
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

July 20, 2026 
 
SENT VIA CERTIFIED U.S. MAIL    
AND ELECTRONIC MAIL  
 
Office of the General Counsel  Office of the Principal Legal Advisor 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security  District Court Litigation Division 
245 Murray Lane, SW, Mail Stop 0485  U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
Washington, DC 20528-0485 500 12th Street, SW, Mail Stop 5900 
ogc@hq.dhs.gov   Washington, DC 20536 

OPLA-DCLD-TortClaims@ice.dhs.gov 
Office of Chief Counsel 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection Office of the Principal Legal Advisor 
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, Suite 4.4-B Atlanta (Charlotte) Field Office 
Washington, DC 20229 U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement  
CBPServiceIntake@cbp.dhs.gov 5701 Executive Center Drive, Suite 300 
 Charlotte, NC 28212 
Atlanta Field Office 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
1500 Centre Parkway, Suite 101 
Atlanta, GA 30344 
 

RE:  Notice of Claims for Damages under the Federal Tort Claims Act for  
Tatyana Reisini and Kristen Roos 

 

Dear Counsel:  

Undersigned counsel submit this notice of claims brought under the Federal Tort Claims 
Act (“FTCA”) on behalf of Tatyana Reisini and Kristen Roos, seeking damages arising from the 
actions of the United States Government, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, U.S. Border 
Patrol, U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, and any other United States Department of 
Homeland Security (“DHS”) agencies (collectively, “immigration agents”) involved in the 
incidents described below. We are attaching signed Claim for Damage, Injury, or Death - 
Standard Form 95 (Exhibit A).  

On November 15, 2025, DHS launched “Operation Charlotte’s Web,” surging 
immigration agents into North Carolina, primarily in and around Charlotte. Federal immigration 
agents quickly sowed terror and fear across the city, disrupting daily life and driving many 
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immigrants and their children to stay home out of fear.1 Many local residents responded by 
standing with their immigrant neighbors. A few days into the operation, Ms. Reisini and 
Ms. Roos went out to witness and document the immigration agents’ behavior, and they were 
unlawfully retaliated against for it: verbal threats, physical assaults, and unlawful arrests. As 
detailed below, Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos’s encounters with immigration agents during 
Operation Charlotte’s Web resulted in them suffering physical, emotional, and psychological 
harm, directly and proximately caused by the unlawful and excessive actions of immigration 
agents acting within the scope of their official duties.  

I. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Tatyana Reisini and Kristen Roos both live in Charlotte, North Carolina, with their 
respective families. They have been close friends since graduate school, where they both earned 
degrees in education. On November 17, 2025, what should have been a normal morning for the 
two mothers of young children turned into a nightmare that both women and their families are 
still recovering from.   

Having heard about the plans of federal immigration agents to show up in force across 
Charlotte, Tatyana and Kristen were both worried that immigration agents would target families 
and children in their beloved neighborhood in East Charlotte. They had been made aware 
of immigration agents’ tactic of targeting schools, which was widely reported in Chicago only 
months earlier.2   

On November 17, 2025, Tatyana learned that immigration agents were near Eastway 
Middle School. After dropping her child off at daycare, she stopped by the school and saw what 
she believed were immigration agents, along with other community members who had gathered. 
Tatyana then drove to Kristen’s house to pick her up. They had tickets and plans to attend the 
Southern Christmas Show at the Park Expo and Conference Center on Briar Creek Road.  

As they began heading out to the Southern Christmas Show, Tatyana and Kristen learned 
that there were immigration agents near Eastway Drive. Given their concern about their 
community and because the location was on the way to the Southern Christmas Show, they decided 
to drive in that direction.    

 
1 Mark Price, Immigration arrests in Charlotte have topped 250, federal government says, Charlotte 
Observer (Nov. 19, 2025),  https://www.charlotteobserver.com/news/local/article312976913.html.   
 
2  Sarah Kamp and Amy Quin, As immigration agents swooped into Chicago this fall, communities 
stepped up to get kids to school safely, WBEZ Chicago (Dec. 2, 
2025), https://www.wbez.org/education/2025/12/02/as-immigration-agents-swept-chicago-this-fall-
communities-stepped-in-to-get-kids-to-school-safely.  
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Tatyana drove her family’s 2019 Acura MDX while Kristen sat in the passenger seat. When 
they reached Central Avenue, both women noticed a dirty car with an out-of-state license plate 
driving next to them. Based on its appearance and out-of-state plates, Tatyana believed the 
car likely belonged to immigration agents.   

For the next several minutes, they followed a safe distance behind the car, which ultimately 
entered a parking lot off The Plaza. The vehicle, which was, in fact, occupied by multiple 
immigration agents, drove to the far end of the parking lot, away from the stores, and came to a 
stop. Other community members soon arrived in their own vehicles. As other vehicles began 
making noise to alert to the presence of the immigration agents, Tatyana honked her car horn and 
Kristen blew a whistle. In response to the commotion, Tatyana and Kristen saw the immigration 
agents recording them and other observers.   

Immigration agents subsequently moved their car to be positioned in front of Tatyana’s car. 
Both women noticed that another car, also carrying immigration agents, moved behind them. It 
appeared that the immigration agents were seeking to box them in. Panicked, both women locked 
their car doors and rolled up their windows. Agents got out of their cars, approached Tatyana’s car, 
and began yelling at both women. Terrified by the behavior of these uniformed, masked, and armed 
immigration agents, Tatyana maneuvered her car away from the scene. Both women were very 
shaken up by what had just transpired, and they decided to leave the parking lot and head to the 
Southern Christmas Show.   

As Tatyana and Kristen drove out of the parking lot, they saw vehicles occupied by 
immigration agents headed in the same direction as them. Both women saw the immigration 
enforcement vehicles enter a police station on Central Avenue. Needing to regroup, Tatyana parked 
the car on a side street, Mary Oakes Road. Another community observer was also parked nearby. 
She, too, had witnessed the behavior of the agents in the parking lot just minutes earlier. Tatyana 
and the other observer spoke briefly and exchanged contact information.   

Tatyana and Kristen then drove back onto Central Avenue, where they spotted the same 
immigration agents exiting the police station parking lot. Because they were in a neighborhood 
with a significant immigrant population, Tatyana and Kristen wanted to let community members 
know about the presence of immigration agents.   

Immigration agents then began to follow both women. Wherever Tatyana drove, the 
immigration agents followed her car. Both women were in distress, unclear about what to do next. 
Tatyana called the other observer whom she had previously met on Mary Oakes Road. The 
observer told both women to call 911, which they did. The 911 dispatcher suggested driving the 
car into a public space, like a nearby police station or gas station.   
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Tatyana drove through a parking lot, and the immigration agents followed. Tatyana drove 
into a residential neighborhood, and the immigration agents continued to follow. At no time did 
Tatyana violate any traffic laws. Tatyana then drove onto Kilgo Way, which she did not realize was 
a dead-end road until she had already turned. As the immigration agents continued to follow them 
down the street lined with townhomes, Tatyana pulled the car into a driveway.    

Immigration agents parked their cars and immediately swarmed the two women. An 
immigration agent pointed his assault rifle at the driver’s side window while multiple agents 
screamed at them. Tatyana and Kristen were terrified that the gun, pointed at them, 
would discharge and possibly injure or kill them. An immigration agent then started pounding the 
driver’s side window with his assault rifle, banging the tip of the barrel repeatedly against the glass. 
The immigration agent violently hit the window several times, each time striking the glass with 
the tip of the assault rifle, only inches from Tatyana’s body. Eventually, the immigration agent 
broke most of the driver’s side door window, sending shards of glass onto Tatyana’s clothing and 
exposed skin. Tatyana and Kristen were still on the phone with the 911 operator.   
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The immigration agent proceeded to open the door. One agent noticed a child’s car seat in 
the back of the car, he said loudly to Tatyana, “You’re a stellar mom.” Tatyana replied, “I am a 
stellar mom, thank you very much.” Tatyana got out of the car and placed her hands behind her 
back; she did not want the immigration agent to throw her to the ground. He then zip-tied her wrists 
behind her back.  

On Kristen’s side, a different immigration agent used what appeared to be a tool to partially 
smash the passenger side window. Once the door was open, Kristen told the agents that she had 
just had surgery. Worried about her friend, Tatyana yelled to the agents not to hurt Kristen, who 
was still recovering from surgery only days earlier.  

The agents took Kristen out of the car and handcuffed her wrists behind her back.   

 

For several minutes, Tatyana and Kristen stood outside, handcuffed behind their 
backs. They waited as immigration agents rummaged through Tatyana’s vehicle. During this time, 
residents on Kilgo Way came out of their homes to witness and record Kristen and Tatyana’s 
arrests. One onlooker offered to call the women’s husbands. Kristen’s 
husband subsequently arrived, although the immigration agents would not let him speak to either 
woman. Initially, immigration agents refused to answer any questions at all, including the basis for 
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the arrest and what would happen next. Eventually, an immigration agent told an onlooker that the 
immigration agents would transport both women to the FBI building.   

 

Immigration agents placed both women into the back of an SUV with three other 
immigration agents in the car with them. Both women remained shackled behind their backs for 
the drive to the FBI building in Charlotte.   

At the FBI building, Kristen was taken into the building and placed into a room. Tatyana 
was left in the garage, alone with some number of immigration agents. Still zip-tied behind her 
back, she was directed to sit in a white folding chair. At least one immigration agent appeared to 
be filming Tatyana the entire time. She was denied her request to have the zip-ties 
removed. Tatyana remained alone with immigration agents in the parking garage for what felt like 
30 minutes, although she had no access to her phone at any time.  

Tatyana was eventually escorted into the building and placed in a room separate from 
Kristen. Her zip-ties were replaced with metal handcuffs. FBI agents sought to question her, but 
Tatyana invoked her right to have a lawyer present and refused to answer any questions. She asked 
for a phone call, which was initially denied. Eventually, an FBI agent agreed to let her call her 
husband to arrange to have their daughter picked up. After some time, FBI agents placed Tatyana 
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and Kristen in the same room. FBI agents told both women not to discuss anything about the 
incident. Tatyana and Kristen remained shackled the entire time they were in the FBI building.   

After approximately four hours in the FBI building, both women were given criminal 
citations, charging them with assaulting federal agents in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 111. FBI agents 
arranged to drop both women off at a nearby Waffle House.   

                               

                               

Approximately three-and-a-half months later, on March 2, 2026, the United States, through 
the U.S. Attorney’s Office for the Western District of North Carolina, voluntarily dismissed the 
criminal charges against both women.   
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II. HARMS 

As a direct and proximate result of the events described above, Tatyana and Kristen 
suffered physical, psychological, and emotional distress. Both women were threatened, followed, 
assaulted with weapons being pointed at them, assaulted by fear and threat of imminent physical 
harm, handcuffed, detained, and criminally charged with baseless allegations. Immediately after 
this incident, both women had to secure legal representation, gather evidence to prove their 
innocence, and make other important decisions required of being a defendant facing federal 
criminal charges. For months, both women lived with the pressing fear that they might have to go 
to court to fight these false charges, and that federal immigration agents might continue to allege 
specious falsehoods about their actions. Since the charges have been dismissed, both women are 
continuing to process this traumatic encounter.   

Tatyana also suffered damage to her car. She had to pay to repair the driver’s side window 
and remove shards of glass scattered throughout the vehicle.    

 

Kristen was ten days post-surgery at the time of her arrest and assault by immigration 
agents. Tatyana left the FBI building with scratches and cuts on her body as a direct result of 
immigration agents’ conduct. When agents smashed her window, she found glass on her person 
for many days. Additionally, Tatyana had bruises on her wrists because of how tight the agents tied 
the zip-ties.   
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After the traumatic encounter with immigration agents, both women endured having the 
encounter spread across the internet. A video showing part of the assault and arrest was posted on 
Facebook and garnered nearly nine million views. The video was posted on X (formerly known as 
Twitter), to which then-Commander-at-Large of Border Patrol Greg Bovino responded by posting, 
“Excellent arrests for assault on a federal officer.” This left Tatyana and Kristen deeply worried 
about their own safety and the safety of their families. The entire experience left both women 
feeling vulnerable and exposed, fearful that there could be further retaliation against 
them from any of the people who saw the video on social media, and who saw Bovino’s celebration 
of their arrest.   
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III. CLAIMS 

The FTCA permits individuals to bring claims against the United States for negligent or 
wrongful acts committed by federal employees acting within the scope of their official duties. 28 
U.S.C. § 2674, et seq. Specifically, the FTCA waives the federal government’s sovereign immunity 
“under circumstances where local law would make a private person liable in tort.” United States 
v. Olson, 546 U.S. 43, 44 (2005) (citing 28 U.S.C. § 1346(b)(1)) (internal citations omitted). Claims 
asserting assault, battery, false imprisonment, false arrest, abuse of process, and malicious 
prosecution are explicitly allowed by the FTCA against investigative or law enforcement officers 
of the federal government. 28 U.S.C. § 2680(h).  

A. False Imprisonment and False Arrest  

Immigration agents falsely imprisoned and falsely arrested Ms. Reisini and 
Ms. Roos without legal justification or authority. False imprisonment is the illegal restraint of a 
person against her will. See Bartley v. City of High Point, 272 N.C. 224, 229, 846 S.E.2d 750, 
755 (2020), aff’d, 2022-NCSC-63, 381 N.C. 287, 873 S.E.2d 525. A false arrest is an arrest 
without legal authority and is one way of committing false imprisonment. Id.   

Immigration agents trapped Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos on a driveway on Kilgo Way after 
following their car for several minutes. While pointing at least one assault weapon at them, 
immigration agents smashed the driver’s window and attempted to smash the passenger window. 
Immigration agents shackled both women behind their backs and kept them standing on a public 
roadway while they unlawfully searched Ms. Reisini’s vehicle. Immigration agents then 
prolonged their detention by taking them to the FBI, where agents charged them with a crime 
that was never committed. The immigration agents lacked any lawful basis to detain, seize, 
arrest, restrain, or confine Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos by force.  

B. Assault and Battery  

The immigration agents committed assault and battery against Tatyana and Kristen. An 
assault is defined as “an offer to show violence to another without striking him, and a battery is 
the carrying of the threat into effect by the infliction of a blow.” See Tuggles v. United States, No. 
1:18-CV-97, 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 31124, at *22 (M.D.N.C. Feb. 27, 2019) (citing Dickens v. 
Puryear, 302 N.C. 437, 444, 276 S.E.2d 325, 330 (1981)). Without any legal justification, agents 
pointed their guns and threatened both women. The immigration agents shattered Ms. Reisini’s 
car window, causing glass to cut skin and cause damage. Immigration agents placed both women 
in restraints and forced them into a government vehicle. The force used was unwarranted, 
unreasonable, and excessive.   
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C. Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress  

The immigration agents’ conduct was extreme and outrageous and went beyond 
all possible bounds of decency, causing severe emotional distress. The events of November 17, 
2025, are seared into both women’s memories. Immigration agents’ violent actions undermined 
both women’s sense of personal safety and security. Since the attack, Ms. Reisini and 
Ms. Roos fear future harm from immigration agents.   

To state a claim for intentional infliction of emotional distress (“IIED”), a plaintiff must 
allege “(1) extreme and outrageous conduct by the defendant, (2) which is intended to and does 
in fact cause (3) severe emotional distress.” Lovo v. United States, No. 1:22CV1008, 2024 U.S. 
Dist. LEXIS 57275, at *21 (M.D.N.C. Mar. 29, 2024) (quoting Waddel v. Sparks, 331 N.C. 73, 
414 S.E.2d 22, 27 (1992)); see also Dickens, 302 N.C. at 437-455, 276 S.E.2d at 325–36 
(detailing that a credible threat of future harm, when coupled with violence, satisfies the 
“extreme and outrageous” element); Hensley v. Suttles, 167 F. Supp. 3d 753, 768 (W.D.N.C. 
2016) (explaining that the “extreme and outrageous” test must also assess the severity of distress 
the defendant intended to instill in the victim through such actions). Immigration agents’ conduct 
is utterly intolerable in a civilized society. For exercising their First Amendment rights, 
Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos were threatened, followed, assaulted, and arrested by agents.   

D. Trespass to Chattels  

Immigration agents unlawfully chased Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos onto a dead-end road, 
forcibly removed them from the car, and ultimately dispossessed Ms. Reisini of her vehicle. 
Agents shattered the driver’s side window, further impairing Ms. Reisini’s use and possession of 
her car. Thus, agents’ behavior constitutes an unauthorized interference with her 
chattel. See Fordham v. Eason, 351 N.C. 151, 155, 521 S.E.2d 701, 704 (1999) (holding that a 
successful action for trespass to chattels requires the party bringing the action to have actual or 
construction possession of the chattel and that there was an unauthorized, unlawful interference 
with or dispossession of the chattel).   

E. Conversion  

Immigration agents committed conversion when they broke Ms. Reisini’s car windows. 
The immigration agents physically altered the condition of the car, diminished the value of the 
car, and interfered with Ms. Reisini’s exclusive right to possess and use her property. See Variety 
Wholesalers, Inc. v. Salem Logistics Traffic Servs., LLC, 365 N.C. 520, 523, 723 S.E.2d 744, 747 
(2012) (outlining that a plaintiff must show ownership of the good or personal chattels and show 
that there was wrongful possession or conversion by the defendant to establish a claim of 
conversion).  
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F. Negligent Supervision  

Immigration agents’ actions against Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos reflect a systemic custom, 
pattern, and practice of violent enforcement by DHS. All immigration agents, tasked with the 
enforcement of the current administration’s immigration policies, are federal employees whose 
duties involve direct contact with the public. Supervisory authorities, such as the former 
Commander-at-Large of U.S. Customs and Border Patrol Greg Bovino, either knew or could 
have known through the exercise of ordinary care about the actions of the immigration agents 
during Operation Charlotte’s Web. In fact, Bovino was present in Charlotte during the weeklong 
occupation. When asked specifically about the use of an agent’s rifle to smash Ms. Reisini’s car 
window, Bovino did not express any concern about the outrageous conduct or concern about the 
risk to Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos. Instead, Bovino stated, “I’m more worried about the officer 
getting hurt or killed or the public getting hurt or killed, not necessarily the suspect.”3  

Immigration agents’ actions illustrate a pattern of inherent unfitness and prior specific 
acts of negligence from which competency may be inferred. See Taft v. Brinley’s Grading Servs., 
Inc., 225 N.C. App. 502, 515, 738 S.E.2d 741, 750 (2013) (stating that incompetency, either by 
inherent unfitness or previous specific acts of negligence from which incompetency may be 
inferred). Agents followed, boxed in, pointed their guns at, threatened, used excessive force to 
remove both women from the car, broke two car windows, and unlawfully arrested both women. 
The resulting injuries and property damage to Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos directly flow from the 
failure in supervision.  

G. Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress  

The emotional distress suffered by Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos was the foreseeable result 
of the immigration agents’ negligent conduct. A claim of negligent infliction of emotional 
distress requires that “(1) the individual engaged in negligent conduct; (2) it was reasonably 
foreseeable that such conduct would cause the plaintiff severe emotional distress; and (3) the 
individual's conduct, in fact, caused the plaintiff severe emotional distress.” Pittman v. United 
States, No. 5:10-CV517-BO, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 4422, at *9 (E.D.N.C. Jan. 13, 2012).   

The agents failed to exercise reasonable care as they assaulted and unlawfully arrested 
two women in broad daylight in the presence of community members. After several minutes of 
forcing both women to stand in the street, shackled behind their backs, agents drove these two 
women to the FBI building without notifying their loved ones. A reasonable person would have 
foreseen that such conduct created a substantial risk of causing, not only physical injury, but also 
severe emotional distress to these two victims. As a direct and proximate result of the agents’ 

 
3 Mike McIntire et al., They Were Charged With Assaulting ICE Agents. The Cases Are Crumbling, The 
New York Times (Jul. 18, 2026), https://www.nytimes.com/2026/07/18/us/ice-assaults-protesters.html.  
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negligent actions, Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos suffered severe emotional distress, including 
persistent fear, anxiety, humiliation, and disruption to their daily lives.  

H. Malicious Prosecution  

Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos were arrested and criminally charged with violations of 18 
U.S.C. § 111, despite the absence of probable cause. On March 2, 2026, the United 
States voluntarily dismissed all criminal charges. “To prove a claim for malicious prosecution, a 
plaintiff must establish four elements: (1) the defendant instituted, procured, or participated in a 
criminal proceeding against the plaintiff; (2) without probable cause; (3) with malice; and (4) the 
criminal proceeding terminated in favor of the plaintiff.” See Chidnese v. Chidnese, 210 N.C. 
App. 299, 305, 708 S.E.2d 725, 731 (2011) (citing Cook v. Lanier, 267 N.C. 166, 147 S.E.2d 910 
(1966)).   

Their criminal prosecution, in the form of arrest, detention, and criminal charges, lacked 
probable cause and ended favorably with voluntary dismissals. Moreover, it was driven by 
retaliatory and punitive intent. Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos’s arrest and attempted prosecution were 
undertaken pursuant to broader policies pushed by DHS and the current administration to quell 
any resistance to their immigration policies. Immigration agents’ actions constituted intentional 
acts outside the regular course of immigration enforcement, demonstrating malice and abuse of 
the criminal process as a tool of punishment.   

I. Discretionary Function Exception  

Immigration agents engaged in a flagrant violation of Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos’s 
constitutional rights with conduct so egregious and unlawful that any defense of the discretionary 
function is rendered entirely inapplicable and meritless. Federal law does not permit immigration 
agents to threaten serious bodily injury or death without justification, detain people without 
reasonable suspicion, arrest U.S. citizens without probable cause, or lodge specious and baseless 
criminal charges. The immigration agents did not have any reason to use force against Ms. 
Reisini and Ms. Roos. They had no reason to shatter Ms. Reisini’s car window. Ms. Reisini and 
Ms. Roos experienced violent and excessive force in what should have been a routine encounter 
between U.S. citizens and immigration agents. Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos were engaged in First 
Amendment-protected activities. The immigration agents’ actions violated the U.S. Constitution, 
the North Carolina Constitution, federal and state law, and federal regulations. Accordingly, the 
discretionary function exception does not apply, and the FTCA’s waiver of sovereign 
immunity remains intact.   
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1. Violation of Fourth Amendment (unlawful seizure)  

Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos were plainly detained and seized within the meaning of the 
Fourth Amendment. See Terry v. Ohio, 392 U.S. 1, 19 (1968) (articulating that a seizure occurs 
“when the officer, by means of physical force or show of authority, has in some way restrained 
the liberty of a citizen”). Immigration agents violently and unlawfully seized Ms. Reisini and 
Ms. Roos when they surrounded their vehicle, pointed guns in their faces, detained and shackled 
both women, and transported them to the FBI in a law enforcement vehicle.   

2. Violation of Fourth Amendment (excessive force)   

Immigration agents’ conduct toward Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos constituted excessive 
force in violation of the Fourth Amendment. See E.W. by and through T.W. v. Dolgos, 884 F.3d 
172, 179 (4th Cir. 2018). No reasonable officer in the same circumstances would have concluded 
that force was justified. See Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386, 399 (1989) (delineating that 
allegations that law enforcement used excessive force must be analyzed under the Fourth 
Amendment’s “objective reasonableness” standard); see also Evans v. City of Lynchburg, 766 F. 
Supp. 3d 614, 619 (W.D. Va. 2025) (holding that courts assess objective reasonableness by 
considering (1) the severity of the crime at issue; (2) whether the individual posed a threat to the 
safety of the officers or others; and (3) whether the individual was actively resisting arrest or 
attempting to flee). As detailed above, the immigration agents’ conduct was objectively 
unreasonable. Despite being criminally charged, Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos did not commit a 
crime. Neither woman posed a threat to the immigration agents or anyone else in the 
community.  Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos were not resisting arrest or attempting to flee. Viewed 
objectively, no reasonable officer in the same position would have concluded 
that the force applied here was justified. Accordingly, the immigration agents’ conduct 
constitutes excessive force in violation of the Fourth Amendment.  

3. Violation of Fifth Amendment (substantive due process)   

Immigration agents’ detention and arrest of Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos violated the Fifth 
Amendment because their actions served no legitimate government purpose. Government actors 
may not “deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law.” U.S. 
Const., amend V. The Due Process Clause “centrally concerns the fundamental fairness of 
governmental activity.” N.C. Dep’t of Revenue v. Kimberley Rice Kaestner 1992 Fam. Tr., 588 
U.S. 262, 268 (2019). It is intended to prevent government officials “from abusing [their] 
power.” Cnty. of Sacramento v. Lewis, 523 U.S. 833, 840 (1998) (citations omitted) (brackets in 
original). “[T]he touchstone of due process is protection of the individual against arbitrary action 
of government” and “the exercise of power without any reasonable justification in the service of 
a legitimate governmental objective.” Id. at 845–46 (citations omitted).   
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Among other protections, the Due Process Clause safeguards liberty in its most literal 
sense—shielding individuals from unjustified government intrusions on their freedom of 
movement. “Freedom from bodily restraint has always been at the core of the liberty protected 
by the Due Process Clause from arbitrary governmental action.” Foucha v. Louisiana, 504 U.S. 
71, 80 (1992); see also Ingraham v. Wright, 430 U.S. 651, 673 (1977) (“Among the historic 
liberties so protected was a right to be free from and to obtain judicial relief for unjustified 
intrusions on personal security.”).  

As detailed above, not only did immigration agents flagrantly violate the substantive due 
process rights of Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos by restraining them arbitrarily and capriciously, but 
the government’s overall conduct here “shocks the conscience,” which is forbidden under the 
Fifth Amendment. See Rochin v. California, 342 U.S. 165, 172 (1952).  

4. Violation of First Amendment   

Immigration agents retaliated against Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos for exercising their First 
Amendment rights. To establish a claim of retaliation, a plaintiff must show that (1) she engaged 
in First Amendment-protected activity; (2) defendant’s actions adversely affected her First 
Amendment rights; (3) there was a causal relationship between her protected activity and the 
defendant’s conduct. See Martin v. Duffy, 858 F.3d 239, 249 (4th Cir. 2017).   

Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos engaged in the constitutionally protected act of assembly in 
public places to observe and document immigration agents’ activities. See Brown v. State of La., 
383 U.S. 131, 141–42 (1966) (First Amendment rights “guaranteeing freedom of speech and of 
assembly...are not confined to verbal expression.”). Immigration agents were on duty and in 
public places, such as the streets and a parking lot. See Perry Educ. Ass’n v. Perry Loc. 
Educators’ Ass’n, 460 U.S. 37, 45 (1983) (holding that public streets have “immemorially been 
held in trust for the use of the public, and, time out of mind, have been used for purposes of 
assembly, communicating thoughts between citizens, and discussing public questions.”). 
Immigration agents retaliated against Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos for engaging in First 
Amendment-protected activity by following, assaulting, and unlawfully arresting both women. 
Tatyana and Kristen’s engagement in protected activity is the “but for” cause of the immigration 
agents’ retaliation. Such conduct will have a chilling effect on any reasonable person who wants 
to observe, document, and even protest the conduct of governmental officials or agents.   

5. Violation of the Standards for Enforcement Activities  

The standards for immigration agents’ enforcement activities are codified, in relevant 
part, in 8 C.F.R. § 287.8 (Standards for Enforcement Activities). During the immigration agents’ 
interactions with Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos, the regulations were violated, including, but not 
limited to, the following:   
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a. Illegal Use of Force   

Under 8 C.F.R. § 287.8(a)(1)(iii), an immigration officer “shall always use the minimum 
non-deadly force necessary to accomplish the officer’s mission and shall escalate to a higher 
level of non-deadly force only when such higher level of force is warranted by the actions, 
apparent intentions, and apparent capabilities of the suspect, prisoner, or assailant.” As DHS’s 
own regulations reflect, the use of force is a grave measure that must be reserved for the most 
exigent and exceptional circumstances. The use of force must be necessary, proportionate, and 
clearly justified under the law. Anything less undermines public trust, endangers lives, and 
violates fundamental constitutional protections. In this instant, immigration agents used illegal 
force when they pointed their guns, smashed car windows, and assaulted both women, escalating 
the encounter into violence. At no point did the situation warrant the level of violence and 
excessive force inflicted by the immigration agents.   

b. Failure to Identify as Immigration Agents  

Under 8 C.F.R. § 287.8(c)(2)(iii)(A), an immigration officer “must identify himself or 
herself as an immigration officer who is authorized to execute an arrest.” Here, immigration 
agents identified themselves as “police,” not immigration agents.  

c. Failure to Advise Rights  

Under 8 C.F.R. § 287.8(c)(2)(v), an immigration officer “must advise the person under 
arrest of appropriate rights as required by law at the time of arrest.” At no point during the entire 
encounter did immigration agents advise Ms. Reisini or Ms. Roos of their appropriate rights. 

d. No Reason to Initiate a Vehicle Pursuit   

Under 8 C.F.R. § 287.8(e)(1), an immigration officer “may initiate pursuit to apprehend 
fleeing suspects who are attempting to avoid apprehension. A designated pursuit vehicle is a 
vehicle that is equipped with emergency lights and sirens to warn people that emergency law 
enforcement activities are in progress.” As detailed above, Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos were not 
fleeing or attempting to avoid apprehension, and the immigration agents did not engage in a 
vehicle pursuit in accordance with applicable standards.  

J. Other Causes of Action  

The above is not intended to be an exhaustive list of possible causes of action available to 
Ms. Reisini and Ms. Roos arising out of the United States’ conduct. Accordingly, they reserve the 
right to assert these and other claims in an appropriate forum at the appropriate time, to the 
extent not already asserted.  
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IV. DAMAGES and REQUESTED RELIEF 

For the reasons outlined above, Tatyana Reisini and Kristen Roos respectfully request:   

a. Damages in the amount of $1,250,411.90 for Tatyana Reisini; 
b. Damages in the amount of $1,250,000.00 for Kristen Roos;   
c. Attorneys’ fees and costs as permitted by law;   
d. Such other and further relief as may be just, proper, and equitable.   

V. CONCLUSION  

For the reasons outlined above, Tatyana Reisini and Kristen Roos bring this action under 
the FTCA, seeking compensation for the extraordinary harm they suffered at the hands of the 
federal government. Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

  

 
Sincerely,   
 
 
 
Janki M. Kaneria   
Counsel for Justice System Reform 
 
 
 
Jacob H. Sussman   
Chief Counsel for Justice System Reform 
 
SOUTHERN COALITION FOR SOCIAL JUSTICE   
P.O. Box 51280   
Durham, NC 27717   
T: (919) 323-3380   
E: janki@scsj.org   
E: jsussman@scsj.org  
 

Attachments: Form 95 (Reisini); Form 95 (Roos) 

 


