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I. Introduction

1. An objection is generally an expression or feeling of disapproval or opposition. In
court, an objection is a reason for disagreeing with some introduction of evidence.3

In most courts, the reasons and protocols for various objections are set forth in
codified rules of evidence; however, the procedures in immigration courts are not so
clearly defined since the Federal Rules of Evidence (F.R.E.) are not strictly applied in
immigration courts. The rules of evidence applicable to criminal proceedings do not
apply to removal hearings. Relevance and fundamental fairness are the only bars to

1 William Shakespeare, Gertrude to Hamlet, “The lady doth protest too much, methinks.”
2 Dorothy A. Harbeck is the Eastern Regional Vice President of the National Association of Immi-

gration Judges (NAIJ). The views expressed here do not necessarily represent the official position
of the United States Department of Justice, the Attorney General, or the Executive Office for Im-
migration Review. The views represent the author’s personal opinions, which were formed after
extensive consultation with the membership of the NAIJ. This article is solely for educational pur-
poses, and it does not serve to substitute for any expert, professional and/or legal representation
and advice. Judge Harbeck is also an adjunct Professor of Law at Seton Hall University School of
Law in trial skills.

3 BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY (2D ED. 1910).

http://thelawdictionary.org/objection/
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admissibility of evidence in deportation cases.4 Immigration courts are creatures of
statute. They were created under the Immigration & Nationality Act (INA) as part of
the Department of Justice (DOJ), specifically the Executive Office for Immigration
Review (EOIR). The EOIR has a Practice Manual as well as guidance memoranda.5

The trials are before the bench (with no jury) and a Digital Audio Recording (DAR)
is made of the proceedings. Lawyers conduct direct and cross examinations and
sometimes — but not often enough — make objections. The F.R.E. can provide
some guidance in immigration court practice, although immigration proceedings
are not bound by the strict rules of evidence.6 The relevant F.R.E. citation for each
objection has been included. Objections to questions must first be made at the trial
court level, because if the objection is not made there, an argument based on that
objection cannot be asserted on appeal.7 In immigration court, as in other courts,
evidentiary objections must be made in a timely fashion, and the grounds must,
therefore, be identified with particularity.8

2. The purpose of this article is to discuss verbal objections in immigration court re-
moval/deportation proceedings. It is not an exhaustive and limiting list. It is merely
a discussion of the main fourteen objections out of many potential objections that
generally make the most sense in immigration court proceedings. This article does
not include any objections based upon the potential mental capacity of a witness.
The EOIR has extensive criteria for dealing with witnesses that exhibit such issues
and that is well beyond the scope of this discussion.9 Further, unlike many articles
providing a “hip pocket” guide to objections at a trial court level, this article does
not examine hearsay objections since hearsay is allowed in immigration court un-
less its use is fundamentally unfair.10 The general rule with respect to evidence in

4 Matter of Interiano-Rosa, 25 I. & N. Dec. 264 (BIA 2010); Matter of Ramirez-Sanchez, 17 I. & N.
Dec. 503 (BIA 1980). See also Simon Azar-Farr, A Synopsis of the Rules of Evidence in Immigration
Removal Proceedings, 19 BENDER’S IMMIGR. BULL. 3 (Jan. 2014).

5 The U.S. Department of Justice — Executive Office for Immigration Review (USDOJ-EOIR).
6 Dallo v. INS, 765 F. 2d 581 (6th Cir. 1985); Longoria-Castaneda v. INS, 548 F. 2d 233 (8th Cir.

1977); Baliza v. INS, 709 F. 2d 1231 (9th Cir. 1983); Matter of Devera, 16 I. & N. Dec. 266 (BIA
1977).

7 See Matter of Edwards, 20 I. & N. Dec. 191, 196–197 n.4 (BIA 1990) (objections not lodged
before the immigration judge are not appropriately raised first on appeal).

8 Thus, a party who fails to raise a timely and specific objection to the admission of evidence
generally does not preserve such an objection as a ground for appeal. Matter of Lemhammad, 20
I. & N. Dec. 316, 325 (BIA 1991); see also Fed. Rule of Evidence 103(a)(1). See United States v.
Adamson, 665 F. 2d 649, 660 (5th Cir. 1982); United States v. Arteaga-Limones, 529 F. 2d 1183,
1198 (5th Cir. 1976). See also 8 C.F.R. § 1240.10(a)(4) (the immigration judge shall “advise
the respondent that he or she will have a reasonable opportunity to examine and object to the
evidence against him or her.”).

9 Matter of M-J-K, 26 I. & N. Dec. 773 (BIA 2016).
10 Matter of Grijalva, 19 I. & N. Dec. 713 (BIA 1988). See also Rojas-Garcia v. Ashcroft, 339 F.3d

814, 823-24 (9th Cir. 2003); Guerrero-Perez v. INS, 242 F.3d 727, 729 n.2 (7th Cir. 2001).

https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2014/07/25/3684.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/17/2820.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/17/2820.pdf
http://www.simonazarfarr.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/A-Synopsis-of-the-Rules-of-Evidence-in-Immigration-Removal-Proceedings-Benders-Bulletin-Jan-1-2014-Original-copy.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/eoir
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=9515057153488784802&q=Dallo+v.+INS,+765+F.2d+581+(6th+Cir.+1985)&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/I841f317190fe11d9bc61beebb95be672/View/FullText.html?originationContext=typeAhead&transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=2489427678099151433&q=Baliza+v.+INS,+709+f.2d+1231+&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/17/2597.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/14/3134.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/14/3151.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/14/3151.pdf
https://www.law.cornell.edu/rules/fre/rule_103
https://www.leagle.com/decision/19821314665f2d64911215
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/F2/535/938/24125/
https://law.justia.com/cases/federal/appellate-courts/F2/535/938/24125/
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/8/1240.10
https://www.justice.gov/eoir/file/871786/download
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/14/3075.pdf
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=753179792346167587&q=Rojas-Garcia+v.+Ashcroft,+339+F.3d+814&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=753179792346167587&q=Rojas-Garcia+v.+Ashcroft,+339+F.3d+814&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=6481270683111536271&q=242+F.3d+727&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
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immigration proceedings is that admissibility is favored, as long as the evidence is
shown to be probative of relevant matters and its use is fundamentally fair so as not
to deprive the alien of due process of law.11

3. Since I was inspired to write this guide by the line from Shakespeare’s Hamlet
where Queen Gertrude comments that a character in a play protests too much, I
discuss each of the fourteen objections as though they were part of Shakespeare’s
next best known medium, the fourteen line sonnet.12 A Shakespearean sonnet has
three four-line quatrains and then a two line “volta,” or twist, at the end. I have
divided up three general groups of objections and saved the best two for the end.

II. The First Quatrain — Questions that Elicit an
Organic Response

Argumentative

4. DISCUSSION: This is not an objection to opposing counsel making a good point.
It should be used when the questioning attorney is not asking a question and is
instead making an argument of law or application of law that should be argued in
summation. It is only valid when the witness is not being asked a question that he
or she can properly answer.

5. F.R.E. Reference: Argumentative (611(a))

6. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, I am testing the testimony of this witness.”13

11 Baliza v. INS, 709 F. 2d 1231 (9th Cir. 1983); Matter of Toro, 17 I. & N. Dec. 340 (BIA 1980);
Tashnizi v. INS, 585 F. 2d 781 (5th Cir. 1978); Trias-Hernandez v. INS, 528 F. 2d 366 (9th Cir.
1975); Marlowe v. INS, 457 F. 2d 1314 (9th Cir. 1972); Matter of Lam, 14 I. & N. Dec. 168 (BIA
1972).

12 Linda Gregerson, The Sonnet: Poetic Form.
13 The concept of suggesting a lawyer’s response to a judge after the judge has ruled on the objection

was suggested to this author by the work of Leonard Bucklin from his Building Trial Notebooks
series (James Publishing). Mr. Bucklin is a Felllow of the International Academy of Trial Lawyers,
which attempts to identify the top 500 trial lawyers in the U.S. He served as a Director of the
Academy from 1990 to 1996. He is also a member of the Million-Dollar Advocate’s Forum, which
is limited to plaintiffs’ attorneys who have won million or multi-million dollar verdicts, awards,
and settlements. On the other side of the table, Mr. Bucklin has been placed in Best’s Directory of
Recommended Insurance Attorneys as a result of superior defense work and reasonable fees for
over 35 insurers. His training materials have been used by the New Jersey Institute of Continuing
Legal Education in basic skills classes.

https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=2489427678099151433&q=709+F.2d+1231&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/17/2784.pdf
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=12451106435902475194&q=585+F.2d+781&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=4463763014180312387&q=528+F.2d+366&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=7920649539147448416&q=457+F.2d+1314&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/17/2157.pdf
https://www.poets.org/poetsorg/text/sonnet-poetic-form
https://jamespublishing.com/shop/building-trial-notebooks/
http://www.ambest.com/sales/AttorneyAdjuster/
http://www.ambest.com/sales/AttorneyAdjuster/
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Form

7. DISCUSSION: An objection that the “form” is improper is a generalization; it is a
sort of “catch-all” when the sense is that there is something wrong with a question.
The objection is generally dealt with by a direction to counsel to rephrase. The best
objections to “form” should state the specific issue.

8. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, may counsel be requested to inform the court in what
specific way is the form of my question insufficient, so that I can remedy any prob-
lem?” (Then, when informed, restate the question to eliminate the bad form.)

Compound Question/Double Question

9. DISCUSSION: The question is really two questions posed as one. This objection
should only be used when the question is misleading and the answer could be
misconstrued by the jury.

10. F.R.E. Reference: Compound (611(a))

11. RESPONSE: Separate the question into the two parts.

Confusing/Vague/Ambiguous

12. DISCUSSION: Confusing/vague/misleading/ambiguous are all words that con-
vey the objection that the question is not posed in a clear and precise manner so
that the witness knows with certainty what information is being sought.

13. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, I can restate that question.”

Counsel is Testifying/Misstates Evidence/Misquotes
Witness/Improper Characterization of Evidence

14. DISCUSSION: Basically, in immigration court, this is when a lawyer is leading
his or her own witness on direct or deliberately misstating facts on cross. The immi-
gration judge has inherent power to administer the trial so that it is fair. The value
of making this objection is to both wake up the witness to pay attention and not
mindlessly answer the question, and also to call the attention of the immigration
judge to the fact that the earlier testimony was different.
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15. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, it is not a misstatement, and certainly the court and
jury have heard the evidence.” If the issue is counsel testifying, then, depending on
the type of question, the best response is to revert back to non-leading who, what,
where, when, how and why questions.

Narrative

16. DISCUSSION: This type of objection in immigration court is really only useful
with expert witnesses. The point being that the immigration judge wants to hear
from the respondent in a general narrative form, since so much of the respondent’s
case will depend upon whether the immigration judge finds him or her credible.
However, objecting to a long narrative by an expert witness has the advantage of
preventing an expert witness or other verbally gifted witness from captivating the
attention of the immigration judge.

17. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, this simply asks for a short description of the expert’s
methodology.”

III. The Second Quatrain — Questions Based on
What Has Happened in Court

Assumes Facts Not in Evidence

18. DISCUSSION: Facts which are not in evidence cannot be used as the basis of
a question, unless the immigration judge allows the question “subject to later con-
necting up.” Generally, in the interest of good administration and usage of time, the
immigration judge may allow the missing facts to be brought in later.

19. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, we will have those facts later in the case, but this
witness is here now and it is the best use of time to ask that question now.”

Beyond The Scope of Direct/Cross/Redirect Examination

20. DISCUSSION: The testimony sought was not covered by the opposing coun-
sel while questioning the witness and is not relevant to any of the previous issues
covered. In the testimony of an expert, the scope of what is within the direct exam-
ination is not limited to the exact items the expert talked about. Because the expert
is an expert in an entire field and is there to explain items in the field of endeavor,
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the scope of direct is usually understood to be everything in the expert’s field of
knowledge that bears on the case in issue.

21. F.R.E. Reference: Beyond Scope (of Direct, Cross) (1002).

22. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, this is within the scope of the direct examination
(cross-examination) because [explain].”

Speculative

23. DISCUSSION: The witness does not have first-hand knowledge of the fact about
which he or she is testifying. Greater freedom is allowed with expert witnesses, but
still the expert is limited by Rule 702 strictures. Expert witnesses are allowed in
immigration court proceedings.14

24. F.R.E. Reference: Speculation (602; 701)

25. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, this is an expert giving an expert opinion within the
scope of her expertise.”

Foundation/Lack of Personal Knowledge

26. DISCUSSION: The predicate evidence has not been entered that would make
this evidence admissible. This is a good objection to make when the evidence about
to come in is objectionable in some way. The objecting attorney must identify what
is necessary to correct the lack of foundation for the deponent to answer.15 If the
witness is a layperson, the usual foundation objection is a lack of showing that the
witness has personal knowledge of the facts which the question seeks. If the witness
is an expert, the usual foundation objection is a lack of showing that the expert is
qualified to give the opinion sought. A (non-expert) witness may not testify to a
matter unless evidence is introduced sufficient to support a finding that the witness

14 Matter of D-R-, 25 I. & N. Dec. 445 (BIA 2011). An expert witness is broadly defined as one
who is qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, experience, training, or education and who
has specialized knowledge that will assist the immigration judge to understand the evidence
or to determine a fact in issue. The “spirit of Daubert” is applicable in immigration court. See
Pasha v. Gonzales, 433 F. 3d 530 (7th Cir. 2005) (discussing the rubric of expert testimony and
referencing the seminal expert report case under the Federal Rules of Evidence, Daubert v. Merrill
Pharmaceuticals, 509 U.S. 579 (1993)). The immigration judge has the discretion to exclude
expert testimony. Matter of V-K-, 24 I. & N. Dec. 500, fn. 2 (BIA 2008); Akinfolarin v. Gonzales,
423 F. 3d 39, 43 (1st Cir. 2005).

15 United States v. Michaels, 726 F. 2d 1307, 1314 (8th Cir. 1984).

https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2014/07/25/3708.pdf
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=1982407227869516119&q=433+F.3d+530&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=827109112258472814&q=509+U.S.+579&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2014/07/25/3609.pdf
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=13979211360615380654&q=423+F.3d+39&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=14297926626332198964&q=726+F.2d+1307&hl=en&as_sdt=40006
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has personal knowledge of the matter. Evidence to prove personal knowledge may,
but not must, consist of the testimony of the witness. With some qualifications,
experts can testify to facts they used in their process of building an opinion, even if
they do not have personal knowledge of the facts supporting the opinion.

27. F.R.E. Reference: Rule 602, 703; Lack of Foundation (602; 901(a))

28. RESPONSE: [Establish by preliminary questions that the person has actual per-
sonal knowledge.]

IV. The Third Quatrain — Imagery: Questions Based
On Rules

Best Evidence Rule

29. “OBJECTION: Your Honor, this is not the best evidence. The original document
is the best evidence.”

30. DISCUSSION: This objection can be used when the evidence being solicited is
not the best source of the information.16 It usually occurs when a witness is being
asked a question about a document that is available to be entered into evidence.
The document should be entered as proof of its contents. There are three aspects to
the “Best Evidence Rule.” The first aspect is the one most often invoked: ordinarily
a non-expert witness is not allowed to describe what is in a document without the
document itself being introduced into evidence. Put the document into evidence
first, and then have the lay witness talk about what is in it. The second aspect is
requiring the original document to be introduced into evidence instead of a copy —
if the original is available. Requiring the original document (the best evidence) to
be available for examination insures that nothing has been altered in any way. The
original document is not always available, especially in cases where a respondent
may be fleeing persecution/prosecution. The third aspect is a summary of volumi-
nous documents. The contents of voluminous writings, recordings, or photographs
which cannot conveniently be examined in court may be presented in the form of a
chart, summary, or calculation. The originals, or duplicates, shall be made available

16 In the Matter of M-, 5 I. & N. Dec. 484 (BIA 1953) (failure to produce reports of Communist Party
activity made by the Government witness to the police department is not a violation of the best
evidence rule where the sole issue is whether the respondent was a Communist Party member.
Such reports did not create Communist Party membership but reflected the witness’s report of
such membership; they were not used by the witness or the Government in the hearing; and
there was no showing that they were relevant for the purpose of impeachment).
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for examination or copying, or both, by other parties at a reasonable time and place.
The court may order that they be produced in court.

31. F.R.E. Reference: Rules 1002, 1003, 1006.

32. RESPONSE: Dependent on the aspect of the Best Evidence rule involved in the
objection: [Offer the document into evidence] [“Your Honor, this is admissible as a
copy under Evidence Rule 1003”] [“Your Honor, this is a summary admissible under
Evidence Rule 1006”].

Opinion

33. DISCUSSION: An improper lay (non-expert) opinion is when a witness is giving
testimony that does not require an expertise, but is still an opinion that does not
assist the jury in its understanding of the case. In regard to an expert, this objection
is made to the competence of the expert due to the inability of the expert to pass the
voir dire requirements for experts. If the witness is not testifying as an expert, the
witness’ testimony in the form of opinions or inferences is limited to those opinions
or inferences which are (a) rationally based on the perception of the witness, (b)
helpful to a clear understanding of the witness’s testimony or the determination of
a fact in issue, and (c) not based on scientific, technical or other specialized expert
knowledge.

34. F.R.E. Reference: Rule 701, 702.

35. RESPONSE to Objection Regarding Expert: “Your Honor, the witness is an ex-
pert and entitled to draw a conclusion.”

Privileged Communication

36. DISCUSSION: A privilege is a right of an individual not to testify.

37. Some general privileges are:

• Attorney-Client17

17 See generally IMMIGRATION COURT PRACTICE MANUAL, Chapter 2, Sec. 2.3(d); Matter of Ve-
lazquez, 19 I. & N. Dec. 384 (BIA 1986); Matter of Athanasopoulos, 13 I. & N. Dec. 827 (BIA
1971) (finding that attorney-client privilege was lost when the representative was in pursuit of
a fraudulent claim); see also Ann Naffier, Attorney-Client Privilege for Non-Lawyers? A Study of
Board of Immigration Appeals-Accredited Representatives, Prilege, and Confidentially, 59 Drake L.
Rev. 584 (2011).

https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/pages/attachments/2017/11/02/practicemanual.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/14/3011.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/27/2113.pdf
https://lawreviewdrake.files.wordpress.com/2015/06/irvol59-2_naffier.pdf
https://lawreviewdrake.files.wordpress.com/2015/06/irvol59-2_naffier.pdf
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• Attorney Work Product

• Husband-Wife18

• Mental Health Records19

• Physician-Patient

• Psychotherapist-Patient

38. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, the matter is not privileged because. . . .”

Public Policy

39. DISCUSSION: The objection regarding public policy does not consist of an op-
tional right of an individual not to testify. The objection based on public policy
refers to a non-optional class of evidence that cannot be introduced, no matter that
the person who holds the evidence wants to testify. Subjects forbidden by state and
federal law are wide:

• Medical Expense Payments. Evidence of the payment of medical expenses to
show liability for negligence leading to the medical expenses is inadmissible.

• Medical Review Records. Most states forbid discoverability or admissibility of
the records of a medical review committee of a hospital. It is a legislative
policy decision to promote the ability of a hospital to discover medical mal-
practice above that of the injured person to discover the malpractice.

• Parole Evidence Rule. The “parole evidence rule” has long been a rule of law in
the English speaking world. In the absence of fraud or mutual mistake, oral
statements are not admissible to modify, vary, or contradict the plain terms of
a valid written contract between two parties.

• Witness is Attorney. Ethical rules prohibit a lawyer from serving simultane-
ously as a witness and an advocate. Generally, a party’s lawyer who attempts
to testify is subject to having to choose between being a witness or continuing
as a lawyer in a case.

40. F.R.E. Reference: 409

41. RESPONSE: [Depends on the statute or rule involved.]

18 Matter of Gonzalez, 16 I. & N. Dec. 44 (BIA 1976); Matter of B-, 5 I. & N. Dec. 738 (BIA 1954).
19 Matter of B-, 5 I. & N. Dec. 738 (BIA 1954). (The testimony of a physician of the United States

Public Health Service in a deportation hearing is competent and not privileged since he is per-
forming a duty provided by applicable law and regulations and the ordinary relationship of physi-
cian and patient does not exist).

https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/17/2536.pdf
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V. The Couplet — The Volta: The Takeaway, Most
Important Objections

Leading on Direct Examination

42. DISCUSSION: The question on direct suggests an answer. This is (1) not an
objection on cross, and (2) actually allowed in some circumstances. The important
factor is not whether the question is leading, irrelevant, or without foundation, but
rather whether the answer would assist the immigration judge in formulating his
or her opinion. The special inquiry officer should weigh this objective along with
his obligation to keep the record within bounds when ruling upon objections made
by either counsel for the alien or the trial attorney.20 The problem with a leading
question is that the question itself suggests the answer that the examiner wants
to have. A leading question often, but not always, can be answered with a “yes.”
To encourage witnesses telling facts in their own way, leading questions are not
allowed on direct examination when an attorney is examining his/her own friendly
or neutral witness. When an attorney has called a hostile witness (which may be
someone other than the adverse party), leading questions are allowed in direct
examination. Leading questions are always proper in cross-examinations.

43. F.R.E. Reference: Leading (611(c))

44. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, this question is only preliminary to move us quickly to
the matters in issue.” OR “Your Honor, the witness is a hostile witness.” Depending
on the type of question, the best response is often to revert back to non-leading
who, what, where, when, how and why questions.21

Rule 403 (Undue Waste of Time or Undue
Prejudice/Immaterial/Irrelevant/Repetitive/Asked and
Answered/Cumulative/Surprise)

45. DISCUSSION: The argument is that the evidence being introduced is highly
prejudicial to your client and this prejudice far outweighs the probative value. An
objectionable piece of evidence is one that not only hurts your case but is also not
sufficiently relevant to the merits of your opponent’s case to be let in.

20 Matter of Joseph, 13 I. & N. Dec. 70 (BIA 1968).
21 Dorothy Harbeck, The Commonsense of Direct and Cross Examinations in Immigration Court, 304

New Jersey Law. Mag. (2017) (NAIJ capacity); Dorothy Harbeck, Terms so Plain and Firm as to
Command Assent: Preparing and Conducting Optimal Direct Examination of the Respondent, Fed.
Law. 13 (Jan./Feb. 2017) (primary author, NAIJ capacity).

https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/27/1923.pdf
http://immigrationcourtside.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/NJLFeb2017.pdf
http://immigrationcourtside.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/NJLFeb2017.pdf
http://www.fedbar.org/Resources_1/Federal-Lawyer-Magazine/2017/JanuaryFebruary/Columns/Immigration-Law-Update.aspx?FT=.pdf
http://www.fedbar.org/Resources_1/Federal-Lawyer-Magazine/2017/JanuaryFebruary/Columns/Immigration-Law-Update.aspx?FT=.pdf
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46. In immigration court, all relevant evidence should be admitted.22 Determining
“probative value” or “weight” is at the discretion of the immigration judge.23 The
amount of “unfair prejudicial effect” also is determined by the judge. The word
“unfair” is the key. In determining whether to exclude evidence, immigration judges
should give the evidence its maximum reasonable probative force and its minimum
reasonable prejudicial value.

47. F.R.E. Reference: More Prejudicial Than Probative (401–403); Non-responsive
(611a).

48. RESPONSE: “Your Honor, the exclusion of relevant evidence for unfairness is
an extraordinary remedy. There is nothing unfair about this evidence.”

49. Do not be afraid to object in immigration court. The Federal Rules of Evidence
are not strictly followed; however, evidence must be relevant and fundamentally
fair. If the evidence is not, no protest is too much.

22 Matter of Edwards, 20 I. & N. Dec. 191 (1990).
23 Admissibility is favored and the most pertinent question is what weight an immigration judge

should accord a particular piece of evidence. Matter of H-L-H & Z-Y-Z, 25 I. & N. Dec. 209 (BIA
2010), 8 C.F.R. sect. 1003.41, 8 C.F.R. sect 1287.6(b).

https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/14/3134.pdf
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2014/07/25/3676.pdf
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/8/1003.41
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/8/1287.6
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Judge Harbeck is an Immigration Judge for the U. S. Department of Justice, Executive Office for 
Immigration Review (US- DOJ-EOIR). She is the Eastern Region Vice President of the National Association of 
Immigration Judges (NAIJ) which is a component of the International Federation of Professional & Technical 
Engineers (Judicial 2) Union (IFPTE-AFL-CIO). The views expressed during this presentation do not necessarily 
represent the official position of the United States Department of Justice, the Attorney General, or the 
Executive Office for Immigration Review. The views represent the author’s personal opinions, which were 
formed after extensive consultation with the membership of the NAIJ. 

She was appointed to the Elizabeth, NJ Immigration Court in 2006. She received a Bachelor of Arts degree, 
cum laude, from Wellesley College, with honors in English and a special studies certificate with honors from the 
Universite’ Catholique De L’Ouest in Angers, France. She earned her Juris Doctor from Seton Hall University 
School of Law, where she was awarded the ASCAP/Nathan Burkan Prize for a meritorious paper on the use of 
demonstrative evidence in musical copyright infringement cases. She received a certificate in trial advocacy skills 
from the National Institute of Trial Advocacy (NITA) at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill in 1993. She 
attended a program on comparative law at Jesus College, Cambridge University in the United Kingdom in 2015. 
She completed The Worker Institute--Labor Leadership Skills Certificate Program at Cornell University, Industrial 
and Labor Relations (ILR School) in 2017.  

She is an adjunct professor at Columbia Law School, Seton Hall University School of Law and University of 
District of Columbia (UDC) David A. Clarke School of Law in trial skills and at Rutgers University School of Law where 
she teaches both trial skills and immigration law.  Having completed the NITA Teacher Training Program in Boulder, 
CO, Judge Harbeck teaches trial and deposition skills in NITA workshops. She has been a faculty member at the 
Madeleine Korbel Albright Institute for Global Affairs at Wellesley College, where she has taught on the history of 
citizenship. She has also been a faculty member at the U.S. Department of State—Seven Sisters College 
Consortium on Women in Public Service Program (WPSP) Institute. She has also been a faculty member of the 
New Jersey Judicial College on immigration law in 2008, 2011, 2016 and 2017. 

Judge Harbeck is actively involved with the National Association of Immigration Judges (NAIJ).  Her research 
interests include citizenship and identity, as well as the presentation of evidence in trial court. In her capacity as 
the NAIJ Eastern Region Vice President, she initiated a trial skills project at area law schools-- a series of volunteer 
lectures at law school clinics focusing on the importance of clear direct and cross examination skills. Although she 
has done this in her capacity as the Eastern Region Vice President of NAIJ, no NAIJ funds or official government 
time allocations have been utilized for the project.  Judge Harbeck has funded this herself and used her annual 
leave time. She has also authored three peer review law journal articles and several legal periodical articles on the 
importance of trial skills and other timely practical considerations for lawyers involved in matters coming before 
the Immigration Courts.   

            She cites Thomas Jefferson’s reason for writing the Declaration of Independence as the rationale for 
effective direct testimony—“to put before all mankind the commonsense of the matter in terms so plain and firm 
as to command their assent.”   She has given her trial skills lecture several times at New York Law, Seton Hall Law, 
Rutgers Law (at both the Newark and in Camden campuses), Harvard Law, Georgetown Law, Stetson Law and the 
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University of the District of Columbia. She has also given this lecture at Cardozo Law, the University of Puerto Rico, 
Escuela de Derecho in Rio Piedras, University of Maryland –Baltimore Carey, and Washington College of Law at 
American University  

Judge Harbeck has been an author and lecturer for NJICLE. She was a panelist comparing U.S. asylum 
procedures with Italian asylum procedures at the 2013 NJSBA Mid-Year Conference in Rome, Italy, a panelist on 
Human Trafficking at the 2014 NJSBA Mid-Year Conference in Paris, France and a panelist on Effective Trial Skills at 
the 2016 NJSBA Mid-Year Conference in Amsterdam, Netherlands. Further, she has been a technical advisor and 
editor for the UNHCR--The UN Refugee Agency—2017 Legal Representation Manual for Stateless Persons in the 
United States. 

She is a member of the executive board of the Federal Bar Association – Immigration Law Section and was 
recognized by two separate FBA components for her efforts in education and legal scholarship. She was awarded 
the FBA-ILS 2014 Award for Excellence in Continuing Legal Education and Legal Scholarship (11th Annual 
Conference in Memphis, May 16, 2014) and also the Federal Bar Association – NJ Chapter William Strasser Award 
for Outstanding Achievement in Continuing Legal Education (33rd Annual Conference in Newark, May 21, 2014). 
For her CLE and publication efforts, she was appointed as a Fellow of the Federal Bar Foundation in 2014. 

Prior to her appointment to the bench, Judge Harbeck was a litigation attorney in private practice. She has 
tried civil jury cases and New Jersey Department of Labor cases. She has argued in trial and appellate courts at 
both the N.J. state and federal levels including the Third Circuit Court of Appeals and the U.S. Supreme Court. She 
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Camden County. She is a master at the Haydn Proctor Inn of Court (Monmouth County, NJ), where she was initially 
a pupil in its inaugural class approximately 25 years ago. Judge Harbeck is a member of the N.J. and N.Y. state bars. 

Judge Harbeck is an avid photographer and her photos have been published in The New Jersey Lawyer, The 
Federal Lawyer and the ABA Judges’ Journal. She was a finalist in the 2018 New Jersey Bar Foundation Art Show.  
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School of Law. 
 
Michael Noriega is a Partner in Bramnick, Rodriguez, Grabas, Arnold & Mangan, LLC in 
Scotch Plains, New Jersey, where he concentrates his practice in immigration and criminal law.  
He handles cases including those involving deportation defense, asylum, non-immigrant visa and 
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the District of New Jersey and the United States Supreme Court, Mr. Noriega is a member of the 
American Immigration Lawyers Association-NJ Chapter, the Hispanic Bar Association of New 
Jersey, the Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers and the Union County Bar Association.  He 
has served as an adjunct professor at Seton Hall University School of Law and has been invited 
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