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       U.S. Department of Justice 
 

United States Attorney 
Southern District of New York 

 
       The Silvio J. Mollo Building 

One Saint Andrew’s Plaza 
New York, New York 10007 

 
       March 9, 2016 
 
BY SECURE EMAIL 
       
John W. Moscow, Esq. 
Baker & Hostetler LLP 
45 Rockefeller Plaza 
New York, New York 10111-0100 
 

Re:  United States v. Prevezon Holdings, Ltd., et al., 13 Civ. 6326 (TPG) 
  

Dear Mr. Moscow: 
 

I write in response to your March 4, 2016 letter requesting immigration parole for 
Denis Katsyv and Natalia Veselnitskaya for the purpose of in-person meetings with counsel 
in preparation for oral argument on the appeal of Judge Griesa’s denial of Hermitage’s 
renewed disqualification motion, and for the purpose of attending the argument in person.  
Since neither Katsyv nor Veselnitskaya are required to appear as witnesses in person at this 
stage of proceedings, we do not believe that immigration parole is appropriate. 

 
We have consistently maintained that we would recommend immigration parole for 

the in-person attendance of Katsyv and Veselnitskaya at appearances where their in-person 
testimony was required in this case, including a reasonable preparation time in advance of 
such in-person appearances.1  This exercise of discretion is consistent with the applicable 
statute and regulations, which authorize immigration parole “on a case-by-case basis for 
urgent humanitarian reasons or significant public benefit.”  8 U.S.C. § 1182(d)(5); see also 8 
C.F.R. § 212.5(b)(4) (noting possibility of parole for “[a]liens who will be witnesses”); see 
also, e.g., Bertrand v. Sava, 684 F.2d 204, 212-13 (2d Cir. 1982) (noting broad discretion to 
make immigration parole decisions).  Consistent with our recommendations, the immigration 
authorities have authorized such parole for depositions and during the period immediately 
preceding the previously-scheduled trial dates.   

 
In-person meetings with counsel in the United States, or in-person attendance at oral 

argument, do not justify the exercise of the immigration parole authority.  Proceedings in the 
district court are stayed, and the appellate proceedings take place on a closed documentary 
record, upon which briefing is already complete.  Even in the district court, we understand 
                                                      
1 We understand from you that Katsyv and Veselnitskaya were not able to obtain visas.  The persons involved 
in litigating this case had no involvement in any visa decisions related to Katsyv or Veselnitskaya. 
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that Katsyv and Veselnitskaya have participated in the litigation of this case for years 
through means such as telephone conferences, videoconferences, electronic mail, and in-
person meetings with counsel outside the United States.  Though we will continue to 
recommend parole to allow in-person testimony in the United States, the convenience of 
having in-person meetings with counsel in the United States, or the desire to attend appellate 
oral arguments, does not constitute “urgent humanitarian reasons” or a “significant public 
benefit” justifying immigration parole in this case.   
 
      Very truly yours, 
 
      PREET BHARARA 
      United States Attorney 
 
     By: /s/ Paul M. Monteleoni   
      Paul M. Monteleoni 
      Margaret S. Graham 
      Cristine I. Phillips 
      Jaimie L. Nawaday 
      Assistant United States Attorneys 
      Tel.: (212) 637-2219/2923/2275/2696 
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