure
protection. If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, you may
not read, disclose, print, copy, store or disseminate the e-mail or any
attachments or the information in them. Please reply to the sender that you
have received the message in error. Then delete it. Thank you.

PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: false
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: -5
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: 107854396

PR_RIM_DELETED_BY_DEVICE: true

EM-0000020
file://D:\files\Re Gulf Coast Funds amendment denial html 2/26/2014


file://D:\files\Re
http:ermayer.com

FW: GCFM Cases Page 1 of 9

FW: GCFM Cases

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/RECIPIENTS/ANMAY

Sent: 9/19/2011 9:33:19 PM +00:00

Subject: FW: GCFM Cases

Has SCOPS sent the e-mail on this yet? Where are we? Thank you.

Al

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: luried@ m]
Sent: Monday, September 19, 2011 4:38 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: RE: GCFM Cases

Dear Ali,

Any update on this? Who should | contact, as | know that this is not something you can assist directly on?

Thanks, Dawn

Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

Greenberg Traurig LLP — | Tysons Corner, VA 22102

I | vvv.ctlav.com

EM-0000026
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FW: GCFM Cases

GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN : BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE -

Page 2 of 9

HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -

LONDON" - LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -

SACRAMENTO - SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER - WASHINGTON, D.C.

*OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

STRATEGIC ALLIANCES WITH INDEPENDENT LAW FIRMS
MILAN - ROME

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro

Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 7:36 AM
To: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)

Subject: RE: GCFM Cases

Dawn,

Thank you for your message. We are aware of the time sensitivity in this matter.

Al

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From: luried QN |
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2011 4:41 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: FW: GCFM Cases

file://D:\Miles\FW__ GCFM Cases.html
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Dear Ali,

"m not sure if you received my messages but | think Terry has a call with the Secretary tonight and | would like to
have a update to give him before COB?

Is there any news?

On another note | will see you tomorrow for the "Conversation with the Director”.

Dawn

Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

_ | www.gtlaw.com

GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM + ATLANTA - AUSTIN - BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE -

DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE - HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON" < LOS ANGELES - MIAMI -

NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY -+ PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -

SACRAMENTO - SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHA! - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER - WASHINGTON, D.C. - WHITE PLAINS
*OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

STRATEGIC ALLIANCES WITH INDEPENDENT LAW FIRMS
MILAN « ROME

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform
you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise
specifically stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding

penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any
matters addressed herein.

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information. It is intended
only for the use of the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any

EM-0000028
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review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to

>ur email administrator directly, please send an email to | GG =

From: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2011 3:17 PM

To:
Subject: GCFM Cases

Dear-

I am sure at this point | appear to be somewhat of a stalker. My apologies but | am desperate for some sort of
update:)

The cases we are concerned about include the following list and as you know the AAQ issued their decision to remove
the barriers on adjudication. Any news you could provide would be helpful.

Thanks, Dawn

I /A C1090115055 - On May 31, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence. This
case is being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

WAC1090166210 - On May 23, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence. This
case is being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

|- WAC1090138168 - On February 16, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence.
This case is being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

: WAC1090108256 - On May 18, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence. This case is
being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

And here is the full list:

Name Petition Receipt # Received Date
- WAC1090108256 6/1/2010
] WAC1090112057 6/8/2010

EM-0000029
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review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to

>ur email administrator directly, please send an email to | G

From: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2011 3:17 PM

To: [

Subject: GCFM Cases

Dear-

| am sure at this point | appear to be somewhat of a stalker. My apologies but | am desperate for some sort of
update:)

The cases we are concerned about include the following list and as you know the AAQO issued their decision to remove
the barriers on adjudication. Any news you could provide would be helpful.

Thanks, Dawn

: WAC1090115055 - On May 31, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence. This
case is being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

WAC1090166210 - On May 23, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence. This
case is being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

WAC1090138168 - On February 16, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence.
This case is being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

WAC1090108256 - On May 18, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence. This case is
being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

And here is the full list:

Name Petition Receipt # Received Date
I WAC1090108256 6/1/2010
I WAC1090112057 6/8/2010
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Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

Greenberg Traurig LLP { _ | Tysons Corner, VA 22102
I |

I ! v ctizw.con
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GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN - BOSTON -« CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE - HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON" - LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO - SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER - WASHINGTON, D.C. -« WHITE PLAINS
*OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

STRATEGIC ALLIANCES WITH INDEPENDENT LAW FIRMS
MILAN - ROME

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: -487698712
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: true
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: -5

PR_RIM_INTERNET_MESSAGE_ID: <05661EAD2B418E459B644834588E850A0993784C18@DC2-
EXMB-C1-05.cis1.cisr.uscis.dhs.gov>
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Re: GCFM

"Mayorkas, Alejandro N <

Sent: 9/21/2011 8:48:42 PM +00:00

Subject: Re: GCFM
Will do.

From:

From:
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 04:47 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N; [

Su!ject: Re: G!!FM

You should not have been copied and should not respond.
From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 04:16 PM

To: S ————

Subject: Fw: GCFM

I am cc'd on this message. Should | respond or not, and if so, with what message? Thank you. Ali

From: luriedd
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2011 03:57 PM

To: /—
Ce: Mayorkas, Alejancro N <

Subject: FW: GCFM

Once again your e-mail correspondence was much appreciated. | have received a call from GCFM stating that you

spoke to this morning. Please confirm receipt of my e-mails and ensure that our response is forwarded to the
correct individuals. | cannot stress how important a review of these applications are. That said if there are any further
questions on the overall structure of the fund please have your team reach out to us to ensure there is clarity on the
fund structure.

Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

Greenberg Traurig LLP | — | Tysons Corner, VA 22102

ey e

EM-0000035
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Re:

From:  "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" <
, |

Sent: 6/20/2011 9:17:42 PM +00:00

To: "Kroloff, Noah" ]

Subject: Re:
1 will check tomorrow. 1 won't get into a back and forth at this point. Thanks.

From: Kroloff, Noah [mailth]
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 05:17 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N < |

Subject: Fw:

Do you know what's going on with this?

Erom: Kroloff, Noah
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 05:16 PM

To: Terry.McAulife

Subject: Re:

Sure. But let me take a quick iook. Was under the impression that this had moved.

Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 04:10 PM

To: Kroloff, Noah

Subject:

Noah:

Unfortunately, we have heard nothing from USCIS since our meeting 4 months ago. At that
meeting, we were promised by the Director that our application would receive an expedited review,
due to the fact that we had been given erroneous information by the USCIS. We re-filed our
application on April 28™ and to date have heard nothing. It has now been a total of 17 months that
we have been waiting for approval to build a green manufacturing plant in an economically depressed
area that will create thousands of jobs.

I would like to request another meeting to ascertain the status of cur application. President
Obama'’s goal is to get Americans back to work-we want to help!

EM-0000036
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Best regards,

Terence R. McAuliffe

Chairman

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp | . McLean, VA 22102 |
—— . ebsite: www.wmgta.com

Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality:

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message {or responsible for
delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such case, you should destroy this message and
kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Internet email for messages of this
kind. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as
neither given nor endorsed by it.

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: 1873032049
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: false
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: -5
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RE: Fw:

RE: Fw:

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"
Sent: 6/21/2011 6:37:01 PM +00:00

To: "Kroloff, Noah"

Subject: RE: Fw:

Noah,

Apparently the application was submitted in a different name and we were not informed of that fact, nor were we informed that it
was a resubmission. That being said, we are on top of the case. | just learned that a request for evidence was issued on June
17, but | am having someone assess that RFE to confirm that it was appropriate. We are considering this matter with urgency
given the history, including a communications shortfall on our part in the earlier chapter.

Thanks. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

I

From: Kroloff, Noah [mailto:
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 5:17 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Fw:

Do you know what's going on with this?

From: Kroloff, Noah
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 05:16 PM

To: “Terry.McAuie G

Subject: Re:

Sure. But let me take a quick look. Was under the impression that this had moved.

From: Terry McAduliffe [mailto:
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 04:10 PM

EM - 0000040




RE: Fw:

To: Kroloff, Noah

Subject:

Noah:

Unfortunately, we have heard nothing from USCIS since our meeting 4 months ago. At that meeting, we were
promised by the Director that our application would receive an expedited review, due to the fact that we had been given

erroneous information by the USCIS. We re-filed our application on April 28" and to date have heard nothing. It has now
been a total of 17 months that we have been waiting for approval to build a green manufacturing plant in an economically
depressed area that will create thousands of jobs.

| would like to request another meeting to ascertain the status of our application. President Obama’s goal is to get
Americans back to work-we want to help!

Best regards,

Terence R. McAuliffe

Chairman

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp B , McLean, VA 22102 |_
Email: Website: www.wmata.com

Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message (or responsible for
delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such case, you should destroy this message and kindly
notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Intemet email for messages of this kind. Opinions,
conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as neither given nor
endorsed by it.

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: -181210645
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: true
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: -5

PR_RIM_INTERNET_MESSAGE_ID: <05661EAD2B418E459B644834588E850A09937826FE@DC2-EXMB-C1 -
05.cisl.cisr.uscis.dhs.gov>



RE: Fw:

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" ] ) ]
) ) >

Sent: 6/22/2011 1:29:57 PM +00:00

To: "Kroloff, Noah" ) N i

Subject: RE: Fw:

We are on top of this case.

They changed their name and did not inform us of this fact, so when we received it we had no way of knowing without a file
review that it was a resubmission of an earlier proposal (poor work on the attorney’s part, in my opinion). We conducted a prompt
review and issued a request for evidence on June 17. | was informed yesterday that the apparent deficiencies are easily curable.

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: Kroloff, Noah [mailto:
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 5:17 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Fw:
Do you know what's going on with this?

From: Kroloff, Noah
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 05:16 PM

To: Terry.Mchulire QN

Subject: Re:

Sure. But let me take a quick look. Was under the impression that this had moved.

From: Terry McAuliffe [mailto
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 04:10 PM

To: Kroloff, Noah <_>

Subject:


mailto:�������ll

RE: Fw:

Noah:

Unfortunately, we have heard nothing from USCIS since our meeting 4 months ago. At that meeting, we were
promised by the Director that our application would receive an expedited review, due to the fact that we had been given
erroneous information by the USCIS. We re-filed our application on April 28t and to date have heard nothing. It has now
been a total of 17 months that we have been waiting for approval to build a green manufacturing plant in an economically

depressed area that will create thousands of jobs.

I would like to request another meeting to ascertain the status of our application. President Obama’s goal is to get
Americans back to work-we want to help!

Best regards,

Terence R. McAuliffe

Chairman

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp l_ Floor, McLean, VA 22102 | S |
Email: | | /cbsite: www.wmgta.com

Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality:

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message (or responsibie for
delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such case, you should destroy this message and kindly
notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Internet email for messages of this kind. Opinions,
conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as neither given nor
endorsed by it.
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RE: GCFM
From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" P — .

Sent: 9/14/2011 12:09:32 PM +00:00

Subject: RE: GCFM

I will make myself available today for this review. Thanks.

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From:
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 4:50 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N; |

Cc:
Subject: GCFM

All of the pending 1-526s need some form of individual review before decisions can be rendered. After clarifying
issues with the AAO yesterday related to their recent decision, our team has been working on a “roadmap” to share
with adjudicators laying out how these cases should be reviewed in light of the AAO decision. That roadmap should
be completed tomorrow and we can share that with you if you like before sending it to CSC. We can begin
adjudicating cases this week if we are able to issue this guidance tomorrow or Thursday.
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FWw. EB-5 crisis

FW

From:

EB-5 crisis

"Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

Sent: 9/22/2011 7:04:49 PM +00:00

To:

Subject: FW: EB-5 crisis

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2011 3:05 PM
To: i

Subject: RE: EB-5 crisis

Thank you for your e-mail. | will forward your e-mail as appropriate.

Al

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529
[
I

Page 1 of 3
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From: SN i S
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2011 2:47 PM

To: alejandro.mayorka
Subject: EB-5 crisis

Hello, Ali -
| wouldn't attempt to contact you directly, but | believe this is truly urgent.

| am sure you are aware of great frustration with the EB5 program in general, and | believe you are famitiar in
particular with the Gulf Coast Funds Regional Center. That Regional Center has approximately 100 1-526s pending for
investments in the Guif Coast Automotive Fund to build electric, hybrid or other fuel efficient cars at GreenTech
Automotive. Many petitions have been pending over a year, a few were approved. | do not represent any of the
individual investors or the Gulf Coast Funds Regional Center. | have, however, been consulting with GreenTech
Automotive regarding structuring future EB5S investments and a new Regional Center to partially fund another
automotive plant in southern Virginia. All of the information above is in the public domain as the principals of
GreenTech have been interviewed frequently on the projects.

Today,_;, the CEO of GreenTech advised me that they are considering withdrawing from the EB5
program. He said that CSC has made it so difficult for those attempting to create jobs that if their cases are not
resolved in the next few days, they will conclude that the EBS program is not a viable financing tool. His colorful
description was, "It seems to us that the California Service Center may not work the way he [referring to you] wishes.
The service center has been trying so hard to find chicken bones in an egg, then ask people to explain why egg white
is not a bone."” $50,000,000 is already either in escrow or invested, and many potential investors are waiting for the
first offering to be approved so that the next can be structured. Clearly, thousands if not 10s of thousands of US jobs
will be significantly delayed or lost if the initial 1-526s are not approved, and they decide to pull the plug on future
offerings.

But that isn't even the worst of it, if GreenTech Automotive pulls out of the program as not viable, that information will
be all over China in minutes and Chinese investments in any EB-5 program are likely to dry up.

Head, Immigration Practice
Dickstein Shapiro LLP
1825 Eye Street NW | Washington, DC 20006
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Confidentiality § n

This e-mail message and any attached files are confidential and are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s) named above. This communication may
contain material protected by attorney-client, work product, or other privileges. if you are not the intended recipient or person responsible for delivering this
confidential communication to the intended recipient, you have received this communication in error, and any review, use, dissemination, forwarding, printing,
copying, or other distribution of this e-mail message and any attached files is strictly prohibited. Dickstein Shapiro reserves the right to monitor any
communication that is created, received, or sent on its network. If you have received this confidential communication in error, please notify the sender
immediately by reply e-mail message and permanently delete the original message.

To reply to our email administrator directly, send an email to GGG

Dickstein Shapiro LLP

www dicksteinshapiro.com
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RE: GCFM Cases
From:

Sent: 9/19/2011 8:38:05 PM +00:00
To: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N* <
Subject: RE: GCFM Cases

Dear Ali, "
Any update on this? Who should | contact, as | know that this is not something you can assist directly on?

Thanks, Dawn

Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

Greenberg Traurig LLP | NN | ysons Corer, VA 22102

| | www.gtlaw.com

GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN - BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE - HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON* + LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY < NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO - SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHA! + SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER + WASHINGTON, D.C. - WHITE PLAINS
*OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

STRATEGIC ALLIANCES WITH INDEPENDENT LAW FIRMS

MILAN - ROME

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [mailto:—]
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2011 7:36 AM

To: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)

Subject: RE: GCFM Cases

Dawn,
Thank you for your message. We are aware of the time sensitivity in this matter.

Al

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529
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Froum: ke
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2011 4:41 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Subject: FW: GCFM Cases

Dear Ali,

I'm not sure if you received my messages but | think Terry has a call with the Secretary tonight and | would like to
have a update to give him before COB?

Is there any news?

On another note | will see you tomorrow for the "Conversation with the Director”.

Dawn

Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

Greenberg Traurig LLP l_; Tysons Corner, VA 22102

I | vvv-gtlaw.com

GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN - BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE - HOUSTON -+ LAS VEGAS -
LONDON" « LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY + NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO - SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER + WASHINGTON, D.C. - WHITE PLAINS
“OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

STRATEGIC ALLIANCES WITH INDEPENDENT LAW FIRMS
MILAN - ROME

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL
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Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform
you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise
specifically stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any
matters addressed herein.

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information. It is intended
only for the use of the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to

our email administrator directly, please send an email tof NN

From: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)
Sent: Monday, Septe_mber 12, 2011 3:1»7 PM

To:
Subject: GCFM Cases

Dear -

| am sure at this point | appear to be somewhat of a stalker. My apologies but | am desperate for some sort of
update:)

The cases we are concerned about include the following list and as you know the AAQ issued their decision to remove
the barriers on adjudication. Any news you could provide would be helpful.

Thanks, Dawn

WAC1090115055 - On May 31, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence. This
case is being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

WAC1090166210 - On May 23, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence. This
case is being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

WAC1090138168 - On February 16, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence.
This case is being processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.
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: WAC1090108256 - On May 18, 2011, we received your response to our request for evidence. This case is
reing processed at our CALIFORNIA SERVICE CENTER location.

And here is the full list:

Name Petition Receipt # Received Date
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Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

Greenberg Traurig LLP 1_ | Tysons Corner, VA 22102
I |

GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN - BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE < HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON* - LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO - SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER - WASHINGTON, D.C. - WHITE PLAINS
*OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

STRATEGIC ALLIANCES WITH INDEPENDENT LAW FIRMS
MILAN - ROME

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

Message Headers:

l|
|

i
|

unknown [10.7.:
(Postfix) with ESMTP id C1FD191

maill82-va3.bigfish.com
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RE: RFE Response Filed

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

Sent: 8/30/2011 9:34:06 PM +00:00

To: "Smith, Douglas A" ) I )

Subject: RE: RFE Response Filed

This case is proceeding through the normal channel and receiving due attention.

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: Smith, Douglas A [maiito| 1
Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 3:20 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: FW: RFE Response Filed

See below. Wanted to make sue you had visibility on all this.

From: terry(

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 2:59 PM
To: Douglas A Smith

Subject: Fw: RFE Response Filed

From: terry CHNNENEEE

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 2:57 PM

file://D:\files\RE _RFE Response Filed|74438].html

Page 1 of 3
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To: Noah Kroloff
Subject: Fw: RFE Response Filed

Noah,

Yesterday we filed the RFE response. As you can read from my attorney's comments below, the USCIS
continues to ask questions that have no relevance to our structure. It seems they do not have the
requisite expertise to handle some very basic corporate structures. | only hope that this is the final request
for information. A two minute face to face meeting would have cleared up any of their questions over 14
months ago. Yesterday, we were informed that 3 more investors have requested their money back, this
agency is doing a great disservice to our country.

Sent: Monday, August 29, 2011 9:24 PM

To: Terry McAuliffe (External)
Subject: RFE Response Filed

Terry,

The RFE response was filed today. The specific RFEs fell into three general categories: 1) requests for information
that we had previously provided, 2) requests that demonstrated the AAQO’s inability to understand the transactions
involved, and 3) requests for information on partions of the transactions that are completely immaterial to
evaluating the documents from an EB-5 perspective. Since so many of the requests were duplicative to previous
requests, we added a section on the history of the transactions in addition to responding to their specific RFEs. We
have also included powerpoint charts to try to find another way to describe our transactions. | hope this is the last
RFE as we are running out of ways to describe the same set of transactions.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Best Regards,

EM-0000077
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General Counsel

GreenTech Automotive

1

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp | ) , McLean, VA 22102 | Tel: 703-666-900 1§
ebsite: www.wmgta.com
GreenTech Automotive, Inc. | , Tunica, MS 38676 |
Website: www.wmgta.com

Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality:

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message (or responsible for
delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such case, you should destroy this message and
kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Internet email for messages of this
kind. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as
neither given nor endorsed by it.

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: -1918532043
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: true
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: -5

PR_RIM_INTERNET_MESSAGE_ID: <05661EAD2B418E459B644834588E850A0993784275@DC2-
EXMB-C1-05.cisl.cisr.uscis.dhs.gov>
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Re: RFE Response Filed

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

Sent: 9/2/2011 7:35:54 PM +00:00

To: "Kroloff, Noah"

Subject: Re: RFE Response Filed

Asap, | do not wish to, as | am focused on programmatic improvements and not specific cases,

From: Kroloff, Noah [mailto:

Sent: Friday, September 02, 2011 03:18 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N <A

Subject: RE: RFE Response File

When today? [ think you should call him personally to communicate it if that is permissible

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [mailto:
Sent: Friday, September 02, 2011 2:38 PM
To: Kroloff, Noah

Subject: Re: RFE Response Filed

1 am told favorable decision will be communicated today.

Very significant program reforms, including new business expertise, to be implemented in next 2
weeks,

From: Kroloff, Noah [mailt
Sent: Friday, September 02, 2011 02:27 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Subject: FW: RFE Response Filed

From: terry

Sent: Friday, September 02, 2011 11:11 AM
To: Noah Kroloff

Subject: Fw: RFE Response Filed

EM-0000079
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2 more withdrawals arrived today, 3 yesterday. If there is not immediate action by
USCIS, they will be responsible for the end of this great project.

From: terrve QN

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 2:57 PM

To: Noah Kroloff
Subject: Fw: RFE Response Filed

Noah,

Yesterday we filed the RFE response. As you can read from my attorney’s
comments below, the USCIS continues to ask questions that have no relevance to
our structure. It seems they do not have the requisite expertise to handie some very
basic corporate structures. I only hope that this is the final request for information.
A two minute face to face meeting would have cleared up any of their questions over
14 months ago. Yesterday, we were informed that 3 more investors have requested
their money back, this agency is doing a great disservice to our country.

Sent: Monday, August 25, 2011 9:24 PM

To: Terry McAuliffe (External)

Subject: RFE Response Filed

Terry,

The RFE response was filed today. The specific RFEs fell into three general categories: 1) requests for
information that we had previously provided, 2) requests that demonstrated the AAO’s inability to
understand the transactions involved, and 3) requests for information on portions of the transactions
that are completely immaterial to evaluating the documents from an EB-5 perspective. Since so many
of the requests were duplicative to previous requests, we added a section on the history of the
transactions in addition to responding to their specific RFEs. We have also included powerpoint charts

EM-0000080
file://D:\files\Re_ RFE Response Filed[74166].html 3/20/2014



Re: RFE Response Filed Page 3 of 3

to try to find another way to describe our transactions. 1 hope this is the last RFE as we are running
out of ways to describe the same set of transactions.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Best Regards,

General Counsel

GreenTech Automotive

McLean, VA 22102 _ |

Website: www.wmgta.com

GreenTech Automotive, Inc. _ Tunica, MS 38676 {—
Y | cUsi(c: Wi wmgta.com

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp |
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Re: Urgent status update requested

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

Sent: 9/2/2011 7:24:27 PM +00:00

To:

Subject: Re: Urgent status update requested

Please let me know when decision transmitted (by email, I presume). Thanks.

————— Original Message ————-

From:|...I.ll.lIl.llIllII...II!.!!!II!..I..I.I.......I
Sent: Friday, September 02, 2011 :16¢ PM
To: 'Mayorkas, Alejendre N' NN SN

Subject: RE: Urgent status update requested
I've reached out to - and -and asked that they send the decision to her electronicalily.
I'm reading it now.

————— Original Message————-

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [ |
Sent: Friday, September 02, 2011 2:23 PM

To: )

Subject: Fw: Urgent status update requested

Do we have a response to provide?
If so, we should do so asap, I would think. Thanks.

————— Original Message ————-

From: )

Sent: Friday, September 02, 2011 01:59 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Urgent status update reguested

Dear Director Mayorkas,

Would you be so kind as to update us on the GCFM AAO case and the RFEs? More investors are pulling
out and apparently there is discussion of publicizing the delay issue. I'm at a loss in terms of
asking them to be patient. Coculd you call my cell? _"

Thanks,
Dawn

Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circularx
230, we inform you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any
attachments), unless otherwise specifically stated, was not intended or written to be used, and
cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2)
promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any matters addressed herein.

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential
information. It is intended only for the use of the person(s) named above. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, distribution or
duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient,
please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply t

our email administrator directly, please send an email to _
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http://www.gtlaw.com/
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Re: Following up

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" - I
>

Sent: 8/10/2011 10:59:42 PM +00:00

Subject: Re: Following up
Thanks. This is, | believe about the 526s. But, where is that decision?

From: H
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 06:35 PM

To: 'Alejandro.Mayorkas

Subject: Re: Following up

There is a draft decision that they were still editing. I'll asqjjjjJilij to check in with AAO.

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [mailto: ]
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 01:39 PM

o
Subject: FW: Following up

For handling as deemed appropriate.

Thank you. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From: luriedd

Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 12:27 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Following up

EM-0000101
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Dear Director Mayorkas,

| hope all is well with you. 1 just wanted to check on the status of the Gulf cases and RFEs. We are in the process of
returning funds to the initial investors who have requested to be pulled out of the project due to the delays. Any news
on your end would be great as | need to call Terry back to update him.

Thanks so much.

Dawn

Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

Greenberg Traurig LLP | — | McLean, VA 22102

_ | www.gtlaw.com

GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN - BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE < HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON* + LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO -+ SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER - WASHINGTON, D.C. + WHITE PLAINS
*OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform
you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise
specifically stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any
matters addressed herein.

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information. It is intended
only for the use of the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
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intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to

our email administrator directly, please send an email tofj i D
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From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" I

Sent: 8/11/2011 8:45:55 AM +00:00

Subject: Fw: EB5 meeting

I_don't understand the message below. Just fyi.

————— Original Message —-----
Sent Wednesday, ugus
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N G

Subject: Re: EB5 meeting
Of course! I did not even think of that. I had sent some agenda questions over.

Ok. I'm going to explain again- big picture- what we are waiting for and will also
reiterate how helpful your office has been in reviewing this matter, flagging it due
to the delay, and resolving it within the limitations the law and regulations place
on the Service in general.

Patience and politics are not generally found in the same sentence.

Thanks again.
Dawn

————— Original Message —--—-—--

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N SN
To: Lurie, Dawn (Shld-TCO-Imm

Sent: Wed Aug 10 22:44:34 2011

Subject: Re: EB5 meeting

Dawn,

I would not be in a position to comment on internal meetings. In any event, USCIS
met with the AILA EB-5 committee today.

We will be posting minutes of the meeting most likely next week.

Ali

————— Original Message —--———-

Sent Hodnos S —
Sent: Wednesday, Augus

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N |GGG

Subject: EB5 meeting
Dear Ali,

Sorry to bother you again but I have a question: was there some EB-5 related meeting
this morning internally with DHS?

I'm feeling some pressure on my end and I want to make sure I have my facts straight
before I "manage expectations”" and explain where things stand.

Thanks so much.
I hope all is well.

Dawn

Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS
under Circular 230, we inform you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this
communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise specifically stated, was
not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1)
avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or
recommending to another party any matters addressed herein.

594*0000/09
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The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and
confidential information. It is intended only for the use of the person(s) named
above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by
reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to our email
administrator directly, please send an email to mailto: )
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FW: GCFM Pending I-526 Petitions for GTA
project

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" ) )
] >

Sent: 8/15/2011 3:28:19 PM +00:00
To: I N
Subject: FW: GCFM Pending I-526 Petitions for GTA project

Attachments: Filed cases list (approved +pending).xlsx

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.8. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20528

R

]

From: Smith, Douglas /g
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2011 11:09 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Fw: GCFM Pending I-526 Petitions for GTA project
Importance: High

Thoughts on this? Thanks!

Douglas A. Smith

Assistant Secretary

Office of the Private Sector
Department of Homeland Security

From: R [mailto:
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 03:37 PM

To: douglas.a.smith (N
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June 2010 - July 2010 13-14 months T 4 of the 7 have been
issued RFEs. Responses
were filed.

August 2010 ~ October 10-12 months 21

2010
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April 2011 - July 2011 1-5 months 19

83 Pending Petitions
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Re: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times Page 1 of 3

Re: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

Sent: 8/22/2011 9:25:12 PM +00:00
To: "Kroloff, Noah" D

Subject: Re: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times
I just tried you. | am on my cell. Thanks.

From: Kroloff, Noah
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2011 03:47 PM

To: Moyorize, Alnjandio N
Subject: FW: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times
Where are we on these

From: Terry McAuliffe [mailto NG
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2011 3:31 PM

To: Kroloff, Noah

Subject: FW: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

Dear Noah,

I would formally like to request another meeting with the Secretary and the USCIS Director, We are at
a critical stage and beyond the point of frustration. We currently have 83 petitions pending that as the
attached chart indicates, some have been pending for more than 1 year! This means $41.5 million in
stranded capital that should have been invested long ago in Tunica, MS, and would have already
created 830 jobs. Many of these applications have been pending far beyond the USCIS stated
processing goal of 5 months. In addition, 4 qualified investors ($2 million/40 jobs) just withdrew
their funds due to the long delay and chose to invest in a Canadian immigration investor program. A
big loss to America and Mississippi. We are concerned that this could start a stampede of investors
asking for their money back and investing in other countries. I know that President Obama recently
challenged the Cabinet Secretaries to get to work creating jobs, and it is unfortunate that the USCIS is
killing jobs and sending investors to other countries.

Below is a more detailed outline of the petition timeframes, all info is current as of August T3,

EM-0000116
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Re: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

Filing timeframe

Number of Months
Pending

Total Petitions

June 2010 - July 2010 13-14 months 7
August 2010 - October 10-12 months 21
2010

November 2010 - 6-9 months 36
February 2011

April 2011 - July 2011 1-5 months 19

83 Pending Petitions

Best regards,

Terence R. McAuliffe

Chairman

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp
|

Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality:

| Website: www.wmgata.com

Page 2 of 3

McLean, VA 22102 | Tel:—

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message (or responsible for
delivery of the message to such person}), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such case, you should destroy this message and
kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to internet email for messages of this
kind. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as

neither given nor endorsed by it.
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Re: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N*®

Sent: 8/23/2011 3:34:28 AM +00:00

To: "Kroloff, Noah"

Subject: Re: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

The attorney will be receiving tomorrow, via email, an analysis of the perceived deficiency (a single issue) and an
opportunity to address it.

From: Kroloff, Noah [mailto:
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2011 03:47 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N _»
Subject: FW: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

Where are we on these

From: Terry McAuliffe [mailtof G
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2011 3:31 PM

To: Kroloff, Noah

Subject: FW: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

Dear Noah,

I would formally like to request another meeting with the Secretary and the USCIS Director. We are at
a critical stage and beyond the point of frustration. We currently have 83 petitions pending that as the
attached chart indicates, some have been pending for more than 1 year! This means $41.5 million in
stranded capital that should have been invested long ago in Tunica, MS, and would have already
created 830 jobs. Many of these applications have been pending far beyond the USCIS stated
processing goal of 5 months. In addition, 4 qualified investors ($2 million/40 jobs) just withdrew
their funds due to the long delay and chose to invest in a Canadian immigration investor program. A
big loss to America and Mississippi. We are concerned that this could start a stampede of investors
asking for their money back and investing in other countries. I know that President Obama recently
challenged the Cabinet Secretaries to get to work creating jobs, and it is unfortunate that the USCIS is
killing jobs and sending investors to other countries.

Below is a more detailed outline of the petition timeframes, all info is current as of August 22"

EM-0000119
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Re: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

Filing timeframe

Number of Months
Pending

Total Petitions

June 2010 — July 2010 13-14 months 7
August 2010 - Qctober 10-12 months 21
2010

November 2010 — 6-9 months 36
February 2011

April 2011 - July 2011 1-5 months 19

83 Pending Petitions

Best regards,

Terence R. McAuliffe

Chairman

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp

I | V\c0s:le: www.wmgta.com

Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality:
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McLean, VA 22102 |

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this message {or responsible for
delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. in such case, you should destroy this message and
kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Internet email for messages of this
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RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT
REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" r a— g

Sent: 7/20/2011 9:18:28 PM +00:00

Tor lurie .

Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

if you have a moment, can you call me at_?
Thank you, Dawn. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From: luriedd

Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 5:05 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Re: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Thank you. Terry has requested a meeting with you and the Secretary.

Right now the fund is in the process of returning the first of the monies to investors who “want out”. The entire project
and the associated job creation is in jeopardy. So, as you can imagine tensions are running high.

| will ask that he delay this until we hear back from you.
Looking forward to hearing from you.

Dawn

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
To: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)

EM-0000150
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RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM) Page 2 of 18

Sent: Wed Jul 20 16:34:51 2011
Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Dawn,
| will be addressing your concerns with my colleagues tomorrow afternoon. | look forward to being in touch after then.

Thank you. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From: luriedd

Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 9:12 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Re: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Thank you very much. | spoke with Terry last night and learned that we now have two investors who have requested
funds to be returned (over 1.1 million dollars). In addition we are expecting a mass exodus and possible suit due to
what the immigration firms in china, and our investors, perceive as some act of bad faith on GCFM/GTA's part. The
current processing time still remains at 5 months according to USCIS. Our petitions have reached a year and the ones
with RFEs are well over that time.

The State of Mississippi is also concerned as they know they are going to lose many jobs if this project folds.
Therefore the Governor as well as Senate offices may be calling DHS this week.

These delays combined with the ongoing uncertainty dealing with the program is making the EB-5 program
increasingly difficult to navigate.

Whatever you can do would be much appreciated.

Finally, Terry asked me to remind you that we have not heard back on the VA Center's certification yet. Many thanks,

Dawn

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
To: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)

EM-0000151
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Sent: Wed Jul 20 08:06:56 2011
Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Dawn,

Good morning. | am back in the office and am following up right away.

Thank you. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From: luried@

Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2011 5:04 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Re: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Dear Director Mayorkas,
| am just following up on these cases listed below as well as the Regional Center Request for VA.

| hope all is well.

Dawn

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

To: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)

Sent: Thu Jul 07 17:03:30 2011

Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Thank you, Dawn.

Al

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

EM-0000152
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Nashington, DC 20529

. 1 —
Sent: Thursday, July 0/, 2011 4:42

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Thank you for your quick response. | am including below the updated chart that highlights the two errors | mentioned
on the name and WAC.

— — ——
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RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM) Page 10 of 18

To: Lurie, Dawn (Shld-TCO-Imm); Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Dawn,

Thank you for your e-mail below, which you and ! just discussed by telephone. | will follow up.

Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
20 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.

Washington, DC 20529

From: uricd
Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2011 4:09 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandrdj]

Su!Ject: R!: GHLF !EAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Importance: High

Dear Director Mayorkas,

The Regional Center notified me earlier this week that they have received word of a possible lawsuit being filed
against them for the delays associated with the 1-526 petitions. | had not wanted to bother you with the concerns but
feel the sense of urgency has escalated and requires your attention. Today they received word that investors are
requesting refunds of their funds.

Please see quotes below from their offices in China:

"Have you got any positive news after the meeting with USCIS?? When do we expect to see the next 1526,
we ran out of excuses already.

Because of the slow issuance of the 1526, we are facing many unhappy agents"’

...we are facing extreme pressure fr agents and clients. I am afraid if the I-526 situation cannot ratify in the
very near future, clients will WD fr the program. Since the government had made announcement the fast
processing of shelve ready project, five month I-526 and one month RFEs, why can't we take affirmative
action base on this?

EM-0000159
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Is there anything we can do to have the RFE's adjudicated and direction provided on the remaining cases? The first
RFE response was received on February 16, 2011 by the Service. The petitions that have not received RFE's are
pending as far out as one year.

The framework of the entire EB-5 programcould be threatened if there is a report of unrest combined with legal action
taken against the Center and the GTA project. We want to avoid this and move forward on creating jobs while
making green cars in the U.S.

Thank you for your time.

Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder
Greenberg Traurig LLP N { Tysons Corner, VA 22102

T A ' —— | I _____
_ | www.gtiaw.com

GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN + BOSTON - CHICAGQ - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE - HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON* - LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY -+ PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO - SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER - WASHINGTON, D.C. - WHITE PLAINS
"OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

STRATEGIC ALLIANCES WITH INDEPENDENT LAW FIRMS
MILAN - ROME

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [mailto: |

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 5:30 PM
To: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)
Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Thank you, Dawn. We will follow up on this.

Ali
Alejandro N. Mayorkas

EM-0000160
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Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

Fin et
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 10:

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: F FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Importance: High

Dear Director Mayorkas:

| very much appreciate the opportunity to write to you today to bring my concerns to your attention. The EB-5 program
is a wonderful opportunity for the United States and for foreign investors looking to invest in America. That being said
when 1-526 petitions are delayed indefinitely and USCIS processing times are inaccurate the investors begin to doubt
the integrity of the individual investment as well as the Eb-5 program itself. GCFM is investing in the GreenTech
Automotive project which is a United States automobile company committed to the advancement of clean automobile
technology. GTA is developing vehicles that are energy-efficient, affordable, and built in the United States by
American workers. Led by Terry McAuliffe, an international leader in politics, business, and promoting green energy,
GTA was established to carry out his vision that “no green technology is truly green unless it is affordably green.”
Most importantly GTA is bringing jobs to the U.S. rather than sending jobs abroad.

GTA received 15 |-526 approvals on the project and during the time the issues were being addressed on the original
amendment to the GCFM Regional Center, the adjudications came to an abrupt halt. Then earlier in 2011, the four
investors received requests for additional evidence. Investor's counsel responded to the initial RFE and then moved
to supplement each of the other pending petitions with additional information. The GCFM Regional Center worked
directly with our office in responding to the remaining 3 RFEs. Once the responses were submitted, | contacted the
Service to determine if they wished us to supplement the other petitions to avoid any further RFEs (aside from investor
based ones) To date | have not received a response.

GCFM has petitions that will reach a one year anniversary mark on July 13, 2011. The investors are upset and
threatening to withdraw their investments. Reputation is critical in this industry and our branding is being hurt as you
can imagine. The USCIS processing time states five (5) months for 1-526 processing at the California Service Center.
This is inaccurate and causes serious concern. Any assistance you can provide would be much appreciated.
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Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform
you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise
specifically stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any
matters addressed herein,

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information. It is intended
only for the use of the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to

our email administrator directly, please send an email to | NG
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FW: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment
and Job Creation RWC 1111850202

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"
Sent: 6/29/2011 12:09:59 AM +00:00
To: Lt ] -
) %
Subject: FW: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment and Job Creation RWC 1111850202

Attachments: image001.jpg

Dawn'’s reply to my response to her. Thanks.

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: luried

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 6:39 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: RE: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment and Job Creation RWC 1111850202

Thank you for your email. | am embarrassed and apologize for paraphrasing your words incorrectly. |

acknowledge what you note below is exactly what you said to me. Indeed a series of unrelated RFE requests create
uncertainty and make it difficult to navigate the Eb-5 program. At the same time | understand that, occasionally,
information provided in an initial RFE response opens another avenue of queries.

Once again we very much appreciate your time in this matter and most importantly your active involvement in the
improving the Eb-5 program as a whole.

Best,

Dawn

EM-0000168
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Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

Greenberg Traurig LLP | _ | Tysons Corner, VA 22102

IR v staw.con

GT | GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN - BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE - HOUSTOM - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON" - LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO - SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER - WASHINGTON, D.C. - WHITE PLAINS

“OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

STRATEGIC ALLIANCES WITH INDEPENDENT LAW FIRMS
MILAN - ROME

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [mailto:_

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 5:25 PM
To: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)
Subject: RE: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment and Job Creation RWC 1111850202

Dawn,

| appreciated our call yesterday and the time you took to express your position in response to the RFE your client
received. The efficient processing of EB-5 petitions and applications is very important to our agency.

| do not believe | represented that there will be “no additional requests outside the scope of this [pending] RFE." |
have not analyzed the case file. What | did express is my general view that the serial issuance of RFEs does not
seem fair unless everyone understands at the outset that outstanding issues or deficiencies are being addressed in

serial fashion.

| will forward your e-mail as appropriate, and | will ask whether there are any other issues to be addressed. If the
response is other than “no,” we can discuss the equities of the situation that creates.

EM-0000169
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Thank you again. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: luried

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 9:44 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Cc: |

Subject: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment and Job Creation RWC 1111850202
Importance: High

Dear Director Mayorkas,

It was a pleasure speaking with you today. As we discussed, the VA Center very much appreciates the opportunity to
respond to the Request for Additional Evidence (RFE). Based on our conversation, it appears we agree that the
Service has presented my client with the following two choices:

A.. Provide an updated business plan for GTA including information on the specific location of the GreenTech
Automotive Plant in Virginia, a proposed start and end date, as well as a proposed construction dates inclusive of
various construction phases. (The RFE also requests a clarification on the timeline for construction, citing an alleged
inconsistency in the Exhibits); or

B. Withdraw the request for review of the actual investment plan and present the current plan as an exemplar with a
more high-level prospective construction timeline.

1 further understand that there will be no additional requests outside the scope of this RFE. The Center will be
approved with either a written withdrawal of the actual investment plan request (i.e. nothing at all further needed for

such approval) OR my client will supplement the Regional Center application with the information requested in bullet
point A above.

Thank you also for the opportunity to discuss the additional concerns | noted.

EM-0000170
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* The Service appears to use the term "exemplar” differently throughout the RFE. In the past we understood an
"exemplar" project approval to be the equivalent of what you recently termed a "shovel-ready" project approval.
The alternative to a "exemplar"/"shovel ready" project being provided as part of an initial Regional Center
application was to include a set of "hypothetical" documents to support the Center application.

» On Page 2 of the RFE the Service acknowledges this and states: A request for initial designation as a
Regional Center (RC) may involve:

m A request for review of an exemplar Form 1-526 for review of an exemplar Form 1-526.. prior to
the filing of Form [-526 by individual alien entrepreneurs with USCIS and/or:
a In the case of a RC amendment request....(not applicable to the VA Center)

The Service determined the VA Center was requesting an initial designation as a RC to include a review of a specific
investment project, and a a review of an exemplar Form [-526.

My first point of clarification surrounds this sentence, is review of an specific investment project and a review
of an exemplar Form I-526 not one in the same?

Isn't the alternative to request designation of the Regional Center only providing a set of the hypothetical documents
and receiving a designation only. The RC may then file an amendment to receive the exemplar/shovel ready project
approval or file individual {-526 petitions without the project approval. It seems encouraging the former would save the
Service an enormous amount of resources but of course the lengthy delays in amendments deter RCs from such
filings.

The Service states on Page 2 that an "actual business or investment plan must meet all of the criteria of Matter
of HO, otherwise it is only a highly detailed exemplar (emphasis added) plan”. The use of the word exemplar
here is confusing.

This paragraph further notes that "the plan presented does not include an actual start date or end date for the
project and also does not identify the specific location of the automotive plant".

The summary request of the VA Center found on page 4 states : "withdraw the request for review of the actual
investment plan and present the current plan as an exemplar with a more high-level prospective construction
timeline.

Hopefully my confusion is illustrated in the summary request, the word Exemplar appears to have different meanings
and this causes confusion for a laypersan. -

Other points noted in the RFE that we will address in the response but that you should be aware of;

« On Page 3 of the RFE states that the record states "In this case the record includes contradictory
evidence relating to the length of construction.”

= Unfortunately it appears that the adjudicator did not fully review and analyze the business plan.

« There is no discrepancy between the data and information identified in the business plan (exhibit l1I-A)
versus the economic report (exhibit I11-B). Both documents reference a possible 18 or 24 month
construction timeline and |l purposefully provides two separate sets of data describing the job

EM-0000171
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creation for either time frame. This is intended to avoid issues later on at the 1-829 stage for individual
investors.

¢ The RFE also implies that the business plan did not meet the criteria following Matter of Ho and specifically
mentions a deficiency on the timeline for construction. For the record the VA Center business plan included the
following:

o Market analysis - provided at pages 27-33

- Description of target market/prospective enterprise - provided at pages 5-10

< Describe Manufacturing or production process, material required, and supply sources - provided at
pages 8-10

> Detail any contracts executed for the supply of materials and/or distribution of products - foo premature
in development stage to have these items

- Marketing Strategy - provided at pages 34-35

> Organizational structure and personnel experience - provided at pages 37-39

+ Staffing requirements and timetable for hiring and job description for all positions - not applicable given
the RIMS Il Revenue/Expenditure economic model being used to show job creation.

o Sales, cost and income projections - provided at pages 41-42

Aside from the construction issue no other deficiency is identified, and we will accept this at fact value and
assume the language was provided as general background only.

e The RFE implies that the construction timeframe is deficient.

x|

* We understands the need to provide more details within each phase identifying specific steps and
correlating expenditures where possible and plan to do so in the response.

* However the business plan did provide the timeline below. it is not clear whether the Service requiring a
specific month, day and year for each phase? With the delays in adjudication of both the Regional
Center application and individual I-526 petitions (and thus funding} by the USCIS combined with the
sheer magnitude of the construction of a manufacturing plant of this scale, specific dates are not
feasible.

> Therefore estimated dates will provided. However it is critical that the Service understand the realities of
business and that such changes to the timeline could be affected by the incentive negotiations with the
Commonwealth, the permitting process as well as environmental or weather delays and other variables
that are common to similar projects, will not be considered a material change. The timeline previously
included is illustrativef below.

Thank you again for your time in this matter.

EM-0000172
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Jawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

Greenberg Traurig LLP | _ | McLean, VA 22102
Tel_’” '_’ I

I v taw.com

GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN - BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE - HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON® - LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO - SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER < WASHINGTON, D.C. - WHITE PLAINS
“OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform
you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise
specifically stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any
matters addressed herein.

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information. It is intended
only for the use of the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to

our email administrator directly, please send an email t_
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FW: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT
REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

Sent: 7/7/2011 8:33:19 PM +00:00
To: Lo ]

Subject: FW: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Please address with appropriate urgency. Thank you.

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and immigration Services
I
Washington, DC 20529

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro 1

Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2011 4:32 PM

To: luri

Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Dawn,

Thank you for your e-mail below, which you and | just discussed by telephone. | will follow up.

Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

EM-0000175
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Washington, DC 20529

From: e
Sent: Thursday, July 07, 2011 4:0

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro [ |

!quect: !E: GH(!!I- COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Importance: High
Dear Director Mayorkas,

The Regional Center notified me earlier this week that they have received word of a possible lawsuit being filed
against them for the delays associated with the 1-526 petitions. | had not wanted to bother you with the concerns but
feel the sense of urgency has escalated and requires your attention. Today they received word that investors are
requesting refunds of their funds.

Please see quotes below from their offices in China:

"Have you got any positive news after the meeting with USCIS?? When do we expect to see the next 1526,
we ran out of excuses already.

Because of the slow issuance of the 1526, we are facing many unhappy agents"

...we are facing extreme pressure fr agents and clients. I am afraid if the 1-526 situation cannot ratify in the
very near future, clients will WD fr the program. Since the government had made announcement the fast
processing of shelve ready project, five month I-526 and one month RFEs, why can't we take affirmative
action base on this?

Is there anything we can do to have the RFE's adjudicated and direction provided on the remaining cases? The first
RFE response was received on February 16, 2011 by the Service. The petitions that have not received RFE's are
pending as far out as one year.

The framework of the entire EB-5 programcould be threatened if there is a report of unrest combined with legal action
taken against the Center and the GTA project. We want to avoid this and move forward on creating jobs while
making green cars in the U.S.

Thank you for your time.

Dawn M. Lurie
Shareholder

EM-0000176
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Greenberg Traurig LLP |— | Tysons Corner, VA 22102

_ | www.gtlaw.com

GreenbergTraurig

ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA -« AUSTIN - BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE - HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON* - LOS ANGELES + MIAMI - NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO -+ SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER - WASHINGTON, D.C. - WHITE PLAINS
*OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

STRATEGIC ALLIANCES WITH INDEPENDENT LAW FIRMS
MILAN - ROME

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [mailto NG
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 5:30 PM

To: Lurie, Dawn (Shid-TCO-Imm)
Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

Thank you, Dawn. We will follow up on this.

Al

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From: luriedd

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 10:13 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Cc: |

Subject: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)
Importance: High

EM-0000177
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Jear Director Mayorkas:

| very much appreciate the opportunity to write to you today to bring my concerns to your attention. The EB-5 program
is a wonderful opportunity for the United States and for foreign investors looking to invest in America. That being said
when 1-526 petitions are delayed indefinitely and USCIS processing times are inaccurate the investors begin to doubt
the integrity of the individual investment as well as the Eb-5 program itself. GCFM is investing in the GreenTech
Automotive project which is 2 United States automobile company committed to the advancement of clean automobile
technology. GTA is developing vehicles that are energy-efficient, affordable, and built in the United States by
American workers. Led by Terry McAuliffe, an international leader in politics, business, and promoting green energy,
GTA was established to carry out his vision that “no green technology is truly green unless it is affordably green.”
Most importantly GTA is bringing jobs to the U.S. rather than sending jobs abroad.

GTA received 15 1-526 approvals on the project and during the time the issues were being addressed on the original
amendment to the GCFM Regional Center, the adjudications came to an abrupt halt. Then earlier in 2011, the four
investors received requests for additional evidence. Investor's counsel responded to the initial RFE and then moved
to supplement each of the other pending petitions with additional information. The GCFM Regional Center worked
directly with our office in responding to the remaining 3 RFEs. Once the responses were submitted, | contacted the
Service to determine if they wished us to supplement the other petitions to avoid any further RFEs (aside from investor
based ones) To date | have not received a response.

GCFM has petitions that will reach a one year anniversary mark on July 13, 2011. The investors are upset and
threatening to withdraw their investments. Reputation is critical in this industry and our branding is being hurt as you
can imagine. The USCIS processing time states five (5) months for 1-526 processing at the California Service Center.
This is inaccurate and causes serious concern. Any assistance you can provide would be much appreciated.

Name Petition Receipt # |Received Date [I-526 Petition
Approval Date

e
I
i
i
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|

Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform
you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise
specifically stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any
matters addressed herein.

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information. It is intended
only for the use of the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to

our email administrator directly, please send an email to_
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FW: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment
and Job Creation RWC 1111850202

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"
>

Sent: 6/28/2011 9:30:54 PM +00:00
Tor R
Subject: FW: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment and Job Creation RWC 1111850202

Attachments: image001.jpg

Fyi. | neglected to copy you.

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 5:29 PM

ubject: FW: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment and Job Creation RWC 1111850202

| understand thatffjjjjj] has spoken with you about the fact that Dawn Lurie contacted me about the Virginia EB-5 case.

| am forwarding to you now her follow-up email to me, along with my brief response. | defer to you as to what should
or should not be shared with SCOPS, as we are all mindful of the need to ensure that our adjudicators do not feel any
pressure in their adjudication of these (or any) cases.

| will forward to you another e-mail from Dawn that | received this morning as well.

Thank you very much, Ali

EM-0000187
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Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.8. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 5:25 PM

To: luri

Subject: RE: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment and Job Creation RWC 1111850202

Dawn,

| appreciated our call yesterday and the time you took to express your position in response to the RFE your clie
received. The efficient processing of EB-5 petitions and applications is very important to our agency.

| do not believe | represented that there will be “no additional requests outside the scope of this [pending} RFE.” |
have not analyzed the case file. What | did express is my general view that the serial issuance of RFEs does not
seem fair unless everyone understands at the outset that outstanding issues or deficiencies are being addressed in
serial fashion.

i will forward your e-mail as appropriate, and | will ask whether there are any other issues to be addressed. If the
response is other than “no,” we can discuss the equities of the situation that creates.

Thank you again. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

EM-0000188
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e

Prom: Lrie
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 9:44 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

£e: i

Subject: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment and Job Creation RWC 1111850202
Importance: High

Dear Director Mayorkas,

It was a pleasure speaking with you today. As we discussed, the VA Center very much appreciates the opportunity to
respond to the Request for Additional Evidence (RFE). Based on our conversation, it appears we agree that the
Service has presented my client with the foliowing two choices:

A.. Provide an updated business plan for GTA including information on the specific location of the GreenTech
Automotive Plant in Virginia, a proposed start and end dale, as well as a proposed construction dates inclusive of
various construction phases. (The RFE also requests a clarification on the timeline for construction, citing an alleged
inconsistency in the Exhibits); or

B. Withdraw the request for review of the actual investment plan and present the current plan as an exemplar with a
more high-level prospective construction timeline.

| further understand that there will be no additional requests outside the scope of this RFE. The Center will be
approved with either a written withdrawal of the actual investment plan request (i.e. nothing at all further needed for
such approval) OR my client will supplement the Regional Center application with the information requested in bullet
point A above.

Thank you also for the opportunity to discuss the additional concerns | noted.

* The Service appears to use the term "exemplar” differently throughout the RFE. In the past we understood an
"exemplar" project approval to be the equivalent of what you recently termed a "shovel-ready" project approval.
The alternative to a "exemplar'/"shovel ready" project being provided as part of an initial Regional Center
application was to include a set of "hypothetical” documents to support the Center application.

¢ On Page 2 of the RFE the Service acknowledges this and states: A request for initial designation as a
Regional Center (RC) may involve:

= A request for review of an exemplar Form 1-526 for review of an exemplar Form 1-526...prior to
the filing of Form |-526 by individual alien entrepreneurs with USCIS and/or:
m In the case of a RC amendment request....(not applicable to the VA Center)

EM-0000189
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The Service determined the VA Center was requesting an initial designation as a RC to include a review of a specific
investment project, and a a review of an exemplar Form 1-526.

My first point of clarification surrounds this sentence, is review of an specific investment project and a review
of an exemplar Form |-526 not one in the same?

Isn't the alternative to request designation of the Regional Center only providing a set of the hypothetical documents
and receiving a designation only. The RC may then file an amendment to receive the exemplar/shovel ready project
approval or file individual 1-526 petitions without the project approval. It seems encouraging the former would save the
Service an enormous amount of resources but of course the lengthy delays in amendments deter RCs from such
filings.

The Service states on Page 2 that an "actual business or investment plan must meet all of the criteria of Matter
of HO, otherwise it is only a highly detailed exemplar (emphasis added) plan”. The use of the word exemplar
here is confusing.

This paragraph further notes that "the plan presented does not include an actual start date or end date for the
project and also does not identify the specific location of the automotive plant”,

The summary request of the VA Center found on page 4 states : "withdraw the request for review of the actual
investment plan and present the current plan as an exemplar with a more high-level prospective construction
timeline.

Hopefully my confusion is illustrated in the summary request, the word Exemplar appears to have different meanings
and this causes confusion for a layperson.

Other points noted in the RFE that we will address in the response but that you should be aware of:

e On Page 3 of the RFE states that the record states "In this case the record includes contradictory
evidence relating to the length of construction.”

> Unfortunately it appears that the adjudicator did not fully review and analyze the business plan.

< There is no discrepancy between the data and information identified in the business plan (exhibit 111-A)
versus the economic report (exhibit 111-B). Both documents reference a possible 18 or 24 month
construction timeline and Dr. Evans purposefully provides two separate sets of data describing the job
creation for either time frame. This is intended to avoid issues later on at the 1-829 stage for individual
investors.

e The RFE also implies that the business plan did not meet the criteria following Matter of Ho and specifically
mentions a deficiency on the timeline for construction. For the record the VA Center business plan included the
following:

- Market analysis - provided at pages 27-33

> Description of target market/prospective enterprise - provided at pages 5-10

> Describe Manufacturing or production process, material required, and supply sources - provided at
pages 8-10

= Detail any contracts executed for the supply of materials and/or distribution of products - too premature
in development stage to have these items
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ALBANY - AMSTERDAM - ATLANTA - AUSTIN - BOSTON - CHICAGO - DALLAS - DELAWARE - DENVER - FORT LAUDERDALE - HOUSTON - LAS VEGAS -
LONDON* - LOS ANGELES - MIAMI - NEW JERSEY - NEW YORK - ORANGE COUNTY - ORLANDO - PALM BEACH COUNTY - PHILADELPHIA - PHOENIX -
SACRAMENTO + SAN FRANCISCO - SHANGHAI - SILICON VALLEY - TALLAHASSEE - TAMPA - TYSONS CORNER - WASHINGTON, D.C. « WHITE PLAINS
*OPERATES AS GREENBERG TRAURIG MAHER LLP

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL

Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform
you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise
specifically stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any
matters addressed herein.

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information. It is intended
only for the use of the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to

our email administrator directly, please send an email to| i NG

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: -1347876155
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: true
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_1D: =5

PR_RIM_INTERNET_MESSAGE_ID: <05661EAD2B418E459B644834588E850A09937827F4@DC2-
EXMB-C1-05.cisl.cisr.uscis.dhs.gov>
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Re: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT
REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

From:

Sent: 6/29/2011 9:50:54 AM +00:00

To: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

cc: I

Subject: Re: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)
Ali,

| will need to double check with SCOPS, but | believe that the 15 approvals related to projects that were within the
scope of the already approved Guif Coast Regional Center and not dependent on the amendment that was filed. As |
recall, the others were dependent upon the regional center amendments that were denied and resulted, at least in
part, in the new Virginia filing currently before USCIS.

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 05:30 PM

To: =

Subject: FW: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)

As indicated. Thank you.
Al

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DC 20529

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 5:30 PM

To: 'luried@

Subject: RE: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)
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Thank you, Dawn. We will follow up on this.

Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

Prosts ke B

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 10:13 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

cc:

Subject: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT REGIONAL CENTER (GCFM)
Importance: High

Dear Director Mayorkas:

I very much appreciate the opportunity to write to you today to bring my concerns to your attention. The EB-5 program
is a wonderful opportunity for the United States and for foreign investors looking to invest in America. That being said
when [-526 petitions are delayed indefinitely and USCIS processing times are inaccurate the investors begin to doubt
the integrity of the individual investment as well as the Eb-5 program itself. GCFM is investing in the GreenTech
Automotive project which is a United States automobile company committed to the advancement of clean automobile
technology. GTA is developing vehicles that are energy-efficient, affordable, and built in the United States by
American workers. Led by Terry McAuliffe, an international leader in politics, business, and promoting green energy,
GTA was established to carry out his vision that “no green technology is truly green unless it is affordably green.”

Most importantly GTA is bringing jobs to the U.S. rather than sending jobs abroad.

GTA received 15 1-526 approvals on the project and during the time the issues were being addressed on the original
amendment to the GCFM Regional Center, the adjudications came to an abrupt halt. Then earlier in 2011, the four
investors received requests for additional evidence. Investor's counsel responded to the initial RFE and then moved
to supplement each of the other pending petitions with additional information. The GCFM Regional Center worked
directly with our office in responding to the remaining 3 RFEs. Once the responses were submitted, | contacted the
Service to determine if they wished us to supplement the other petitions to avoid any further RFEs (aside from investor
based ones) To date | have not received a response.
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GCFM has petitions that will reach a one year anniversary mark on July 13, 2011, The investors are upset and
threatening to withdraw their investments. Reputation is critical in this industry and our branding is being hurt as you
san imagine. The USCIS processing time states five (5) months for 1-526 processing at the California Service Center.
This is inaccurate and causes serious concern. Any assistance you can provide would be much appreciated.

Petition Receipt #

Received Date

1-526 Petition
Approval Date
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Tax Advice Disclosure: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS under Circular 230, we inform
you that any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments), unless otherwise
specifically stated, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (1) avoiding
penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or (2) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any
matters addressed herein.

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information. It is intended
only for the use of the person(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
review, dissemination, distribution or duplication of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. To reply to

our email administrator directly, please send an email to |} NEEEEEGEGNEGG
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FW: EB5 check

From:

Sent: 6/17/2011 10:10:56 PM +00:00
To: 1. "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" B
e

Subject: FW: EB5 check

Attachments: VA RC 061711.pdf

Hello,

An RFE was issued on the Regional Center application we agreed to expedite based on the prior history of the
attempted amendment to the Gulf Coast RC.

From: SRR
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2011 3:31 PM

To:
Subject: RE: EBS check

Yes. Please expedite based on the previous filing history

From: S ©

Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2011 3:25 PM
To:

Subject: RE: EB5 check

H

This case is a re-filing in the sense that it is filed by the entity that is going o operate the VA-based factory
for the Greentech Automotive plant. You may recall that we denied a succession of Gulf Coast RC amendments
that sought to extend the geographic scope of that RC to Southern VA so that this VA automotive plant could
be an EB-5 project for the LA/MS-based regional center. The last USCIS action in those cases was to deny a

EM-0000201
file://D:\files\FW _EBS5 check.html 2/26/2014


file://0:\files\FW

FW: EBS check Page 2 of 4

motion to reopen the Gulf Coast RC amendment denial and to certify the decision to the AAO where it remains
pending.

Let me know if you want me to ask the CSC to consider expediting this case in light of this torfured history.

Thanks,

From:
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2011 11:14 PM

To:
Subject: Fw: EBS check

- - do we know if this is a re-filed case?

From:
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2011 03:49 PM

Ta: 'Mayorkas, Alejandro N’

Subject: RE: EB5 check

Ali,

SCOPS checked the status of this case. It was filed on 4/28/11, The processing time for an [-924 is 6 months so this
case is not off track or in a black hole. | dont know what the petitioner claims so if there is something else that we are
not aware of please let me know.

Thanks Ali,

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [mailt
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 1:15 PM
To:

Subject: FW: EB5 check
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Here is another EB-5 case about which there appears to be some concern re delays. Can you look into this? We
need to continue to bring great focus with respect to this program.

Thanks very much. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

From: Smith, Douglas A

Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 11:57 AM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: EB5 check

A —you mind seeing if you can get any intel on this one. Seems to be in a black hole. Thanks

Petitioner: Virginia Center for Foreign Investment and Job Creation LLC

Petition Number: RCW 1111850202

Douglas A. Smith
Assistant Secretary
Private Sector Office

Department of Homeland Security
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Click here to receive Private Sector Community Preparedness Email Updates
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RE: Telecon: EB-5 Regional Center/Hybrid
Kinetic

Thanks, . ¥'m not familiar with these cases, but want to reiterate an important point made at the
end of your email. You are correct: USCIS has to do its job in being vigilant to all national security
concerns, regardiess of who is involved in the particular case.

From: [
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2012 9:56 AM

Subject: RE: Telecon: EB-5 Regional Center / Hybrid Kinetic

All:

You will see that it is general in nature. | was seeking support since learning of the
CLASSIFIED reporting that was part of the other HK related CFIUS transaction that we have all
been working on. This RC appears to have a specific project with HK, which, in my opinion,
might be a significant enough relationship to at least recognize that we have CLASSIFIED
reporting on HK and make sure that USCIS does all it can before adjudicating (i.e. vet all that is
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within our authorities, even if it doesn’t impact actual adjudication, it may be worth finding/noting
for other partners), and upon adjudication, all we can to make sure our partners know what we
have (i.e. putting a memo to file for DOS to make sure that they do SAQ’s on any investor.)

Here is some information and background. Putting it all together would require days of work so
| am sending this today for your review.

Name of Regional Center: GULF COAST FUNDS MANAGEMENT, LLC

Address of Regional Center: W

Principal of Regional Center: RODHAM, Anthony (DOB MM/DD/YYYY _
(also uses 01/01/1960 on one filing...}))

Web Site of Regional Center:  WWW.GULFCOASTFUNDS.COM

Industry Category: AUTOMOBILE MANUFACTURING

Commercial Enterprises: GREENTECH AUTOMOTIVE AKA HYBRID KINETIC
AUTOMOTIVE CORP

GREENTECH AUTOMOTIVE PARTNERSHIP
A-3,LP
Investor Spreadsheet Attached

They are in the business of Automobile Manufacturing and Hybrid Cars specifically. There are
all sorts of open source articles which discuss a possible relationship between Greentech
Automotive (hitp://www.wmgta.com/en/) and Hybrid Kinetic. As a sample, here is one | found at
(http://wheels.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/09/08/greentech-intends-to-build-e-v-s-in-mississippi-for-
chinese-drivers/) which states in part:

The Truth About Cars, an automotive news and commentary Web site, recently
recounted GreenTech’s history as an offshoot of Hybrid Kinetic Motors...

There might have been a falling out, but | am not sure. Either way, the first enterprise they had
investors file under includes Hybrid Kinetic in the name and appears to be a joint project. | don’t
think there is any issue of foreign ownership, which | shared with DHS FIRM over the phone,
and which is why | think they said it isn’'t something in their area; however, when you read the
reporting we did for the ACFI transaction, almost all of the concerns are present in HK
and their CEO as well as the more general concern regarding abuse by other

countries. Greentech Automotive is well connected in China...

The open source reporting also mentions that this project might be on hold for a myriad of
reasons, which we will need to flush out at the 829 stage when they have to show actual job
creation. We do have a few 829’s already filed so we will start looking at those in more detail
just from a normal adjudications standpoint.

It should also be noted, that these same folks have another Regional Center which also is
getting into the automaobile manufacturing business. ..

Name of Regional Center: VIRGINIA CENTER FOR FOREIGN INVESTMENT
AND JOB CREATION, LLC

Address of Regional Center: (S
MCLEAN, VA 22102

Principal of Regional Center: RODHAM, Anthony (DOB MM/DD/YYYY v_
Web Site of Regional Center:  WWW.VIRGINIAEB5.COM
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Industry Category: AUTOMOBILE MANUFACTURING,
PROFESSIONAL SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL SERVICES, MACHINERY
MANUFACTURING, THE HEAVY AND CIVIL ENGINEERING CONSTRUCTION
INDUSTRY

Commercial Enterprises: None to Date. No investors filings yet.

The last note | would like to highlight, and not that | think it matters because it shouldn’t impact
how we do our job, but from a political standpoint this RC is “well connected.” The Principal is
the brother of former First Lady and Senator and current Secretary of State Hillary Rodham
Clinton. The Chairman of Greentech Automotive is Terence (Terry) McAuliffe who has worked
for the DNC and both Clinton Presidential Campaigns. There is a long history with these cases
which included an inquiry from Terry McAuliffe to the Secretary of Homeland Security when
USCIS denied an amendment for Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC a few years

back. Needless to say, a lot of folks were involved with that inquiry.

B I o e o e

ier\nce i!enter iperations

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Department of Homeland Security

-—--Original Appointment-----

From: M
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 6:15 AM
To:

Subject: Telecon: EB-5 Regional Center / Hybrid Kinetic
When: Tuesday, November 20, 2012 12:00 PM-12:30 PM (GMT-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).

Where: [

Please forward this invite to anyone else that should be included that | may have missed.

SCOPS - can you please provide background materials on this case for the meeting?

Thank you,
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From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 3:03 PM

To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: GTA & EB5

|
For handling however you deem appropriate. I am addingF‘ given the reference to
contacts with members of Congress. I am adding— ue to a reference to contact with the

Secretary’s office.

Thanks. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
|
I
I
I

From: Terry McAuliffe [mailto: |GG
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 2:02 PM

To: Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Subject: Fwd: GTA & EB5

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: >
Date: December 5, 2012, 2:00:27 PM EST
To: Terry McAuliffe < >

Subject: FW: GTA & EB5

el
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Frove: SR
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 11:48 AM

All,

GreenTech has come to a real crossroads with their construction in Tunica County. They
have spent $6,000,000 on site preparation costs, but are unable to proceed with facility
construction until funds are released from the US Custom and Immigration Services. To
date, there is $15 million designated for construction in an escrow account at Chase
Manhattan Bank that can only be accessed after USCIS reviews pending requests and
completes a 3 page report on each applicant. The offices of Senators Cochran and Wicker
and Congressman Thompson have made numerous and diligent inquiries on our behaif only
to be stonewalled by requests for privacy releases by individual investors. We have
repeatedly said we did not need to know who the individual investors were, we just wanted
the process of completing the forms and releasing the funds to continue.

The funds that GreenTech spent on site preparation came from operating funds while they
were waiting on USCIS to release the construction funds — GTA has been trying to get this
done since February. But, at this point, GTA may be near having to shut down existing
operations in Horn Lake and laying off 100 employees within 30 days if funds are not
released. It is incomprehensible to me that ‘paperwork’ is having such an impact on
people’s jobs and lives. Every day of delay pushes the creation of 300 jobs in Tunica
County further away.

One temporary solution is a bridge loan of $3 million to GTA. If any of you have thoughts
or suggestions on that issue, GTA would very much appreciate any efforts. I have written
Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano requesting that she personally investigate
this issue. GTA has learned that this is an issue for all EB-5 projects currently in the US.
There are several hundred projects with the same problems, but GTA is the most
successful manufacturing EB-5 project to attract Chinese funds to be invested in the US
for jobs for Americans.

Another reason given by USCIS is that they are in the process of moving the reviewing of
these documents from California to Washington DC because of issues with employees
reviewing the documents. USCIS has not met any of their self imposed timelines for the
review/approval of the documents.

The purpose of this memo is just to make you aware of events that may impact all of us.
Any thoughts or suggestions will be greatly appreciated and thanks to all for your
continued support of this project. Please feel free to forward to anyone who you think
might be able to assist.
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Best,

[ |

— | President/CEO | Tunica Chamber & Economic
Development Foundation|

P. 0. Box 1888 | Tunica MS 38676 | |
|
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Re: Further to our conversation today re Gulf
Coast Funds Management and GreenTech
Automotive Inc.

From:

Sent: 1/23/2013 11:04:39 PM +00:00
To: ]

"Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

CC:

Subject: Re: Further to our conversation today re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech
Automotive Inc.

Thanks, Ali. | did get her transmission of a few minutes ago.

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 05:57 PM

To: ENN—

cc:
Subject: FW: Further to our conversation today re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Apparently, this is not going through to you as this attorney initially addressed it.

Thanks. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 5:56 PM

To: 'Simone Williams';

Subject: RE: Further to our conversation today re Guif Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.
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Ms. Williams,

Just to reiterate our brief conversation, I expressly stated that I would not engage in a discussion of a
particular case or cases.

Thank you for directing your written communication to _who will in turn direct it as
appropriate.

Thank you. Alejandro Mayorkas

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: Simone Williams [mailto:simone.william
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 5:44 PM

To: alejandro.mayorkasQN: H
Subject: Further to our conversation today re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Dear Mr. Mayorkas and || N
Re: EB-5 and GTA: Inaction by USCIS on EB-5 Petitions Costing Americans Thousands of Jobs

Further to our conversation today, I am writing to express our concemn regarding the undue delay by USCIS in reviewing our EB-5
petitions. This delay is having a detrimental impact on the ongoing operations of GreenTech Automotive, Inc. (“GTA”), and
GTA’s ability to create and maintain American jobs. I outline the key facts below as follows:

Parties Involved: Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC (“GCFM?”) is an EB-5 Regional Center approved in 2008 by USCIS to
manage EB-5 projects for the states of Louisiana and Mississippi. GCFM currently manages EB-5 investment projects in the job
creating enterprise, GreenTech Automotive, Inc. (“GTA”), a Mississippi Corporation.

Background Facts About GTA: GTA is a U.S. based company dedicated to producing green, affordable hybrid and electric
vehicles. GTA is building a 300,000 square foot automobile manufacturing facility in Tunica, Mississippi, an economically
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depressed area in Mississippi with a 19.0% unemployment rate in desperate need of jobs. GTA’s operations are expected to
create up to 7,400 new high-paying green jobs in the United States by 2014 according to an independent economic analysis by
Evans, Carroll & Associates Inc. GTA is currently manufacturing vehicles at a temporary facility in Horn Lake, Mississippi

and will transfer its operations and jobs to the Tunica facility, when completed. The production capacity of the Tunica facility is
expected to be 50,000 vehicles per year.

Chronology of EB-5 Petitions filed with USCIS and Current Issue: GTA is partially funded by EB-35 investments managed by
GCFM. Since GCFM began filing I-526 petitions for the GTA project in 2009, it has established a proven track record of success
with USCIS and had already received ninety-two (92) 1-526 petition approvals for the GTA project on behalf of EB-5 investors.
Unfortunately, we are now experiencing a significant delay in review of our I-829 and I-526 petitions by USCIS, although there
are no material changes in our documentation or filings. This delay is threatening the ongoing operations of GTA because GTA
relies on EB-5 investors as a key source of funding for its projects and (i) such delay is hampering our ability to bring in new EB-
5 investors and (ii) the EB-5 money raised in our current offering is being held in escrow pending approval of the 1-526 petitions.
EB-5 funding to GTA is now at a virtual standstill, which will negatively impact our ongoing plant production, car manufacturing
and the creation of jobs for U.S. workers. Currently $17 million of EB-5 funding is being held in an escrow account for our
investors, and cannot be released to GTA until USCIS approves our 1-526 petitions. Furthermore, the 1-829 petition GCFM filed
on December 30, 2011 has been pending for over one year, which is well beyond the normal USCIS processing time. We
contacted the USCIS Immigrant Investor Program to follow up on the statas of our cases many times. This office acknowledged
that our cases were beyond normal processing times but did not provide us with any further information about our cases. We
further pursued the matter by contacting the CIS ombudsman, and our local senator offices for assistance, neither of which have
been able to obtain any further information about our petitions from USCIS to date, despite numerous requests.

Requested Relief: GCFM requests that the I-829 petition and I-526 petitions filed on behalf of EB-5 investors investing in the
GTA project be approved as soon as possible so that GCFM may effectively market the GTA project to prospective EB-5
investors. Undue delay by USCIS in reviewing our I-829 petition has jeopardized our marketing efforts, as prospective investors
are reluctant to invest in GTA without seeing our I-829 petition approval record. GCFM also requests that USCIS expedite
adjudication of all I-326 petitions so that it can fund GTA’s operations and job creation in Mississippi. As mentioned above,
approvals are required for GTA to raise additional EB-5 funding and to access the EB-5 money already raised. Without such
funds, GTA’s car manufacturing operations and creation of U.S. jobs is in serious jeopardy and our ability to preserve existing
jobs for GTA employees is also at stake. In addition, GCFM requests efficient review and approval of our [-924 (“exemplar™)
petition, which did not involve any significant changes to our current investment structure. Please see attached spreadsheet and
brief explanation below for further details on our pending cases:

) I-829 Petition Remains Pending for over one year: RE:*Receipt #: WAC 12-091
-00217. Our I-829 petition was filed on December 30, 2011 and has been pending for over one
year, despite the fact that this petition does not involve any tenant-occupancy issues.

.) 1-526 Petition Remains Pending for 10 months: RE:H Receipt #: WAC-12-903-
20340. On April 27, 2012, GCFM filed an I-526 petition for the A-3 fund, with strong supporting

documentation. On July 31, 2012, USICS issued a Request for Evidence (“RFE”) for this case,
requesting only one more trace document, which evidenced that the funds were transferred from the
Investor to the A-3 LP. Two of the items that GCFM already provided with the initial filing were
requested again, in addition to one more supplemental transfer document. We immediately filed our
response the next day on August 1, 2012. On December 10, 2012, we received another RFE on this
case on a whole set of other issues --- and three of the four issues raised in the RFE were aiready
reviewed and accepted by USCIS when they approved 92 of our previous I-526 petitions. We filed our
response to the second RFE on December 13, 2012. Our response to the 4 issues raised in the RFE
can be summarized as follows:
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The RFE requests evidence that our temporary facility (the “Pilot Production Facility”) in Horn Lake,
Mississippi is located in a TEA.

Our response: The funds raised by the New Commercial Enterprise (NCE) will be used for the continuation of the design and
construction of the JCE’s permanent automobile manufacturing facility in Tunica County, Mississippi, and for the purchase
and installation of certain fixtures. GTA has not changed its plan to build a manufacturing facility on 100 acres of land it
owns in Tunica, Mississippi (the “Permanent Facility”). GTA will transfer all its employees at the Pilot Production Facility to
the Permanent Facility in Tunica once it is complete. The temporary positions in Horn Lake will not be counted toward the
total job creation. Those positions will only be created when such employees are permanently relocated to the permanent
facility. Accordingly, it is not necessary to demonstrate that Horn Lake is located in a TEA.

The RFE requests that the Economic report by Evans, Carroll & Associates should clearly show that
indirect employment effects were not double counted.

Our response: We submitted a supplement to the economic report, prepared by , which clearly shows, that indirect
employment effects were not double counted. The average automobile considered by the IMPL AN multipliers has a gas engine for
power and utilizes a small and inexpensive lead-acid battery mainly to start the car before the engine provides the power. Electric
vehicles actually have two batteries: the first is the same in function and price to the battery above, the second (the “EV Battery™)
provides the energy to power the vehicle. EV Batteries cost approximately 100 to 200 times more than the cost of a traditional car
battery, and range from 35% and 74% of the cost of the entire vehicle. Only the first small battery to start the car is included in the
IMPLAN multiplier, so no portion of the multiplier for the EV Battery is included in the IMPLAN multiplier and therefore there is
no double counting.

The RFE asks that we submit a comprehensive business plan specific to GreenTech Automotive
Partnership A-3 LP.

Our response: Pursuant to this request, we provided the Overall Business Plan prepared with the PPM for this NCE. The Overall
Business Plan is compliant with Matter of Ho, supra and includes a market analysis; the manufacturing process; materials required
and supply sources; marketing strategy; the business’ organizational structure; and its personnel’s experience. The plan also
specifies the employees at the Pilot Production Facility as of the date of the plan (who will be transferred to the permanent plant),
and the anticipated direct employees to be hired listed by job title, description, and average wage. The plan includes timelines and
income projections.

The RFE requests further information regarding a section of the PPM for the NCE regarding “Prior
Financing.”

Our response: We explain why this language should not be read to indicate that rescission rights are likely or are expected to
materially affect the business of the JCE. In addition, we provided a list of transactions that the JCE is currently engaged in,
which could be used to pay such rescission rights; in the unlikely event that all or a large portion of the investors were issued and
exercised rescission rights.

D -526 Petitions ni-9 emplar) Peti in Pe
Please see attached spreadsheet for further details.

We greatly appreciate your assistance and we look forward to receiving a decision from USCIS regarding the processing of our I-
829, I-526 and 1924 cases. Please do not hesitate to contact me at | if yov require further information.

Yours truly,
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Simone Williams

D. Simone Williams
General Counsel

Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC

McLean, VA 22102

www.quifcoastfunds.com
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FW: Emergency Issues re Gulf Coast Funds
Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

From:

T

"Mayorkas, Alejandro N” I
>

Sent: 1/31/2013 11:15:26 PM +00:00
To: )

Subject: FW: Emergency Issues re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.
Fyi.

I am not responding to this follow up email.

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: Simone Williams [ b
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 6:12 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Ce: IR GT4; tony rodhor; SRR
Subject: RE: Emergency Issues re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Dear Mr. Mayorkas: We appreciate your prompt attention to this matter and your offer to forward our
e-mail to the appropriate individual. We felt it appropriate to contact you as the head of the Agency,
to give you an urgent status update of the project, not a particular case. We would like to request an
in-person meeting or a telephone call with you or any individual in the Agency that may be prepared to
provide immediate guidance or action on our petitions. Thank-you kindly for your prompt attention
to this matter.
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3est regards,

Simone Williams

D. Simone Williams
General Counsel

Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC

MclLean, VA 22102

www.gulfcoastfunds.com

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [mailﬁ_
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 5:55 PM
To: Simone Williams

Ce: IR ; tory rodha; SR
Subject: RE: Emergency Issues re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Ms. Williams,

As the Director of this Agency, I do not adjudicate cases and am not the proper audience for a
telephone call or a meeting about a particular case. I will forward your email to the appropriate
individual in the Agency.

Thank you. Alejandro Mayorkas

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and immigration Services
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Washington, DC 20529

From: Simone Williams m]
Sent: Thursday, January 31, LY
To: ‘alejandro.mayorkas

Cc: GTA; tony r&Lam;—_
Subject: Emergency Issues re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Importance: High

Dear Mr. Mayorkas,

Further to my voicemail message this evening, we would like to request a brief in-person meeting with
you tomorrow to discuss emergency issues regarding Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech
Automotive Inc. Could you please let us know your availability anytime tomorrow.  We thank you
for your prompt attention to this matter.

Best regards,

Simone Williams

D. Simone Williams
General Counsel

Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC

MclLean, VA 22102

www.qulfcoastfunds.com

From: Simone Williams
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 5:44 PM
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To: 'alejandro.mayorkas_m
Subject: Further to our conversation today re Gu ast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Dear Mr. Mayorkas |G
Re: EB-5 and GTA: Inaction by USCIS on EB-5 Petitions Costing Americans Thousands of Jobs

Further to our conversation today, I am writing to express our concem regarding the undue delay by USCIS in reviewing our EB-5
petitions. This delay is having a detrimental impact on the ongoing operations of GreenTech Automotive, Inc. (“GTA”), and
GTA’s ability to create and maintain American jobs. I outline the key facts below as follows:

Parties Involved: Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC (“GCFM?”) is an EB-5 Regional Center approved in 2008 by USCIS to
manage EB-5 projects for the states of Louisiana and Mississippi. GCFM currently manages EB-5 investment projects in the job
creating enterprise, GreenTech Automotive, Inc. (“GTA”), a Mississippi Corporation.

Background Facts About GTA: GTA is a U.S. based company dedicated to producing green, affordable hybrid and eleciric
vehicles. GTA is building a 300,000 square foot automobile manufacturing facility in Tunica, Mississippi, an economically
depressed area in Mississippi with a 19.0% unemployment rate in desperate need of jobs. GTA’s operations are expected to
create up to 7,400 new high-paying green jobs in the United States by 2014 according to an independent economic analysis by
Evans, Carroll & Associates Inc. GTA is currenily manufacturing vehicles at a temporary facility in Horn Lake, Mississippi

and will transfer its operations and jobs to the Tunica facility, when completed. The production capacity of the Tunica facility is
expected to be 50,000 vehicles per year.

Chronology of EB-5 Petitions filed with USCIS and Current Issue: GTA is partially funded by EB-5 investments managed by
GCFM. Since GCFM began filing I-526 petitions for the GTA project in 2009, it has established a proven track record of success
with USCIS and had already received ninety-two (92) 1-526 petition approvals for the GTA project on behalf of EB-5 investors.
Unfortunately, we are now experiencing a significant delay in review of our I-829 and I-526 petitions by USCIS, although there
are no material changes in our documentation or filings. This delay is threatening the ongoing operations of GTA because GTA
relies on EB-5 investors as a key source of funding for its projects and (i) such delay is hampering our ability to bring in new EB-
5 investors and (ii) the EB-5 money raised in our current offering is being held in escrow pending approval of the I-526 petitions.
EB-5 funding to GTA is now at a virtual standstill, which will negatively impact our ongoing plant production, car manufacturing
and the creation of jobs for U.S. workers. Currently $17 million of EB-5 funding is being held in an escrow account for our
investors, and cannot be released to GTA until USCIS approves our I-526 petitions. Furthermore, the I-829 petition GCFM filed
on December 30, 2011 has been pending for over one year, which is well beyond the normal USCIS processing time. We
contacted the USCIS Immigrant Investor Program to follow up on the status of our cases many times. This office acknowledged
that our cases were beyond normal processing times but did not provide us with any further information about our cases. We
further pursued the matter by contacting the CIS ombudsman, and our local senator offices for assistance, neither of which have
been able to obtain any further information about our petitions from USCIS to date, despite numerous requests.

Requested Relief: GCFM requests that the I-829 petition and [-526 petitions filed on behalf of EB-5 investors investing in the
GTA project be approved as soon as possible so that GCFM may effectively market the GTA project to prospective EB-5
investors. Undue delay by USCIS in reviewing our I-829 petition has jeopardized our marketing efforts, as prospective investors
are reluctant to invest in GTA without seeing our I-829 petition approval record. GCFM also requests that USCIS expedite
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adjudication of all I-526 petitions so that it can fund GTA’s operations and job creation in Mississippi. As mentioned above,
approvals are required for GTA to raise additional EB-5 funding and to access the EB-5 money already raised. Without such
funds, GTA’s car manufacturing operations and creation of U.S. jobs is in serious jeopardy and our ability to preserve existing
jobs for GTA employees is also at stake. In addition, GCFM requests efficient review and approval of our 1-924 (*exemplar™)
petition, which did not involve any significant changes to our current investment structure. Please see attached spreadsheet and
brief explanation below for further details on our pending cases:

) I-829 Petition Remains P in r over on 5 RE:*Receipt #: WAC 12-091
-00217. Our I-829 petition was filed on December 30, 2011 and has been pending for over one
year, despite the fact that this petition does not involve any tenant-occupancy issues.

) I-526 Petition Remains Pending for 10 months: RE:m Receipt #: WAC-12-903-
20340. On April 27, 2012, GCFM filed an I-526 petition for the A-3 fund, with strong supporting
documentation. On July 31, 2012, USICS issued a Request for Evidence (“"RFE”) for this case,
requesting only one more trace document, which evidenced that the funds were transferred from the
Investor to the A-3 LP. Two of the items that GCFM already provided with the initial filing were
requested again, in addition to one more supplemental transfer document. We immediately filed our
response the next day on August 1, 2012. On December 10, 2012, we received another RFE on this
case on a whole set of other issues --- and three of the four issues raised in the RFE were already
reviewed and accepted by USCIS when they approved 92 of our previous I-526 petitions. We filed our
response to the second RFE on December 13, 2012. Our response to the 4 issues raised in the RFE
can be summarized as follows:

The RFE requests evidence that our temporary facility {the “Pilot Production Facility”) in Horn Lake,
Mississippi is located in a TEA.

Our response: The funds raised by the New Commercial Enterprise (NCE) will be used for the continuation of the design and
construction of the JCE’s permanent automobile manufacturing facility in Tunica County, Mississippi, and for the purchase
and installation of certain fixtures. GTA has not changed its plan to build a manufacturing facility on 100 acres of land it
owns in Tunica, Mississippi (the “Permanent Facility”). GTA will transfer all its employees at the Pilot Production Facility to
the Permanent Facility in Tunica once it is complete. The temporary positions in Hom Lake will not be counted toward the
total job creation. Those positions will only be created when such employees are permanently relocated to the permanent
facility. Accordingly, it is not necessary to demonstrate that Hom Lake is located in a TEA.

The RFE requests that the Economic report by Evans, Carroll & Associates should clearly show that
indirect employment effects were not double counted.

Our response: We submitted a supplement to the economic report, prepared by [} which clearly shows, that indirect
employment effects were not double counted. The average automobile considered by the IMPL AN multipliers has a gas engine for
power and utilizes a small and inexpensive lead-acid battery mainly to start the car before the engine provides the power. Electric
vehicles actually have two batteries: the first is the same in function and price to the battery above, the second (the “EV Battery™)
provides the energy to power the vehicle. EV Batteries cost approximately 100 to 200 times more than the cost of a traditional car
battery, and range from 35% and 74% of the cost of the entire vehicle. Only the first small battery to start the car is included in the
IMPLAN muttiplier, so no portion of the multiplier for the EV Battery is included in the IMPLAN multiplier and therefore there is
no double counting.

The RFE asks that we submit a comprehensive business plan specific to GreenTech Automotive
Partnership A-3 LP.

Qur response: Pursuant to this request, we provided the Overall Business Plan prepared with the PPM for this NCE. The Overall
Business Plan is compliant with Matter of Ho, supra and includes a market analysis; the manufacturing process; materials required
and supply sources; marketing strategy; the business’ organizational structure; and its personnel’s experience. The plan also
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specifies the employees at the Pilot Production Facility as of the date of the plan (who will be transferred to the permanent plant),
and the anticipated direct employees to be hired listed by job title, description, and average wage. The plan includes timelines and
income projections.

The RFE requests further information regarding a section of the PPM for the NCE regarding “Prior
Financing.”

Our response: We explain why this language should not be read to indicate that rescission rights are likely or are expected to
materially affect the business of the JCE. In addition, we provided a list of transactions that the JCE is currently engaged in,
which could be used to pay such rescission rights; in the unlikely event that all or a large portion of the investors were 1ssued and
exercised rescission rights.

') Thi

3 2 e
Please see attached spreadsheet for further details.

We greatly appreciate your assistance and we look forward to receiving a decision from USCIS regarding the processing of our I-
829, 1-526 and 1-924 cases. Please do not hesitate to contact me a_ if you require further information.

Yours truly,

Simone Williams

D. Simone Williams
General Counsel

Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC

McLean, VA 22102

www.gulfcoastfunds.com

Message Headers:
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RE: Gulf Coast Funds Management and
GreenTech Automotive Inc.

From:
Sent: 2/1/2013 4:48:52 PM +00:00
To: o ]

Subject: RE: Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.
Attachments: RE: Telecon: EB-5 Regional Center / Hybrid Kinetic

See attached email. We have been seeking a discussion with FDNS since early November 2012 regarding this case.
To date, we haven’t been able to discuss.

From: I
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 11:28 AM

To:

Subject: FW: Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.
Hi I

Can you please let me know if there are any security or fraud issues related to this regional center or the petitions in
the attached spreadsheet. The regional center has sent several inquiries into the cases and has requested that we
expedite the pending cases. Before we look into the substance of the inquiry/expedite request, please let me know
if there are any issues that we should be aware of pertaining to this regional center or these cases.
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Thanks,

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 3:27 PM

To:
I w
Subject: Fw: Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Importance: High

From: anthony rodham |
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 03:25 PM Eastern Standard Time

To: alejandro.mayorka S ———

Subject: Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Dear Mr. Mayorkas || NG

This is to follow up on an e-mail sent to you last week by Simone Williams, the General Counsel of Guif Coast Funds
Management, Regional Center (GCFM). Yesterday, GCFM received another six {6) RFEs from USCIS requesting
basically the same information as the Second RFE we received for_ (Receipt #: WAC-12-903-20340).
(Please see updated Pending Petitions list attached for details on RFEs received).

As explained in Simone’s e-mail dated January 23, 2013 (and included below for your convenience), the 1-829 petition
GCFM filed on December 30, 2011 has been pending for over one year, which is well beyond the normal USCIS
processing time. Furthermore, we filed our response to Mr. JJJjjjj second RFE on December 13, 2012 and have yet
to receive a response from USCIS. We contacted the USCIS Immigrant Investor Program to follow up on the status
of our cases many times and have pursued the matter by contacting our local senator offices for assistance, neither of
which have been able to obtain any further information about our petitions from USCIS to date.

For many months, we have been urging USCIS to issue a decision on our I-829 and 1-526 cases. As we mentioned
previously, USCIS’s undue delay in issuing a decision in our I-829 and I-526 RFE cases continues to threaten the
ongoing operations of GTA because GTA relies on EB-5 investors as a key source of funding for its projects and the
delay is hampering our ability to bring in new EB-5 investors and the EB-5 money raised in our current offering is
being held in escrow pending approval of the I-526 petitions.
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We need USCIS to issue a decision on the 1-829 and RFE for* as soon as possible.  Please note that three
of the four issues raised in ) RFE and the subsequent 6 RFEs we just received, were already reviewed and
accepted by USCIS when they approved 92 of our previous I-526 petitions. Our response to the 4 issues raised in the
RFE can be summarized as follows:

a. The RFE requests evidence that our temporary facility (the “Pilot Production Facility”) in Horn Lake, Mississippi
is located in a TEA.

Our response: The funds raised by the New Commercial Enterprise (NCE) will be used for the continuation of the
design and construction of the JCE’s permanent automobile manufacturing facility in Tunica County, Mississippi, and
for the purchase and installation of certain fixtures. GTA has not changed its plan to build a manufacturing facility on
100 acres of land it owns in Tunica, Mississippi (the “Permanent Facility”). GTA will transfer all its employees at the
Pilot Production Facility to the Permanent Facility in Tunica once it is complete. The temporary positions in Horn Lake
will not be counted toward the total job creation. Those positions will only be created when such employees are
permanently refocated to the permanent facility. Accordingly, it is not necessary to demonstrate that Horn Lake is
located in a TEA.

b. The RFE requests that the Economic report by Evans, Carroll & Associates should clearly show that indirect
employment effects were not double counted.

Our response: We submitted a supplement to the economic report, prepared bm, which clearly shows, that
indirect employment effects were not double counted. The average automobile considered by the IMPLAN multipliers
has a gas engine for power and utilizes a small and inexpensive lead-acid battery mainly to start the car before the
engine provides the power. Electric vehicles actually have two batteries: the first is the same in function and price to
the battery above, the second (the “EV Battery”) provides the energy to power the vehicle. EV Batteries cost
approximately 100 to 200 times more than the cost of a traditional car battery, and range from 35% and 74% of the
cost of the entire vehicle. Only the first small battery to start the car is included in the IMPLAN multiplier, so no
portion of the multiplier for the EV Battery is included in the IMPLAN multiplier and therefore there is no double
counting.

€ The RFE asks that we submit a comprehensive business plan specific to GreenTech Automotive Partnership A-
3 LP.

Qur response: Pursuant to this request, we provided the Overall Business Plan prepared with the PPM for this NCE.
The Overall Business Plan is compliant with Matter of Ho, supra and includes a market analysis; the manufacturing
process; materials required and supply sources; marketing strategy; the business’ organizational structure; and its
personnel’s experience. The plan also specifies the employees at the Pilot Production Facility as of the date of the plan
(who will be transferred to the permanent plant), and the anticipated direct employees to be hired listed by job title,
description, and average wage. The plan includes timelines and income projections.

d. The RFE requests further information regarding a section of the PPM for the NCE regarding “Prior Financing.”

Our response: We explain why this language should not be read to indicate that rescission rights are likely or are
expected to materially affect the business of the JCE. In addition, we provided a list of transactions that the JCE is
currently engaged in, which could be used to pay such rescission rights; in the unlikely event that all or a large
portion of the investors were issued and exercised rescission rights.

We really appreciate your assistance in looking into this matter for us to move our cases along.  If you need any
further information, please do not hesitate to contact GCFM’s General Counsel, Simone Williams at
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Best regards,

Anthony Rodham

From: Simone Williams
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 5:44 PM

To: 'alejandro.mayorkasm
Subject: Further to our conversation today re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Dear Mr. Mayorkas and _

Further to our conversation today, I am writing to express our concern regarding the undue delay by
USCIS in reviewing our EB-5 petitions. This delay is having a detrimental impact on the ongoing
operations of GreenTech Automotive, Inc. ("GTA”), and GTA’s ability to create and maintain American
jobs. I outline the key facts below as follows:

Parties Involved: Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC ("GCFM") is an EB-5 Regional Center approved
in 2008 by USCIS to manage EB-5 projects for the states of Louisiana and Mississippi. GCFM currently

manages EB-5 investment projects in the job creating enterprise, GreenTech Automotive, Inc. ("GTA”),
a Mississippi Corporation.

Background Facts About GTA: GTA is a U.S. based company dedicated to producing green,
affordable hybrid and electric vehicles. GTA is building a 300,000 square foot automobile

manufacturing facility in Tunica, Mississippi, an economically depressed area in Mississippi with a
19.0% unemployment rate in desperate need of jobs. GTA’s operations are expected to create up to
7,400 new high-paying green jobs in the United States by 2014 according to an independent economic
analysis by Evans, Carroll & Associates Inc. GTA is currently manufacturing vehicles at a temporary
facility in Horn Lake, Mississippi

and will transfer its operations and jobs to the Tunica facility, when completed. The production
capacity of the Tunica facility is expected to be 50,000 vehicles per year.

Chronoloagy of EB-5 Petitions filed with USCIS and Current Issue: GTA is partially funded by EB
-5 investments managed by GCFM. Since GCFM began filing I-526 petitions for the GTA project in

2009, it has established a proven track record of success with USCIS and had already received ninety-
two (92) 1-526 petition approvals for the GTA project on behalf of EB-5 investors. Unfortunately, we
are now experiencing a significant delay in review of our I-829 and I-526 petitions by USCIS, although
there are no material changes in our documentation or filings. This delay is threatening the ongoing
operations of GTA because GTA relies on EB-5 investors as a key source of funding for its projects and
(i) such delay is hampering our ability to bring in new EB-5 investors and (ii) the EB-5 money raised in

EM-0000247
file://D:\RC Report 3\files\RE _ Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc[60... 3/7/2014


file://D:\RC

RE: Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc. Page S of 7

our current offering is being held in escrow pending approval of the I-526 petitions. EB-5 funding to
GTA is now at a virtual standstill, which will negatively impact our ongoing plant production, car
manufacturing and the creation of jobs for U.S. workers. Currently $17 million of EB-5 funding is being
held in an escrow account for our investors, and cannot be released to GTA until USCIS approves our I-
526 petitions. Furthermore, the 1-829 petition GCFM filed on December 30, 2011 has been pending for
over one year, which is well beyond the normal USCIS processing time. We contacted the USCIS
Immigrant Investor Program to follow up on the status of our cases many times. This office
acknowledged that our cases were beyond normal processing times but did not provide us with any
further information about our cases. We further pursued the matter by contacting the CIS ombudsman,
and our local senator offices for assistance, neither of which have been able to obtain any further
information about our petitions from USCIS to date, despite numerous reguests.

Requested Relief: GCFM requests that the I-829 petition and I-526 petitions filed on behalf of EB-5
investors investing in the GTA project be approved as soon as possible so that GCFM may effectively
market the GTA project to prospective EB-5 investors. Undue delay by USCIS in reviewing our I-829
petition has jeopardized our marketing efforts, as prospective investors are reluctant to invest in GTA
without seeing our I-829 petition approval record. GCFM also requests that USCIS expedite
adjudication of all I-526 petitions so that it can fund GTA’s operations and job creation in Mississippi.
As mentioned above, approvals are required for GTA to raise additional EB-5 funding and to access the
EB-5 money already raised. Without such funds, GTA’s car manufacturing operations and creation of
U.S. jobs is in serious jeopardy and our ability to preserve existing jobs for GTA employees is also at
stake. In addition, GCFM requests efficient review and approval of our I-924 (“exemplar”) petition,
which did not involve any significant changes to our current investment structure. Please see attached
spreadsheet and brief explanation below for further details on our pending cases:

; 1-829 Petition Remains Pending for over one year: RE: I Receipt #: WAC 12-091-00217.
Our I-829 petition was filed on December 30, 2011 and has been pending for over one year, despite the fact that

this petition does not involve any tenant-occupancy issues.

) I-526 Petition Remains Pending for 10 months: RE:F Receipt #: WAC-12-903-20340. On
April 27, 2012, GCFM filed an 1-526 petition for the A-3 fund, with strong supporting documentation. On July 31,

2012, USICS issued a Request for Evidence ("RFE") for this case, requesting only one more trace document, which
evidenced that the funds were transferred from the Investor to the A-3 LP. Two of the items that GCFM aiready
provided with the initial filing were requested again, in addition to one more supplemental transfer document. We
immediately filed our response the next day on August 1, 2012. On December 10, 2012, we received another RFE
on this case on a whole set of other issues --- and three of the four issues raised in the RFE were already reviewed
and accepted by USCIS when they approved 92 of our previous I-526 petitions. We filed our response to the second
RFE on December 13, 2012. Our response to the 4 issues raised in the RFE can be summarized as follows:

The RFE requests evidence that our temporary facility (the “Pilot Production Facility”) in Horn Lake, Mississippi is
located in a TEA.

Our response: The funds raised by the New Commercial Enterprise (NCE) will be used for the
continuation of the design and construction of the JCE's permanent automobile manufacturing facility in
Tunica County, Mississippi, and for the purchase and installation of certain fixtures. GTA has not
changed its plan to build a manufacturing facility on 100 acres of land it owns in Tunica, Mississippi
(the “Permanent Facility”). GTA will transfer all its employees at the Pilot Production Facility to the
Permanent Facility in Tunica once it is complete. The temporary positions in Horn Lake will not be
counted toward the total job creation. Those positions will only be created when such employees are
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permanently relocated to the permanent facility. Accordingly, it is not necessary to demonstrate that
Horn Lake is located in a TEA.

The RFE requests that the Economic report by Evans, Carroll & Associates should clearly show that indirect
employment effects were not double counted.

Our response: We submitted a supplement to the economic report, prepared by —:, which
clearly shows, that indirect employment effects were not double counted. The average automobile
considered by the IMPLAN multipliers has a gas engine for power and utilizes a small and inexpensive
lead-acid battery mainly to start the car before the engine provides the power. Electric vehicles
actually have two batteries: the first is the same in function and price to the battery above, the second
(the “EV Battery”) provides the energy to power the vehicle. EV Batteries cost approximately 100 to
200 times more than the cost of a traditional car battery, and range from 35% and 74% of the cost of
the entire vehicle. Only the first small battery to start the car is included in the IMPLAN multiplier, so
no portion of the multiplier for the EV Battery is included in the IMPLAN multiplier and therefore there
is no double counting.

The RFE asks that we submit a comprehensive business plan specific to GreenTech Automotive Partnership A-3 LP.

Qur response: Pursuant to this request, we provided the Overall Business Plan prepared with the PPM
for this NCE. The Overall Business Plan is compliant with Matter of Ho, supra and includes a market
analysis; the manufacturing process; materials required and supply sources; marketing strategy; the
business’ organizational structure; and its personnel’s experience. The plan also specifies the
employees at the Pilot Production Facility as of the date of the plan (who will be transferred to the
permanent plant), and the anticipated direct employees to be hired listed by job title, description, and
average wage. The plan includes timelines and income projections.

The RFE requests further information regarding a section of the PPM for the NCE regarding “Prior Financing.”

Our response: We explain why this language should not be read to indicate that rescission rights are
likely or are expected to materially affect the business of the JCE. In addition, we provided a list of
transactions that the JCE is currently engaged in, which could be used to pay such rescission rights; in
the unlikely event that all or a large portion of the investors were issued and exercised rescission
rights.

~—

Thirty (30) I-526 Petitions and an 1-924 (exemplar) Petition Remain Pending with USCIS. Please see
attached spreadsheet for further details.

We greatly appreciate your assistance and we look forward to receiving a decision from USCIS
regarding the processing of our 1I-829, I-526 and I-924 cases. Please do not hesitate to contact me at

I i You require further information.

Yours truly,

Simone Williams

D. Simone Williams
General Counsel
Guif Coast Funds Management, LLC
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FW: EMERGENCY re Gulf Coast Funds Management and
areenTech Automotive Inc.

From:

Sent: 2/1/2013 7:54:14 PM +00:00

To: — ) R -
cC: ) N

Subject: FW: EMERGENCY re Guif Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Gulf Coast Funds Management (ID1031910101) was originally approved as a regional center in 2009. We have an amendment, RCW12219507286,
which was received on 8/6/2012 and has not been adjudicated yet. We are preparing an Inquiry Template with additional details, but offer the
following:

The contract economist report for the amendment filing was completed in September 2012. The related project is Green Tech Automotive Inc
(Exemplar) which will be located in Tunica, Mississippi. Green Tech designs, manufactures and selis energy efficient vehicles.

There are economic issues associated with this amendment. The primary issues are:
Incomplete business plan — lacking financial statements
Economic Impact Analysis —
a. Direct Employment at Manufacturing Facility
i. No industry source provided
ii. Estimate is not reliable
b. Direct Employment from parts manufacturing outside new EB-5 funded facility
i. No explanation how 1,223 direct jobs were calculated; estimate not reliable

No source provided to estimate direct employment.

The relating 1-526s are on hold pending an economic review of the response to the RFE on the 1-526 filing. !t has been provided to the economists
with a request for an expedited review.

All 1-829s are being pulled by our supervisors for adjudication. We are aware that the NCE is significantly behind schedule, but will complete the
specialized review once the files have been delivered.

From: H
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 12:09 PM Eastern Standard Time

o
Subject: Fw: EMERGENCY re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

I need a status report on this, please. | know this has a long and storied past, but | need to know what is currently going on.

I'm on blackberry so don't have any of my historic records.
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Thanks,

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 08:19 AM

To: )

SubMNCY re Guif Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.8. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

[

_

From: Smith, Douglas A W—
Sent: Friday, February 01

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Cc: Kroloff, Noah

Subject: Fw: EMERGENCY re Guif Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.
Importance: High

Ali, Here is a gquick summary for you.

From: Simone Williams W

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2 0:

To: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: EMERGENCY re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.

Doug,

Page 2 of 6

Per our discussion, see details below. Please call me back at 202-701-9548 for any status updates. 1 cant emphasize enough that this is an
emergency situation for the Company so we really appreciate your efforts in helping to get these cases adjudicated as soon as possible. Case details

below. Long pending cases highlighted. Thanks much, Simone

Notice Date

investor Name Type of Petition Date Filed Receipt Receipt Number

1 | 1-829 12/29/2011 | 12/30/2011 WAC1209100217

RFE RECEIVED/Date
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3

10

& |

12

1-829 10/25/2012 | 10/26/2012 | WAC1302600082

Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC | 924 (Exemplar) 8/5/2012 | 8/6/2012 | RCW1221950726
e 1-526 a/28/2012 | 4/30/2012 | wac1290320340
. 1-526 8/15/2012 | 8/20/2012 | WAC1290475499
I 1-526 8/27/2012 | 8/31/2012 | WAC1290519744
S 1-526 8/28/2012 | 9/4/2012 | WAC1290523703
| ] 1-526 9/6/2012 | 9/12/2012 | WAC1290562057
. 1-526 o/6/2012 | 9/12/2012 | WAC1290562055
. 1-526 9/11/2012 | 10/17/2012 | WAC1390069208
_ 1-526 9/14/2012 | 9/24/2012 | WAC1290593020
R 1526 9/17/2012 | 9/25/2012 | WAC1290597898

D. Simone Williams

General Counsel

Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC

McLean, VA 22102

www.qulfcoastfunds.com

D. Simone Williams

General Counsel

Guif Coast Funds Management, LLC

file://D:\RC Report 3\files\FW _EMERGENCY re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech... 3/20/2014
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2 RFE s received:
July 31, 2012;
December 10,
2012,

Yes - 1/25/2012

Yes - 1/29/2012

Yes - 1/29/2012

Yes - 1/29/2012

Yes - 1/29/2012

Yes - 1/29/2012
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MclLean, VA 22102

From: Simone Williams
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 10:21 AM

Yo douals.o st NN
Subject: Further to our conversation today re Gulf Coast Funds Management and GreenTech Automotive Inc.
Importance: High

Hello Doug,

As we discussed, we received another 6 RFEs from USCIS requesting basically the same information as the first RFE we received for _
(Receipt #: WAC-12-903-20340).

Furthermore, as you are aware, we still have an 1-829 Petition that has remained pending for over one year mReceipt # WAC 12-091-
00217). This 1-829 petition was filed on December 30, 2011 and has been pending for over one year, despite the fact that this petition does not
involve any tenant-occupancy issues. Obviously, USCIS’s undue delay in issuing a decision in our I-829 and 1-526 RFE cases, is becoming a
serious issue for us. In fact, the delay continues to threaten the ongoing operations of GTA because GTA relies on EB-5 investors as a key source of
funding for its projects and (i) such delay is hampering our ability to bring in new EB-5 investors and (ii) the EB-5 money raised in our current
offering is being held in escrow pending approval of the I-526 petitions.

‘We need USCIS to issue a decision on the I-829 and RFE forF as soon as possible. Please note that three of the four issues raised in|
RFE and the subsequent 6 RFEs were already reviewed and accepted by USCIS when they approved 92 of our previous I-526 petitions. Our
response to the 4 issues raised in the RFE can be summarized as follows:

a. The RFE requests evidence that our temporary facility (the “Pilot Production Facility”) in Horn Lake, Mississippi is located in a TEA.

Our response: The funds raised by the New Commercial Enterprise (NCE) will be used for the continuation of the design and construction of the
JCE’s permanent automobile manufacturing facility in Tunica County, Mississippi, and for the purchase and installation of certain fixtures. GTA
has not changed its plan to build a manufacturing facility on 100 acres of land it owns in Tunica, Mississippi (the “Permanent Facility”). GTA will
transfer all its employees at the Pilot Production Facility to the Permanent Facility in Tunica once it is complete. The temporary positions in Horn
Lake will pot be counted toward the total job creation. Those positions will only be created when such employees are permanently relocated to the
permanent facility. Accordingly, it is not necessary to demonstrate that Horn Lake is located in a TEA.

b. The RFE requests that the Economic report by Evans, Carroll & Associates should clearly show that indirect employment effects were not
double counted.

QOur response: We submitted a supplement to the economic report, prepared by”:, which clearly shows, that indirect employment effects
were not double counted. The average automobile considered by the IMPLAN multiphiers has a gas engine for power and utilizes a small and
inexpensive lead-acid baitery mainly to start the car before the engine provides the power. Electric vehicles actually have two batteries: the first is
the same in function and price to the battery above, the second (the “EV Battery™) provides the energy to power the vehicle. EV Batteries cost
approximately 100 to 200 times more than the cost of a traditional car battery, and range from 35% and 74% of the cost of the entire vehicle. Only
the first small battery to start the car is included in the IMPLAN multiplier, so no portion of the multlpher for the EV Battery is included in the
IMPLAN multiplier and therefore there is no double counting. .

c. The RFE asks that we submit a comprehensive business plan specific to GreenTech Automotive Partnership A-3 LP.

Qur response: Pursuant to this request, we provided the Overall Business Plan prepared with the PPM for this NCE. The Overall Business Plan is
compliant with Matter of Ho, supra and includes a market analysis; the manufacturing process; materials required and supply sources; marketing
strategy; the business’ organizational structure; and its personnel’s experience. The plan also specifies the employees at the Pilot Production Facility
as of the date of the plan (who will be transferred to the permanent plant), and the anticipated direct employees to be hired listed by job title,
description, and average wage. The plan includes timelines and income projections.

d. The RFE requests further information regarding a section of the PPM for the NCE regarding “Prior Financing.”
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Our response: We explain why this language should not be read to indicate that rescission rights are likely or are expected to materially affect the
business of the JCE. In addition, we provided a list of transactions that the JCE is currently engaged in, which could be used to pay such rescission
“ghts; in the unlikely event that all or a large portion of the investors were issned and exercised rescission rights.

We really appreciate your assistance in looking into this matter for us and any help you can offer.  If you need anything further, please do not

hesitate to contact me at_

Thanks much,

Simone

D. Simone Williams
General Counsel

Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC

McLean, VA 22102

www.gulfcoastfunds.com

Message Headers:

] |
I

B MSG_FOLDER_ID: 37
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From: Smith, Douglas A

To: Terry McAuliffe;
Subject: RE: GTA Project
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 1:47:00 PM

Got it. Let me dig down on this and | will be back in touch shortly.

From: Terry McAuliffe [mailto:terry.
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 1:31 PM
To: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: GTA Project

Doug:

It was great speaking with today. As | mentioned to you, | am the chairman of Greentech Automotive
(GTA). GTAis a US-based company dedicated to developing and producing affordable, environment-
friendly, and energy-efficient vehicles. We are committed to bringing “green” jobs to the U.S. GTA is
partially funded by USCIS EB-5 program through Gulf Coast Funds Management (GCFM) regional
center, which was initially approved in August 2008 to cover Mississippi and Louisiana. GCFM filed an
Amendment Application in Jan 2010 to expand its operations to Virginia and Tennessee to support
GTA’s efforts.

| have been extremely frustrated by the USCIS approval process which has delayed our business plan
and job creation efforts. The major delay was caused by incorrect information being given to us by
USCIS officials regarding the extension process. You should be aware that Senator Warner and other
Members of Congress have made inquiries on this project. | would greatly appreciate your attention to
this matter as it is imperative to our country that we begin fo get people back to work, especially in the
manufacturing sector.

The following is GCFM's Amendment timeline:

»  Aug 18, 2008: GCFM approved as Regional Center

e Jan 12, 2010: GCFM filed Amendment Application to USCIS ~ 18t try

e Feb 19, 2010: USCIS rejected on technical issue and GCFM refiled - 2nd try
e May 13, 2010: USCIS Request for Evidence (RFE) by Aug 3

e Jul 19, 2010: GCFM filed answers to RFE — 31 try

Attached:
1. Apr28, 2010: Sussex County Board of Supervisors inquiry letter to Senator
Warmner
2. Jul19, 2010: GCFM cover letter to USCIS RFE
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Terry

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp | ' McLean, VA 22102 | [N
| | Website: www.wmgta.com

Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality:

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this
message (or responsible for delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. in
such case, you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or
your employer does not consent to Internet email for messages of this kind. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this
message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by it.
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From: Smith, Douglas A

To: Terry McAuliffe;
Subject: RE: GTA Project
Date: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 2:09:00 PM

Call me when you have a second. At my desk, NN

From: Terry McAuliffe [maitto: (i EEEGgGNGEGEEEEE
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2010 1:31 PM

To: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: GTA Project

Doug:

it was great speaking with today. As | mentioned to you, | am the chairman of Greentech Automotive
(GTA). GTA is a US-based company dedicated to developing and producing affordable, environment-
friendly, and energy-efficient vehicles. We are committed to bringing “green” jobs fo the U.S. GTA is
partially funded by USCIS EB-5 program through Gulf Coast Funds Management (GCFM) regional
center, which was initially approved in August 2008 to cover Mississippi and Louisiana. GCFM filed an
Amendment Application in Jan 2010 to expand its operations to Virginia and Tennessee to support
GTA's efforts.

I have been extremely frustrated by the USCIS approval process which has delayed our business plan
and job creation efforts. The major delay was caused by incorrect information being given to us by
USCIS officials regarding the extension process. You should be aware that Senator Warner and other
Members of Congress have made inquiries on this project. | would greatly appreciate your attention to
this matter as it is imperative to our country that we begin to get people back to work, especially in the
manufacturing sector.

The following is GCFM's Amendment timeline:

e  Aug 18, 2008: GCFM approved as Regional Center

e Jan 12, 2010: GCFM filed Amendment Application to USCIS - 18t try

o Feb 19, 2010: USCIS rejected on technical issue and GCFM refiled - 2nd try
e May13, 2010 USCIS Request for Evidence (RFE) by Aug 3

e Jul 18, 2010: GCFM filed answers to RFE — 3t try

Attached:
1. Apr 28, 2010 Sussex County Board of Supervisors inquiry letter to Senator
Warner
2. Jul19, 2010: GCFM cover letter to USCIS RFE
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Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality:

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this
message (or responsibie for defivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In
such case, you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or
your employer does not consent to internet email for messages of this kind. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this
message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by it.
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From: Smith, Douglas A

To: "terry.mcauliffi I

Subject: Re: GuifCoastFunds/GTA Clean draft-resend
Date: Wednesday, August 18, 2010 3:05:45 PM
Onit.

Douglas A. Smith

Assistant Secretary

Office of the Private Sector
Department of Homeland Security

("

From: Terry McAuliffe >
To: Smith, Douglas A <
Sent: Wed Aug 18 15:02:36 2010

Subject: GulfCoastFunds/GTA Clean draft-resend

Douglas--great speaking with you. As we discussed, we are extremely

frustrated and bewildered by the USCIS approval process. GTA is the chief
stakeholder of Gulf Coast Regional Center’s (GC-RC) business activity,
which has spent over one year trying to get an expansion approval. Presently
GC-RC is allowed to do business in Mississippi and Louisiana, and wants to
add Virginia and Tennessee. This will allow GTA to expand its project and
create thousands of new manufacturing jobs in the green car space - a top
priority of the Obama Administration. Over 100 million has been committed
to our GTA project through GC-RC and 4 prototypes have been built. We
Just purchased a Hong Kong electric car company, which will be moved to
America and is quite a feat moving a manufacturing facility from China to
America. Recently, the USCIS approved an expansion to another regional
center in Alabama that included several new states that has no money, nor

any product. I have included comments from GC-RC's attorney. Your

attention to this matter is greatly appreciated.

Terry
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From: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: Re: Any news

Date: Friday, November 05, 2010 11:11:03 AM

Let me check right now.

Douglas A. Smith

Assistant Secretary

Office of the Private Sector
Department of Homeland Security

com>
To: Douglas Smith <

Sent: Fri Nov 05 11:07:17 2010
Subject: Any news

Sent via BlackBerry by AT&T
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From: Smith, Douglas A

To: ]
Subject: Your latest petition
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 8:47:00 AM

Do you have the file number so | can check up on it. Want to make sure it is on the
top of the pile. Thanks

Douglas A. Smith

Assistant Secretary

Private Sector Office

Department of Homeland Security

Click here fo receive Private Sector Community Preparedness Email Updates
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From: Terry McAuliffe

To: Kroloff, Noah;
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 4:11:39 PM
Noah:

Unfortunately, we have heard nothing from USCIS since our meeting 4
months ago. At that meeting, we were promised by the Director that our
application would receive an expedited review, due to the fact that we had been
given erroneous information by the USCIS. We re-filed our application on April
28th and to date have heard nothing. It has now been a total of 17 months that
we have been waiting for approval to build a green manufacturing plant in an
economically depressed area that will create thousands of jobs.

I would like to request another meeting to ascertain the status of our
application. President Obama’s goal is to get Americans back to work-we want to
help!

Best regards,

Terence R. McAuliffe
Chairman

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp ]_ McLean, VA 22102 | NN

N /<bsic: v wmote.com

Motice of Privilege/Confidentiality:

Privileged and Canfidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addresses indicated in this
message {(or responsible for delivary of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anycne In
such case, you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or
your emoloyer does not consent fo Internat email for messages of this kind. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this
message that do not refate to the official business of this company shall be understood as neither given nor endorsad by it.
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From: Simone Williams

To:
o Smith, Douglas A;
Subject: RE: I-
829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC Regional Center
Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 10:53:56 AM

pear I

We still have not heard back from the analyst regarding our case. As you know our I-829 has been pending
for over a year now. Could you please look into this matter for us and let us know when we can expect a
response from USCIS.

Thanks,
Simone

D. Simone Williams
General Counsef
Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC

www quifcoasifunds.com

From:
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 6:58 PM

To: Simone Williams

Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: Re: 1-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Guif Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center

Hi Simone,
1 will remind the analyst you await a response.

Thanks,

From Simoﬁé Williams [
Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 04:58 PM

To: S
Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: RE: [-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center

i
Thanks for the update. No, | have not received a response from the analyst as yet.  Could you give me
any idea of what the response is? Otherwise, if you could push the analyst to send us the response, that

would be appreciated.

Thanks,
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Simone
D. Simone Williams

General Counsef
Guif Coast Funds Management, LLC

T m——

www.gulfcoastiunds.com

Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2013 4:55 PM

To: Simone Williams

Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: RE: I-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center

Hi Simone,

I don’t know if you’ve heard back from my CiSOMB colleagues yet, but | spoke to the Chief of the
Employment Division the other day and was toid that USCIS has responded to our inquiry, but with a
response that wasn’t as helpful as hoped. The analyst was in the process of drafting a response to you, but
not sure if it went out yet.

As an aside, we met with Director Mayorkas yesterday and he is well aware of the EB-5 issues. They are
working on resolutions to the problems. It’s hard to say when we will see progress. | wish we had more
upbeat news to share.

Kind regards,
|

Ffo;n: Simone Williams [mailto
Sent: Monday, January 07, 2013 2:54 PM

.
Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: RE: 1-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center

Dear -

Happy New Year! Just following up again about our -829 and 1-526 cases. Any status update from the
California Service Center about our cases? Please let me know.

Thanks and kind regards,
Simone

D. Simone Williams
General Counsel
Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC
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Mel ean, VA 22102

www.aulfcoastfunds.com

From:

Sent: Friday, December 14, 2012 12:34 PM

To: Simone Williams

Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: Re: I-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Guif Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center

Hi Simone,
Thank you for keeping us apprised. | have forwarded your email to the analyst handling your inguiries.

King regards,

From: Simone Williams [méﬂt&
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2012 11:49 AM

To: S
Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: RE: I-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC
Regiona!l Center

Dear Stacy,
uceipt #: WAC-12-903-20340 — Response to Second RFE filed

Just to let you know that we filed our Response to the second RFE issued for the above mentioned case
yesterday. A copy of the Response is attached. We would really appreciate your office’s assistance in
requesting that USCIS review and issue a decision on this case as soon as possible for the reasons |
mentioned in my previous e-mail: specifically, the delay in reviewing this case (and our other 1-526 and i-
829 petitions) is severely affecting the ongoing operations of GreenTech Automotive, Inc. (GTA), the Job
Creating Enterprise (ICE).

Qur response to the 4 issues raised in the RFE can be summarized as follows:

1. The RFE requests evidence that our temporary facility (the “Pilot Production Facility”) in Horn
Lake, Mississippi is located in a TEA.

Qur response: The funds raised by the New Commercial Enterprise (NCE) will be used for the
continuation of the design and construction of the ICE’s permanent automobile manufacturing
facility in Tunica County, Mississippi, and for the purchase and installation of certain fixtures. GTA
has not changed its plan to build a manufacturing facility on 100 acres of fand it owns in Tunica,
Mississippi {the “Permanent Facility”). GTA will transfer all its employees at the Pilot Production
Facility to the Permanent Facility in Tunica once it is complete. The temporary positions in Horn Lake
will not be counted toward the total job creation. Those positions will only be created when such
employees are permanently relocated to the permanent facility. Accordingly, it is not necessary to
demonstrate that Horn Lake is located in a TEA.

EM-0000298



2. The RFE requests that the Economic report by Evans, Carroll & Associates should clearly show
that indirect employment effects were not double counted.

QOur response: We submitted a supplement to the economic report, prepared bv-, which
clearly shows, that indirect employment effects were not double counted. The average automobile
considered by the IMPLAN multipliers has a gas engine for power and utilizes a small and inexpensive
lead-acid battery mainly to start the car before the engine provides the power. Electric vehicles
actually have two batteries: the first is the same in function and price to the battery above, the
second (the “EV Battery”) provides the energy to power the vehicle. EV Batteries cost approximately
100 to 200 times more than the cost of a traditional car battery, and range from 35% and 74% of the
cost of the entire vehicle. Only the first small battery to start the car is included in the IMPLAN
multiplier, so no portion of the multiplier for the EV Battery is included in the IMPLAN multiplier and
therefore there is no double counting.

3. The RFE asks that we submit a comprehensive business plan specific to GreenTech Autemotive
Partnership A-3 LP.

Our response: Pursuant to this request, we provided the Overall Business Plan prepared with the
PPM for this NCE. The Overall Business Plan is compliant with Matter of Ho, supra and includes a
market analysis; the manufacturing process; materials required and supply sources; marketing
strategy; the business’ organizational structure; and its personnel’s experience. The plan also
specifies the employees at the Pilot Production Facility as of the date of the plan (who will be
transferred to the permanent plant), and the anticipated direct employees to be hired listed by job
title, description, and average wage. The plan includes timelines and income projections.

4. The RFE requests further information regarding a section of the PPM for the NCE regarding
“Prior Financing.”

Qur response: We explain why this language should not be read to indicate that rescission rights are
likely or are expected to materially affect the business of the JCE. In addition, we provided a fist of
transactions that the JCE is currently engaged in, which could be used to pay such rescission rights;
in the unlikely event that all or a large portion of the investors were issued and exercised rescission
rights.

As a side note: we still have not received a response from USCIS regarding our [-829 petition. (_
Receipt #: WAC 12-091-00217). Any word on the processing of this case?

Thanks so much for your assistance, |l

Best regards,
Simone

D. Simane Wiliams
General Counsel
Gulf Coast Funds Management, LLC

McLean, VA 22102

|'I

www.gulfcoastfunds.com

From:
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 2:29 PM
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To: Simone Williams

Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: RE: 1-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center

Hi Simone,

i"'ve brought your concerns to the attention of the analyst working your case to see if he can address these
with you directly. If you do not hear from him within 24 hours, please feel free to reach back out to me.

Thank you,

From: Simone Williaméi[w
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 1:30 PM

To: S
Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: RE: 1-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center

ez S

First of all, | wanted to thank you and your team for your tremendous effort to get our cases moved along.
We really appreciate it. Just to update you: Last night we received an RFE on the 1-526 Petition we filed
in April (_ Receipt #: WAC-12-903-20340. See attached). We already received an RFE for this
case in August, and responded the next day, so we are completely perplexed that we are receiving yet
another RFE for this case on a whole set of other issues --- And three of the four issues raised in the RFE
were already reviewed and accepted by USCIS when they approved 92 of our previous I-526 petitions. In
any event, we plan to file our Response to the RFE in the next day or two, but | wanted to provide you with
a quick analysis of the issues:

1. TEAin Horn Lake - It doesn't really matter whether the Horn Lake facility is located in a TEA
because we are relying on permanent jobs in Tunica. We discussed the Horn Lake facility to show
that GreenTech is actually producing cars. So we will now explain again that we are not relying on
permanent jobs in Tunica and we are only counting the jobs in the TEA.

2. The Evans, Carroll & Associates Report - We will provide supplemental information to show no
"double counting" and address other points including more specifics on the 426 direct jobs.

3. Business Plan "specific to the NCE" - That makes no sense when the "NCE" is another source of
funding for the same job creating enterprise, GreenTech Automotive. The Private Placement
Memorandum is the plan. Nevertheless, we will address this by confirming the total number of
petitions approved in the earlier, closed, funds and indicating how the jobs created will be "set
aside" for the first groups of investors and will submit a business plan specific to the JCE.

4. Private Placement Memorandum section re Prior Financings - The section cited addresses the
investors' risk. If there were no risk, the EB-5 petitions couldn't be approved. But we will answer this
question regarding whether any refunds have been offered/made or are likely to be made and the
possible effect.

As we've mentioned in our earlier correspondence, the significant delay in the review of our 1-829 and I-
526 petitions by USCIS continues to threaten the ongoing operations of GTA and its ability to produce
electric vehicles. At this point, due to the lack of EB-5 petition approvals and EB-5 funding, GTA may have
to lay off workers before Christmas. Obviously, Management would like to avoid doing this as much as
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possible so they would be extremely grateful if USCIS could at least respond to this recent RFE, the long
pending 1-829 petition, and some 1-526 petitions prior to the Christmas break. Just to highlight again,
GTA is a dedicated to producing green, affordabie cars, and most importantiy, creating jobs in one of the
poorest states in the country. 1t would be tragic, if the EB-5 program, which we have relied on so heavily,
could not continue to work out for the GTA project and the job creation efforts in the state of Mississippi,
as it has done in the past. Since GCFM began filing I-526 petitions for the GTA project in 2009, it has
established a proven track record of success with USCIS and had already received ninety-two I-526 petition
approvals for the GTA project.

Also, | just wanted to bring to your attention that we have vet to receive a response from USCIS
regarding our |-829 petition. _Receipt #: WAC 12-091-00217). This petition has been
pending for a_year now and the undue delay by USCIS in reviewing the 1-829 petition has jeopardized our

marketing efforts. Could you please look into this matter for us?

Again, we very much appreciate you and your office’s assistance in helping to move these cases along after
USCIS’ serious delay in processing our petitions. | will let you know when we have filed our RFE response
with USCIS.

Thank-you!
Simone

D. Simone Williams
General Counsel
Guif Coast Funds Management, LLC

McLean, VA !!!!!

—— -

www gulfcoastfunds. com

From:
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 1:42 PM

To: Simone Williams

Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: RE: I-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center

Hi Simone,
I've forwarded it to the analyst handling the inquiry just in case.

Thank you,

From: Simone Wilams [mai
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 1:40 PM

To: [
Cc: Smith, Douglas A

Subject: FW: [-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Guif Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center
Importance: High
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The attached spreadsheet with the list of cases we need action on should have been included in our 7001
submission. Can you please make sure the analyst has a copy of it or do ! have to resubmit the 7001?

Thanks,
Simone

D. Simone Williams
General Counsel
Guif Coast Funds Management, LLC

m—

www.gulfcoastfunds.com

From: Simone Williams

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 4:00 PM

To:' N N

Cc: -

Subject: RE: I-829 Case Inquiry CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC
Regional Center

vear SN

We submitted a case assistance request to your website per your instructions. Our submission
number is 20120737. Attached is a letter we submitted with the DHS-7001 form, addressed to
you., We greatly appreciate your assistance and we look forward to receiving a decision from
USCIS regarding the processing of our I-829 and 1-526 cases.

Best regards,

D. Simone Williams
General Counsef
Guif Coast Funds Management, LLC

MclLean, VA 510!

www.guifcoastfunds.com

From: cisombudsman servic

Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 3:51 PM
To: Simone Williams
Subject: CISOMB Case Number 20120737 for Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC Regional Center
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Gulf Coast Funds Management LLC Regional Center

McLean, Virginia 22102
United States

Dear Gulf Coast Funds Management LL.C Regional Center,

Thank you for the recent request for assistance that you submitted to the Office of the Citizenship
and Immigration Services Ombudsman. Your submission is being reviewed to determine how our
office may assist. If we are able to help, you will receive correspondence regarding the inquiry
from our office within 45 business days. If our office is unable to assist, we will notify you
promptly.

You may contact us at

- Please reference case number 20120737 if you have any questions or need further
assistance.

Sincerely,

Office of the Citizenship and Immigration Services Ombudsman
U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20528-0180

Web: www.dhs.gov/cisombudsman

From:
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 12:34 PM
To:
Cc: Simone William:

S;a_
Subject: RE: I-829 Case Inquiry

Thank you for your email. Per our conversation, please submit a case assistance request through our
website (http://www.dhs.gov/topic/cis-ombudsman) and attach your G-28 and any other significant
documents (e.g. receipt notice, RFE, etc.) Please email me your submission number and | will ensure your
inquiry is promptly delivered to our EB-5 analyst.

if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to ask.
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Kind regards,

CisOMB

From:
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 11:59 AM

Cc: Simone ilams;—
nquiry

Subject: 1-829 Case

Dear
RE: #: WAC 12-091-00217

Further to our instructions from Douglas Smith, we are writing you to follow up on the status of an
1-829 petition we filed for Mr. | (Receipt #: WAC 12-091-00217). This 1-829 petition
was filed on December 30, 2011 and has been pending for approximately 12 months, which is way
beyond the USCIS normal processing times and the statutory regulation. We have contacted the
USCIS Immigrant Investor Program office via e-mail numerous times to check on the status of our
1-829 petition and received the same routine response from the office: “Please be advised that
USCIS recognizes this case is pending beyond processing time goals and is working to issue a
notice of decision as soon as possible. We apologize for the delay and appreciate your continued
patience.”

Undue delay by USCIS in reviewing this I-829 petition has jeopardized our marketing efforts, as
prospective investors are reluctant to invest in GTA without seeing our 1-829 petition approval
record. GCFM requests that the 1-829 petition filed on behalf of its EB-5 investor investing in the
GTA project be approved as soon as possible so that GCFM may effectively market the GTA
project to prospective EB-5 investors.

Yours truly,

Vienna, VA 22182

Notice of Privilege/Confidentiality:

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the
addressee indicated in this message (or Responsible for delivery of the message to such
person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such case, you should destroy
this message and kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or
your employer does not consent to Internet email for messages of this kind. Opinions,
conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of

EM-0000304



From: Kroloff, Noah

To: terry.mecauliffi
Subject: Our discussion

Date: Thursday, January 20, 2011 5:49:00 PM

Mr. Chairman—

Just tried you on your cell phone. Cali when you get a chance so | can follow
through on our discussion from earlier. Offic_:. Cell—

NK
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From: Kroloff, Noah

To: ‘Terry.McAuIiffe@_
Subject: Re:
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 5:16:28 PM

Sure. But let me take a quick look. Was under the impression that this had moved.

From: Terry McAuImi‘%é‘ 8
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 04:10 PM

Tos: Kroloff, Noah </

Subject:
Noah:

Unfortunately, we have heard nothing from USCIS since our meeting 4
months ago. At that meeting, we were promised by the Director that our
application would receive an expedited review, due to the fact that we had been
given erroneous information by the USCIS. We re-filed our application on April
28th and to date have heard nothing. It has now been a total of 17 months that
we have been waiting for approval to build a green manufacturing plant in an
economically depressed area that will create thousands of jobs.

| would like to request another meeting to ascertain the status of our
application. President Obama’s goal is to get Americans back to work-we want to
help!

Best regards,

Terence R. McAuliffe
Chairman

WM GreenTech Automotive Corp | , McLean, VA 22102 | [N
Website: www.wmgta.com

Notice of Privilege/Cenfidentiality:

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. f you are not the addressee indicated in this
message (or responsibie for delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In
such case, you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or
your employer does not consent to Internet email for messages of this kind. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this
message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by it.
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From: Kroloff, Noah

To: "Terry.McAuliff [
Subject: Re:
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 12:58:36 PM

Nice. | looked into the issue. It is on track. Do you want to have a quick call with
Mayorkas?

Frdm: Terry MCAl:lliffe [mailto_:ﬂ —
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2011 12:50 PM

To: Kroloff, Noah <

Subject:

Even the Queen wants to buy MyCart
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From: Kroloff, Noah

To: Terry McAuliffe;
Subject: RE: GreenTech Automotive

Date: Friday, June 24, 2011 12:52:00 PM

He is calling you today. Please let me know if that doesn’t happen. It sounds like
the Virginia regional ctr app was resubmitted under a different name than the
original, which may have lead to some confusion. Anyway, he’s calling you shortly

From: Terry McAuliffe [mailto:_
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 4:43 PM

To: Kroloff, Noah

Subject: GreenTech Automotive

Noah: There are 3 issues | would like to discuss with Director Mayorkas. Please
feel free to forward this on.

Status of our Virginia regional center application. The entire
process has taken over 17 months.
F 1 USCIS has been sitting on over 70+ of our petitions, and some

petitions are over a year old. The USCIS website says that all petitions
will be enacted upon in no more than 4-5 months. These 70 petitions
represent over 700 new jobs and $35 million in capital. Several
petitioners have already requested to withdraw their application due to
the long delays. Further delays could result in more petitioners
withdrawing and going to competing countries and costing America
much needed manufacturing jobs.

3 We have received 4 RFE’s from the USCIS and have responded
timely. According to the USCIS website, all RFE’s will be finalized in 30
days. Our first RFE was filed on February 16th-over 4 months ago.

For your information, we have started construction on our new manufacturing

plant in Tunica, Mississippi. This plant, in cne of the most depressed areas of our
country, has revitalized the local economy and brought hope to so many citizens.
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From: Kroloff, Noah

To: Terry McAuliffe;
Subject: RE: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

Date: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 4:33:00 PM

Sounds like there was a redemption agreement question. Ast understand it, they sent
some quick questions back to your lawyer on this and he/she should respond asap. if
there’s an error in the CIS analysis, then your atty should identify what it is and CIS will
review that expeditiously. That is the only issue that stands between now and a
determination being made.

From: Terry McAuliffe |

Sent: Monday, August 22, 2011 3:31 PM
To: Kroloff, Noah

Subject: FW: EB-5 Pending Cases & Processing Times

Dear Noah,

I would formally like to request another meeting with the Secretary and the USCIS
Director. We are at a critical stage and beyond the point of frustration. We currently have
83 petitions pending that as the attached chart indicates, some have been pending for
more than 1 year! This means $41.5 million in stranded capital that should have been
invested long ago in Tunica, MS, and would have already created 830 jobs. Many of these
applications have been pending far beyond the USCIS stated processing goal of 5 months.
In addition, 4 qualified investors ($2 million/40 jobs) just withdrew their funds due to the
long delay and chose to invest in a Canadian immigration investor program. A big loss to
America and Mississippi. We are concerned that this could start a stampede of investors
asking for their money back and investing in other countries. | know that President Obama
recently challenged the Cabinet Secretaries to get to work creating jobs, and it is
unfortunate that the USCIS is killing jobs and sending investors to other countries.

Below is a more detailed outline of the petition timeframes, all info is current as of August
22nd:

Eiling timeframe umber of Months Pending [Total Petitions
llune 2010 — July 2010 13-14 months 7
August 2010 — October 2010 [10-12 months 21 3
ovember 2010 — February -9 months 36
2011 )
April 2011 - July 2011 1-5 months 19
3 Pending Petitions
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From: Terry McAuliffe

To: Mavyorkas, Alejandro N; Iurie_

Kroloff, Noah;
Subject: FW: Withdraw Letters
Date: Friday, September 02, 2011 2:24:31 PM

Attachments: Withdraw Letter.pdf
Withdraw Letter.pdf

They are now coming rapidly and they all blame the USCIS long delay! They are
now headed to Canada to create jobs! Not good for America!

President & CEO
WM GreenTech Automotive Corp. | [} NNEENRNEGEGEEGEGEGEGEGEGEGEGEE V' c <2

VA 22102 | I | A

Website: www.wmgta.com

GreenTech Automotive, Inc. | | NG v nica; MS 38676 -

Hotxce o! !nw'ega!!onaenbali!:

Privileged and Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this
message (or responsible for delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In
such case, you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply email. Please advise immediately if you or
your employer does not consent to Intemet email for messages of this kind. Opinions, conclusions and other information in this
message that do not relate to the official business of this company shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by it.
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May 26, 2011

USCIS
California Service Center

!aguna Niguel, CA 92677

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing in regards to the Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-
designated EB-5 regional center that provides financing for film and television
production in Los Angeles County. The Los Angeles Film Regional Center is
important to the State of California’s efforts to keep film production in
California. Over the past decade, the California economy has suffered as film
and television productions left the state to access tax credits and other
financial incentives offered out of state. Canada, Australia, most European
nations and over 40 states currently offer financial incentives to lure the film
industry.

I am familiar with the type of financing the Los Angeles Film Regional Center
provides to its studio clients. Based on my extensive experience in the
entertainment industry, I acknowledge that providing volume or slate based
financing (defined as financing provided to a volume of yet to be identified
projects) is a standard business practice in filmed entertainment. The nature of
the filmed entertainment business makes it very impractical for the large
studios to pre-identify each project over a two year period. This is primarily
because production schedules often change or new projects come on board
quickly, while others don’t come to fruition. Once the capital is committed,
the volume of projects produced does not usually change, however the
selection of the shooting location may change.

Programs such as these are very valuable to Los Angeles County at this
present time. With our high unemployment rate, California needs as many
jobs generating programs as possible.

I have been advised that there have been some delays related to the Los
Angeles Film Regional Center’s current project. I respectfully ask that these
pending applications be reviewed as expeditiously as possible so that there are
no further delays to the very valuable capital waiting to be deployed to the Los
Angeles County area. The more productions that film in California, the more
jobs that are created to benefit Los Angeles County.
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LA Film denials

6/2/2011 11:53:12 PM +00:00

From:

Sent:

Subject: LA Film denials
Attachments: 1. i526lafilmsdenial72649z.doc
2. 20110602130152561.pdf

Hi

As discussed during the call this afternoon, it appears that we have a couple of hundred LA Film RC i-526 petition in which the
petitioners do not identify the recipient of the EB-5 funds or the specific capital investment projects that will be used to
create jobs. The attached is a proposed denial for these cases. I have also attached the Sony "non-commitment” letter
which is referenced in the denial order.

CSC provided the following stats re LA Film RC filings:
# of I-526 petitions filed - 213 so far in ICLAIMS
# approved (if any) - 3

# of estimated cases that will use this denial template? - over 200

We really need to have your feedback on the denial order prior to taking action on these cases. After I receive your
feedback I am going to prepare a briefing paper for our leadership. I don't want anyone to be blind-sided if these cases need
to be denied. This has the potential to get really ugly.

- perhaps you could take a look at one of the I-526 filings and/or the RC file since you are at the CSC.

Anyway, thanks for your help and let me know if a conference call to discuss would be helpful. I can set something up for this
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FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a
USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

From:

Sent: 6/14/2011 7:17:43 PM +00:00

|'-]
7

Subject: FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a
USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
Attachments: 1. LA Film RC I-526 RFE APH 033011.doc
2. LA Film denials
3. 1-924 Denial Hollywood Film Capital RC APH 052311.doc
4. Letter of Support - L.A. Film Regional Center.pdf

This is yet another EB-5 complaint that is without merit and oversimplifies the issues of concern. Regardless of whether the
type of financing offered by the investor is a standard business practice, to get a green card he or she must still demonstrate the
investment will be in a project that is tangible and viable, that the investment activity will be within a TEA (for the reduced capital
investment threshold), and provide evidence of the matching non-EB-5 funds upon which the model relies for job

creation. RFE’s were issued for evidence to satisfy these core requirements for |1-526 approval. The responses appear to be
deficient and we are consulting with OCC before denials are issued.

Please advise if further review or intervention is required. If there is concern within USCIS that standards are being improperly
applied or that these issues are particularly novel or complex, | suggest we consider AAO certification as a means of resolution.

From:
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 10:33 AM

To: I

Subject: RE: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

Hi il

First of all, sorry for the long email but this is a complicated matter. I am familiar with this RC and these cases. This is
an RC with a capital investment model based upon the issuance of loans of EB-5 capital to fund film projects. LA Film RC
had a substantial number of I-526 petitions approved a few years ago. LA Film RC sat on millions of dollars of EB-5
capital after the I-526 petition approvals for at least 18 months without deploying any of the money into film

projects. The problem was that USCIS had approved the petitions based upon unidentified film projects that were
based upon a "non-commitment” agreement with Lion's Gate Films to lend that company money for

film-making. Essentially a "non-commitment” letter is an agreement between a lender and a film company that simply
gives the film company the option of accepting the loan financing from the lender but does not commit the film company
to anything. Lion's Gate opted not to accept the EB-5 funding.

Eventually LA Film RC was able to loan some EB-5 capital to a few less-established film companies, but it does not appear
that the RC ever deployed a large chunk of the EB-5 money. Therefore, the basic assumptions that formed the basis for
the RC's job creation model did not come to fruition. The clock is ticking on the EB-5 conditional permanent residents to
file their I-829 petitions, and it is likely that a significant number of these petitions, if filed, will be denied for the lack
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of the commitment of capital and sustaining that capital investment into a viable capital investment project, and a
demonstration that jobs either have been created or will be created within a reasonable time as required by INA

216A(d). Several of these aliens have filed new I-526 petitions in an attempt to start the process anew using the
readjustment process in the 121109 memo.

I have been told that there are 213 recently filed LA Film RC I-526 petitions. Three cases were approved quite some
time ago. The rest remain pending. The CSC has issued RFEs in several of these cases. I assisted in editing the RFE
template (see attached.) The underlying job creation model that was approved at the RC stage is not being
questioned. The issues that were addressed in the RFE were:

1) The investors wanted the reduced capital investment threshold but did not show that the loans and resulting capital
investment activity will be made in a TEA (INA 203(b)(5)(B)(i), Matter of Soffici, Matter of Izumii, and 8 CFR
204.6(j)(6).)

2) They did not provide a timeline for the deployment of the EB-5 capital into film-making projects or any evidence to
show that there was a firm commitment by any film studio to borrow the EB-5 funds for film-making. Such a firm
commitment is not required at the I-924 stage but is at the I-526 when the project must be tangible and viable. (INA
203(b)(5)(A)ii), Matter of Ho, and 8 CFR 204.6(j)(4).)

3) The investors did not identify the lawful source of the non-EB-5 capital that was supposed to be invested along with
the EB-5 capital as required by 8 CFR 204.6(g) and 8 CFR 204.6(j)(3). ($100 million in matching non-EB-5 funding is the
claim - you would think that with a claim for a deal that big that such evidence would not be hard to come up with. I have
seen a used car loan better documented than these files were with regard to the non-EB-5 matching funds.) Both
non-EB-5 and EB-5 capital expenditures were incorporated into the direct expenditure model to demonstrate job
creation and so all of the claimed funds were being relied upon to demonstrate job creation per 8 CFR 204.6(m)(3)(ii) at
the I-924 stage and 8 CFR 204.6(j)(4)(iii), 8 CFR 204.6(g) at the I-526 stage.

With no firm commitment to borrow the funds by any film studio, no tangible and identifiable film projects, and no
evidence of the source of the claimed matching non-EB-5 funds, the petitions did not demonstrate that the alien
investors would invest in a project located in a TEA so that the investors’ investment would be sustained in a job creating
activity for the period of conditional residence or that through the investment that jobs would be created within a
reasonable period of time. The I-526 petitioning process is not attestation-based. The I-526 petition must be
sufficiently documented so that if it is approved the evidence can form the foundation for the adjudication of the I-829
petition to determine if the investor has met the requirements for removal of conditions. (INA 216A, 8 CFR 216.6, and
Chang v. U.5,, 327 F.3d 911 (9™ Cir. 2003).)

In response to the RFE, the only tangible evidence provided regarding the issues raised in the RFE was a
“non-commitment’ letter from Sony Films, dated December 23, 2009, which mirrors the Lions Gate “non-commitment”
letter that I described above. Through requested in the RFE, no evidence of Sony Films' commitment to borrow the
EB-5 funds that is contemporaneous to the filing of the petitions has been provided. We know from past experience
that "non-commitment’ letters cannot really be relied upon as a commitment to borrow funds, (which is probably why they
are called "non-commitment” letters.) Further, no evidence of any prospective on-going or tangible prospective films to
be produced through the loan of EB-5 capital was provided, even though this RC has had access to millions of dollars of
EB-5 capital from previous I-526 petitioners.

The CSC drafted a denial template letter and sent it to me for review. I reviewed it and sent it to OCC to review (see
the attached email, which contains the draft denial template and the Sony “non-commitment"” letter.) I also asked Sheila
Fisher to take a look at the I-526 petitions and/or the RC file since she is at the CSC to make sure that we are on the
right track with these cases. The plan is to get OCC clearance on the denial template, then present the issues to you,
I o< I once all of the loose ends are tied up in order to make sure that the CSC/SCOPS/OCC is
corporately on-board with the handling of these cases. I have not heard back yet from OCC but will check in with them
on this today.



Lastly, we are seeing “look-alike" initial RC proposals that are laying out this same capital investment scheme. The CSC
recently denied of one of these initial RC proposals. (I have attached the draft denial that I provided edits for - I don't
have a copy of the issued denial.)

Please let me know if you have further questions on this. I will have more to report on this after OCC chops on the
denial template.

Thanks,

From:
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 6:27 AM
To:

Subject: Fw: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
Importance: High

Please advise what, if any, issues we have with these cases. Reading between the lines it looks as if we may be issuing RFEs seeking
clarification of projects at the I1-526 stage.

From:

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2011 07:31 PM

To:

Subject: FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

Please look into this, you might already be familiar with it, and let’s discuss when we meet tomorrow.

Thank<Jill
L

From:

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2011 7:16 PM
To:
Subject: FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
Importance: High

The EB-5 cases have an urgency to them because of the time-sensitivity of these investment vehicles and, significantly, their job
creation potential.
Thanks so much. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
20 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20529

From: katherine hennigan |
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2011 7:11 PM

EM-o0e03X



To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Ce:
Subject: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
Hello Mr. Mayorkas,

[ am writing in support of the Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center based in
Los Angeles. The Mayor views the Los Angeles Film Regional Center as an important partner in helping keep film
production jobs in our city. Los Angeles is a city dedicated to both the retention and creation of film production jobs.
We have seen too many of these jobs leave our boundaries over the past few years and we need all the tools available
to reverse this trend.

We understand that the processing of investor applications related to the Los Angeles Film Regional Center’s current
project with Sony Entertainment are being delayed because of an apparent misunderstanding of what the standard
financing practices in the film/TV industry are (reference attached letter from Amy Lemisch, Executive Director,
California Film Commission). We have also been advised that these delays are now starting to jeopardize the
attractiveness of this vital program to our local Film Studios, who are by far the largest generators of production jobs
in Los Angeles. We strongly urge your cooperation in expeditiously reviewing these applications in a manner
consistent with industry standards so we can keep this valuable program going and thus help keep valuable jobs in
Los Angeles. Our city needs these jobs, and as such we need programs like the EB-5 Program to continue to operate
effectively. Please feel free to call me with any questions. Thank you for your prompt action.

Sincerely,
Katherine Hennigan

Katherine Hennigan
Senior Policy Director
Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa Office of Economic & Business Policy

os Angeles, 90
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RE: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional c... Page 1 of 3

RE: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-
designated EB-5 regional center

From: |

Sent: 6/17/2011 9:50:05 PM +00:00

To: L. "Mayorkas, Alejandro " [
—

2.

cc: .
Subject: RE: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
We will be sure to withhold any denials for this group in the meantime- can brief this in my absence next week

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 4:55 PM

To:
Cc:
Subject: Re: - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

1 would like to discuss briefly to better understand. | have observed legal interpretations in the program with
designation).
Thanks. Afi

hich | disagree (regarding, for example, the effect of a state’s TEA

Lo S—
Sent: Frday, June 17, 2011 04:33 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alsandro 1

Cc:
Subject: RE: - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

A,

Altached is the email string from the iast inquiry received from Ms. Hennigan There is no confusion on our end abowt industry siandards. The individual investors appear to be unable to
meet the requirements for EB-5 approval in that they cannot demonstrate the investment will be in a project that is tangible and viable and that the investment activity will be within a TEA
{for the reduced capital nvestment threshold), nor have they provided evidence of the matching non-EB-5 funds upon which their projection modei relies for job creation We are working
with OCC 1o draft denial notices. Uniess OCC identifies any adiudicative deficiencies, these will iikely be denied. As | mentioned ' if there is concem that these are particularly novel
or compiex adjudications, we can certify the decisions to the AAD

I 2c | will be briefed once OCC clears on the demial notices before they go out. Please iet us know what, if any. engagement you would iike to have before a final decision is made.

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 3:47 PM

< E—
Subject: Fw: - Los Angeles Fim Regional Center, 2 USCIS-designated EB-S regiona: center

Importance: High

From: katherine henmga
Sent: Friday, June 17, 20

To Mayorkas Alejandro N
1>
iim Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

Hello Alejandro,

! wanted to follow up in regard to the email below. There is a great deal at stake if we do not resolve this matier immediately. [ am willing to provide you with any
additional information you may need. Thank you and I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
Katherine Hennigan

On Mon, Jun 13, 2011 at 4:16 PM, Mayorkas, Alejandro N R '::

Katherine,

Thank you for your rote on the Los Angeles-based regional center. | will bring this to my colleagues' attention right away.
Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director
EM-0000332
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RE: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional ¢... Page 2 of 3

U.8. Citizenship and immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From: katherine hennigan [manm_]
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2011 7:1

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Ccy
Su 3 NT - Los Angeles Fiim Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
Hello Mr. Mayorkas,

[ am writing in support of the Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center based in Los Angeles. The Mayor views the Los Angeles Film
Regional Center as an important partner in helping keep film production jobs in our city. Los Angeles is a city dedicated to both the retention and creation of film production
Jjobs. We have seen too many of these jobs leave our boundaries over the past few years and we need all the tools available to reverse this trend.

We understand that the processing of investor applications related to the Los Angeles Film Regional Center’s current project with Sony Entertainment are being delayed
because of an apparent misunderstanding of what the standard financing practices in the film/TV industry are (reference attached letter from Amy Lemisch, Executive
Director, California Film Commission). We have also been advised that these delays are now starting to jeopardize the attractiveness of this vital program to our local Film
Studios, who are by far the largest generators of production jobs in Los Angeles. We strongly urge your cooperation in expeditiously reviewing these applications in a
manner consisient with industry standards so we can keep this valuable program going and thus help keep valuable jobs in Los Angeles. Our city needs these jobs, and as
such we need programs like the EB-5 Program to continue to operate effectively. Please feel free to call me with any questions. Thank you for your prompt action.

Sincerely,

Katherine Hennigan
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Re: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional c... Page 1 of 3

Re: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-
designated EB-5 regional center

From: katherine hennigan

Sent: 6/20/2011 6:04:06 PM +00:00
To: “Mayorkas, Alejandro N >
cC: matt karatz

Subject: Re: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regionai center
Hello Alejandro,

I met 8 mutual acquaintance of ours. Wand her husband _ from O'Melveny & Myers. They had so many
wonderful things to say about you. Small woria,

Wanted to follow up on this issue again, time Is running out. Please let me know what I can do to assist you in having this resoived.
I greatly appreciate your help and time, I know how busy you must be.

Sincerely,
Katherine Hennigan

On Fri, Jun 17, 2011 at 12:46 PM, Mayorkas, Alejandre N [INEGGGEEE o -

Katherine,
I am on business travel and will be back i the office on Monday. In the meantime, [ w
Thank you. Al

From: katherine hennigan {maﬂth_

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 03:4

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N >

o H

Subject! Ke! sent - Lo Angeles rinm Regionat Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

Hello Alejandro,

{inguire immadiarely of the status,

I wanted to follow up in regard to the email below. There is a great deal at stake if we do not resolve this matter immediately. I am
witling to provide you with any additional information you may need. Thank you and I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
Katherine Hennigan

On Mon, Jun 13, 2011 at 4:16 PM, Mayorkas, Alejandiro N <_> wrote:

Katharing,
Thank you for your nole on the Los Angeles-nased segional center. | will bring this to my cofleagues’ attantion right away.

AL

Algjandro N. Mayorkas
Oirector

U.8. Citizenship and mmigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

Eouis Sainers it S
Sents Monday, June 13, 20 Bk
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Cer
Subjeci: NT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

1

Hello Mr. Mayorkas,

[ am writing in support of the Los Angeles Filin Regional Center, a USCiS-designated EB-5 regional center based in Los Angeles. The Mayor views the Los Angeles

EM-0000335
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Re: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional ¢... Page 2 of 3

Film Regional Center as an important partner in helping keep film production jobs in our city. Los Angeles is a city dedicated to both the retention and creation of film
production jobs. We have seen too many of these jobs leave our boundaries over the past few years and we need all the tools available to reverse this trend.

We understand that the processing of investor applications related to the Los Angeles Film Regional Center’s current project with Sony Entertainment are being delayed
because of an apparent misunderstanding of what the standard financing practices in the film/TV industry are (reference attached letter from Amy Lemisch, Executive
Director, California Film Commission). We have also been advised that these delays are now starting to jeopardize the attractiveness of this vital program to our local
Film Studios, who are by far the largest generators of production jobs in Los Angeles. We strongly urge your cooperation in expeditiously reviewing these applications
in a manner consistent with indusiry standards so we can keep this valuable program going and thus help keep valuable jobs in Los Angeles. Our city needs these jobs,
and as such we need programs like the EB-5 Program to continue to operate effectively. Please feel free to call me with any questions. Thank you for your prompt
action,

Sincerely,

Katherine Hennigan

Katherine Hennigan
Senior Policy Director
Mayor Antonie R. Villaraigosa Office of Economic & Business Policy
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FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional c... Page 1 of 2

FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional
Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional
center

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" ) I

Sent: 6/29/2011 12:37:34 AM +00:00

CC:

Subject: FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
[

An individual who has raised the urgency of an EB-5 application. | understand from- that it may have some fatal deficiencies.
| will forward to you my response to her email.

Thanks. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

Exsas kit o et

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 2:44 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Re: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
Hello Alejandro,

Any updates? Please let me know. Thanks.

Kate~

On Mon, Jun 13, 2011 at 4:10 PM, katherine hermigan_> wrote:

Hello Mr. Mayorkas,

I am writing in support of the Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center based in Los
Angeles. The Mayor views the Los Angeles Film Regional Center as an important partner in helping keep film production jobs
in our city. Los Angeles is a city dedicated to both the retention and creation of film production jobs. We have seen too many of
these jobs leave our boundaries over the past few years and we need all the tools available to reverse this trend.

We understand that the processing of investor applications related to the Los Angeles Film Regional Center’s current project
with Sony Entertainment are being delayed because of an apparent misunderstanding of what the standard financing practices in

EM-0000339
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FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional c... Page 2 of 2

the film/TV industry are (reference attached letter from Amy Lemisch, Executive Director, California Film Commission). We
have also been advised that these delays are now starting to jeopardize the attractiveness of this vital program to our local Film
Studios, who are by far the largest generators of production jobs in Los Angeles. We strongly urge your cooperation in
expeditiously reviewing these applications in a manner consistent with industry standards so we can keep this valuable program
going and thus help keep valuable jobs in Los Angeles. Our city needs these jobs, and as such we need programs like the EB-5
Program to continue to operate effectively. Please feel free to call me with any questions. Thank you for your prompt action.

Sincerely,

Katherine Hennigan

Katherine Hennigan
Senior Policy Director
Mayor Antonio R. Villaraigosa Office of Economic & Business Policy
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FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional c... Page 1 of 4

FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-
designated EB-5 regional center

From: g o B S T -
Sent: 7/15/2011 10:06:51 PM +00:00
To: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" N

Subject: FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
Ali,

Just FY1.

From: - A
Sent: Friday, July 15, 4:06 PM
Yo: 5 et B

| will get wiih_ right now to ensure the actions to reopen any denials is communicated today! | see that you have sent additional emails on this issue.

Working off BlackBerry due to some servers issues here at CSC

Thank you,

California Service Center

: Wz day, July 15, 2011 03:11 PM
%. 7 !I!ENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated £B-5 regional center

Hi guys,

We're in crisis mode - please see if these denials have gone out. it wouldn't surprise me if they did because we gave you the go ahead to do so, If they have, we need to reopen them
pending further review. Ali wants this to happen today, so at the very least we need 1o send them an email telling them to disregard the prior denial notices while we sort through this. Feel
free to give me a call, this is very urgent

Thanks.

From: g

Sent: Friday, July 15, 2011 2:49 PM

To:

Subject: Rt: NT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-desgnated EB-5 regional center
No, better call me now. It gets worse.

Sent: R,
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2011 2:48 PM

To:
Sul : Rel ENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

I'tl check.

Lo m—
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2011 02:31 PM

To:
Sul : Re: NT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

Did this go out?

From: S
EM-0000343
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FW: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional c... Page 2 of 4

Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2011 10:26 AM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Cc: N

Sul

, @ USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
Ali,
Attached is the unissued denial notice that was collaboratively drafted with OCC. You previously indicated interest in reviewing the legal standards that are being applied in these 1-526

casss filed under the Los Angeles Film Regicnal Center. My recommendation wouid be to scheduie a briefing with OCC and SCOPS once you've had a chance to lock at the legal analysis
outlined in the draft decision. Would you fike us to coordinate that with-

o ————
Sent: ay, June Z8, B

| Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center
Hey Guys,

Are we close to issuing something on this case?
| seem to remember it was looking like it would need an RFE.

From: ey, Aichoere N
Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 05:
To: )
- Los es Film Regional Center, a !%-gnag !!! reg-rona center

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.8. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington, DG 20529

From: katherine hennigan W

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 20. =

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Cc: matt karatz

Subject: Re: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

Thank you. This deal is really close to falling through. The Mayor appreciates your assistance with this matier. We know you receive thousands of requests but this is
important for Los Angeles, California, and the U.S. overall. We don't want to loose filming to bordering countries!!!

Sincerely,
Katherine Hennigan

On Tue, Jun 28, 2011 at 5:38 PM, Mayorkas, Alejandro N _> wrote:
Kate,

| have brought your communications to the attention of my colieagues. | will do the same agamn now

Thank you. Alfi

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.8. Citizenship and immigration Services

Washington, DC 20528
From: katherine rernicar

EM-0000344
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Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 2:44 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Subject: Re: URGENT - Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center

Hello Alejandro,
Any updates? Please let me know. Thanks.

Kate~

On Mon, Jun 13, 2011 at 4:10 PM, katherine hennigan NG ot

Hello Mr. Mayorkas,

I am writing in support of the Los Angeles Film Regional Center, a USCIS-designated EB-5 regional center based in Los Angeles. The Mayor views the Los Angeles Film
Regional Center as an important partner in helping keep film production jobs in our city. Los Angeles is a city dedicated to both the retention and creation of film production
jobs. We have seen too many of these jobs leave our boundaries over the past few years and we need all the tools available io reverse this trend.

We understand that the processing of investor applications related to the Los Angeles Film Regional Center’s current project with Sony Entertainment are being delayed
because of an apparent misunderstanding of what the standard financing practices in the film/TV industry are (reference attached letter from Amy Lemisch, Executive
Director, California Film Commission). We have also been advised that these delays are now starting to jeopardize the attractiveness of this vital program to our local Film
Studios, who are by far the largest generators of production jobs in Los Angeles. We strongly urge your cooperation in expeditiously reviewing these applications ina
manner consistent with industry standards so we can keep this valuable program going and thus help keep valuable jobs in Los Angeles. Our city needs these jobs, and as
such we need programs like the EB-5 Program to continue to operate effectively. Please feel free to call me with any questions. Thank you for your prompt action.

Sincerely,

Katherine Hennigan

Katherine Hennigan
Senior Policy Direcior
Mayor Antonio R. Viliaraigosa Office of Economic & Business Policy
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Sony Project I-526 Denials

From: Tom Rosenfeld

Sent: 7/15/2011 10:12:33 PM +00:00
To: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"
Subject: Sony Project 1-526 Denials

Attachments: 1. Mayorkas Package for Sony.pdf
2. ATTO0001..txt

Dear Director Mayorkas,
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CA
MEMORANDUM

To: The Honorable Alejandro (Ali) Mayorkas
Director - U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

From: Tom Rosenfeld, President and CEO - CanAm Enterprises, LLC, sponsor of the Los
Angeles Film Regional Center

Date: July 15,2011

Re: The Los Angeles Film Regional Center (LAFRC) pursuant to the EB-5 U.S.
Immigrant Investor Program (the Program).

Request:

We are respectfully requesting swift attention to unreasonable delays (up to one year) imposed by
the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) in adjudicating EB-5 investor
applications for film financing totaling $100 million. This has created uncertainty within the EB-
S investor community, leading to increased withdrawals and a loss of faith in the Program.
Unless this matter is resolved right away, substantial additional funds will be withdrawn, which
will result in the potential loss of thousands of private sector film related jobs at a time when too
many Americans are already out of work.

Background:

The EB-5 Program allows foreign nationals to become conditional permanent residents for a
period of two years upon an investment of a minimum of $500,000 in a qualifying project that
will create at least ten direct or indirect new jobs for U.S. workers. To obtain conditional
permanent residency, investors must submit a comprehensive business plan that is “sufficiently
detailed to permit the USCIS to reasonably conclude that the enterprise has the potential to meet
the job-creation requirements” of the Program; a preponderance of evidence standard applies.
Permanent residency is obtained after the investor demonstrates to the USCIS that the requisite
jobs were created during this two-year period.

The LAFRC was approved by USCIS specifically to provide financing for film/T.V. productions
in Los Angeles County to help counter the attractive tax credits and other incentives that have
resulted in “runaway productions” to other countries and states, which have led to substantial loss
of jobs and related revenue to Los Angeles County. LAFRC financing was deliberately structured
to mirror “slate financing,” which is financing provided to a volume of yet to be identified
productions and is a standard U.S. film industry financing structure.

In consideration for a $100 million LAFRC loan, Sony Pictures Entertainment (Sony) has
contractually agreed to spend $200 million for film/TV productions in Los Angeles County (the
Sony Project). The Sony Project must be completed within two years and a minimum of $150
million of the Sony Project expenditures must be made in a Los Angeles County target
employment area (TEA), which is high unemployment area certified by the State of California
pursuant to the Program.



The Issue:

USCIS has issued a Request for Evidence (RFE) related to the Sony Project. Essentially, USCIS
postulates that it cannot make a “reasonable inference” about whether the Sony Project is capable
of achieving the job requirements of the Program without a comprehensive business plan that lists
the specific film/TV projects that will be funded and their corresponding details—i.e., shooting
locations, timelines, budgets and credible documentary evidence to support such budgets.

However, such a requirement is contrary to the nature of “slate financing arrangements.” USCIS’
objection goes to the very heart of the ability of the U.S. film industry to utilize EB-5 capital to
fund motion picture productions that will create jobs in the Los Angeles area. For a host of
reasons, ranging from talent availability, script and budget changes to weather conditions,
studios’ need for flexibility is well established. As Amy Lemisch, the Executive Director of the
State of California Film Commission, recently confirmed in a letter to the USCIS, “The nature of
the film entertainment business makes it very impractical for the large studios to pre-identify each
project over a two-year period.” The USCIS demand for such specificity renders EB-5 financing
incompatible with the U.S. film industry and is inconsistent with the hundreds of approvals for
LAFRC projects based on the exact model now being questioned.

Response to USCIS Request for Evidence for Sony Project:

The Sony Project comprehensive business plan substantiates a strong likelihood that the Sony
Project will achieve the job requirements set forth by the EB-5 Program and clearly exceeded the
“preponderance of evidence” standard of proof that USCIS applies in the adjudication of EB-5
cases. As one of the most highly respected and credible companies in the world, it is
“reasonable” to conclude that Sony can and will meet its contractual obligations over the
specified two-year period.

Essentially, once the required Sony Project spending takes place, the Program’s job creation
requirement will be met. An audit report prepared by a nationally recognized independent third-
party accounting firm will name the actual productions and the amounts spent—both within and
outside of the TEA. This audit report must be submitted to the USCIS to evidence whether the
requisite Program jobs were created and whether the investor is entitled to permanent residency
status.

There is substantial precedent for USCIS approving the Sony Project. Hundreds of investor
petitions predicated on the exact same business model have been approved for EB-5 projects
through the LAFRC and a number have already obtained permanent residency status. Moreover,
the Sony Project comprehensive business plan, including its slate financing structure was
explicitly “pre-approved” by the USCIS and is consistent with the USCIS-approved LAFRC
business model and economic spending model to evidence job creation.

Conclusion:

Time is of the essence. This matter has already taken a year and an increasing number of
investors have lost confidence and are withdrawing from the Sony Project. This unreasonable
delay is jeopardizing the viability of the LAFRC and its ability to operate as a financing incentive
for film productions in Los Angeles County. The State of California and its film industry cannot
afford to lose hundreds of millions of dollars of production related expenses, at no cost to tax
payers, especially during this critical time of unremitting high unemployment. Accordingly, we
respectfully request your assistance to obtain a reasonable and fair ruling in an expeditious
manner.
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Friday, July 15, 2011 12:52 PM

bject: FW: LA Films

Importance: High

¥

Please see below. Please do NOT deny any LA Film return whatever LA Film 1-526's you have {o

Service MTR 1o place the case ina
nted

If a case has already been denied

return the file [o_ after the Service M IR has been gr

F i

Calif ‘“rwc Service Cente
U.8. Citizenship and | mmigration Services

2 SIMPHY 10 e rad

Understood, We wiil hialt further denials untii w
the denial and mswe Service MTR's.

LZ"HJYG” d Serv i(.r: Center

,
R/21/2013
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—~~~-Ong; al Message

Sent riday, July 24

To)

UDjecCt Z LA RIS

&t we reopen any d jonal Center the
ly be an email message f"()‘]‘ hem to disregs

Just so we're on the same page - Ali hag ask
s . f actual MTR's can be done today, nl* the betler. B i they

recently issued. The n mica of that iy
will be doing a Service MTR while we recor wa,
need to hear from us teday,

Thanrks,

. i i i ik 7 R 7
has sent oul denials. We will keep you apprised if

Never mind- | found the email
anything changes.
Thank S,

03:16 PM

o know ASAP if the LA Films denial went oul, | believe we were holding, but war
to know quickly.

1anks,

EM-0000349



Re: Coordinate a call I

Re: Coordinate a call

From: Tom Rosenfeld <t_

Sent: 7/20/2011 5:44:34 PM +00:00

To: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N* < |
Subject: Re: Coordinate a call

I hear from you; I'll

President &

CanaAm Enter

I Headers:
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Fw: EB-5 Program Page 1 of 2

Fw: EB-5 Program

From: jbe@

Sent: 8/8/2011 12:26:01 AM +00:00

To: "Mayerkas, Alejandro N [EEEG
Subject: Fw: EB-5 Program

Attachments: 1. ATT00001..gif

2. Sony Memo to Mayorkas

3. ATT1372792.htm

4. EB-5 Description.pdf

5. ATT1372793.htm
Ali: 'm just doing this as a request from a friend-—but what's the botiom line here. Do they have a shot? Is there something they ought o be doing that they're not? Thanks much, and hope
you're doing wellt John

" John Emerson | President
k. Capital Group Private Client Services
- | Intemai Extension, §9367
| Los Angeies, CA 80071

Sl —

w2

AL on 08/07/72(
<son_Emerson QU

ate 07728/2011 05:17 PM

EB-5 Program

RachlPor

b4
2

Dear John

Thanks so much for offering ta neip, | appreciate it very much. | am a principal in El Capital, which is the company with EB-5 investment funds through the Los Angeles Film regtonat center
We have already piaced over $250 mitiion to Time Warner and Sony, and there is another $100 million in an escrow account that needs to be deployed. It is no exaggeration to say that

several hundred millions more couid be raised in a year or two for simiiar programs.

The probiem is this most recent deal (the Sony deal) is languishing in the USCIS Regional center in Laguna Niguel and has been in limbo for more than 6 months. No one seems to know
why. The issues that were raised in the attached memo can be responded to and have been by CanAm Enterprises. Tom Rosenfeld, the CEO of CanAm, and Govenor Rendell spoke to Ali
Mayorkas by phone fast week and they were assured of his cooperation. But it would be very helpful to get to the bottom of this because it is a big business and could become even bigger
The total number of EB-5 applicants is only a few thousand per year sc it has no impact on general immigration policy. As far as we know it is one of the most poputar in Congress and is
routinely approved. Therefore, we believe its existence has to be local, but we are not sure exactly what it is. We have volunteered over and over to more appealing but so far we haven't
been able to get a face to face meeting with anyone. Again, | want to emphasize that Mayorkas seems to be on our side, and we are grateful for that, but if there is anything else you think
we should do, your input would be greatly valued.

Thank you again for all of your help
Best,

JD
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Re: Aqua PA. Project - AAO decision dated July 27, 2011 Page 1 of 2

Re: Aqua PA. Project - AAO decision dated July 27, 2011

From: Tom Rosenfeld

Sent: 8/12/2011 8:42:40 PM +00:00

To: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" _;ov>
Subject: Re: Aqua PA. Project - AAO decision dated July 27, 2011
Ali,

Any progress on the Aqua and Sony matters?

Thank you,
Tom

Tom Rosenfeld
President & CEO
Cm}Am flnu:rpnses LLC

|
On Aug 3, 2011, at 5:45 PM, Mayorkas, Alejandro N wrote:

Tom,

To clarify, it is the EB-5 program as a whole that is a priority of ours, and not particular projects.

F ey cople i S AR ‘> ekl your & mai
Thank you.

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

R
Sent: Wednesday, Augu: 2 3

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Re: Aqua PA. Project - AAO decision dated July 27, 2011
Importance: High
Ali,

Thank you for your call on Monday aftemoon and for emphasizing that Sony and Aqua arc important priorities for you.

I called your office and am emailing you because the AAQO Aqua decision has been released and, understandably, is creating concern. | would very much
appreciate the opportunity to discuss this matter, which I sincerely believe you would agree can and should be favorably resolved.

The bottom line is that the AAO did not find any reason to deny Aqua based on the primary issues raised by the CSC; namely, "gerrymandering a project” and
qualifying target employment areas (TEA). Rather, it elected to deny Aqua because it concluded that it was only reasonable for the Aqua project, which
involves the installation of water and waste water pipelines, to fall within the utility industry and not the fransportation industry; as s a result, the indirect jobs
claimed did not qualify. For further certainty, if the transportation industry was deemed OK, we would meet the job requirements and the petition would have
been approved... In addition, it appears that the AAO erred by madvertently failing to notice that the I-526 petition included a notarized commitment letter

executed by *, Agqua's CFO, on March 30, 2010.

Ali, this is a legifimate project with legitimate jobs that has been held in abeyance for more than one-year. Both the U.S. Department of Transportation and the
PA. Department of Transportation classify pipelines as part of the transportation industry. What purpose or public interest is served by USCIS straining to reject
the views of these departments and the other evidence submitted in this case?

Most respectfully, under the ci 1 am requesting that the USCIS reopen this matter on its own motion and approve the 1-526 Petition of

A201 044 799, WAC1090146736.

Again, T would very much appreciate the opportunity to discuss your views on this matter at your earliest convenience.
Sincerely,

Tom

President & CEO
CanAm Enterprises, LLC

ises.com
On Aug 1, 2011, at 1:35 AM, Mayorkas, Alejandro N wrote:

Tom,

i am somry | missed your e-mait earfier. | will follow up fater today
Thank you, Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and immigration Services

From: Tom Rosenfeid Lmau«F

Sent: Thursday, July 28, 2011 Z:

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Re: Aqua PA. Project - CSC Cert, to the AAQ

Ali,

As you know, we are very grateful for your personal atiention, time and sensittvity to both the Sony and Aqua EB-5 projects.

1 am following up to determine whether you can share any progress with respect to these important cases and whether there is any additional information I can
provide or questions I can answer.

As always, thank you.

Tom

Tom Rosenfeld
President & CEO

EM-0000354
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Re: Aqua PA. Project - AAO decision dated July 27, 2011 Page 2 of 2

CanAm Enterprises. LLC

Iln Iul !' ;;;; ) a'HI:IS AM, Mayorkas. Alejandro N wrote:

Thank you, Tom. | look forward to following up
Al

From: Tom Rosenfeld | W

Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N W)

Subject: Aqua PA. Project - 0

Ali,

Thank you for taking the time to discuss our urgent Sony and Aqua project concerns yesterday evening.

As requested, attached are the Aqua project details. Specifically, the first file is a two page memorandum you requested; the second file contains the
CSC Notice of Certification for Review (Denial), RE: Immigrant Petition by Alien Entrepreneur,— WAC 10 961 46736to the AAQ, and

our brief in response for consideration by the AAO

Sincerel;,
Tom
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Re: Out of Office: EB-5 Program - Sony and Aqua Page 1 of 2

Re: Out of Office: EB-5 Program - Sony and Aqua

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N” <
Sent: 8/23/2011 3:53:52 PM +00:00
Yo: o

Subject: Re: Out of Office: EB-5 Program - Sony and Aqua

Tom,

Message Headers:
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Re: Documents Reviewed Page 1 of 1

Re: Documents Reviewed

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandrp N"

Sent: 8/23/2011 7:59:39 PM +00:00

To:
Subject: Re: Documents Reviewed
1 can only imagine. Thanks, ]

~~~~~~ Original Message -——-—

s
Sent: Tuesday, August 2 g3:53 PM

To: 'Mayorkas, Alejandro N'
Subject: RE: Documents Reviewe

It's been a little crazy here today. All morning in the reply hearing for _ and then the
earthquake threw everyone into a tizzy.

————— Original Message--—-—-—

Fians Newaskon, Aleiiciis ¥

Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 20 155 AM

ro:

Subject: Re: Documents Reviewed

I[f you don't mind, I will try you some time in the early afternoon your time.

Thanks., Ali

————— Original Message ----—

e Y —
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2011 06:52 AM

To: 'Alejandro.Mayorkas Uy M

Subject: Re: Documents Reviewed

Great. Should I call you or do you want to set a time and call me?

————— Original Message ---—--

From: Nayorkas, Alsjandzo N [na e
nt: Tuesday, August 23, 2011 02:04 AM

B reviewing the draft NTA policy. I appreciate the work on this. It is very well done.
I have some questions and comments; I look forward to touching base with you tomorrow afternoon, if
that's convenient for you.

I also read the LA Films decision. I look forward to discussing that too.

Thanks, -

Ali

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: 552205312
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: false
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: =5
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Sent: Friday, August 26, 2011 7.15 PM

To:F' "' = & -

Subject: z

” it's not impertinent and I agree that we should keergl out of this. Do we have the RFE” [f you sent it earher I didn't print it or give
1o Al 1 only have the template. I'll make sure Ali understands that we don’t have in depth knowledge of the case file, and I doubt the OCC

attorney does either, but that it would be unwise and irregular to have the person who is adjudicating the case with in depth knowledge of the file
participate in any conversation at this level. He may just want the decision in a different format that he finds easier to follow and understand.

From: m N

Sent: Friday, August 20, 2011 6.45 PM.
Tﬁ: Sliiiaia N 3

Subject: Ke:

I don't want to appear to be impertinent and SCOPS will be presen: and as prepared as possibie However neithe nor 1 have reviewed
the file which vall make thus an interesting discussion since the RFE clearly relates to insufficient evidence or questions about the quality of the
evidence submitted I will get as detailed information as possible but feel like we are coming to the table at a disadvantage since we are not EBS
waned. I would prefer 1o kocy- out of this for a variety of reasons which | am happy to speak about off line

Seat: Friday, August 26, 2011 06:25 PM

o A

Sabject:

I can teﬂ- Tuesday -does that work for you guys?

o —
Seat: Fniday, August 26, 2011 6:19 PM
Tn:—‘ I ) N Q

Seat: Friday, August 26, 2011 06:16 PM

2]

Ali wants a meeting Monday or Tuesday on the LA Films template, | suspect it will be sumilar to the Gulf Coast meeting

I’d iike whoever in OCC worked on the template, might have beel F should know for sure, to be available for the meeting and
someone from operations, SCOPS, who has some knowledge of the facts. 10usty not anyone who will be adjudicating the case. We want the
adjudicators walled off from any discussions. Ali wants to understand the issues invoived and our legal analysis of those issues.

ri ask- to set up the meeting.

Thanks

174

| o
£ W\ -Gu0035



EM-0000360



Re: EB-5 Cases Page 1 of 2

Re: EB-5 Cases

From: [ ]
Sent: 10/31/2011 9:19:44 PM +00:00
To: 1. H * N “ ) I )
2. "Mayorkas, Alejandro nmayark>
€C:
Subject:

Re: EB-5 Cases

{am surprised he re i out to the Director on the CanAm {Pennsyivania) case. Th

contact we had with him was almost a month ago and he was aware at that moment that the file

We have a conference call this Friday with OCC to finalize the Can A case decision. it will be ready to after that call, | believe

Sont ——
Sent: Y, r 31, 2011 04:49 PM

To: Mayorkag, Alejandro N;

2 55

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2011 04:34 PM
To:

Ject: £B-> Cases

i apparently have received two messages today from Tom Rosenfeld of CanAm Enterpnses. The message note | received from-\n my office inaicates
‘URGENT: Need a response from you ASAP re: PA & Los Angeles projects

| do not befieve it is appropriate for me to return Mr Rosenfeld's calls. Should someone retum his cail on my behalf, or not? His telephone number is _

Communication issues aside. have we not decided these cases already? Has Mr. Rosenfeld or his representative utilized the direct email access avenue now availabie to him? Can we
have our new business analysts look at these cases with urgency?

Thank you. Ali
Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Cttizenship and immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

Message Headers:
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RE: Your call Page 1 of 3

RE: Your call

From: 'fMayorkas, Alejandrp N"

Sent: 11/1/2011 11:37:15 PM +00:00

Subject: RE: Your call
Thanks very much.- You are fantastic; your apology is stricken as unnecessary.

Ali
Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 7:28 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Re: Your call

|

I apologize. | will call first thing tomorrow

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 06:50 PM

To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Your call

Thank you for trying. This is most disappointing to hear at this time of the day, as | had wanted the call to be made in the morning. | will
forward the information | have for him.

Thanks. Ali
Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529
L
EM-0000368
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RE: Your call

Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 6:47 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Cc B B
Subjleg: !! !our call

Ali,

Page 2 of 3

The number { have for Mr. Rosenfeld {(he’s not represented) is incorrect. | will ask SCOPS to provide me the number that they have on
record and try again tomorrow. The number | got from your original e-mail on this issue was _— | tried several times and

repeatedly got an out of service message.

Thanks.

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 9:07 AM

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: Your call
Thank you very much,-.
Algjandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.8. Citizenship and Immigration -

Washington, DC 20529

From: e —
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 10:00

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Cc:

Subject: Your call

Hi Ali! ] has agreed to reach out to the attorney of record in response to the client’s calls to you.

[
U.S. Citizenship & Immigration Services

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: -715691451

PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: true
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
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RE: Pennsylvania and LA Films EB-5 Cases Page 1 of 2

RE: Pennsylvania and LA Films EB-5 Cases

From: :
Sent: 11/1/2011 3:20:04 PM +00:00
To: 1. "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" <USCIS/EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/RECIPIENTS/Anmayork>

- 4

Subject: RE: Pennsylvania and LA Films EB-5 Cases

Just FYI. We just had a conference call v;éth— and are tn agreement to finalizing
when we have a final copy

nAm decision today - is preparing a draft for- to review. | will let you know

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 9:27 AM
To: - I T e e

Cases

t want to understand the issues in each case today if possibie. | am working on the revised EB-5 memo this evening, and separately we need to bring these cases to resolution
mmediately [ do not intend to be involved in the adjudications, but want to understand the issues from a policy perspective

Thanks. Al

Alejandro N Mayorkas

Director

U §. Citizenship and immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 9:25 AM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N; )
Cey T

-5 Cases

Ignore the last note. 'l reach out - to see if he can taik to us today

Paous: Nepmas, Alspreho i (o
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 9:
To:m D

: RE: Pennsyivania al iims EB-5 Cases

Add-ng- Thanks

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.8. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

oty
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 8:51 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N;
Ce:’ )
Subject: Re: Pennsylvania and LA Films EB-5 Cases

| am availabie and will check - ance the time is set

EM-0000371
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RE: Pennsylvania and LA Films EB-5 Cases Page 2 of 2

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent; Tuesday, November 01, 2011 08:13 AM
Ta: B - S
ject: Pennsyivania an i =5 Cases
| understand these two cases are awaiting my review, Can we meet today?
Thank you. Ali
Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

Message Headers:
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Yesterday's phone call with Tom Rosenfeld Page 1 of 1

Yesterday's phone call with Tom Rosenfeld

From: N I N

Sent: 11/3/2011 6:52:02 PM +00:00

To: 1. "Mayorkas, Alejandro N" <USCIS/EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/RECIPIENTS/Anmayork>
> W e - - o e oo T B pmeant :

Subject: Yesterday's phone call with Tom Rosenfeld

Ali,

I wanted to give you a quick back brief on the call with Tom Rosenfeld from yesterday. He was actually very nice and thanked me for
returning his call for what he called a “therapy” session.

More than anything, he wanted me to convey one message on the LA Films cases. That message is that anything more than a few days
delay will effectively kill that project. Like in the case we discussed yesterday, the escrow agreement in those cases has a provision that
the escrow agent must return the money to the investors after 15 months. He indicated that the bank has held the money beyond that
time period (he said the petitions are at about 17-18 months), but has indicated that the money will be returned within a matter of days
if the petitions are not approved (even and RFE or NOID wiil kill the project). He asked if there was any way to try to resolve the issues
globally without the need to treat each individual petition separately. I told him I'd pass that message along, but that our normal
processes don’t have that type of mechanism on the 526 petitions. In any event, I wanted to get that message to you today in the event
that we could work out a process. I get the feeling that if he had something concrete from the agency, he might be able to buy more
time. As you know, however, departing from the established adjudicative process can be a very dangerous thing to do, and I certainty
don’t recommend doing it even under these circumstances, However, we should reconvene on these cases ASAP to discuss the
substantive issues.

On the Pennsylvania case, he really just wanted to vent and advocate for a better mechanism to communicate what he thinks is just a
minor misunderstanding. He believes that a call to the adjudicator could resoive the issue, although I'm not sure I agree. In any event,
he was happy to hear that a decision is coming soon.

Overall, I think that many of his concerns will be resolved as we move to clarify the exemplar process and implement the changes to the
1-924 adjudication that have been proposed.

Please let me know if there is anything else I can do with respect to these cases. Thanks.

UsC 1

Department of Homeland Security

Message Headers:

true
R <D 193E316C8A77B44A3EB1BEO4AOCS8EAD676466F87@DC2-EXMB-C1-05.cisl cisr. uscis.dhs.gov>
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RE: Page 1 of 2

RE:

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"
o

Sent: 11/8/2011 10:08:03 PM +00:00

Subject: RE:

Most certainly; | was planning on it.
Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 4:52 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Subject: Fw:

I

Ali,

If schedules permit, is there any possibility we could hijack a few minutes of this afternoon's time to discuss LA filims. As the attached
indicates, tom rosenfeld is desperate for a decision. Thanks

[ hope and assume the Sony meeting with the key principals took place today. What is a convenient time for you to call me?
As you may know, in addition to industry codes, the AAO affirmed the Aqua denial because the investor was no longer at-risk
because the escrow agent was required after 15 months to return his escrow funds... we really need the Sony decision by today
or tomorrow; at least 43 investors ($21.5 million) will have their funds returned in the next couple days.

Thank you,

Tom

Tom Rosenfeld
President & CEO

EM-0000374
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Re: Phone message: My apologies in advance Page 1 of 2

Re: Phone message: My apologies in
advance

From: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

Sent: 11/10/2011 10:31:54 PM +00:00

To: = . —
B

Subject: Re: Phone message: My apologies in advance
Thanks to you both.

Foau: SR
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2011 05:16 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N;
Cec ] ) ]
Subject: RE: Phone message: My apologies in advance

Agreed.

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N [
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2011 4:10 PM

To:=
ubject: Re: Phone message: My apologies in advance

| do not believe it would be appropriate for me to speak with him. Please let me know if you disagree. Thanks
Ali

From:
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2011 04:04 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N;

Subject: RE: Phone message: My apologies in advance

FY!, Mr Rosenfeld left another voice mail. He very much appreciates [JJjjjjfo!low up. but still very respectfully

EM-0000379
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Re: Phone message: My apologies in advance Page 2 of 2

requests to talk directly to Ali as soon as possible re: his imminent potential loss of investors.

Will leave it to all of you to determine what if any additional course of action should be taken.

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Thursday, Novemberrlo, 2011 2:12 PM

ubject: Re: Phone message: My apologies in advance

Thank you. Copying_ for handling as they deem appropriate (thank you both).
Al

Fopm: R
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2011 10:09 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Subject: Phone message: My apologies in advance

I'm just relaying the following for you to handle as you see fit: Tom Rosenfeld called, asking for a cail from you
He is deeply concerned about the prospect of losing 500 of his investors if his issues are not addressed. He was
adamant that he speak directly with you. Is there someone you would like me to loop in or forward this message
to?

His contact info:

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: 1772276211
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: false
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: -8
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From: I
' [
Subject: RE: Final LA Films RC III LP Memo to I-526 File

Date: Thursday, November 17, 2011 10:11:54 AM

Given my discussions with some of the principals in this case outside of the record, I’'m not going to
comment. | speaks for OCC on this issue for purposes of adjudication. Thanks.

Sents T i
Sent: Thursday, November 17, 2011 9:09 AM

To: B
IOCC-Clearance
ubject: RE: Fina iims I emo to I-526 File

Importance: High

See attached Final OCC Cleared document. | added today’s date to the memo but wanted to make
sure this can be considered the OCC cleared version since you said- might have some comments
this morning.

Thanks for letting me know. Once | know for sure, we will share with the CSC and have them start
adjudicating the files today.

R S

Service Center Operations

Washington, D.C. 20523-2060

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2011 6:29 PM

To:
OCC-Clearance
ubject: RE: LA Films LP III Memo to I-526 File

Cleared. Thanks.

From: IS
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2011 6:11 PM

ubject: RE: DRAFT LA Films LP III Memo to I-526 File

Importance: High

EM o035



Attached is the updated Final Draft of the memo. [Jjjjjj and | spoke offline and after agreeing to
everything, there was one final change made to the first line of the memo. - recommended we
change the “non-record” language so it couldn’t be implied that because it was “non-record” why
did we use it in the record? | think the way we said it in the updated version eliminates any concern.

Please review this as a clean final draft which incorporates all of your edits/changes. Your clearance
is much appreciated.

Thanks.

B R

Service Center Operations

Washington, D.C. 20529-2060

o —
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2011 3:15 PM

ubject: RE: LA Films LP III Memo to 1-526 File

Importance: High

| accepted all of your edits and made additions based on your edits/comments. Please review the
updated document asap.

Thanks.

B e e

Service Center Operations

Washington, D.C. 20529-2060

:

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2011 12:56 PM

£\ - eooo3B4



To:

ubject: RE: iIms emo to I-526 File

These would be my initial suggestions:

Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2011 11:28 AM

To:
i .
ubject: ; ims emo to I-526 File

Importance: High

Hi

Please see the attached draft memo to file to document the email confirmation from Sony
regarding its loan and matching of funds commitment that the SCOPS' TAB branch (Threat
Assessment Branch) received late Thursday night (after all of the song and dance with the faxing
of NOIDS to the I-526 attorneys of record occurred). SCOPS would like to provide this to the
CSC to document each of the affected files with the Sony email in order to meet the
preponderance of evidence standard regarding the proposed loan transaction between LA Film III
and Sony.

FYI - we just checked with the CSC and they have yet to receive any Fed Ex documents as
promised by Tom Rosenfeld.

Please provide comments/edits to this as soon as you can as we need to move on these cases, and
this email evidence may be part of the way forward.

Thanks,

W\ -0 289



I —

Subject: FW: LA Film Regicnal Center I LP - I-526 Filings
Attachments: Final LA Films RC II LP 1-526 Memo to File_OCC Cleared_11172011.doc
Importance: High

From: A W
Sent: Thursday, November 17, 2011 8:20 AM

1
Importance: High
B

Please find attached an internal processing memorandum from SCOPS to the CSC which discusses 1-526 Petitions filed
under the Los Angeles Film Regional Center 1}, LP {LA Filss RC L, LP) new commercial enterprise (NCE). This memo
should be placed in each i-526 petition filed under the LA Film RC {il, LP NCE.

This memo allows the CSC to begin processing the LA Film RC Hli, LP NCE 1-526's based on the evidence received directly
from Sony Pictures Entertainment {(SPE). With this information from SPE, there is sufficient evidence to meet the
prepanderance of evidence standard concerning the viability of the NCE and SPE’s commitment to borrow and match
funds provided by LA Film RC Iii, LP.

Please review and let SCOPS know if you have any questions or concerns. if there are no questions or concerns, please
start processing the pending 1-526’s that relate to the LA Film RC Hl, LP NCE,

FAdb bbb bbbt b bbb b

Service Center Operations

Washington, D.C. 20529-2060
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1-526 Petitions filed by Los Angeles Film Regional Center 111, LP Page 3

Attachment:

From RN
Sent: Thursday, November 10, 2011 08:43 PM
To: ]

Subject: £B-5 program / Sony Pictures Entertainment

Deor

Following up on our conversation this morming, 1 can confirm the following answers 0 your questions.
1. Sony Pictures Entertainment does still intend to borrow under the loan agreement
2. Sony Pictures Entertainment is committed to matching the EB-5 funds per the program

guidelines.

Please let me know if you have any guestions

Best regards,

| Senior Vice President, Legal Affairs

Corporate Legal Department
SONY PICTURES ENTERTAINMENT INC,

Culver Civy, CA 90232

WWW.ASCIS. g0V
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 3:33 PM

i 1 ]

Subject: FW: Warner Bros. Time Warner Film Project/Similar to Sony
Importance: High

Following up on the conversation we had eariier with , below is the e-mail from Tom Rosenfeld mF it
looks like the RFE he was referring to was sent to each of the approximately 240 LA Films IV investors. HIS
characterization of the RFE issued to each of the investors was that the "RFE accepted “slate financing” as a film industry
standard and requested sample budgets for the types of film/television productions contemplated by this EB-5 project and
an analysis of the job impacts of these budgets on the affected industries. As you may recall, the Sony RFE rejected the
“slate financing” standard and required precise project descriptions and details. "

Since it looks like it was sent out to all of the investors, would it be possible for you to have someone pull one of the files
with the "slate financing” RFE for our review? F {or perhaps one of the officers under her supervision) might already
have one of these files handy since we just finished working with her on the 'JJJJilJoenia! and may know which RFE
this is referring to.

Separately, do you know anything about the Sony RFE he's referring to? If so, it would be helpful to review that as well. If
not, we can just work with what we have on LA Films 1V for now.

If you have any questions, please let us know.

Thanks and best,

Eepaﬁmen! o' ! ome an! gecurity

U.8. Citizenship and immigration Services

From:

Sent: We!nesday, January 23, 2013 11:32 AM
Subject: Warner Bros. Time Warner Film Project/Similar to Sony

Importance: High

Who would ke to take first crack at iguring out proper process {or handling this Inguiry

Uepartment of Homeland Security

EM-0000400



From: S
Sent: ay, January 18, 2013 8:33 AM

To! m N

Subject: Fw: . Warner Bros. Time Warner Film Project/Similar to Sony

Importance: High

[
Am out woday NN

leadership a year or two ago). | can try to call you when we get an the road.

From: Tom Rosenfeld {mail‘ch
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2013 04:34 PM Eastern Standard Time
To!

Sub!sa.c!: !v!: *amer Bros. Time Warner Film Project/Similar to Sony

-There i a very long history with Rosenfeld { was tasked to talk with him by

This matter is so urgent that | tried calling you earlier this afterncon. Please, please call me. . Briefly, one Time
Warner investor, who filed a mandamus action without our knowledge, was denied for exactly what the project

related RFE acknowledged we did not need to provide.

Bottom Line: 8 months ago, we responded to an RFE that, consistent with the Sony approvals (see details,
below), acknowledged that project specific details for individual Film/TV were not required to meet job
requirement (the RFE stated "specific information on the actual film/T'V productions that would be produced
is not required"), and that other supporting documentation could be submitted instead. We submitted final
agreements with Time Warner, sample budgets from industry experts as well as a detailed economic analysis
from LA's economic development agency's film expert evidencing that our project was credible and legitimate,
but USCIS rejected all the documents we subimitted and the essence of the denial was that actual production

details were noi provided.

We sincerely believe there are gross errors in this decision that are affecting 250 investors and Warner Bros... |
am neither requesting nor expecting you to take my word for the above. | am, however, hoping you agree that
the facts and significant potential harm that may unnecessarily result from the denial of these 250 cases

warrants your attention.
Thank vou,

fom

Tom Rosenfeld
Wall Street Plaza

New York, N.Y. 10005

EM-0000401



Begin forwarded message:

From: Tom Rosenfeld ﬂ
Subject: Warner Bros. Time Warner Filim Project/Similar to Sony

Date: August 25, 2012 5:30:08 PM EDT

To:
[

[ hope all is well and, again, 1 really want to sincerely thank you for your crucial role in resolving the Sony
matter,

I am emailing you in the hope of coordinating a call, but [ want to make sure you first have an opportunity to
understand the reason for my proposed call.

* Background:

- On May 18, we were pleased to submit our responses to CSC RFE requests for a Warner Bros, film
project structured identical to Sony. The RFE, which was issued to approximately 240 1-526 petitioners,
requested 1. an in-depth economic jobs analysis and 2. evidence that Time Warner remained committed to the
project.

- Imporiantly, this RFE accepted "slate financing" as a film industry standard and requested sample
budgets for the types of film/television productions contemplated by this EB-5 project and an analysis of the job
impaects of these budgets on the affected industries. As you may recall, the Sony RFE rejected the "slate
financing" standard and required precise project descriptions and details.

* Essence of RFE respouse:

- We submitted a responsive and detailed economic analysis prepared by | G- the scvior
economist at the Los Angeles Economic Development Corp. (LAEDC), who has extensive film experience. The
credibility of the sample budgets used for the inputs were attested to by industry experts, including Warner
Bros.

- A final Loan Agreement between Time Warner and the Partnership dated May 31, 2012 that included an
extension of the funding deadline, was submitted with a large number of RFE responses in June, 2012... RFE
responses due before the final agreement was executed (large number on May 18) included an executed
amendment of the comumitment letter acknowledging the new funding deadline and referencing the final
negotiated loan agreement, which was attached.

* Concern:
- Although the RFE response resulted in one petition being approved on June 22 (WAC1190644259;
. no other notices have been issued and several inguiries to the USCIS have been made and the

corresponding responses have advised that cases are pending adjudication. _

- Significantly, to date, 80 of the 240 investors have exceeded the 15 month escrow period and although
U.S. Bank, the escrow agent. has facilitated a slight extension, it has advised thai it cannot agree to delay
returning funds to these investors much longer. As you know, the AAO has concluded that such returned funds
are not at-risk and the legal source of such funds would be discredited.

3
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In summary, we believe we submitted a very comprehensive and respecttul response 1w the RFE request more
than 3 months ago and are genuinely perplexed why decisions are being delayed. Moreover, if there are any
USCIS concerns (again, we sincerely believe our response was extremely responsive to the RFE) we would
respectfully request an opportunity to address them expeditiously and in a manner that will avoid the imminent
harnm to our investors, Time Warner and CanAm.

, please accept that 1 bave tried everything I van think of before contacting you and am reaching out to you
for help because of your extensive experience and central role in resolving the Sony matter, whose issues appear

related to those described above.

Again, I would welcome the opportunity to speak with you and seek your guidance at your earliest
convenience,

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Fom
tom Rosenfeld

President & CEO
CanAm Enterprises, LLC

}'-0000403



RE: Gov. Ed Rendell (D-PA) Page 1 of 2

RE: Gov. Ed Rendell (D-PA)

From: N

Sent: 9/13/2012 3:32:43 PM +00:00
To: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

CC: il )

Subject: RE: Gov. Ed Rendeli {D-PA)
Hi Ali, RAIO will accommodate your arrival b/t 3:50-4:00PM. I updated your schedule. Thanks, Karen

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 11:27 AM
'[o:

ject: Re: Gov. £a Rendell (D-PA)

Can I present the plague at 3:15 or 3:45- shouid join the call, thanks.

Sone. E—
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 11:23 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

ubject. Rt: Gov. £d Rendel (D-PA)

Hi Ali, The Gov wanted to speak to you today and did not have availability until 3:30PM today. At 3:30PM you are scheduled to present
F his plaque at his retirement party | is attending the retirement party. Do you want me to notify RAIO that you will arrive
ate or cancel your attendance,/have-presen he plaque? Also, shou!c- be inciuded on your call w/ Gov? I appreciate your

guidance, -

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 11:02 AM

To: Kar:
@' S
: Re! Gov. kd Rendell (D-PA)

Yes, thanks.

Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 10:59 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Cc: W
Subject: Gov. =

Hello Ali, I received a call from Governor Ed Rendell requesting to speak to you as soon as practical regarding a Time Warner project that
has been delayed in CA. The Governor stated that there are 240 petitions pending beyond 3 months and he fears the project will be lost
if these petitions are not adjudicated. He said the project is similar te an approved EB-S Sony project. I informed him that you were off-
site at this time, but I would immediately relay the message. He asked for a 2 hour time frame of availability so he had flexibility to
reach you. Upon review of your calendar, you have in-house mtgs from 1:45-3:30PM today or 1:00-3:30PM tomorrow where you could
step-out to take this call, Would you like me to propose these time frames to the Governor? I appreciate your guidance, -

_, Director Mayorkas

Message Headers:

EM-0000404
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RE: Visa Issue Page 1 of 2

RE: Visa Issue

From: "Kroloff, Noah" <
Sent: 10/19/2012 8:31:57 PM +00:00
To: 1 "Mayorkas, Alejandro N"

.
Subject: RE: Visa Issue

OK. He approached the Secretary at an event at the Kuwaiti embassy with the below inquiry 1 will connect you guys with him directly via email and you can pass below along. Thanks.

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Friday, October 19, 2012 11:00 AM

To: Kroloff, Noah;
e m
Subject: K. visa Issue

Noah,

g time of

ng the proces
o be resolved immec

B-5 regional center petitions generally. An

fy and for any process

to our requests for evidence

We are addr
to Commerce and Labor to resol

expect
issues

g delays to end

We will not review Mr. Rosenfeld’s case independently of our program-wide efforts above

am availabie to discuss. Th

Alsjandro N Mayorkas

Jirecto
J.8. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Washington. DC 2052¢

From: Kroloff, Noah W
Sent: Friday, October 15, 3

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N;_ 8

Ccpg

Subject: TW: visa Issue

Importance: High

Can you guys take a look at th

me”" - W .
Sent: Friday, October 15, 2012 9:52 AM

To: Kroloff, Noah

Subject: Visa Issue

Importance: High

Noah —

Thank you for your email yesterday and your offer ta help me with a visa issue. Tom Rosenfeld of CanAm is experiencing unexpiainable adjudication delays regarding a
$240 million Time Warner £8-5 project slated for California. As noted in the attached letter, our mutual friend, Ed Rendell, has briefed you on this matter. | am hoping
that you can provide the status of this application other than to note that USCIS immigrant investor Program adjudicators continue their work on this case,

Anything that you can do to shed some light on this is greatly appreciated.

Best,

Message Headers:

EM-0000406
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From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Seat: Friday, November 16, 2012 11:58 AM
To: B

ject: rgent Matter/ Los Angeles Regional Center

!m your handling as you deem appropyiate. | am cupymg-, as | seem 1o recall that Tom Rosenfeld is involved in a pending litigation
Thank you AR

From Mayorkas. Alejandro N

Sent: Friday. Novemnber 16, 2012 11:56 AM Eastern Standard Time

To: "Trosenfeld@

Subject: Re: Urgent Matter/ Los Angeles Kegional Center

Tom,

I cannot speak with you about a pending matter. [ will forward your message to the appropniate individual i the agency
Thank you. Ali

L e—

Seat: Thursday, November 15, em ime

;:iuec& rgent Matter/ L.os geiW

Dear Ali,

1 really need your help... Please accept that 1 am not seeking your help with respect 1o any case-specific substantive issue

Ali, it has now been about 18 months since initial applications for the $250 mullion Time Warner Project involving 240 investor fanuhes (many

with aged-out children) have been submitted. Moreover, both the investors and Time Warner have evid d their firm i t to the

Project by diligently preparing and providing the USCIS with everything req d and coop g with our repeated pleas for p and
The latest ion with Time Warner ends on November 30 (only 2 weeks; one of which 1s Thanksgiving). Time Warner,

who has been very cooperative, has advised that it is discouraged by the |8 month process and not likely to facil any further This

is a very large EB-5 Project and the substantial harm to the 240 investor families, the loss of more than 2,500 new indirect jobs and the damage te
CanAm and the integrity of the EB-5 Program 1s likely to be sigmificant

1 was unsuccessful in reaching you by phone and am reaching out via this email... I would very much appreciate the opportunity w© spak to you
and obtain your general advice and guidance. I am working at home because, in spite of the tireless efforts of the City and our 'qmldmg
management, we still do not have access to our offices as a result of the damage caused by the recent hurricane (sympathy voie) Please let me
know when 1 can call or please feel free to call my cell at anvtim

In all sincerity, this matter has evolved into a very precarious sifuation that I sincerely believe can be salvaged with your appropriate assistance
Thank you,

Tom Rosenield

Tom Roserdfeld
President & CEO
CanAm Enterprises. LLC

245

EM-0c0HOY



e “ Thurecday 1a ary 24, 2013 1.49 PM
Sent: tnursday, January 24, 2015 148 PV
To:

Subject:

(
i 1rich Iecist as neer Ufise: at L =
N - 31 } i ADPToVa ) itie oF ¢ i t

i failure to Prov

! racite which
e details which

rio

.

Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 11:10 AM

To

subject: RE: Status Check

EM-0000413




Hinik
! think we should hold off an issuing the remaining denials. | have some concerns with our analysis in the denial that |
woiid like to review further {e.g. the placing of capital at risk and whether the funds were “available” to the job treating
enterprise, the undertaking of business activity, etz). Also, did we issue an [TD on these cases to provide the petitionsr
an opportunity to clarify some of the concerns we raised about the discrepancies betwegn the filim production costs in
the original estimate and the numbers they provided in their RFE response?

1 am also concerned about lssues related to deference with these cases. Since this is an approved RC, and we approved
the first 1-526, { think it is safe to say that thess denials will generate compiaints that we did not adhere to our own
deference policy. As such, | would like to take a closer review in terms of the prier decisions we issued, and why we are
now concluding otherwise. Was the first case we approved filed before all of the others that we are now in process of
denying? Was it a sort of test 1-526 for the investors? 1 guess | am just a little confused a5 to why we approved the first
I-526 as maeting the preponderance of the evidence, but subsequently revisitad the same issue/facts and concluded
stherwise {ar did thet first approval involve a different investment unretated to the others?),

I also think we need to revisit the review board process if this type of situation is not currently included in that

process. if we are not already including the foliowing types of situations in the review board process, | think we nged t¢
seriously consider adding them: when a general RC proposal is agproved, and the specific project plan is first reviewed
when the 1-526 s filed, we should allow for the review board to review the specific preject details and provide a
representative of the investor(s) an opportunity to explainfaddress concerns we have {this could follow the existing
framework where we issue an ITD if they have not met heir burden of proof and allow them an opportunity Lo request 4
review board hearing, or we allow them to reguest an (TD}; and when an 1-526 under a RC approval is going to be
denied, and the denlal will be used to deny a similar class of petitions {sinve the impact to the project can be significant
when mass denials are involved, and we should take all available steps to ensure cur decisions in such cases are
sound). If this needs to be formalized into an updated review board process framawork, | am happy to do so.

We should consider if a review board process would be appropriate in this instance before proceeding with issuing the
remaining denials, since we are issuing 2 denial to be used to deny a ciass of patitions under the RC approval {this also
sounds like it Is @ situation where the RC was approved on a general proposal and the -526s presented the specific
proposal}.

Thanks,

From:
Sent:

Vlvgng Jaywary 23, 2013 11:05 AM

Subject: RE: Status Chec

| think the investors are just talking to each other. But yes, the mandamus demal went oul and we began processing the
other investor's pefitions for denial. Just last night, OCC cleared the denial template for the remaining 13 South Korean
inveastor petitions, so those are ready to go out as soon as we get {o them in the queus. There are several. but the cases
wetre pre-adjudicated while they were on hold, 50 we should be able to get through them reiatively quickly ~ I'd estimate
within Z weeks.

We approved one 1-528, but raceived it back from NVC before the visa was issued. We have preparad an [TR for that
one and it is under suparvisory review now,

From: F
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2013 6:48 AM
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To:
Ce:
Subject: RE:

-

Did we send out some sort of notice {formal or informal} inforniing some of the investors that a decision will be sent
out? It seems that they are aware that denials are going to be sent out, and | am just trying to make sure that this is the
same project. Also, have we previously approved any -5265 for this project or are these the first ones we are deciding?

Is there an estimated timeframe for when the denials will be sent out? Given the lerge Impact of the decisions {since it
looks like we will be denying all/most of the 1-526s) | would appreciate some time to make sure we are fully prepared to
defend the decisions.

Thanks,

From:
Sent: triday, January 18, 2013 7:01 PM
To:

q W
Subject: RE: Status Check

The denial for the mandamus (s raady fo go cut, bul hasn't gone out yat Thers are several cases - | belleve about 8¢
but will get you an actual sount

d ]
Senit: Friday, January 18, 2013 3:05 PM

To:

Subject: RE: Status Check

Thanks JJJJJ- Just to confirm, has the denial already been sent out or is this the first une to be sent out or the 1-52s for
this RC? How many 1-526s are associated with this RC?

Sent: Friday, January 18, 2013 3:51 PM

Subject: RE: Status Check

Here is the draft denial that we sent to counsel. as you requested  The issue (as | understand it ~ | nave not rewawggc Hig
fite) is that the escrow agreement does not specify the NCE to which the funds will be released upon the approval of the 1-
5286.

Fron: SN
Sent: Friday, January 18, 2013 10:03 AM

Tc

Subject: RE: Status Check

EM-0000415



-

trave a feeling that there will be future inquiries on these denials {particularly since it looks like we will be issuing
denials on most of the -526s for this RC}. Since | am not familiar with the facts or issues involved, coald you please
forward 1o me a copy of the denial and any facts or info you want to bring to my attention. | just want to make sure {am
up to speed and prepared for any future inquiries that may arise pertaining to this denial or the other cnes to be denied.

Thanks!

Frmn:H
Sent; Thursday, January 17, 2013 4:37 PM

To:
Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sublject: FW: Status Chec

including Al a_ request.

WAC1180627756 was filed on 8/24/2011 and is a Los Angeles County Regional Center IV case.

We just finished a mandamus denial on one of the related 1-526s for this RC, which OCC vetted and approved for use as
a template far the remaining investors, We will be issuing denials on most of the 1-526s for this RC, using the template,

For this particuiar case {as well as for 12 other S. Korean investors), though, there is another issue relating to the escrow
agreement that has not yet been reviewed by counsel. We are modifying the template to address this issue and plan to
have it to OCC for review this afternoon. We should be able to issue the denial as soon as QCC completes the review of
the issue.

Please let me know if you need any more information on the case.

Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2013 12:01 PM Eastern Standard Time

To:
I

Subject: Status Chec
Hi - -1 just need to know the status of the following case:
WAC 1190627756

if you could tell me when it was filed and where it is in the adjudicstive process that should be sufficient. | don‘t even
know if it is an 1-526 or an 1-924, but | do know that it should be an EB-5 case.

| appreciate it.

Thanks,

EM-0000416



Re: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals Page 1 of 2

Re: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

From: N  — _— — —
Sent: 1/25/2013 3:24:14 PM +00:00
To: 1. '§ )

Subject:
"
Addm_

SCOPS will take the lead on the template and the review of the deference policy and follow up with OCC when we have something for you to specifically review.

Re: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

Thanks,

[

Co —

Sent: rriday, January 25, 2013 10:16 AM Eastern Standard Time
To: R .

ject: RE: erence Policy ana Adjudication Reversals

F is on leave and will likely be unavailable through the weekend. [ am adding-— as an FY1. I would like to recommend that SCOPS take the
ead and OCC stand by to review.

U.S. Ciizenship & Immigration Services

From:
Sent: Fnday, January 25, 2013 10:14 AM
To:

3 rerence PoliCcy and Adjudication Reversals

As I read this, there are 2 specific immediate taskings - the template and the review of the deference policy. Which components of
USCIS do you think should take the pen on which? (Ali didnt specify re the template, and re the deference policy he referred to OCC
and SCOPS.) Can you let us know, so that we can then get started on whichever tasking(s) are assigned to OCC?

And - if OCC has the pen on either of these, can ALD do this?

Note the Tuesday and Wednesday deadiines for the template and the revisions to the deference policy (if any), respectively. Il
definitely want to review, so please be sure to ieave enough time for me to do that.

Thanks to all,

ot ]
Sent: Y, January 25, 2013 10:04 AM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N;
Cc:

Sub; + Rel EB-
Ali,
I completely agree. I can be available for a call today any time after 12:30.

Thanks,

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 09:29 AM Eastern Standard Time
To:

Cc:

Subject: EB- erence Policy an judication Reversals

EM-0000422
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Re: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals Page 2 of 2

]

As you know, I am concerned with the agency’s adjudication reversals in EB-5 cases and the related substance and application of our
deference policy. While I do not know the specific facts/merits of the particular reversals, I am of the opinion that we have not
communicated adequately to the impacted parties. We must fully realize that when we approve a petition, EB-5 investors/job creators
may rely on that approval and pursue additional investments or expenditures as a result. When we subsequently reverse course,
passible inequities and adverse consequences to legitimate investors/job creators may follow.

I would like to take the following steps:

Institute a policy, effective immediately, that when we intend to reverse course in a matter, we provide the impacted parties with an
opportunity to be heard in person before the decision board.

o Representation before the decision board is simple when the impacted party is a regional center petitioner. However, when
the impacted parties are individual 526 petitioners, representation is not as simple. I propose that the 526 petitioners each
receive an identical letter informing each that they must, as a group, select a representative to appear on their collective
behalf before the decision board. (I think this is workable in light of the commonality of issues and representation that we
have observed in EB-5 cases.).

> The decision board should be comprised of EB-5 experts. An exampie of an able decision board: _,
o We should draft our template letter of notice and invitation to appear before the decision board immediately. I would like the

new letter to be transmitted to parties impacted by recent reversals no later than Tuesday. I would like to review the draft
proposed letter.

I would like SCOPS and OCC leadership to review our deference policy and determine whether it needs to be revised so that its intent is
fully realized. If the determination is made that it needs to be revised, I would like the proposed revisions to be presented no later than
Wednesday, as we hope to publish our draft policy memorandum [ater next week.

I am available to meet today or Monday to discuss further. I am working on some proposals to present to you regarding the immediate
transformation of the EB-5 office.

Thanks very much.
Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529

Message Headers:

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: -1461627717
PR_RIM_INTERNET_MESSAGE_ID: <D7DCBDBD84006C44AF01C159DE788F3609322C11B0@DC2-EXMB-C1-02.cisl.cisr.uscis.dhs.gov
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: true

PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 0
PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: -3
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From:

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 3:18 PM

b I N D
Subject: RE: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

Yo update those who were not abie to attend the call, we had an initial conversation to highlight some of the
operztionat and legal chalienges that we nesd 10 consider in implementing & board review process at H. A gooid
poriion of the call dealt with the specific issues that would be before the review hoard for consideration.

emphasized that the focus should be on the specific issue of deference, and whether or not the decision o change
course in our decisions is consistent with our deference policy. While the focus of the review wili ke on the
determination of deference, the review would also have to include, as part of the deference determination, a review of
the substantive issue that the officer believed warranted a departure from prior approvals {2.g. were the prior decisions
legally deficient such that a departure is justified within the palicy).

A decision by the review board regarding the deference {if any] to be accorded based un the prior determinations would
then be communicated back to the officers in a mannes that explains to them why deference is appropriate {e.g. why
the prior determinations were not legally deficient), end this could then be inciuded in the relevant files as part of the
record,

The real challenge however {setting aside any legal issues that OCC will need to review} will be determining who will be
representing the investors before the board when the issue Involves a change at the 1-526 or 1-829 stages. How many
representatives will be allowed to appear {do they have to designate just one, or should we allow muitiple so that
someone from the regional canter as well as one or two attorneys representing the investors may appear)? Regardiess
of the number {1, 3, or whatever] someone is going 10 have to make a determination who will represent the class of
investors, and not alt of the invastors might agree. Presumably this is something they will have to work out among
themselves, but | think we have to be prepared for issues arising when the investors cannoi egree on a

representative. Since they will ultimately have to select a designated represantative {or group of representatives), we
need tw nclude in the notice we send cut Instructions for them to notify us of the selection prior to the review boeard
hearing {1 don € think this last poin? was discussed during the cell, but | added it now while writing up & stunmary),

R g oicase feel free to add anything if | have misstated or missed details of the discussion

Fro: N
y, January 25, 2013 12:46 PM

Sent: Frida
To:

e ] ]

Subject: RE: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals
Ok, let’s go ahead and just have an initia! discussion at 1:00 1o start identifying some of the key issues we need to
consider and address in order to implement the changes to the review board. For those who cannot make the call, we

will try and surmmarize the call and make sure everyone has a chance to weigh in.

-, can you go ahead and send an invite for a con-call at 1:00 to everyone on this »mail?
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Thanks

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 12:42 PM

Go ahead at 1pm if that works for athers,

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 1

2:33 PM

Adjudication Reversais

$ladnf
Hanie.

Fro:
Sent:

Jucication Reversals

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 12:23 PM

To:

Sent: FHiday, January 25, 2013 11:21 AM

Subject: PV EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

2
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Will you all {other t%\‘.an- who | have just copied for her visibility} be available at 1:00 today for an initial discussion
an the review boards 50 we can start filling in some of the specific questions that will need to be answered?

Fromw: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 11:15 AM

From: SN
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 10:03 AM Eastern Standard Time
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N;

i completely agree. t can be available tor a call today any tirne after 12.30.

Thanks,

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
‘Sent Friday, January 25, 2013 09:25 AM Eastern Standard Time

aject: E : icy and Adjudication Reversals

As you know, 1 am concerned with the agency’s adjudication reversals in £8-5 cases and the related substance and
application of our deference policy. While | do not know the specific facts/merits of the particular reversals, | am of the
cpinion that we have not communicated adequately to the impacted parties. We must fully realize that when we
approve a petition, EB-5 investors/job craators may rely on that approval and pursue additional investments or
expenditures as a result. When we subsequently reverse course, possible inequities and adverse consequences to
legitimate investors/job creators may follow,

twould like to take the following steps:

¢ (nstitute a policy, effective immediately, that when we intend to reverse course in a matier, we provide the
impacted parties with an opportunity to be heard in perscn before the decision board.

o Representation before the decision beard is simple when the impacted party is a regionai center
petitioner. However, when the impacted parties are individual 526 petitioners, representation is not 2s
simple. | propose that the 5286 petitioners each receive an identical fetter informing each that they
must, as & group, select a representative to appear on their collective behalf before the decision
board. {I think this is workable in fight of the commonality of issues and representation that we bave
observed in EB-5 cases.).
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o The decision board should be comprised of EB-5 experts. An example of an able decision board: |

o We should draft our template letter of notice and invitation to appear before the decision board
immediately. 1 would fike the new letter to be transmitied to parties Impacted by recent reversals no
later than Tuesday. | would like to review the draft proposed letter.

» {would like SCOPS and OCC leadership to review our deference policy and determing whether it needs to be
revised so that its intent is fully realized. If the determination is made that it needs to be revised, | would like
the proposed revisiuns to be presented no later than Wednesday, as we hope to publish our draft policy
memaorandum later next week.

I amn available to meet today or Monday to discuss further. | am working on some proposals to present to you regarding
the immediate transformation of the EB-5 office.

Thanks very much.
All

Algjandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.S. Citizenship and immigration Services

EM-0000429
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From:
Sent: Fricay, January 25, 2013 7:16 PM

To: —
=

Subject:

Re: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversais

We are working toward the wednesday deadling for presentation to Ali so there isn’t much wiggle room. We need o
give it Dur best on Monday and if it takes til tuesday morning that will have to come off of OCC's time,

!n!ay, !anuaf‘y !S, 2013 05:56 PM

eference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

From
Sent;

- -1 know that this is a priority and | am mindful of our discussion on Wednesday to not say anything negative or
itical 1o -hﬁwax.'er, turning this around by Monday is unreasonable considering this just came to my attention
today,

fam mindful to not appear 1o be obstructing, bul | am also mindf place amd | have

concerns about how fast this is being forced on SCOPS.

ul of the significant chang

it my review is required, | need more time.

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 05:49 PM

To: Neufeld,
Subject: FW:

a0 Reversa's

{ reviewed the policy discussion on deference in the attached memo {i think this is the latest version of the draft memo
but | am not sure) and added some comments and suggested edits {starting on page 20). | would greatly appreciate
your thoughts on the comments/edits (please let me know if they are nonsensical) and it you have any additional
commments/edits that would ensure the discussion in the memo s consistent with the intent of the deference policy |
would like to send any concerns/edits we have to OCC early in the afternoon on Moenday so they have sufficient time 1¢
review before the Wednesday deadline on the deference policy.

eferance Poicy ana aauaicatl

Thanks

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 9:29 AM

Subject: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals
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As you know, | am concerned with the agency’s adjudication reversals in EB-5 cases and the related substance and
application of our deference policy. While I da not know the specific facts/merits of the particufar reversals, | am of the
opinion that we have not communicated adequately to the impacted parties. We must fully realize that when we
approve a petition, EB-5 investors/job creators may rely on that approval and pursue additional investments or
expenditures as a result. When we subsequently reverse course, possible inequities and adverse consequences to
legitimate investors/job creators may follow.

1t would like to take the following steps:

¢ institute a policy, effective immediately, that when we intend to reverse course in a matter, we provide the
impacted parties with an opportunity to be heard in person before the decision board.

o Representation before the decision board is simple when the impacted party is a regional center
petitioner. However, when the impacted pariies are individual 526 petitioners, representation is not as
simple. | propose that the 526 petitioners each receive an identica! letter informing each that they
must, as a group, select a representative to appear on their collective behalf before the decision
board. (i think this is workable in light of the commonality of issues and representation that we have
observed in EB-5 cases.).

o The decision board should be comprised of EB-5 experts. An example of an able decision board: [

We should draft our ternplate letter of notice and invitation to appear before the decision board
immediately. | would like the new letter to be transmitted o parties impacted by recent reversals no
tater than Tuesday. | would like to review the draft proposed letter.

s | would like SCOPS and OCC igadership to review our deference policy and determine whether it needs o be
revised so that its intent is fully realized. If the determination is made that it needs to be revised, | would fike
the proposed revisions to be presented no later than Wednesday, as we hope to publish our draft policy
memarandum Jater next week.

I am available to meet today or Monday to discuss further. | am working on some proposals 1o prasent to you regarding
the immediate transformation of the £B-5 office.

Thanks very much.
Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas

Director

U.8. Citizenship and Immigration Services
20 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20529

(3%
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RE: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals Page 1 of 5

RE: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

From:
Sent:
To:

[ .
Subject: RE: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals
But not as a general rule. I suppose that would be the “exception?”

L]
This emall, along with any altachments, is intended solely for the use of the addressee(s) and may contain information that is sensitive or protected by applicabie law. Unauthorized use or dissemination of this
emai! and any attachments is strictly prohibited If you are net the intended recipient, please nolify the sender and delete or destroy all copies  Thank you

me:m — ]
Sent: nesday, January 30, 2013 4:18 PM

jject: RE: Eb- rence Policy and Adjudication Reversals

We don't track this at all, but yes, there are times that several petitioners are represented by the same attorney

ol
Sent: nesday, January 30, 2013 11:32 AM

ject: Fw: EB-: ference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

Just want to make sure I am representing this G-28 issue correctly? It would be better to assume that [-526 petitioners each have their
own representative and that groups of 1-526 petitioners are not represented by the same attorney? I understand you don't track this,
but I think they are looking for is the typical G-28 breakdown in a RC case.

This ematl. along with any attachments, is intended solely for the use of the addressee(s) and may contamn information that s sensitive or orotected by applicable law Unauthorized use or dissemination of this
email and any attachments 18 strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient. please nofify the sender and delete or destroy ali copies Thank you

o p—
Sent: nesday, January 30, 291371:55 PM

Subject: Rt EB- erence Policy and Adjudication Reversals

Right, but is it common that one attorney will be the G-28 representative for a large number of the investors under the same project?
They would submit a G-28 for each 1-526, but if there are 100 investors, how many attorneys are normally representing the 100
investors (assuming each one has a G-28 representative)? 100 attorneys? 3 attorneys? I think they are looking for clarification on how
many are typically involved.

Cor —

Sent: lay, January 30, 2013 1:09 PM
To:m

Sub 2 RE: EB- erence PoliCy and Adjudication Reversals

Correct. says notice is a greater challenge with 1-526 petitions (compared to 1-924 applications) because each investor has a
different G-28 representative.

This emall, along with any attachments, s intanded solely far the use of the addresses(s) and may contain information that is sensitive or protected by applicable law. Unauthorized use or dissemination of this
email and any attachmenis is strictty prohibited 1f you are not the intended recipient, please noiify the sender and delete or destroy all copies. Thank you

St T
Sent: ay, January 30, 2013 1:06 PM

To:
Sub; s RED erence Policy and Adjudication Reversais

Just to make sure I understand, it is not typical for the same attorney to be the G-28 representative for multiple I-526 investors under
the same RC project?

o S—
Sent: nesday, January 30, 2013 1:02 PM

To:
Sub; 2 RE: BB erence Policy and Adjudication Reversals

In the typical EB-5 Regional Center case regional center counsel (G-28) Is not the same person as individual investors counsel. And with
the individual investor counsel it is not typical for each investor to have shared counsel. That is each investor has a unique G-28
representative.

This email, along with any attachments. is intended solely for the use of the addressee(s) and may contain information that is sensitive or protected by applicable law Unauthonzed use or dissemination of this
emai! and any attachments is strictly prohibited If you are not the intended recipient, piease notify the sender and delete or destroy all copies. Thank you
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RE: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals Page 2 of 5

From: H
Sent: Mhnmw 30, 2013 12:30 PM
To: i

Subject: Fw: to- Ce POl Adijudication Reversals

Any thoughts on the answers to Ali‘s questions on the first point?

Sen. TR
Sent: Ay, January 30, 2013 12:25 PM

To:

ICY a UaICE Versals

These appear to be the remaining issues, as laid out by Ali‘'s email. I can meet at 1:00, but does SCOPS have a sense of the answers to
Ali's questions on the first point? Namely, diversity of representation among I-526 investors?

Determining who will represent the affected investors presents a significant logistical hurdle as well as legal concerns. Individual investor information is protected by the
Privacy Act. It is not clear precisely how each investor will actually acquire the names of the other investors for purposes of selecting representatives. It is possible that the
regional center could coordinate the selection of the representatives, but the interests of the regional center may at some point diverge from those of the investors, particularly
in circumstances where a regional center business plan is the focus of the inquiry. Additionally, 8 CFR 292.4(a) states that in order for an appearance by a represenmtive to
be recognized by DHS, an appearance must be filed on the appropriate form (G-28), signed by the petitioner or applicant. It is not clear whether the selected representatives
can pmperly represent the rest of the EB- S mvestors without a revised G-28 from the affected investors. We ca s. [ need to know some facts to assess how realistic

s i3, as opposed to academic iple, 1s it wmmun for each 526 investor to h isti n, of is it more common that one counsel represents
26 investors, or are the y unrepresented? [ have some ideas as to ho

to handle; to be disc

If USCIS relies upon the regional center 1o coordinate selection of the representatives, what method will be used fo verify that the investors chose the representatives that
appear before the agency? See above, OCC should present proposed solutions to this fine of inquiry asap today, as notices are being issued today

From;|
Sent: y, January 30, 2013 12:22 PM
To:
i RE: £0- rence POIKY a I versals

OCC, are you going to be in a position to meet at 1? I know you are reviewing the responses by Ali to the concerns you raised, so please
let us know if you would like to meet at 1 to go over the remaining issues and see if there is a way to resolve the issues today or
formuiate an alternative proposal for Ali to review.

Thanks,

Lo p—
Sent: nesaay, January 30, 2013 12:18 PM

To|

: Re: EB- erence Policy an i eversais

Are we meeting at 17

nuary 30, 2013 08:59 AM

erence POIICY and Adj

Maybe we can have an initial meeting right now-, are you available right now to meet with _7} to start narrowing down the
issues that need to be resolved, and we can regroup at 1:00 when more folks are available to go over where we are at that point and
finalize items for a meeting this afternoon with Ali.

Sent: uary 30, 2013 9:54 AM

To:

erence on Keversals

Given the need to issue these notices today, I would advise holding your meeting earlier than 1 pm, as these issues need to be teed up
right away.

EM-0000436
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RE: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals Page 3 of 5

20 Massachusstts Ave., N.W.

Washington, D C. 20629

Okay. 1:00 PM works for me as well (although I have a 2:00 PM teleconference). FYI - - is out this morning.

e
Sent: esaay, January 30, 2013 9,52 AM

To:

& erence Folicy a udicaton fersal

It may be simplest just to meet in your office or the OCC conference room (if it is available).

o —
Sent: lay, January 30, 2013 9:50 AM

I'm available. Where do you want to meet?

Bast,

Do you have time to meet this morning to go through these issues and narrow this down for a meeting with Ali to finalize the notice (or
present alternative proposals for him to review)? Given the need to send these out today, and his schedule today, it would be great if we
could all resolve these issues asap and then meet with him just to confirm any last minute details that remain unresolved. Can we have
a quick meeting at 10:00 to go over the remaining issues and figure out what, if anything, will need to be resolved in a 15 minute
meeting with Ali?

Thanks,

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 9:31 AM
To:
ject: RE: EB- erence PONCY ai fjudication Reversals

Thank you. I just reviewed this. I am available to meet today and can resolve these issues in a 15-minute meeting, if necessary. The
notices are to be issued today. My preliminary comments are below, drafted rapidly as I am incredibly busy this morning. Thanks. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington. DC 20528

———
R
From S
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RE: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals Page 4 of 5

Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 6:09 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N )

Ali,

We have drafted up a notice for a review board hearing, consistent with the framework you proposed below, in cases where USCIS is
changing course on an issue which applies to a group of I-526 investors similarly situated under a regional center project. For your
reference I have attached the version with OCC's comments (and some comments I originally posed) as well a clean version for ease of
reading. OCC has reviewed the draft and raised some concerns about the process involved:

o Risk of establishing such a mechanism without notice and comment rulemaking is mitigated somewhat by the fact that participation in the process is voluntary and
adds an opportunity for the petitioners to be heard. QCC previously cleared the previously-announced decision board process. This is not an issue.

« The new process could essentially confer a type of “standing” on [-526 petitioners in relation to regional center adjudications. USCIS has traditionally argued that
individual investors do not have standing to be represented, r.e., they are not treated as a recognized party in regional center proceedings. To the extent that this
process may be viewed as treating the investors as parties to the regional center proceedings it would then give the investors that authority to inspect the entire record
per 8 CFR 294.2, which would likely meet with resistance from the regional center if it has protected business information in the file. This is mistaken. Ifitisa
decision reversal in the regional center adjudication itself. then the regional center petitioner is the party in interest and there is no issue. [f it is a decision reversal in
the 526 context, then the affected 526 community is, collectively, the party in interest to the extent that the decision reversal involves questions/issues common 1o the
526 community. How the 526 community is to be represented before the decision board is a valid question to be discussed

The agency should consider issuing guidance to the adjudicators to aid in determining which cases are appropriate for the Review Board. For example, will every case that
does not recetve deference be afforded the opportunity to appear before the Review Board or will the Review Board be implemented based on specific eriteria {number of
affected investors, issues specific to the business plan, etc.)? Reversal of prior decision is the standard New deference policy language being drafied, should mirror the
concept of “law of the case.”

Determining who will represent the affected investors presents a significant logistical hurdle as well as legal concerns. Individual investor information is protected by the
Privacy Act. It is not clear precisely how each investor will actually acquire the names of the other investors for purposes of selecting representatives. 1t is possible that the
regional center could coordinate the selection of the representatives, but the interests of the regional center may at some point diverge from those of the investors, particularly
in circumstances where a regional center business plan is the focus of the inquiry. Additionally, 8 CFR 292.4(a) states that in order for an appearance by a representative to
be recognized by DHS, an appearance must be filed on the appropriate form {G-28), signed by the petitioner or applicant. It is not clear whether the selected representatives
can propertly represent the rest of the EB-5 investors, without a revised G-28 from the affected investors. We can discuss. | need to know some facts to assess how realistic
an issue this is, as opposed to academic. For example, is it common for each 526 investor to have distinct representation, or is it more common that one counsel represents
the majority of 526 investors, or are they generally unrepresented? [ have some ideas as to how to handle; to be discussed.

If USCIS relies upon the regional center to coordinate selection of the representatives, what method will be used to verify that the investors chose the representatives that
appear before the agency? See above. OCC should present proposed solutions to this line of inquiry asap today, as notices are being issued today

Does the Review Board process contemplate notice to the regional center as well as the mvestors? If the regional center is coordinating representation, USCIS will need to
drafi a netice for the regional center as well. Why not same notice, ec’ing regional center.

The success of the Review Board will depend upon the specificity with which the critical issues are identified for the investors We should meet that standard of quality.

In light of the concerns raised, please let us know if you would still like to proceed with this approach/framework or if you wish to engage
in further discussions with the group in terms of the procedural aspects of the review board hearing. 1 am available for a 15-minute
meeting today. Proposals should be in hand. Thanks.

Thanks,

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 9:29 AM
To:

3 rence ai udication Reversals

As you know, I am concerned with the agency’s adjudication reversals in EB-5 cases and the related substance and application of our
deference policy. While I do not know the specific facts/merits of the particular reversals, I am of the opinion that we have not
communicated adequately to the impacted parties. We must fully realize that when we approve a petition, EB-5 investors/job creators
may rely on that approval and pursue additional investments or expenditures as a result. When we subsequently reverse course,
possible inequities and adverse consequences to legitimate investors/job creators may follow.

I would like to take the following steps:

Institute a policy, effective immediately, that when we intend to reverse course in a matter, we provide the impacted parties with an
opportunity to be heard in persan before the decision board.

o Representation before the decision board is simple when the impacted party is a regional center petitioner. However, when
the impacted parties are individual 526 petitioners, representation is not as simple. I propose that the 526 petitioners each
receive an identical letter informing each that they must, as a group, select a representative to appear on their collective
behalf before the decision board. (I think this is workable in light of the commonality of issues and representation that we
have observed in EB-5 cases.).

o The decision board should be comprised of EB-5 experts. An example of an abie decision board: _,
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> We should draft our template letter of notice and invitation to appear before the decision board immediately. I would like the
new letter to be transmitted to parties impacted by recent reversals no later than Tuesday. I would like to review the draft
proposed letter.

I would like SCOPS and OCC leadership to review our deference policy and determine whether it needs to be revised so that its intent is
fully realized. If the determination is made that it needs to be revised, I would like the proposed revisions to be presented no later than
Wednesday, as we hope to publish our draft policy memorandum later next week.

1 am available to meet today or Monday te discuss further. I am working on some proposals to present to you regarding the immediate
transformation of the EB-5 office.

Thanks very much.
Ali

Algjandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Washington, DC 20529
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Frore:

Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 12:20 PM

To:

Subject: Re: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

haven't read thelr comments but we should be sure to chime in on anything operational, 1 just want to make sure the
pain of delivering potentially unwelcome news is shaved and bousne by the appropriate parties.

From:m

Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 03:05 AM

To I N S

subject: Re: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

Got it. } agree with OQCC, though, and think the they raise many concerns pertaining o operations.

Fro:
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 11:38 AM

To:
Subject: Re: ererence Policy and Adjudication Reversals

Thanks,
owr; water.

me:-F
day, January 30, 2013 07:03 AM

1 understand it is a tough place for OCC given All's interest to move quickly but they need to carry thelr

Sent: Wednes
7o
Subject: Re: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversais

i dan't know if you had a chance to lagk at OCC's comments, but they blew the paper out of the water on aumerous
tegal and policy grounds. Considering the severity and substantial nature of their comments, | can't imagine them being
resoived today

t will taik to OCC about how they want t¢ proceed

Thanks,

From:
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 10:01 AM

Subject: Re: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

You may be right, but that will need to be explained to Ali since he set the d
their concerns in today's meeting.

Hine. OCC shouid be prepares to present

From.
Sent: Wedi'zes!!ay, January 30, 2013 06:56 AM

o I S
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Subject: Pw: EB-S Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

This really needs to slow down. OCC had maior commaents and legal issues. | understand that Ali wants it immediately,
but at what cost?

From: ?
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 09:47 AM

To:

N

eference PClicy an judication Reversais
Do you have time to meet this morning to go through these issues and narrow this down for s meeting with Ali te
finalize the notice (or present alternative proposals for him to review]? Given the need to send these nut today, and his
schedule today, it would be great if we could all reselve these issues asap and then meet with bim just to confirm any
Jast minuze details that remain unresolved. Can we have a quick meeting at 10:00 to go over the remaining issues and
figure out what, if anything, will need to be resolved in a 15 minute meeting with Al?

From: Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 9:31 AM
To: )

Subject: ererence Policy and Adjudication Reversals

Thank you. | just reviewed this. | am available to meet today and can resclve thase @sues in a 15-minute meeting, it
necessary, The notices are t6 be issued today. My prefiminary comments are below, drafted rapidly as | am incredibly
busy this morning. Thanks. Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director

U.8. Citizenship and Ir

n Sanvices

Sent: Ty , January 29, 2013 6:09 PM

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N;

Subyject: RE: EB-5 Deference Policy and Adjudication Reversals

All,

We have drafted up a notice for g review board hearing, consistent with the framev
where USCIS is changing course on an issue which applies to a group of i-526 investor
center project. For your "

posed) as weil a clean version for sas

KYGup Of);::@’j be 1 LA58
s sipnifarly situated under @ regiona

process involved:
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» Risk of establishing such a mechanism without nofice and comment rulemaking is mitigated somewhat
by the fact that participation in the process is voluntary and adds an opportunity for the petitioners to be
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« The new process could essentially confer a type of “standing” on 1-526 petitioners in relation o regional
center adjudications. UUSCIS has traditionally argued that individual investors do not have standing to be
represented, i.e., they are not treated as a recognized party in regional center proceedings. To the extent
that this process may be viewed as (reating the investors as parties to the regional center proceedings it
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« The agency should consider 1ssuing guidance to the adjudicators to aid i determining which cases are
appropriate for the Review Board. For example, will every case that does not receive deference be
afforded the opportunity to appear before the Review Board or will the Review Board be implemented
based on speciﬁc criteria (number of atfected investors, issues specific to the business plan,
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¢ Determining who will represent the affected investors presents a significant logistical hurdle as well as
legal concemns. Individual investor informaticn is protected by the Privacy Act. It is not clear precisely
how each investor will actually acquire the names of the other investors for purposes of selecting
representatives. It is possible that the regional center could coordinate the selection of the
representatives, but the interests of the regional center may at some point diverge from those of the
investors, particularly in circumstances where a regional center business plan is the focus of the
inquiry. Additionally, 8 CFR 292.4(a) states that in order for an appearance by a representative to be
recognized by DHS, an appearance must be filed on the appropriate form (G-28), signed by the
petitioner or applicant. It is not clear whether the selected representatives can pmperiy represent zhe rest
of the EB-5 investors, wnhout a revised G-28 from the affected invi estors We can disouss 1 ned to
know some faeis to assoss how reafistie an iswue this is. as opposad to acadome  [or example, s 7
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o 1f USCIS relies upon the regional ceater to coordinate selection of the representatives, what met}xod will
be used to verify that the investors chose the representam es that appear beﬁm‘e the agency?
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* Does the Review Board process contemplare notice to the regional center as well as the investors? If the
regional center is coordi naﬁng representation, USCIS will need to draft a notice for the regional center
as well, Why not suine notice, octine reglonn! conte:

» The success of the Review Board will depend upon the specificity with which the critival issues are

identified for the investors We should meet that standard of gualiny
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in light of the conceras raised, please let us know if you would still like to proceed with this approach/framework or if
you wish to engage in further discussions with the group in terms of the procedural aspects of the review board

hi}anf}g, e gk .(.‘yi;l 2YGrg i B orainneg ‘;j;{‘(‘firs_,- Toutan Femnsa’s \:'\@'~§’z @ ! §jfr’ i

Thanks,

P I "

Fromi Mayorkas, Alejandro N
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 9:29 AM
TO:

As you know, | am concerned with the agency’s adjudication reversals in EB-5 cases and the related substance and
application of our deference policy. While 1 do not know the specific facts/merits of the particular reversals, | am of the
opinion that we have not communicated adequately to the impacted parties. We must fully realize that when we
approve a petition, EB-S investors/job creators may rely on that approval and pursue additional investments or
expenditures as a resull. When we subsequently reverse course, possible inequities and adverse consequences to
legitimate investors/job creators may follow.

I wauld like to take the following steps:

¢ institute a policy, effective immediately, that when we intend to reverse course in @ matter, we provide the
impacted parties with an opportunity to be heard in person before the decision board.

¢ Representation before the decision board is simple when the impacted party is a regional center
petitioner. However, when the impacted parties are individual 526 petitioners, representation is not as
simple. | propose that the 526 petitioners each receive an identical Jetter informing each that they
must, as a group, select a representative to appear on their collective behaif before the decision
board. (I think this is workable in light of the commonality of issues and representetion that we have
observed in EB-5 cases.).

o The decision board should be comprised of EB-5 experts. An exampie of an able decision board: [

o We should draft our template Jetter of notice and invitation to appear before the decision board
immediately. 1 would like the new letter to be transmitted to perties impacted by recent reversais no
later than Tuesday. |would like to review the draft proposed letter.

* | would like SCOPS and OCC teadership to review our deference policy and determine whether it needs to be
revised so that its intent is fully realized. If the determination is made that it needs to be revised, | would like
the proposed revisions to be presented no later than Wednesday, as we hope to publish our draft policy
memorandum later next week.

i arn available to meet today or Monday to discuss further. | am working on some proposals to present to you regarding
the immediate transformation of the EB-5 office.

Thanks very much,
Aldi

Algjandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.8 Citizenship and Immigration Servicas
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FW: Message from Ed Rendell

FW: Message from Ed Rendell

From:  "Kroloff, Noah" |
Sent: 1/28/2013 10:40:14 PM +00:00
To: "Mayorkas, Alejandro N*

Subject: FW: Message from Ed Rendell

What, if anything, would you like me to say back? Or should | foop him with you directly?

From:

Sent: Y, p 7 X
To: ina; Kroloff, Noah
Subject: rom Ed Rendell
Message from Ed Rendell

Noah-

Page 1 of 1

I hate to be a huge pain in the ass, but CanAm's EBS deal with Time Warner expires on January 31st. If that happens, we will loose over 100
million dollars of investment and over 2,500 hundred jobs. What makes this all so ridiculous is that it is exactly the same deal that the

California office approved between CanAm and Sony over a year ago.
-Ed
EDWARD G. RENDELL, LLO

PHILADELPHIA, PA | 19102

Message Headers:

PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: -2
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: true
PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: -75122452
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1

PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true
PR_RIM_DELETED_BY_DEVICE: true

PR_RIM_INTERNET_MESSAGE_ID: <4C0462331BAEDA4084AC6BBEE6S4A7050DD5073A@D2ASEPRSH132.DSA.DHS >
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From: E—

Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 12:04 AM
Yo ——

Subject: Re: EB-S litigation

Thanks,_». The whole thing is unsettiing. Hopefully we can wash our hands soon. Thanks for taking the copious
notes.

-—=- Qriginal Message -----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 08:06 PM

o I

Subject: EB-5 litigation

Hifji - ! attended a 4pm EB-5 mtg for you today. i 2ttended as well, though he was not invited via the initial
invite or by me. it staved after the meeting to listen in on 2 call Ali had with a private sector attorney.

The lawyers want USCIS to settle the litigation because we plan on releasing new guidance allowing for material change.
Summary judgment motions are due Fri.

From a strategic position, the lawyers befieve the agency will look bad in front of the court in light of the new policy.
They aiso noted that the judge seems to want this case to go to trial.

The lawyers recommend that we recpen the 143 cases at issue (1-829 petitions) and adjudicate on the merits (and, it
seems, on the future material change policy). | understand the push for settlement, though | am concerned about the
precedent, namely are we going to retroactively apply policy guidance that is favorable?

We discussed the potential of future cases rolling into the class action, but the lawyers think the chances are slim. We
may see MTRs once the new guidance comes out.

Cur tasks: {1) determine what relief we could give; and (2] give some sort of time frame to adjudicate the cases.
Settlement won't impact resolution of the cases (we adjudicate normally, just eliminate material change as a basis for

denial}.

in addition, the hold on the 110 cases involving pending 1-526s and material change may be lifted because there is no
tegal basis for material change during the pendency of the I-526.

We also discussed the review board. Ali insists that the notices ge out tomorrow 5o that the public knows we are taking
action when a reversal results in inequity. Ali thought [l notice was superb. OCC said nothing about their

significant objections, so | stayed quiet.

Ali commented that [ were taking "copious notes.". I'm not sure why this concerned him. | knew | needed to
report the details to you. The comment was unsettling.

Please let me know If you want more information.

EM-0000451
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From:
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 3:21 PM
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A | supposed to send out natices 1o regional centers at the same time cases are referrad (although 1 st am not clsar on
how referrals are made)?

Did you not wanrt the background information on Los Angeles County Regional Center IV or the files?

This was the logistics part that | was talking about this morning when we briefly discussed the questions | sent. I'm
concerned that there is a deadline to notify the stakehaider, but we aren't even clear on the process yet

twill work on gelting the sontact information for LACRC IV so this ean be sant aui teday.

R S
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 10:42 AM

To:

Su!x}ec otice of Review Board Interview Hearing
Importance: High

-

Attached please find & template notice of review beard interview to be sent 1o the EB-S Regional Center involved in
these situations. Please issue the notice today to £B-5 cases where USCIS has already issued 526 denials on facts that i
had previously approved {1 believe that applies ta the Los Angeles County Regional Center, Los Angeles County Regional
Center [V, LP, and a Wisconsin dorm case — aithough | am not familiar with the facts of that case). My understanding is
that in the future, USCIS will want te offer such review beard oppertunities before any determination is made not to
defer to prior decisions, so the notices for those types of cases should be modified accordingly if/when the time comes

Please confirm once the notices have been sent to the two regional centers presently identified as falling under the new
review board parameters,

Thanks,

EM-0000453



From:
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 10:16 AM

To: I
|

Subject: FW: Inquiry

For archives

mezm
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 9:59 AM

| listened in on a couple of conversations with him. Basically, he left several messages for the Director about the change
in course In the LA films case, and the Director returned his call, told him he would not discuss the specifics of the case,
but that he would look into the claim that USCIS was not adhering to the deference policy. The second conversation was
after a decision was made to establish an HQ level review board and to send out an invitation in the LA filras case as the
initial situation where the deference policy would be reviewed to determine if it was applied correctly, and the Director
simply informed him that a notice was being sent out for a review board hearing. Those are the only conversations | was
privy to.

Thanks,

From:
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 9:33 AM

To:
Subject: Inquiry

Hi i have an inquiry and before | respond | wanted to get a read from you on what if any discussions you were
privy to with Tom Rosenfeld. Since he has several projects in the works, | just wanted to get a high level sense of the
topic of the conversation. Hope everyone is feeling better and that you have a safe flight, Enjoy California and eat some
good Mexican food while you are out there.

Thanks

EM-0000457



RE: Los Angeles County Regional Center IV, LP, ID 1031910146 - Deference Review B... Page 1 of 2

RE: Los Angeles County Regional Center 1V,
LP, ID 1031910146 - Deference Review Board
Appointment Notice

From:

Sent: 3/4/2013 2:14:28 PM +00:00

Subject: RE: Los Angeles County Regional Center IV, LP, ID 1031910146 - Deference Review Board
Appointment Notice

Ali made it clear he wants the Board to meet on the week of the 117, We need to throw together a process, board members, and get
people reviewing the issues related to deference. Security will not be a part of the discussions, of course, but BV mentioned earlier that
there may be some concerns in that area.

I'll take your name off the potential list, since | think we can do that and still have enough talent on the Board.

Sent: Monday, Marc , 2013 9:06 AM
To:m\
Subject: FW: Los Angeles County Regional Center 1V, LP, ID 1031910146 - Deference Review Board Appointment Notice

Good moming- As far as | know we have no real plan in place for conducting this Deference Review Board hearing. Unless you know
more than | do, perhaps you could check in wéth- and- in that regard. Whatever the current state of play is, it looks like we

need a plan for March 15,

Sent: Friday, Marc A 8:41 PM

TO:F \
ubject: : Los Angeles County Regional Center 1V, LP, ID 1031910146 - Deference Review Board Appointment Notice

I just wanted to let all of you know that the appointment notice went out earlier today to Tom Rosenfeld, as requested. As you can see,
he has already responded to the notification. His response is directly below as well as the notification we sent him.

Respectfulty.

| '\

California Service Center

i 7o Kecerte
Sent: Friday, March 01, 5P
To: USCIS Immigrant Investor Program

Cc:
Subject: Re: Los Angeles County Regional Center 1V, LP, ID 1031910146 - Deference Review Board Appointment Notice

EM-0000463
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RE: Los Angeles County Regional Center IV, LP, ID 1031910146 - Deference Review B... Page 2 of 2

Dear Immigrant Investor Program,
Thank you for your notice.

We are pleased to confirm our availability for the EB-5 Deference Review Board Interview for Los
Angeles County Regional-Center IV, LP on March 15, 2013 at 1:00 p.m. at USCIS Headquarters, .

I 2 ington D.C.

We understand that the Review Board Interview process is new and that formal rules may not yet be
available. However, to ensure we are responsive and sensitive to your direction for the meeting,
please advise us of any general guidelines you would like us to observe. It will also be helpful to
know who will be present at the meeting.

Once again, thank you for your invitation.

Tom Rosenfeld

Tom Rosenfeld
Wall Street Plaza

ew York, N.Y.

D -

On Mar 1, 2013, at 3:11 PM, USCIS Immigrant Investor Program

<IN > 0t

Dear Mr. Rosenfeld,

USCIS has identified March 14”‘, 2013, at 11:00 a.m. and March 15“‘, 2013, at 1:00 p.m. as available dates and times for the EB-5
Deference Review Board Interview for Los Angeles County Regional Center IV, LP. The location of the interview will be USCIS

Headquarters,_Washington D.C.

Please confirm your availability for one of the above dates and times for the interview. If these times are not convenient, please let us
know a couple of alternative dates and times, on or about March 14[h, so that we can agree upon a mutually convenient time for the
interview,

Thank you,

Immigrant investor Program

PR_RIM_MSG_ON_DEVICE_3_6: true

PR_RIM_MSG_REF_ID: -2018012643
PR_RIM_PAGER_TX_FLAG: true
PR_RIM_MSG_STATUS: 1
PR_RIM_MSG_FOLDER_ID: =226

PR_RIM_INTERNET_MESSAGE_ID: <4042AC0F94DB5248B79C880CA3983D5105F2971C70@DC2-
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From:

Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 7:10 AM
To:

Subject: FW: Los Angeles Regional Center

- thoughts on other opinions that may be of interast.

me:m
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2013 6:54 AM

ubject: RE: Los Angeles Regional Center

Maybe we should have the officer that approved the petition brief on why defersnce should be owed. &_don't think she
made a deliberative decision. She was not on the specialization team and she did not consult with the team. It appears
that it was a simple mistake. And it is absurd o me to accord deference to simple mistakes

An AAC guote that | think addresses this perfectly:

"The AAD is not required to approve applications or petitions where eligibility has not been da-mor}strated, m\erely pecause
of prior approvais that may have been srroneous, See e.g. Matter of Church Scieniology intemational, 19 I1&N Dec; 5935
587 {Comm. 1988). It would be absurd to suggsst that USCIS or any agency must treat acknowledged errors as bmdmgﬂ
precedent. Sussex Engg. Lid. V. Montgomery, 825 F.2d 1084, 1080 (8th Cir. 1887}, cert. denied, 485 U 8. 1608 (1988}.

| think it would also be prudent to have one of the economists share their perspective on this as well.

From: F
Sent; Monday, March 18, 2013 5:35 PM

To:

Subject: RE: Los Angeles Regional Center

lso worked closaly with counsel _ an this denjal, would it be prudent (o ove counsed present in

this discussion as well?

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 5:31 PM

To:
Subject: : Los Angeles Regional (enter
Importance: High

FY!

From: B
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2013 4:53 PM

o
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subject: Los Angeles Regional Center
Importance: High

There is a chance that wants to hear our perspective on LACRC. We should be prepared to have the officer brief on
why we felt deference was not owed.
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RE: Where is our deference review board policy? Page 1 of 2

RE: Where is our deference review board policy?

From:
Sent: 5/7/2013 7:32:41 PM +00:00

’—

Subject: RE: Where is our deference review board policy?

Hi

Sorry for answering late (my fault —m reminded me this was outstanding). I don’t think we are legally required to have a written,
formal policy. However, it would probably be advantageous for us to develop one (or at least some sort of process flow work paper) so
that we could - if called upon by the Hill, in litigation, by stakeholders etc — explain how such process works and how it is applied

consistently throughout. The other concern of course is that absent such policy or operational guidance, it is uncertain how adjudicators
know when the deference review board is appropriate (which goes to the consistency concern as well).

B
e

Department of Homeland Security

USCIS Chief Counsei's Office

ay 02, 2013 2:28 PM

Submc < wnere is our deference review board policy?

Bunch of emails and invitation, but no formalized “policy” — but is one needed since the deference interview was merely a process
employed consistent with the regulatory authority? Drafted a proposed process flow but it remains @ work in progress. We also don't
have a “policy” for the decision board in CSC ~ all we had was a proposal that was Issued publicly a couple of years ago, but I am not
aware of anything that has been formalized thereafter in terms of policy, process, or otherwise (afthough every ITD contains a statement
noting that they can request a decision board hearing). Would we need a formalized “policy” for the decision board?

Sen. R
Sent: Thursday, May u2, 2013 2:19 PM

ject: wnere is our deference review board policy?

Do we have a “policy” on it or was it a whole bunch of emails and an invitation to the time warner folks?

; |
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From: P

Sent: ursday, January 24, 2013 4:45 PM

Subject: Wi expedite reqguest - letter from SelectUSA
Attachments: SLS EBS Expedite Request.doc

Have we had this group weigh in before? | am feeling really yucky about how things are being handled and maybe it is
my being out of the loop but | don't recall seeing these folks opine before and wender how they even know who to send
this to. | fear we are entering a whole new phase of yuck

From:m .
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 04:24 PM Eastern Standard Time

Pl_
ubject: FW: SLS expedite request - letter from SelectUSA

Attached please find a ietter that | received from the Executive Director of SelectUSA with the U.S. Department of
Commerce regarding this expedite request. SelectUSA was established by executive order and is past of an interagency
working group, and | think it is very compelling that they have reviewed this project and requested expedited processing
on behalf of the pending petitions. Given this additional request, and the support of folks from DOC who have reviewed
the situation, | think we need to go ahead and expedite the processing of these cases.

Thanks,

Fyms: Seeve Ot ()
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 3:33 PM

To:?
Subject: RE: USCIS

Steven |} Olson
Executive Director
SelectUSA

Senior Advisor to the Secretary
U.S. Department of Commerce

Washington, DC 20230

I | ww.sclectusa goy
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January 24, 2013

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Immigrant Evestor ggram (EB-5)

!as!‘ngton, ! !!!29

Subject: SelectUSA request to expedite [-526 Petitions Associated with the SLS Las Vegas Sahara Hotel
& Casino EB-5 Project in Nevada

Dear I

SelectUSA formally requests expedited resolution of a group of I-526 petitions currently being reviewed
by the EB-5 service center. The petitions in question are related to the SLS Las Vegas Sahara Hotel &
Casino project in Las Vegas, Nevada.

Created by Executive Order 13577 by President Barack Obama June 15, 201, SelectUSA is a
government-wide initiative to attract and retain investment in the American economy. The mission of
SelectUSA is to facilitate business investment in the United States in order to create jobs, spur economic
growth, and promote U.S. competitiveness. The Initiative provides enhanced coordination of Federal
activities through the Interageney Investment Working Group (ITWQG) in order to increase the impact of
Federal resources that support both domestic and foreign investment in the United States. The Department
of Homeland Security is a participant of the IWG. The Initiative works on behalf of the entire nation and
exercises strict neutrality with regard to specific locations within the United States.

One of SelectUSA" s roles, as set forth in the executive order, is to serve as a federal ombudsman for the
business investment community. SelectUSA helps firms on a case-by-case basis to navigate the U.S.
federal regulatory process and seeks timely resolution of administrative or process delays on their behalf.
Often, such delays can put an investment project at risk, impacting the economic growth and job creation
in the United States. Our intention is not to seek a favorable response or te circnmnavigate the necessary
security review that your agency provides. Rather, we are writing to flag this case for your attention and
to seek expedited resolution for this project.

Members of my SelectUSA staff have had several phone calls, email exchanges, and an in person mecting
with SLS project leadership dating back to early October 2012, reviewing the merits of the project. On

December 14%, SelectUSA hosted a meeting in Washington, DC with . Owner of
Stockbridge Capital Group, , Managing Director of Stoc ge state Fund,
, President & COO of SLS Las Vegas, , DHS Private-Sector Office, and SelectUSA

ea ip. In this meeting, Stockbridge/SLS presented a comprehensive, shovel-ready hotel/casino
development plan, including sound financials (secured Senior Capital from JPMorgan in the amount of
$300 million), a track record of past successes of casino/hotel developments, and compelling case
utilizing EB-5 capital that will conservatively create 8,600 jobs in Las Vegas.

The extraordinary circumstances for this letter are based on terms that require $115 million in EB-5
capital to contribute to a shovel-ready project that stands to create 8,600 jobs in an area of high
unemployment. The financing structure of the project requires that I-526 petitions for 23 applicants (10%
of the EB-S capital) be adjudicated by February 4, 2013. Not doing so by February 4™ may put the senior
capital at risk and derail the project.
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It is our request that an expedited resolution be communicated to SLS as soon as possible. Thank you for
your assistance in this request and please let me know if I or my staff can be of fusther assistance.

Sincerely,
Steve Olson
Executive Director

SelectUSA
U.S. Department of Commerce
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Sent: riday, January 29, 2013 1:23 PM

To:
M}em: W, EX e Request for SLS Lender, LLC

Fyi just sharing since | am so flabbergasted

Fror;\: H ;

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 01:21 PM Eastern Standard Time
To: ﬂ

Subject: Fw: Expedite Request for SLS Lender, LLC

There will be 200 of these? And we just give full deference tc commerce ? And now we have to explain ourselves to the
director? Will anyone ever deny an expedite again?

From: Mayoskaé, Alejandro?d 7
Sent: Fr_iday; January 25, 2013 01:16 PM Eastern Standard Time

To: <
e - .
: RE: Expedite Request for SLS Lender, LLC

-, I mentioned to you the Department of Commerce letter, which | read, because it underscores our need to develop
expertise on a fast/urgent track {the Department with the relevant expertise believes that, contrary to our adjudication,
the expedite criteria have been met). | did not wish to get involved in the case itself. Having now read your email, | am
surprised by our response, For example, the petitioner has to present evidence of a request for an extension of time
from the funder, or an explanation of why such a request was not submitted? Are we imposing that condition ourseives
now? | will defer to those with adjudications experience. | must ask whether, based on the deai document and given
the Department of Commerce's view, are we following the law applicable to the standard of proof? | would like each of
your views.

Thanks. AH

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.8. Citizenship and Immigration Services

From:
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2013 12:56 PM
To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N

CGF_
Subject: FW: Expedite Request for SLS Lender, LLC

| spoke with C5C a few minutes ago. They had already taken steps to expedite even though they have asked for
evidence in support of the expedite requests. The files were delivered to the economists yesterday for their review with
an understanding of the urgency. The thinking was that they wanted to be positioned to meet the deadiine assuming
the requested evidence would be provided.
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y, January 23, 2013 8:34 PM

This looks great. Thanks for all your hard wark on this,

Thanks,
[

e L — e 20— - R — —,—— e

Fr;xm

nuary 23, 2013 08:26 PM Eastern Standard Time

To: -Ep
fte Request for SLS Lender, LLC

@amsem&expeéﬁereqmsswummmeusmwCenﬁe:tNCESLSLerﬂemLLC} My
last count was 17 requests. {There also appears io be several different names being used for the NCE, bul we have
confirmed all the requests are related.) We are planning fo send the same response to all requesters using the Immigrant
investor Mailbox. Just as z side note, there are currently only 47 of the potential 230 1-526 petitions filed at this time.

[
Mr. / Ms.

At this time, additional Information is required to facilitate the adjudication of your request for expedited processing of the
1-526 petition(s) associated with SLS Lender, LLC. Please provide the following:

s Copies of the executed agreement with JP Morgan securing funds held in escrow awaiting twenty three {23) EB-5
approvals.

+ Explanation and evidence of efforts made to obtain an extension on the agreement with JP Morgan. If this is not
an option for SLS Lender LLC, please provide an explanation with supporting evidence as to why this is not
feasibie.

* The expedite request indicates potential for severe financial loss and that expediting the adjudication of the
petitions is of compelling interest o the US. Considering the nature and investment requirements of the

immigrant investor program, please explain and provide evidence that demonsirates how this potential for loss is
extraordinary and should mandate the prioritization of these petitions over other EB-5 investor petitions.

Respectfully,
USCIS Immigrant investor Program
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From; —
Sent: ursday, January 31, 2013 7:43 PM

- m
aject: e: as vegas esponse Letiers

Il - | appreciate that you let me know about the meeting and believe that you acted appropriately.

From:

Sent: T!ursday, !anuary 31, 2013 05:50 PM

Subject: Re: SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

All:

| was forwarded an invite for a 4:30 meeting and was asked to call in, which | did. It was with the Director and he
expressed that from a Customer Service standpoint it might be good to inform them of the expedite, but by no means
does that mean we will make decisions by Monday and that it only means we move them to the front of the line and any
concerns will be resolved before adjudication of any case.

I concurred from a customer service standpoint and expressed that it was my understanding that we had RFEs to issue,
which buys us time to explore the possible NS concerns in the meantime which is necessary in this case.

It seemed like we were on the same page regarding the customer service approach and that no cases would be
adjudicated until they were absolutely ready so they let me go.

} wasn't sure who else was at the meeting but | called in as soon as | got the email. | wasn't on long, maybe a few
minutes. | apologize if | spoke or acted out of turn, | just wanted to be responsive to the Director.

From:
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 02:20 PM
To:

Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

At 4:45.

From:
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 5:19 PM

To: [
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Cc:_' m I ) N
Subject: RE: as Vegas USCIS Response Letters

{ would like to know when? And | would like to keep this communication internal to SCOPS.

Sert; Th— ’
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 5:19 PM

ubject: RE: SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

It was communicated by the Director.

From:
Sent:
To:

T!ursday, !anuary 31, 2013 5:15 PM

Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

- - How was this decision communicated to you?

From: Jj
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2013 5:05 PM

To:
O £ S S
Subject: : SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

.

The Director would like us to issue correspondence to the regional center to let them know that we granted their
expedite request, but in our preliminary review of the files we have identified substantive issues that will need to be
resolved before we can finalize processing of the petitions. While these issues will not be resolved prior to February 4"
{the date the conditions for the Senior Loan are to be satisfied), we will continue to expedite the petitions.

Please let me know if you would like me to coordinate with Rose in regards to this correspondence.

Thanks,

From: I
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 8:05 PM

Su!ject: RE: SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

Thank you, N have taken the liberty of adding everyone to my response, piu'4

| appreciate everyone’s approach to the issues.
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I agree that to grant an expedite request means only that we have agreed, based on some articulated and supported
time sensitivity, to review the case on an accelerated basis. 1t does not mean or in any way suggest that we have
rendered any decision on the merits of the petition. If, for example, a security issue arises that will take time to resolve,
then - regardiess of whether we have agreed to expedited review — we will take the time needed to resolve the security
issue and we will not act until we have achieved resolution.

| agree that we need to run enhanced security and integrity checks.

From my review of the chronology outlined below, | am concerned that a process breakdown occurred in this case. |
think we should review and discuss the chronology to better understand the process and whether we need to make
adjustments system-wide. i look forward to discussing.

Thank you again.
Ali

Alejandro N. Mayorkas
Director
U.8. Citizenship and Immigration Services

Has!mg!on, a !!!!!

Proos: SN
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2013 6:42 PM
S U!!!S Response Letters

To: Mayorkas, Alejandro N;
Subject: FW: SLS Las Vega

Ali and-

FYl, I'm forwarding the below email chain to vou IR for visibility given the legisiative interest, and you, Ali, given
your interest in enhancing EB-5 security vetting and program integrity in general.

From:
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 4:49 PM

Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

The request in these cases involved multiple 1-526 petitions (i believe there are about 47 currently pending and they
requested that we expedite 23). It is my understanding that the decision to expedite a case just means that it will be
moved up in the order in which it was received, but that the integrity of the process and the decision would remain the
same. As far as | am aware CSC has already begun moving these cases up in the order but is otherwise processing them
the same as they otherwise would be (e.g. holding those with security concerns in abeyance, issuing RFEs if the evidence
is insufficient, etc).

Thanks,
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Froo: SN
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 4:42 PM

To:

Subject: Re: SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

I must disagree, we do not approved an expedite request prior to reviewing the case for security issues. As in this case,
there are significant security concerns that will cause significant delays in having the security checks completed.

If USCIS informs the requestor that the reguest to expedite was approved, the requestor will expect some sort of action
rather soon. In this case, we need FinCEN reports that could take a manth or two, therefore the request should be
denied so the requestor doesn't start to question why they have not receiving any actions by USCIS.

Has there been a decision on this request?

Thanks,

From:

Sent: Tuesday, !anuary 29, 2013 04:20 PM

To: .
5-
Su!}lect: RE: SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

Thanks for that important clarification.

Froems S
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2013 4:09 PM

To:

Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas USCIS Response Letters

All:

I think it is important to note that any decision to expedite solely means that we will make a decision on a case as
expeditiously as possible, but will still require security checks to be cleared, case otherwise must be approvable, etc. As
such, even if the decision to expedite was granted, we still would work each case to 100% completion before issuing a
decision. That means that some might get expedited RFE’s, approvals, denials, security checks, etc., but it shouldn’t
mean that we have otherwise determined every case is approvable.

Hope that helps.
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From: e R s —————
Sent: onday, January 14, 2013 4:

To:
ubject: 2 as vegas
Hey
Sorry to keep bugging you on this. Qur constituents are bugging us. Any news?
[
I | 5. Senator Harry Reid | [N
Q8 @

From: NS (ReiC)
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2013 12:20 PM
To:

Su!Ject: EE: SLS Las Vegas

Just checking in. Any update? 1 know that the Director agreed that the expedite requests shouid be reconSIGergd. What Is
the timeframe for their reconsideration? If this project is to move forward, the adjudications need to start coming pretty
quickly..

Fram: m
Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2013 5:35 AM

To:
I ) I E

!ugject: Re: SLg Las Vegas

Hey i -- Thanks. we had briefed him for a possibie cali just before the holidays. | heard the cail went well

Thanks again.

From: {Reid)
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2013 01:50 PM Eastern Standard Time

To: N

Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas

HeyR -

Left you a message, but I see that you stifl might be on vacation. We just confirmed that Senator Reid will be placing a

call to Director Mayorkas at 130pm PT/430 pm ET about the petitions associated with the SLS Las Vegas. I just wanted
to give you ail @ heads up in case you wanted to brief your boss on this.

Thanks -
95
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B | Srecial Projects Manager | U.S. Senator Harry Reid | D
Q& (e

Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 3
To: (Reid)
Subject: : SLS Las Vegas

Hey I

Good afternoon. The attached notices were sent out to the attorneys of record late last night by the USCIS Cghforma
Service Center EB-5 unit. If you need to discuss, | am running out of the office and then have a 2:00pm meeting, but will
return to my desk around 3:00pm.

T

ake sure to visit "The Resources Guide for Congress" on our uscis.gov wepslile al

This e-mail (including any attachments) is intended solely for the use of
the addressee(s) and may contain information that is sensitive or
otherwise protected by applicable law. If you are not the intended
recipient, your disclosure, copying, distribution or other use of (or
reliance upon) the information contained in this email is strictly
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the
sender and delete or destroy all copies. For all casework inquiries,
please attach a signed Privacy Act Release, signed by the person for whom
the information is being sought.

From: USCIS Immigrant Investor Program
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2012 8:11 PM

To:
*Congressional—lnquiﬂes, csc
ubject: RE: 5LS Las Vegas

The expedite request for the |-526 petitions associated with SLS Lender LLC has been denied. We received expedite
requests from four different law offices so we responded to all of them and e-mailed them the attached letters. Let me
know if you need anything else.

From: SR
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2012 3:49 PM
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To: USCIS Immigrant Investor Program

Cc: I
Subject: Fw: SLS Las Vegas

Please see the clarification from Sen. Reid's staffer below and the attached spreadsheet with all of the related cases on
this expedite request; there are actually 26 1-526 applications in total. | asked him to make sure their constituent alerts
us once they receive Receipt numbers so that you/we can track them,

Thanks again, as always.

From: S (<) S
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2012 05:46 PM Eastern Standard Time

To: I

-__
Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas

There are actually 26; they just don't have all the receipt numbers yet, so they have only filed expedite requests for the
24 petitions that do have receipt numbers. Here’s a comprehensive spread sheet as of last Thursday.
Thanks for following up; please let me know if there Is anything else they are looking for.

From:

Sent: Monday, December 17, 2012 2:14 PM

To: (Reid)

Ces )

Subject: FW: SLS Las Vegas
Importance: High

Hi again, . FYl...see interim response below. You mentioned in your emailsfrequests that there were 25 cases ang
we are only showing 24 received. Can you please check with your constituents to make sure whether one more expedite
request is still to be sent to us, or if there were only 24 instead of 25, as originally stated?

I will keep you posted and let you know as soon as a decision has been made on the expedite request/s.
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This e-mail (including any attachments) is intended solely for the use of
the addressee(s) and may contain infermation that is sensitive or
otherwise protected by applicable law. If you are net the intended
recipient, your disclesure, copying, distribution or other use of (or
reliance upon) the information contained in this email is strictly
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the
sender and delete or destroy all copies. For all casework inguiries,
please attach a signed Privacy Act Release, signed by the person for whom
the information is being sought.

From: USCIS Immigrant Investor Program
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2012 4:53 PM

To:

Y C-nressionel Inquires, C5C
Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas

We received expedite requests for 24 {-526 petitions associated with RCW-10-319-10181 (La:_s Vgegas Regeona} Center).
Also, there are only 24 petitions referenced in the e-mails below. We are in the process of reVIewm.g_the expedite requests
and we should have a decision on that soon. We will provide you with a copy of the decision once it is done.

From: S (<) S
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 05:57 PM Eastern Standard Time

To:

Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas

Here’s a Privacy Release Form for R VAC 1390180685, one of SLS's British investors. Can you tell me when
they decide on the expedite request for her petition? Assume that if they agree to expedite hers, they would also expedite
the rest as the reasons are exactly the same.

Take care -

I
From: (Reid)
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 9:44 AM

To: I

)
Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas

Here are the expedite requests for ali but one of the rest.
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AC 139025301

As of today, 24 of the 25 outstanding petitioners associated with the SLS Las Vegas project have asked that their
petitions be expedited. I should have the last few and at least one PRF today.

One other thing that I wanted to bring to your attention - I found out some more information about the delay in getting
these petitions fi!ed._’ , the principal of the Regional Center, sent me the attached timeline of events leading
up to where we are today. Ta summarize, a confluence of events led us to this point. First, the credit facility was onty
secured in May of this year, and JP Morgan initially only gave them to November to get 10% of the visas processed.

Around the same time as the credit facility was secured, USCIS was still dealing with the tenant-occupancy issue. I
remember being on the call at the May 1, EB-5 Public Engagement, and recall that the tenant-occupancy issue was a very
hot topic. Clearly, a development like this has the potential to run into tenant-occupancy issues, so the counsel for the
Regional Center, H. Ronald Klasko, engaged USCIS in a series of discussions about the project. As a resuit of those
discussions, the Regional Center did additional studies in an effort to avoid the issue all together,

The Las Vegas Regicnal Center and Stockbridge formalized their business relationships in June after these studies were
conducted, and they started recruiting EB-5 investors in earnest in late June. Because of several different factors in China,
not the least being the uncertainty of a lot of people because of the Cammunist Party leadership transitien, it took them
until September to file the first 1-526.

Hope this sheds some light on the situation for you alt.

From:
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 4:18 PM
To: (Reid)

To: [ B
Sub]]ect: !e: g!! !as !egas

Ok, thanks again L will track and will look forward to getting the privacy releases so | can keep you posted on the
progress of the request.

From: (Reic) S
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 07:13 PM Eastern Standard Time
To:

Subject: RE: SLS Las Vegas

Yes, they were. The attorneys submitted them directly to the USCIS Investor Visa Program email address. I'm getting the
Privacy Releases and the rest of the expedite requests lined up.

As an aside, the COO of Stockbridge/SBE Investments, the parent company of the SLS Las Vegas, will be in DC on
Thursday to talk about this project. As you can imagine, this project is pretty important to Southern Nevada. It will
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probably be the only “new” property epening up on the Strip for some time, and if their $300 million senior lending faqlity
from JP Morgan Chase expires because these visas aren't processed expeditiously, it will be a h<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>