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State of Washington vrs Donald J. Trump 

Case 2:  17 – cv – 000141 LJR 

Facts 

Donald Trump campaigned on the promise that he would ban Muslims from entering  
the United States.   On December 7, 2015, he issued a press release calling for “a total 
and complete shutdown of Muslims entering the United States.  Over the next several 
months, he defended and reiterated this promise. On August 15, 2016, Trump proposed 
an ideological screening test for immigration applicants, which he referred to as 
“extreme vetting”. 
 

Following his inauguration, President Trump reaffirmed his commitment to “extreme 
vetting.”  Within one week of taking office, President Trump signed an order entitled  
“Protecting the Nation from Foreign Terrorist Entry into the United States.”  The 
Order directs a variety of changes to the manner and extent to which non-citizens may 
obtain admission to the United States.    
 

Among other things, it imposes a 120-day moratorium on the refugee resettlement prog 
ram as a whole; indefinitely suspends the entry of Syrian refugees; and suspends for 90 
days entry of all immigrants and nonimmigrants from seven majority-Muslim countries: 
Iran, Iraq, Libya, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, and Yemen.  None of these countries have any 
documented ties to terrorism against the United States of America.  He also  confirmed  
his  intent  to  prioritize  Christians  in  the Middle East for admission as refugees. 
 

Curiously, missing from this list are the majority-Muslim countries of Saudi Arabia, the 
United Arab Emirates and Egypt – all countries with ties to terrorism against the United 
States, including the tragic events of September 11, 2001.  President Trump still has 
ownership in his business empire and he holds multi-million dollar licensing and 
development deals in the more dangerous countries he has left off the list. This raises 
some serious questions about how he came to plan the details of what people are calling 
the Muslim ban. 
 

Early Friday, (February 2nd, 2017) the  State Department said it had revoked fewer than 
60,000 visas due to Trump's order. However, a government attorney disclosed that the 
department had revoked 100,000 visas due to the travel ban. The State Department said 
that the attorney's higher number likely included exempt visa holders like "diplomatic 
and other visas that were actually exempted by the travel ban." 
 

Robart was nominated to the bench by Republican President, George W. Bush and now 
has senior status.  Robart’s order bans federal employees from enacting Trump’s 
executive order.  This order is being challenged in multiple states/jurisdictions and it 
appears that Robart was influenced by decisions questioning the constitutionality of this 
order in other courts. 
` 

Issue 

 
The 1st Amendment of the U.S. Constitution:   
 

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, 
or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to 
petition the Government for a redress of grievances. 
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Holding 

 

In a stunning rebuke, U.S. District Judge James Robart in Seattle ordered a national halt to 
enforcement of President Trump’s controversial travel ban on citizens from seven 
predominantly Muslim nations.  “Stunning” because it is rare for courts to act this quickly and 
block orders.  According to many legal sources, this means that Judge Robart expects the order 
to implement “extreme vetting” to be struck down by the courts (NOTE:  This order merely 
prevents it from being implemented) 
 

The White House vowed to appeal the decision immediately.  Early Saturday morning, Trump 
tweeted about Robart’s ruling, saying it puts into question law enforcement in the United States: 

 

The opinion of this so-called judge, which essentially takes law-enforcement away 
from our country, is ridiculous and will be overturned! 

 
    — Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump) February 4, 2017 

 

A federal appeals court denied early Sunday (2/5/2017) the Justice Department's request for an 
immediate reinstatement of President Donald Trump's ban on accepting certain travelers and all 
refugees. 
 

In a brief filed to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, February 5, 2017, nearly 100 companies —
including Facebook, Apple and Microsoft — from the technology sector and other industries 
supported the lawsuit filed by Washington state and Minnesota. 
 

The companies argue that Trump's order is "inflicting substantial harm on U.S. companies." 
 

Comments 

 

One ruling came down from a federal judge, Victoria Roberts, in Detroit. According to the 
Detroit News, Roberts “issued a permanent court order that ensures protections for U.S. 
residents traveling to and from the United States.” She issued a restraining order protecting 
green card holders, the newspaper said, even though Trump’s administration said, after initial 
confusion, that his ban doesn’t apply to them. 
 

The newspaper said the plaintiffs in the Detroit case are “an immigrant who was issued a visa to 
enter the United States as a lawful permanent resident, a U.S. citizen whose nine-year-old son 
was denied a visa to join his family in the United States and the Arab American Civil Rights 
League.” 
 

In Boston, Judge Nathaniel Gorton “refused to extend a temporary order that allowed some 
people affected by Trump’s ban to enter the country,” reported USA Today.  In direct contrast to 
Robart, Gorton ruled that the plaintiffs had not shown that they were likely to succeed on the 
merits of their claims,” so “an extension of the restraining order at the present time is not 
warranted,” reported WBUR.  A New York judge previously issued an emergency stay requiring 
that the government not send people detained at airports back to their home countries. 
 

An issue not directly rising from this case, but that continues to cause concern is that, unlike 
every other president in modern times, Trump has not placed his business interests in a “blind 
trust” and he directly continues to profits from them.  Did his executive order exclude countries 
he has business dealings with to protect those business interests? 
` 

The watchdog group Citizens for Responsibility and Ethics in Washington, or CREW, filed a 
lawsuit alleging that Trump’s business holdings violate the Emoluments Clause of the 
Constitution, which makes it illegal for government officials to “accept of any present, 
Emolument, Office, or Title, of any kind whatever, from any King, Prince, or foreign State.” 
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