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DECLARATION OF KELSEY PROVO IN SUPPORT OF PETITIONER’S MOTION 
FOR A TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 

 
I, Kelsey Lynn Provo, upon my personal knowledge, under penalty of perjury declare as follows: 
 

1. I am an attorney licensed and in good standing to practice in the State of Oregon and the 

State of California. I am a member of the American Immigration Lawyer’s Association 

(“AILA”). I am an Associate Legal Director at Innovation Law Lab (“Law Lab”), a nonprofit 

organization that provides services through the Equity Corps of Oregon (“ECO”) universal 

representation program. I am over 18 years of age and have personal knowledge of the facts 

described herein. 

2. On October 30, 2025, at approximately 8:15 AM, upon arriving at Law Lab’s Portland, 

Oregon office, I learned that Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”) had detained at 

least 15 community members in the Portland Metro area earlier that morning. At approximately 

8:30 AM, I attended a meeting with other lawyers at my office, where we determined that two to 

three attorneys from Innovation Law Lab would go to the Portland ICE facility to provide legal 

orientations, legal screenings, and offers of representation to all community members in ICE 

custody at the Portland ICE facility.  

3. At approximately 8:55 AM, I left my office to meet my colleague, Natalie Lerner, at a 

location near the Portland ICE facility to coordinate our attempt to provide legal services to the 

community members at the Portland ICE facility.    

4. I met Ms. Lerner at approximately 9:15 AM. Ms. Lerner and I immediately began 

compiling a list of the community members who had been reported detained that morning. We 

compiled a list of 28 names. We understood that more than 28 community members had been 

detained, but at that time we had only 28 names. Of those 28, there was one that we understood 
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might be a U.S. citizen. Ms. Lerner and I completed pre-representational G-28 Forms (Notice of 

Entry of Appearance of Attorney or Accredited Representative) for all 28 people on our list, 

including the person who was possibly a U.S. citizen. I learned that two attorneys from the 

CLEAR Clinic would meet us at the Portland ICE facility to assist in providing legal 

orientations, screenings and to offer representation to the community members who were 

detained at the facility. CLEAR Clinic is another nonprofit organization and legal services 

provider associated with the Equity Corps of Oregon (ECO), the state’s universal representation 

program for immigrants who cannot afford to hire private counsel.  

5. Ms. Lerner and I arrived at the entrance to the Portland ICE facility at approximately 

10:05 AM. The front doors were locked and we rang a buzzer to request access to the building. A 

security guard opened the door but did not permit us to enter the building. Ms. Lerner and I 

identified ourselves as attorneys and asked to speak with the Assistant Field Office Director 

(“AFOD”), Officer Jeffrey Chan. The guard asked whether Officer Chan was expecting us. I 

explained that we were requesting access to the facility to provide legal orientations and legal 

screenings to all community members detained by ICE that morning and who were currently 

being held at the facility. The security guard asked for our business cards. I explained that I did 

not have a business card with me but offered to show him by Oregon State Bar card. The security 

guard declined to see my Bar card. He took our names, told us he would be back, and closed the 

front doors. 

6. At approximately 10:18 AM, the guard returned to the front doors and informed us that 

Officer Chan was not there. I asked to speak with the officer in charge in Officer Chan’s 

absence. The guard told us he would be back and closed the front doors. 
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7. At approximately 10:22 AM, the guard returned to the front doors. He said we needed G-

28 forms for all of the people we wanted to meet with. I presented him with a list of the names of 

the 28 people we knew had been detained that morning and asked for access to those individuals, 

in addition to all other individuals who had been detained that morning, so that we could provide 

a legal orientation, legal screenings and offer representation. The guard told us we would not be 

permitted to meet with anyone for whom we did not have a G-28. 

8. I provided the guard with the 28 G-28 forms completed for the detained persons of whom 

we were aware and reiterated that we wanted to meet with all community members detained by 

ICE that morning who were still being held at the Portland ICE facility, not just the 28 for whom 

we had G-28 forms. The guard took the G-28 forms, told us he would be back, and closed the 

front doors. 

9. At approximately 10:30 AM, the guard returned to the front doors and permitted us to 

enter the facility. In the entryway to the building, I told the guard we expected that two other 

lawyers would arrive shortly to assist us and provided the guard with each lawyer’s full name. 

Those lawyers were Natalie Webb and Doug Valladares with the CLEAR Clinic. The guard told 

me there was only one room available and said all the lawyers would need to share one room. I 

told him it was my understanding that there are three visitation rooms at the facility and asked 

about the availability of the other two rooms. The guard confirmed there are three visitation 

rooms but told us one room was occupied by the Guatemalan consulate. I asked if we could use 

the third room, and he said the third room was not available. 

10. I then asked the guard if Ms. Lerner and I could meet with people in groups so that we 

could be more efficient with the time given the number of people we wanted to meet with and 

the time constraints we would be under. We understood from prior experience that ICE transfers 
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people out of the facility quickly and we wanted to ensure we could provide everyone with a 

brief orientation and legal screening and offer representation if appropriate. We also understood 

from prior experience that both prior to and after transfer, ICE pressures people to sign 

documents waiving important rights. For those reasons, we knew it was imperative that we 

provide a legal orientation and rights advisal to as many people as possible, as quickly as 

possible. The guard said he would ask but that he did not think we would be permitted to meet 

with more than one person at a time. 

11. The guard led us back to the visitation area. I observed that there were three rooms. The 

door to one room was closed and I could hear a woman speaking in Spanish, and I understood 

her to be with the Guatemalan Consulate. The doors to the two remaining rooms were open. 

Neither room was occupied. The guard led us to the smaller of the two open rooms. I observed 

that the room we were provided was a no-contact room, meaning the room was separated in two 

by a glass window. The glass window had a small area in the center with holes, which permitted 

sound to pass through. There was no mechanism by which to pass papers back and forth. 

12. Upon seeing the space, Ms. Lerner and I renewed our request to meet with people in 

groups so that we could speak with as many people as possible. Our request was denied a second 

time, citing confidentiality concerns. I explained that as lawyers, we were very familiar with 

confidentiality and reiterated our request to meet with people in groups. Our request was again 

denied. I then reiterated that we had two other lawyers who would be assisting us that day. The 

guard questioned whether we would all fit in the room. I said we wanted our colleagues to be 

permitted entry so they could support us. The guard provided a non-committal response.  
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13. Neither Ms. Lerner nor I had cell or internet service in the visitation room. I had minimal 

cell and internet service in a corner of the hallway. As a result, we were unable to communicate 

with lawyers from our office while in the visitation room. 

14. An ICE officer entered the visitation room, entering on the other side of the glass divider. 

We asked him if we could choose which community member to meet with first and he said no. 

We were allowed to meet with the first community member they brought us at around 11 AM, 

approximately one hour after we arrived at the facility.  

15. M-J-M-A- was the fourth person ICE allowed us to speak with. The ICE officer brought 

her into the room at approximately 12 PM. After only a few minutes, the ICE officer interrupted 

our meeting to tell us the meeting would be cut short because they were going to transfer M-J-M-

A- out of the facility. We informed the officers we were not done advising her and requested 

more time, but the ICE officer denied our request. We then requested another ten minutes to 

meet with her so we could complete an abbreviated legal screening and provision of the legal 

advice most pertinent to her upcoming detention; the ICE officer told us we could have 60 

seconds. At this point in time, I left Ms. Lerner in the room to continue the legal screening and 

advisals and went into the hallway to try and find cell service. From the hallway, I shared M-J-

M-A-’s facts with my colleagues and we determined we would file a petition for habeas corpus 

for her if she agreed. I went back into the room to offer her representation. Ms. Lerner and I then 

attempted to quickly advise M-J-M-A- of her rights, complete an abbreviated legal screening, 

and advise her of her legal options. We could not do so because the ICE officer ended the 

meeting and took M-J-M-A- out of the visitation room. In total, we were able to meet with M-J-

M-A- for only about 10 minutes, and even this brief time was interrupted by the need to advocate 

(unsuccessfully) with ICE for more time to meet with her.  
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16. We asked the officers if they could provide us with a list of the people they were 

transferring out of the facility. They provided us with a list of four people, all of whom were on 

our list of 28 people. One of the four names was the person who we had been told was a U.S. 

citizen. We alerted the officer that one person on their list might be a U.S. citizen and we asked 

to speak with her before transfer. The officer left the room and came back shortly thereafter to 

tell us that she was not a U.S. citizen. We asked to speak with her so that we could confirm that 

she was not a U.S. citizen and advise her of her rights before she was transferred. The officer 

denied our request.  

17. Ms. Lerner and I continued meeting with other community members on our list. After 

ICE cut our meeting with M-J-M-A- short and transferred three other people on our list before 

we could meet with them, we felt that we had to move more quickly than was appropriate given 

the rights and liberty interests at stake. We were particularly concerned because after speaking 

with several people, we believed many of the detentions by ICE that morning were unlawful.  

18. At approximately 12:24 PM, when I went into the hallway to try and get cell and internet 

service, I learned that the two CLEAR Clinic lawyers had been denied access to the building. At 

this time, I observed that the third visitation room was still empty. It had been empty since we 

were permitted access earlier that morning. 

19. At approximately 2:09 PM, I learned of this Court’s no-transfer order. At approximately 

this time, my colleague, Stephen Manning, indicated the Court had alerted the government of the 

order by email. 

20. I was not able to get any ICE officer’s attention from our side of the visitation room, so I 

had to leave the visitation area to find an ICE officer so that I could alert them of the Court’s no-

transfer order. I could not find any ICE officers outside of the visitation area and alerted one of 
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the guards at the front entryway that we had a no-transfer order for M-J-M-A- and asked to speak 

with an officer. He told me to wait and left me at the front entryway. An officer came to speak 

with me, I provided him with M-J-M-A-’s name, told him we had a no-transfer order, and I 

asked if he could confirm whether M-J-M-A- was still at the facility. He said he didn’t know. I 

was directed to a lobby where I waited for a short time. A different officer came to the window. I 

again provided M-J-M-A-’s name and informed the officer of this Court’s no transfer order. I 

asked the officer if she could confirm whether M-J-M-A- was still at the facility. She said she 

didn’t know. She asked me if I had a copy of the order and I confirmed that I did. She told me I 

would need to email the order to them. She left and a short time later another person came to the 

window, wrote down an email address on a sticky note, and asked me to email the order to that 

email address. Because I only had my cell phone, and had limited cell phone service at the 

facility, I asked my colleague, Mr. Manning, to email a copy of the order to the email address I 

was provided. Mr. Manning sent the email, with a copy of the order, at 2:25 PM. We did not 

receive any response to that email. 

21. At approximately 2:58 PM, Natalie Webb, one of the CLEAR Clinic attorneys who had 

been requesting access since approximately 12 PM, was finally allowed into the building and 

permitted to use the third visitation room. This third room had been empty since approximately 

10:35 AM. 

22. At 3:02 PM, the guard entered the visitation room and told us the building was closing 

and that we had to leave. At this time, we had met with only 11 of the 28 people on our list. An 

ICE officer entered the visitation room to take the person we were meeting with. We asked the 

ICE officer for additional time to meet with the people on our list; the officer denied our request. 

We asked the ICE officer if he could tell us who from our list was still present at the facility. He 
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denied our request. We were led out of the visitation area and told to wait in the front entryway. 

We requested copies of documents for those we had spoken with an offered representation to, 

including any arrest warrants, charging documents, and custody determination documents. Our 

request was denied. We again asked the ICE officer if he could provide us with the names of 

those on our list who were still at the facility. He denied our request. At approximately 3:10 PM, 

we were ushered out of the facility. 

23. When we left the facility, we attempted to locate M-J-M-A- via ICE’s Online Detainee

Locator System but our searches returned zero results. Because we believed she would be 

transferred to the Northwest Immigration Processing Center (NWIPC) in Tacoma, Washington, 

Ms. Lerner and another colleague at our office have attempted to make contact with M-J-M-A- at 

the NWIPC with no success. I am concerned that ICE may be pressuring M-J-M-A- to sign her 

deportation or other documents waiving her rights. Because ICE cut our meeting short, I was not 

able to fully advise M-J-M-A- of her rights. I am aware of numerous examples of where ICE has 

pressured or coerced people to sign deportation orders or waive the right to a hearing before a 

judge even when the person has asked to speak with, and ICE knows they have, counsel. M-J-M-

A- signed a G-28 form consenting to representation and ICE is therefore aware that she has 

retained counsel. Despite this, because I am aware of ICE’s practices to pressure people into 

signing away their rights, I am concerned that M-J-M-A- may have signed documents that 

impact her case.  

I DECLARE UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY AND UNDER THE LAWS OF THE UNITED 
STATES THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY 
KNOWLEDGE.   

Executed in Portland, Oregon on November 1, 2025.  

__________________________ 
Kelsey Provo 
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       INNOVATION LAW LAB 
       PO Box 40204 
       Portland, OR 97204 
       Telephone: (503) 922-3042 
       kelsey@innovationlawlab.org 
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