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Executive Summary 

This report presents an analysis of case appeals filed with the Board of Immigration 

Appeals (BIA) using case data from the Executive Office for Immigration Review (EOIR), 

drawn from the March 2026 public release. The data is a snapshot of EOIR records 

extracted on April 1, 2026, with case data dating back to 1920. The analysis examines 

patterns in appeal outcomes, differences by filer type and adjudicating location, and 

timelines associated with BIA decision-making. 

A key component of this work was the construction of a cleaned and filtered dataset. This 

involved integrating appeal-level and proceeding-level records and resolving data quality 

issues present in the original export. The cleaning process also revealed “anomalous or 

implausible records,” which primarily involved inconsistent or clearly erroneous dates, 

resulting in processing periods that fall well outside any reasonable window for BIA 

adjudication. These were excluded from the analysis. 

The findings reveal substantial variation in both outcomes and processing timelines. 

Overall, most resolved case appeals resulted in denials (71.53%), while grants accounted 

for a small minority (2.06%). Outcome patterns differ meaningfully by filer type: 

government-filed appeals most often resulted in remands, whereas noncitizen-filed 

appeals were most frequently denied. Processing timelines also vary considerably, with 

resolved appeals taking an average (median) of 461 days to resolve and 10% extending 

beyond 3.5 years. 

These results underscore the need for further investigation and contextual interpretation, 

and they provide a foundation for more targeted analyses of BIA adjudication outcomes 

and timelines. 
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1. Project Overview 

This report presents an analysis of case appeals filed with the Board of Immigration 

Appeals (BIA) using EOIR Case Data updated as of March 2026.1 The analysis draws on the 

Appeals (tblAppeal) and Proceedings (B_TblProceeding) tables from EOIR Case Data 

(March 2026), a publicly released export of EOIR records extracted on April 1, 2026. The 

Appeals table records individual BIA appeals; the Proceedings table records the 

immigration-court adjudications linked to each appeal. See §7.1 for detailed data source 

documentation. 

The primary goals of this work are: 

• To examine patterns in case appeal outcomes and BIA processing timelines. 

• To construct a cleaned, analysis-ready dataset merging appeal-level and 

proceeding-level information. 

• To document and address identified EOIR data quality issues. 

2. Definitions 

This section gives high-level definitions of the key terms used throughout the findings (§3 – 

§4). Many of these terms reflect derived variables built from the raw EOIR export – 

groupings of alphanumeric codes (e.g., outcomes, filer identities), quantities computed 

from date fields (e.g., time-to-decision), and filtered subsets (e.g., resolved vs. pending 

case appeals). Detailed mappings, code-level criteria, and pipeline filtering rules are 

documented in §7 (Methodology). 

 
1 FOIA Library, EXEC. OFF. FOR IMMIGR. REV., U.S. DEP’T JUST., https://www.justice.gov/eoir/foia-library-0 (last visited May 19, 
2026). 

https://www.justice.gov/eoir/foia-library-0
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• Case appeal – an appeal on the merits of an immigration judge’s decision. The 

findings restrict to this appeal type and exclude bond appeals, Motion to Reopen 

(MTR) appeals, and other categories (see §7.3.1 for the full filtering rule). 

• BIA outcome groups – every resolved appeal is assigned to one of seven 

categories. Note that pending appeals (no decision recorded yet) are not assigned 

to any of these categories:2 

o grant – the BIA ruled in favor of the appellant, granting the requested relief. 

o deny – the BIA denied or dismissed the appeal, affirming or upholding the 

immigration judge’s decision. 

o remand – the BIA returned the case to the immigration judge or court for 

further proceedings. 

o positive_admin – the case was administratively closed or terminated without 

a merits decision, in a manner generally favorable or neutral to the 

respondent. 

o other_admin – other administrative or procedural dispositions that do not 

reflect a merits outcome. 

o withdrawal – the appellant withdrew the appeal before the BIA issued a 

decision. 

o unknown – decision code not found in any predefined lookup set; captures 

rare data-entry inconsistencies. 

• Filer type – the party that filed the appeal: Government (DHS), Noncitizen, Both, or 

Other/Unknown.3  

• Resolved vs. pending – a resolved appeal has a recorded BIA decision date and/or 

a decision code. A pending appeal has neither. Timeline analyses use resolved 

appeals only. 

 
2 See §7.2.2 for the code-to-group mapping; the EOIR decision-code lookup is in Appendix B. 
3 See §7.2.3 for the code mapping; the EOIR filer-code lookup is in Appendix C. 
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• Time-to-decision – days between the appeal-filed date (datappealfiled) and the 

BIA decision date (datbiadecision), computed only for resolved appeals with 

valid dates.4 5  

• Base city code – code identifying the immigration court that issued the decision 

being appealed.6  

3. Summary of Case Appeal Outcomes 

This section provides descriptive summaries of the outcomes of BIA case appeals after 

removing the 167 anomalous and implausible records.7 These records correspond to two 

types of cases. First, cases with negative processing periods (n = 125). Second, cases with 

implausibly long processing periods (15 years or more) among resolved appeals (n = 42). 

The cleaned dataset consists of 968,218 total case appeals, including both resolved and 

pending matters.8 The following subsections highlight overall outcome distributions, 

differences across filer types, and variation by base city code. 

3.1 Overall Outcome Distribution 

Table 1 summarizes counts and percentages for each outcome group, including cases that 

remain pending as of April 01, 2026. Table 2 provides counts and percentages for resolved 

cases. 

Across all 968,218 case appeals, denials accounted for the majority (56.54%), followed by 

pending cases at 20.96%, remands at 13.30%, and grants at just 1.63% (Table 1). When 

considering only the 765,326 resolved case appeals, denials account for an even larger 

share at 71.53%. Remands were the second most common outcome at 16.82% of resolved 

 
4 Valid dates means: both datappealfiled and datbiadecision are present, the decision date is on or after the filing 
date, and the resulting duration is less than 15 years. Records that fail these conditions are excluded from timeline 
analyses; see §7.3.2 for the full list of anomalous-record categories and their treatment. 
5 See §7.2.1 for date handling. 
6 See Appendix D for the full lookup. 
7 For more information regarding these records and how they were preprocessed, see §7.3.2. 
8 This section includes pending case appeals. Subsequent timeline analyses are limited to resolved case appeals. 
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cases. For this subset, grants represent 2.06%. Ultimately, across both total and resolved 

case volumes, the data reveals a landscape dominated by denials, while grants remain a 

marginal outcome. 

Table 1: Distribution of BIA Case Appeal Outcomes (All Cases, N=968,218). 

bia_outcome_group count percent 

deny 547,437 56.54 

grant 15,744 1.63 

positive_admin 11,206 1.16 

other_admin 32,129 3.32 

remand 128,753 13.30 

withdrawal 29,915 3.09 

unknown 142 0.01 

pending 202,892 20.96 

Table 2: Distribution of BIA Case Appeal Outcomes (Resolved Cases, N=765,326). 

bia_outcome_group count percent 

deny 547,437 71.53 

grant 15,744 2.06 

positive_admin 11,206 1.46 

other_admin 32,129 4.20 

remand 128,753 16.82 

withdrawal 29,915 3.91 

unknown 142 0.02 
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3.2 Outcomes by Filer Type 

Table 3 summarizes the overall distribution of case appeals by filer type, while Table 4 

presents outcome counts and row-normalized percentages for each group. Figure 1 

provides a visual representation of these patterns. 

Related to the distribution of case appeals by filer type (Table 3), the vast majority of case 

appeals (92.85%) are filed by noncitizens, with government-filed appeals accounting for 

6.40%. Other filers (both, unknown) represent less than 1% of the cases. 

Table 4 shows that case appeal outcomes differ substantially depending on who filed the 

appeal. Appeals filed by the government (DHS) are dominated by remands, which account 

for just over half of outcomes (50.1%). Denials (15.7%) and grants (8.2%) comprise smaller 

shares, while pending cases represent roughly 10.2% of DHS-filed appeals. A nontrivial 

portion of government-filed appeals also result in withdrawals (12.1%) or positive 

administrative outcomes (1.5%). 

In contrast, appeals filed by noncitizens are overwhelmingly denied. Denials account for 

more than 59.5% of outcomes in this group, while grants are relatively rare (1.1%). Pending 

cases make up a substantial share of noncitizen appeals (21.8%), reflecting the large 

volume of unresolved cases in this category. Remands constitute a smaller proportion 

(10.6%) relative to government-filed appeals, and withdrawals and administrative 

outcomes together account for 7.0% of outcomes. 

Appeals categorized under “Other/Unknown” filer types show a different pattern, with 

denials comprising the largest share (50.6%) and remands accounting for roughly one third 

of outcomes (32.4%). Positive administrative outcomes, grants, and withdrawals are 

present but relatively uncommon. Appeals filed by both DHS and noncitizen parties 

(“Both”) follow a similar distribution, with remands (36.7%) and denials (35.0%) 

representing the majority of outcomes. 
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Table 3: Distribution of Case Appeals by Filer Type (All Cases, N=968,218). 

filer_type count percent 

Both 3,135 0.32 

Government 

(DHS) 
61,947 6.40 

Noncitizen 899,011 92.85 

Other/Unknown 4,125 0.43 

Table 4: Counts and Percentages of Case Appeal Outcomes by Filer Type (All Cases, 

N=968,218). 

filer_type deny grant other_admin pending positive_admin remand unknown withdrawal 

Both 
1,097 

(35.0%) 

270 

(8.6%) 

213     

(6.8%) 

236 

(7.5%) 

48            

(1.5%) 

1,151 

(36.7%) 

1   

(0.0%) 

119 

(3.8%) 

Government 

(DHS) 

9,747 

(15.7%) 

5,104 

(8.2%) 

1,318 

(2.1%) 

6,325 

(10.2%) 

899        

(1.5%) 

31,059 

(50.1%) 

0  

(0.0%) 

7,495 

(12.1%) 

Noncitizen 
534,507 

(59.5%) 

10,268 

(1.1%) 

30,270 

(3.4%) 

196,294 

(21.8%) 

10,180    

(1.1%) 

95,205 

(10.6%) 

141 

(0.0%) 

22,146 

(2.5%) 

Other/Unknown 
2,086 

(50.6%) 

102 

(2.5%) 

328     

(8.0%) 

37 

(0.9%) 

79           

(1.9%) 

1,338 

(32.4%) 
0 (0.0%) 

155 

(3.8%) 
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Figure 1: BIA Case Appeal Outcomes by Filer Type (All Cases, N=968,218).

 

3.3 Outcomes by Base City Code 

To explore geographic variation, BIA outcomes were summarized by base city code. This 

variable represents the originating immigration court or administrative location linked to 

the appeal. A base city code lookup table is included as an appendix (Appendix D).9  

Figure 2 presents two heatmaps showing the distribution of appeal outcomes by base city 

code. The top panel displays base city codes sorted alphabetically. The bottom panel 

displays the same outcome distributions but orders base city codes by total caseload 

volume, highlighting patterns among higher-volume adjudicating locations. In both panels, 

values represent the percentage of appeals within each city that fall into each outcome 

category. 

Across most base city codes, denials account for the largest share of outcomes, visible as 

the darker top row in both panels. Some cities show notably higher proportions of pending 

appeals (darker cells in the bottom row), while others show a greater share of remands, 

suggesting meaningful geographic differences in case processing. Grant rates remain 

 
9 Computed crosstab tables are available for reference upon request to the Authors. 
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comparatively low across all base city codes, and not every city contains every outcome 

category. 

Figure 2: Case Appeal Outcomes by Base City Code (All Cases, N=968,218). 

 

Note: In the caseload-sorted panel, cities with higher appeal volumes appear on the left. 

In absolute terms, the courts with the highest number of denials are West Los Angeles, CA 

(WLA; 69,973), Miami, FL (MIA; 69,116), and New York, NY (NYC; 55,952), which also 

handle the largest overall caseloads. The courts with the highest number of grants are in 

New York, NY (NYC; 2,032), West Los Angeles, CA (WLA; 1,938), and Miami, FL (MIA; 

1,912). The courts with the highest number of remands are in West Los Angeles, CA (WLA; 

15,647), San Francisco, CA (SFR; 13,020), and New York, NY (NYC; 11,496). 

In relative terms, rates vary considerably across courts. Restricting to courts with at least 

1,000 closed cases: 

• Deny rates range from 91.7% in New York, NY (NYB; 4,392), 81.8% in Napanoch, NY 

(ULS; 6,130), and 80.9% in Santa Ana, CA (SNC; 1,031) at the high end, down to 
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54.5% in San Diego, CA (SND; 11,990), 57.8% in Phoenix, AZ (PHO; 5,848), and 

59.5% in Annandale, VA (WAS; 9,016). 

• Grant rates are highest in Elizabeth, NJ at 5.3% (482), Florence, AZ at 3.7% (120), 

and Annandale, VA at 3.5% (532), though they remained below 6% across all courts. 

Grant rates are lowest in Charlotte, NC at 0.1% (CHL; 7), Cleveland, OH at 0.3% 

(CLE; 17), and West Valley, UT at 0.3% (SLC; 11). 

• Remand rates are highest in San Diego, CA at 32.1% (SND; 7,072), Cleveland, OH at 

29.6% (CLE; 1,854), and San Francisco, CA at 26.5% (SFR; 13,020). The courts with 

the lowest remand rates of this type were Santa Ana, CA at 5.4% (SNC; 69), New 

York, NY at 6.7% (NYB; 319), and Houston, TX at 7.6% (HGP; 91). 

3.4 Outcomes by Year of Appeal Filing 

To examine longitudinal patterns in BIA adjudication, case appeal outcomes were grouped 

by the year in which the appeal was filed.10 Figure 3 presents bar charts illustrating how the 

distribution of BIA appeal outcomes has shifted over time. Each bar represents a filing 

year, and the segments within each bar show the number and proportion of cases resulting 

in different outcome categories, including denials, grants, remands, administrative 

dispositions, withdrawals, and pending cases. This visualization highlights broad historical 

patterns such as the predominance of denials across most years, sharp increases in 

pending cases in the most recent filing years, and periods where remands or 

administrative outcomes constituted a larger share of decisions. 

Three summary visualizations were produced: a percentage-based distribution showing 

proportional outcomes by filing year (Figure 3), a raw-count chart illustrating the total 

volume of appeals filed over time (Figure 4), and a raw-count chart illustrating the total 

 
10 A crosstab of all outcome groups by filing year was generated. A year-normalized version of this table showing the 
percentage distribution of outcomes within each filing year was also produced. These tables span more than 70 filing 
years (1952-2025) and include detailed counts for each outcome category. The tables are available for reference and 
additional analysis upon request to the Authors. 
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volume of appeals filed specifically before 1983 (Figure 5). It is worth noting that several 

years in the early record (e.g., 1954, 1955, 1959, 1963) contain no case appeals in the 

dataset. This likely reflects the limited scope of digitized EOIR records for that period rather 

than an actual absence of BIA appellate activity. 

In the earliest filing years on record (1952–1971), nearly all appeals were ultimately denied, 

with 100% deny rates in most years (Figure 5). Three outliers are visible in this period: 1960 

(50% deny, 50% other administrative), 1961 (50% deny, 50% withdrawal), and 1964 (100% 

grant). However, each of these years had only one or two total cases, so the variation is not 

statistically meaningful. It is not until appeals filed in 1972 that a mix of outcomes begins 

to appear, when remands first emerge at 40% of cases (2 of 5 cases). 

From the mid-1970s onward, the eventual outcomes of filed appeals diversify further, with 

remands, grants, and administrative dispositions each claiming a growing share (Figures 3 

and 4). Among appeals filed during 1983–1990, other administrative dispositions 

accounted for 23–37% of eventual outcomes, and deny rates fell to their lowest pre-2020 

levels (45.8% for appeals filed in 1986). 

Deny rates climbed again for appeals filed through the 1990s and 2000s, peaking at 83.8% 

for those filed in 2003, before gradually declining. Nevertheless, across all filing years with 

substantial caseloads and sufficient time for resolution, denials have consistently 

constituted the largest share of BIA case appeal outcomes. 

As can be expected, the most recent filing years have a relatively higher share of pending 

cases, rising from 9.6% in 2019 to 85.5% in 2025, as appeals filed in these years have had 

less time to be adjudicated. 

Across the 71 filing years on record (1952-2026), denials are the most frequent outcome in 

63 of them (89%). The exceptions divide into two groups. The first is 1964, where the single 

closed case appeal on record was a grant. The second is the recent period: from 2020 

onward, pending cases dominate every filing year, rising from 45.7% in 2020 to 85.5% in 

2025 and 98.0% in 2026 (through Q1 only), because most appeals filed in these years have 
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not yet been adjudicated. When pending cases are excluded, denials are the most 

frequent outcome in every year on record except 1964. 

Figure 3: BIA Case Appeal Status by Filing Year (All Cases, N=968,218). 

 

Figure 4: BIA Case Appeal Status by Filing Year (Raw Counts). 
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Figure 5: BIA Case Appeal Status by Filing Year, Pre-1983 (Raw Counts). 

 

Note: The y-axis of this figure is plotted on a smaller scale compared to Figure 4 to make 

the low volumes in earlier years visible. 

3.5 Outcomes by Year of Appeal Resolution 

To complement the filing-year analysis, appeal outcomes were also grouped by the year in 

which the BIA issued its decision. Following the same structure as the previous section, 

Figure 6 presents proportional outcomes by decision year, Figure 7 the corresponding raw 

counts across the full series, and Figure 8 the raw counts restricted to decisions issued 

before 1983. As mentioned earlier, several years in the early record (e.g., 1955, 1963, 1964) 

contain no decisions in the dataset. This likely reflects the limited scope of digitized EOIR 

records for that period rather than an actual absence of BIA activity. 

The distribution of outcomes by decision year also confirms that denials have been the 

predominant outcome across most of the BIA’s history. In the earliest decision years 

(1953–1972), denials accounted for 100% of outcomes in most years, with the same low-

volume outliers noted in the filing-year analysis (e.g., 1961, 1962, and 1965, each with only 

one or two cases).  
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A mix of outcomes first appears in 1973, when remands account for 14.3% of the seven 

decisions issued that year. The decision-year view also reveals notable spikes in other 

administrative dispositions: in 1987, such dispositions accounted for 50.7% of outcomes 

(N=2,831), and in 1991, they reached 51.6% (N=18,861). These were the only two years in 

which denials fell below 50% among decision years with substantial caseloads. 

Deny rates peaked in the early 2000s, reaching 82.8% in 2004 (N=37,096) and 82.0% in 

2002 (N=48,885). Remands have represented a significant and recurring share of 

outcomes, reaching their highest proportion in 2020 at 40.9% (N=29,938), a year in which 

denials dropped to 56.4%. 

In more recent decision years, positive administrative closures have also emerged as a 

notable category, accounting for 10.2% of outcomes in 2022 and 5.6% in 2024. 

Figure 6: BIA Case Appeal Outcomes by Decision Year (All Cases, N=968,218). 
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Figure 7: BIA Case Appeal Outcomes by Decision Year (Raw Counts). 

 

 

Figure 8: BIA Case Appeal Outcomes by Decision Year, Pre-1983 (Raw Counts). 

 

Note: The y-axis of this figure is plotted on a smaller scale compared to Figure 7 to make 

the low volumes in earlier years visible. 
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4. Summary of Decision Timelines 

This section presents descriptive statistics on the time required for the BIA to resolve case 

appeals, using only the filtered dataset of resolved appeals (i.e., records with interpretable 

and reasonable filing and decision dates as defined in §7.3.2). While highly 

implausible/invalid records were excluded, zero-day decisions and resolved appeals with 

no linked proceedings were retained in this analysis. 

Of the 765,326 retained resolved case appeal records, 66 lacked a filing date 

(datAppealFiled), making it impossible to compute days to decision. These 66 records 

are included in outcome counts and grant rate calculations but excluded from all timeline 

analyses (descriptive statistics, box plots, and percentile tables). All timeline figures use N 

= 765,260. 

4.1 Overall Time-to-Decision Distribution 

Figure 9 summarizes the distribution of time to BIA decision using a box plot.11 The median 

falls near 461 days, with the middle 50% of cases resolved between approximately 211 and 

733 days. The whiskers extend to roughly 1500 days. Outliers beyond 1.5× IQR12 are not 

displayed; the maximum observed value is 5,447 days. 

Across resolved case appeals, the mean processing time was approximately 581 days, 

with substantial variation across cases. The distribution is right-skewed, reflecting a 

subset of cases with lengthy adjudication periods.  

 

 

 
11 A box plot is a graph that shows the distribution of a numerical variable. The box spans from the 25th to the 75th 
percentile (the middle 50% of the data), with a line inside marking the median. Lines (“whiskers”) extend from the box to 
the most extreme data points within 1.5 times the interquartile range. Data points beyond the whiskers are considered 
outliers. Outliers are hidden in the box plots presented here. 
12 The Interquartile Range (IQR) on a box plot represents the spread of the middle 50% of a dataset, calculated as the 
difference between the third quartile and the first quartile. It is visually represented by the width of the box itself. 
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Figure 9: Overall Time-to-Decision Box Plot (N=765,260). 

 

Figure 10 presents the same distribution as a violin plot,13 which reveals the shape of the 

data more fully. The bulk of cases cluster below 1,000 days, with a sharp peak in the lower 

range and a long right tail extending past 5,000 days. This tail, hidden in the box plot, 

represents a small but notable share of cases with unusually long processing times. 

Figure 10: Overall Time-to-Decision Violin Plot (N=765,260). 

 

The key timeline statistics are the following: 

• Mean: 581 days – on average, it took about 1 year and 7 months for an appeal to 

reach an outcome. 

• Minimum observed value: 0 days – some decisions were issued on the same day 

the appeal was filed (273 cases). 

• 10th percentile: 105 days – 10% of appeals were resolved in under approximately 

3.5 months. 

 
13 A violin plot is similar to a box plot but adds a smoothed curve on each side that shows the density of the data. Where 
the shape is wider, more cases are concentrated at that value. This makes it easier to see patterns such as skewness or 
multiple peaks in the distribution that a box plot alone would not reveal. 
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• 25th percentile: 211 days – one quarter of appeals were resolved within about 7 

months. 

• Median (50th percentile): 461 days – half of all appeals were decided within 

approximately 1 year and 3 months. 

• 75th percentile: 733 days – three quarters of appeals were resolved within about 2 

years. 

• 90th percentile: 1,320 days – 90% of appeals were resolved within approximately 

3.5 years; 1 in 10 took longer than that. 

• Maximum observed value: 5,447 days – the longest time to decision within the 

scope of this analysis was approximately 14.9 years. Note that appeals with 

processing times exceeding 15 years were excluded as part of the data filtering 

criteria described in §7.3.2. 

 

Taken together, these figures show a highly variable timeline. Half of all cases are resolved 

within 461 days (about a year and three months), yet the overall mean reaches 581 days 

(about a year and seven months), pulled upward by a long right tail of multi-year cases. The 

longest-running case in the dataset took 5,447 days from filing to BIA decision. At the two 

extremes of the distribution, the fastest 10% of cases were resolved within 105 days (about 

3.5 months), while the slowest 10% took at least 1,320 days (roughly 3.6 years). 

4.2 Timelines by Outcome Category 

To explore differences in processing times by adjudicatory outcome, decision times were 

calculated for each grouped outcome category. The results are presented in a table format 

(Table 5), a boxplot (Figure 11), and a violin plot (Figure 12).  

The median time to decision is shortest for withdrawals (153 days) and denials (449 days), 

and longest for grants (611 days), positive administrative closures (629 days), and other 

administrative outcomes (648 days). Grants also exhibited the widest spread (IQR: 325–
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1,236 days), suggesting highly variable processing times for cases that ultimately resulted 

in relief. 

The shape of each violin reflects the density of cases at a given duration (Figure 12). 

Withdrawals and denials are concentrated at shorter durations, while grants, positive 

administrative outcomes, and other administrative outcomes exhibit wider, flatter 

distributions with longer right tails, indicating greater variability and a substantial share of 

cases extending well beyond 1,000 days. More detailed observations for the specific 

outcome categories are presented next. 

Table 5: Decision times by outcome category (N=765,260). 

bia_outcome_group count mean sd min q10 q25 median q75 q90 max 

withdrawal 29,907 312 377 0 41 74 153 426 787 4,200 

deny 547,408 560 472 0 106 206 449 693 1,278 5,428 

remand 128,732 649 534 0 133 286 513 805 1,416 5,392 

unknown 142 731 546 0 99 215 607 1,054 1,587 2,250 

grant 15,741 819 634 0 149 325 611 1,236 1,778 4,861 

positive_admin 11,203 708 482 0 122 317 629 1,008 1,398 3,869 

other_admin 32,127 771 576 0 134 317 648 1,102 1,546 5,447 
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Figure 11: Overall Time-to-Decision by Outcome Category Box Plot (N=765,260.

Note: Outliers beyond 1.5× IQR are not displayed; the maximum observed value across all 

categories is 5,447 days. 

Figure 12: Time-to-Decision by Outcome Category Violin Plot (N=765,260). 

 

Note: Outliers beyond 1.5× IQR are not displayed; the maximum observed value across all 

categories is 5,447 days. 
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Key Observations 

• Denials are resolved more quickly than most other outcome types. 

o Denial cases have a median of 449 days, roughly 5-7 months faster than 

grants or administrative outcomes. 

o Even at the 75th percentile (693 days), denial timelines remain shorter than 

those for grants and administrative dispositions. 

• Grants and administrative outcomes take the longest to resolve. 

o Grant cases and administrative outcomes have the longest median time-to-

decision. Median resolution times are 611 days for grants, 629 days for 

positive administrative closures, and 648 days for other administrative 

outcomes. 

o At the upper end of the distribution, 90th percentile values ranging from 

1,398 to 1,778 days indicate that a substantial share of these cases extends 

well beyond four years. 

• Cases resulting in a grant took substantially longer to resolve than those 

resulting in a denial. 

o The mean time to decision for grants was 819.3 days, compared to 559.7 

days for denials, which is a difference of approximately 260 days. 

o Given that 260 days is a visible gap, it is worth quantifying the magnitude of 

the difference beyond statistical significance alone. For this purpose, it is 

possible to use a "Cohen's d," which is a standardized effect size for 

measuring the difference between two means. Cohen classified effect sizes 

as small (d = 0.2), medium (d = 0.5), and large (d ≥ 0.8). 

o The Cohen's d for the difference in times for grants and denials is 0.544, 

indicating a medium effect size. While the large sample sizes (N=15,741 

grants; N=547,408 denials) mean even small differences would reach 

statistical significance, the practical magnitude of the gap suggests that 
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cases ultimately granted relief may involve more complex proceedings or 

additional review before a favorable decision is reached. 

 

• Remand decisions fall between denials and grants in terms of resolution time. 

o Remand cases have a median duration of 513 days, longer than denials but 

much shorter than grants and administrative outcomes. 

o However, the 90th percentile for remand timelines (1,416 days) suggests a 

long tail of cases with extended adjudication timelines. 

• Withdrawn appeals are resolved much more quickly than all other outcome 

types. 

o Withdrawn appeals have the shortest timelines overall, with a median of 153 

days and a 75th percentile of 426 days. 

• Cases with “unknown” outcomes display atypical duration patterns. 

o Although few in number, unknown outcomes have relatively short lower-

quartile timelines but long upper tails (90th percentile: 1,587 days). 

• All outcome categories exhibit substantial variability in processing times. 

o Standard deviations range from approximately 377 days for withdrawal 

cases to over 634 days for grant outcomes, indicating substantial 

heterogeneity in decision timelines across all outcome types. 

o This variability reflects the long-tailed nature of BIA appeal processing, 

where a nontrivial share of cases extend far beyond typical resolution times. 

o As a result, median and percentile-based measures provide a more reliable 

summary of typical decision durations. 

4.3 Timelines by Appellant 

Processing times were also analyzed by the party that filed the appeal. The results are 

presented in Table 6 and visually in Figures 13 and 14. It is important to note that outliers 

beyond 1.5× IQR are not displayed; the maximum observed value is 5,447 days. 
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Cases filed jointly by both parties have the longest median resolution time, followed by 

noncitizen-filed appeals and government (DHS) appeals. Other/Unknown filers have the 

shortest median, though this group is small (N=4,088). The distributions are broadly similar 

across filer types, with the interquartile ranges largely overlapping.  

All four groups show a similar shape: a concentration of cases at shorter durations with a 

long right tail. Noncitizen-filed appeals, which make up the vast majority of cases 

(N=702,662), have the most extended tail, with some cases taking over 5,000 days to 

resolve. Government (DHS) appeals show a slightly more compact distribution. Key 

observations for the specific outcome categories are presented next. 

Table 6: Decision times by filer type. (N=765,260). 

filer_type count mean sd min q10 q25 median q75 q90 max 

Other/Unknown 4,088 346 345 0 58 109 228 480 751 3,605 

Government 

(DHS) 
55,612 542 435 0 131 242 450 680 1,097 4,590 

Noncitizen 702,662 586 500 0 104 210 462 742 1,332 5,447 

Both 2,898 642 564 0 131 218 501 826 1,428 4,791 

Figure 13: Time-to-Decision by Appellant Box Plot (N=765,260). 
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Figure 14: Time-to-Decision by Appellant Violin Plot (N=765,260). 

 

Key Observations 

• Median timelines are broadly similar for DHS and noncitizen filers. 

o Appeals filed jointly by both DHS and noncitizens (“Both”) have a somewhat 

higher median duration of 501 days (2,898 cases). 

o Government (DHS)-initiated appeals show a median of 450 days (55,612 

cases), and noncitizen appeals a median of 462 days (702,662 cases), 

indicating comparable typical processing durations despite differences in 

caseload volume. 

o The “Other/Unknown” filer group has a substantially shorter median of 228 

days, but this category is heterogeneous and small relative to the full 

dataset, comprising only 4,088 cases (0.53% of resolved case appeals 

analyzed). 

• Noncitizen-filed appeal timelines show a broader distribution and longer 

upper-tail delays. 

o The 75th percentile for noncitizen filings is 742 days, compared to 680 days 

for DHS filings. 

o The 90th percentile is 1,332 days for noncitizens versus 1,097 days for DHS, 

indicating that lengthy delays disproportionately affect noncitizen 

appellants. 
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o Maximum observed durations also extend higher among noncitizen appeals 

(up to 5,447 days, nearly 15 years). Cases with processing times exceeding 

15 years were excluded from the analysis as implausible, so these values 

represent the upper bound of the filtered dataset. 

• Most appeals in the dataset are filed by noncitizens. 

o Noncitizen-filed appeals make up the vast majority of cases analyzed, with 

DHS-filed appeals comprising a much smaller share and joint (“Both”) and 

Other/Unknown filers together accounting for less than 1% of appeals. 

While typical processing durations (medians) are similar regardless of filer type, noncitizen 

appellants experience more variability and a longer tail of delayed decisions. These 

findings suggest that cases initiated by individuals (which comprise most of the docket) 

may be more susceptible to bottlenecks or case characteristics associated with extended 

review. 

4.4 Timelines by Lower Court 

To assess how BIA processing times vary depending on where cases originate, appeals 

were grouped by base_city_code, which identifies the immigration court that issued the 

underlying decision being appealed. Because courts differ substantially in caseload 

volume and case characteristics, summary tables were generated showing time-to-

decision statistics for each court along with their corresponding caseloads. 

The five courts with the longest (Table 7) and shortest (Table 8) median time-to-decision 

are shown below; the full table appears in Appendix E. Median is used rather than mean 

because the underlying distribution is heavily right-skewed, with a small number of multi-

year cases that would distort a mean-based average. Notably, court caseload and median 

time-to-decision do not appear to be related. 
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Table 7: Top 5 courts by longest median time-to-decision. 

Court City Resolved cases Median (days) 

VNS Van Nuys, CA 681 777 

NOL New Orleans, LA 5,015 646 

SLC West Valley, UT 3,439 597 

NYC New York, NY 74,840 587 

CHL Charlotte, NC 5,527 582 

 

Table 8: Top 5 courts by shortest median time-to-decision. 

Court City Resolved cases Median (days) 

BTR Unknown14 9 81 

NYD New York, NY 21 85 

EPD El Paso, TX 2,813 109 

KRO Miami, FL 8,477 113 

OAK Oakdale, LA 8,000 115 

 
14 BTR appears in 9 case appeal records but is not present in EOIR's published base-city-code lookup table. Its city/state 
could not be determined from public documentation. 
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4.5 Timelines by Immigration Judge (ij_code) 

To explore variation in how long appeals take depending on the immigration judge who 

issued the underlying decision, BIA processing times were grouped by ij_code, which 

identifies the judge of record in the original proceeding. 

Although the BIA (rather than the immigration judge) adjudicates the appeal, patterns in 

timelines may still reflect differences in case mix, procedural histories, or characteristics 

of dockets associated with particular judges.15  

Key Observations 

• Median timelines vary widely across judges, ranging from over 2,000 days for some 

judges (e.g., codes EMP, SHR, MEY) to under 100 days for others (e.g., KYM, MAA, 

JAT, SMW, SUR). 

4.6 Clearance Rate Over Time 

To examine how quickly the BIA processes its docket, a quarterly clearance rate was 

computed. This is the number of decisions issued during the quarter divided by the number 

of appeals pending at the start of the quarter. The metric captures throughput relative to 

docket size: a higher rate means the BIA is resolving a larger share of its existing backlog 

each quarter, a lower rate means a smaller share. It does not on its own indicate whether 

the backlog is growing or shrinking, since that also depends on new filings (not factored 

into this rate). The results are presented in Figure 15. The series begins in 1986 Q1, where 

data volume becomes substantive enough to compute stable quarterly rates. Note that the 

clearance rate is a coarse efficiency measure and does not distinguish merits decisions 

from procedural dispositions. 

 
15 A summary table for all IJ decisions and timelines is available upon request to the Authors. 
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Figure 15: BIA Clearance Rate by Quarter (decisions issued ÷ appeals pending at start of 

quarter), 1986 Q1 through the most recent complete quarter. 

 

From 1986 to 1990, clearance rates crept upward from a baseline of 2–3% to roughly 8–

10%. This gradual climb was interrupted in the first quarter of 1991 by an anomaly: the 

clearance rate grew to 46% before immediately dropping back to 12–14%. Because this 

massive spike was isolated and survived even when restricting the metric to cases pending 

before the quarter began, it strongly points to a one-time bulk disposition or a sweeping 

data-coding event rather than a genuine, sustainable leap in throughput. Following the 

1991 spike, the BIA settled into a decade of relative stability, with clearance rates 

fluctuating between 6% and 19% through 2001. 

The year 2002 marked a shift: the clearance rate roughly doubles between 2001 (7–13%) 

and 2002 onward (~20–29%). This elevated capacity held steady for over a decade. Starting 

in 2015, the system began accelerating toward a series-high clearance rate of ~52% in the 

second quarter of 2017.  

Then, in 2018, the clearance rate falls from ~30% to under 10% within four quarters, driven 

primarily by growth in the denominator (pending cases roughly tripled) rather than a 

comparable drop in absolute decisions issued. The pending caseload swelled from around 
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10,000 appeals in 2017 to over 100,000 by 2024, ultimately reaching around 179,000 

pending appeals by the first quarter of 2026. 

Since 2020, clearance rates have remained low, roughly between 4% and 10%. The lowest 

point in this window was 3.8% in mid-2025 and was 4.3% in the most recent quarter (2026 

Q1). 

5. Limitations 

The findings presented in this report arise from a dataset with several known constraints. 

Key limitations observed during processing and analysis include: 

5.1.1 Data Quality, Outliers, and Anomalous Records 

• Extremely long timelines (15+ years). A small subset of appeals showed 

processing durations exceeding 15 years. These values are not necessarily invalid; 

some may represent unusually delayed adjudications or legacy cases. However, the 

dataset offers no reliable way to distinguish legitimate extreme values from data-

entry or system-recording errors. Because these cases represented a very small 

proportion of the dataset, and because including them would disproportionately 

distort aggregate statistics (especially means and standard deviations), they were 

excluded from the high-level summary metrics. However, these anomalously long-

duration cases may themselves be analytically meaningful. A deeper investigation 

into the characteristics, frequencies, and origins of these records could yield 

valuable insights into potential systemic bottlenecks, administrative delays, or 

data-processing issues. 

• Malformed or inconsistent TSV structure. As documented by TRAC (see 

Incomplete and Garbled Immigration Court Data Suggest Lack of Commitment to 

Accuracy16), the TSVs provided by EOIR contain structural inconsistencies that 

 
16 Incomplete and Garbled Immigration Court Data Suggest Lack of Commitment to Accuracy, TRANSACTIONAL REC. ACCESS 

CLEARINGHOUSE IMMIGR. (Oct. 31, 2019), https://tracreports.org/immigration/reports/580/. 

https://tracreports.org/immigration/reports/580/
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prevent off-the-shelf parsing. Multiple files had misaligned fields, irregular 

delimiters, and corrupted rows. To address this, we developed bespoke column-

reconstruction workflows using small language models trained for structural 

inference on each column, enabling recovery of column boundaries and repair of 

malformed rows. A notebook detailing the methods used is provided with this 

analysis. While this process allowed for maximal data salvage, automated 

reconstruction is imperfect, and some recovered values, particularly in sparsely 

populated fields, may be inaccurate. 

• Impossible or internally inconsistent date fields. A small number of records 

contained logically impossible dates, such as a BIA decision date preceding the 

appeal filing date. Some of these were filtered out (e.g., negative durations), but 

others could not be definitively resolved without access to source systems or 

corroborating metadata. These unresolved date anomalies introduce uncertainty in 

a subset of timeline calculations, especially at the distribution tails. 

• Implications for interpretation. Because timeline distributions are sensitive to 

extreme values, even a small number of anomalous records can meaningfully affect 

means, standard deviations, upper percentiles, and visualization scales. Median-

based and quantile-based statistics (50th, 75th, 90th percentiles) offer more robust 

insight for decision-timeline analysis. 

5.1.2 Interpretive Constraints 

• Timelines reflect BIA processing and not lower-court behavior. Metrics grouped 

by base city or immigration judge reveal how case origins correlate with BIA 

timelines, but they do not indicate performance of individual courts or judges. 

• Caseload disparities may shape apparent patterns. Some categories (e.g., DHS 

filers, high-volume courts, certain IJs) dominate the dataset. Others are very small, 

making their statistics less stable and more susceptible to noise. 
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• Observational nature of the analysis. Because this analysis is descriptive, it 

cannot attribute causation. Differences in timelines or outcomes may be driven by 

unobserved variables. 

6. Conclusion and Areas of Further Study 

This report presents a quantitative historical analysis of case appeals by the BIA. By 

systematically evaluating administrative records, this study identifies distinct empirical 

patterns in outcomes and processing durations.   

First, the vast majority of appeals result in denials, with grants constituting a minimal 

fraction of the total volume. Outcomes also differ by filer type: government-initiated 

appeals are remanded more often, while noncitizen-filed appeals predominantly result in 

denials. 

Second, processing durations are heavily right-skewed: the median is 461 days, but a 

persistent tail of multi-year cases pulls the mean substantially above the median. Typical 

wait times alone therefore understate how long a meaningful subset of appellants actually 

spends in the system. 

Third, both processing durations and outcomes vary by court. Median time-to-decision 

differs notably across adjudicating locations, and while outcome mixes vary as well, 

denials dominate everywhere. Among courts with at least 1,000 cases, deny rates range 

from 54.5% to 91.7%, a spread wide enough to suggest court-level factors meaningfully 

shape outcomes. 

Finally, an evaluation of quarterly clearance rates reveals a sharp decline after 2017, 

driven by rapid growth in the pending caseload that began in 2018. Pending appeals grew 

from roughly 10,000 in early 2017 to nearly 179,000 by the start of 2026, and clearance 

rates have since remained below 10%. 
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These findings are descriptive and do not address what potential causes the patterns 

observed. Further work could include segmenting appeals by additional case 

characteristics to uncover patterns that may be obscured in the aggregate summaries 

presented above. Additional time-series and policy-change analyses such as examining 

period effects associated with regulatory shifts or administrative transitions may also 

reveal broader temporal trends in filing behavior, outcomes, or processing timelines. 

Together, these extensions could deepen the descriptive insights presented here and 

support more targeted interpretations of the BIA appeals process. 
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7. Methodology 

This section documents the data sources, derived variables, filtering rules, and data-

quality handling that produced the analysis-ready dataset used in §3 – §4. 

7.1 Data Sources 

This analysis draws on two related tables from a publicly released export of EOIR Case 

Data titled EOIR Case Data (March 2026). The dataset is a snapshot of EOIR records 

extracted on April 1, 2026. Variable descriptions referenced throughout this section are 

drawn from documentation provided by The Deportation Data Project17. 

7.1.1 Appeals (tblAppeal) 

According to the Deportation Data Project, the Appeals table “tracks decisions of the 

Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA). Each row in the table corresponds to a single appeal. 

One case can include multiple appeals, and some appeal types occur without an initial 

immigration judge decision.” Table 9 presents the variables that were used for this analysis 

along with their definitions.18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
17 EOIR Data Documentation, DEPORTATION DATA PROJECT, https://deportationdata.org/docs/eoir.html (last visited May 19, 
2026). 
18 Definitions are drawn from The Deportation Data Project’s Codebook. See EOIR Data Documentation, DEPORTATION DATA 

PROJECT, https://deportationdata.org/docs/eoir.html (last visited May 19, 2026).  

https://deportationdata.org/docs/eoir.html
https://deportationdata.org/docs/eoir.html
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Table 9: Key variables from the Appeals table. 

Field Variable name Definition 

Case ID idncase 
Primary key for the case table. It allows an appeal to be matched with a case (i.e. an 

immigration proceeding) 

Proceeding 

ID 
idnproceeding 

Primary key for the proceeding table. It allows an appeal to be matched with an 

idnproceeding 

Appeal type strappealtype 

Detail on what the appeal concerns (see lookup table in Appendix A). The most common 

appeal types are 'case appeals' (appeals on the merits of an immigration judge's decision to 

order removal or grant relief or termination), 'bond appeals' (appeals of an IJ's bond 

redetermination decision), and 'MTR BIA' appeals (motions to reopen a removal case at the 

BIA). 

Appeal 

category 
strappealcategory 

Body from which the appeal is taken. The most common appeal category contains appeals 

from the decision of the immigration judge. The BIA also hears a much smaller number of 

appeals from decisions of US Citizenship and Immigration Services, Customs and Border 

Protection, and Immigration and Customs Enforcement. 

Filer type strfiledby Who filed the appeal -- the noncitizen (A), the government (I), both (B), or other (O). 

BIA decision strbiadecision Description of the decision (see lookup table in Appendix B). 

BIA decision 

type 
strbiadecisiontype Type of decision by the BIA. The most common types are per curiam (P) and regular (R). 

BIA decision 

date 
datbiadecision Date of the BIA decision. 

BIA appeal 

filed date 
datappealfiled Date on which the appeal was filed. 

 

 

 

 

7.1.2 Proceedings (B_TblProceeding) 

“In [the Proceedings] table, each row corresponds to what the database refers to as a 

proceeding (idnproceeding) – a single adjudication in a single immigration court, with 
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new proceedings generated, for example, by a change of venue or transfer, or if an 

immigration judge decision is remanded on appeal.” Table 10 presents the variables that 

were used for this analysis along with their definitions. It is important to note that although 

the proceedings table contains substantive information about proceedings, here it is used 

primarily as metadata linked to each appeal.19 

Table 10: Key variables from the Proceedings table. 

Field Variable name Definition 

Case ID idncase 
Primary key for the case table. It allows an appeal to be matched with a case (i.e. an 

immigration proceeding). 

Proceeding 

ID 
idnproceeding 

Primary key for the proceeding table. An idnproceeding ends whenever there is an outcome 

recorded in either the "dec_code" or "other_comp" field. This means that a new idnproceeding 

(and therefore row in this table) is created whenever a decision is made in a case (e.g., there 

is a change of venue or transfer, a reopening after administrative closure or a motion to 

reopen, or a remand from the Board of Immigration Appeals). An idnproceeding is therefore a 

subpart of a removal proceeding, which the dataset calls a case. 

Immigration 

judge code 
ij_code Code identifying the immigration judge. 

Base city 

code 
base_city_code The immigration court in which a proceeding was adjudicated. 

 

While the proceedings table provides substantive information about individual 

adjudications, its use in this analysis required careful handling due to known data quality 

issues in the underlying export. During processing, we identified the following issues: 

• The EOIR TSV file underlying the proceedings table contains several structural 

inconsistencies documented by Transactional Records Access Clearinghouse 

(TRAC Report No. 580)20, including misaligned columns, irregular delimiters, and 

 
19 Definitions are drawn from The Deportation Data Project’s Codebook. See EOIR Data Documentation, DEPORTATION DATA 

PROJECT, https://deportationdata.org/docs/eoir.html (last visited May 19, 2026).  
20 Incomplete and Garbled Immigration Court Data Suggest Lack of Commitment to Accuracy, TRANSACTIONAL REC. ACCESS 

CLEARINGHOUSE IMMIGR. (Oct. 31, 2019), https://tracreports.org/immigration/reports/580/. 

https://deportationdata.org/docs/eoir.html
https://tracreports.org/immigration/reports/580/
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corrupted rows. These issues prevented reliable parsing using standard TSV 

readers. To address this, we implemented a column-reconstruction workflow that 

inferred correct field boundaries and repaired malformed records. 

• Of 16,376,527 total lines, 117 lines were impacted and did not have the expected 

number of tab-delimited fields. Of these, 23 contained embedded newlines that 

split a single record across multiple lines; these were recovered by rejoining the 

split lines. The remaining 94 rows contained extra fields (39 or 40 instead of 38) due 

to stray delimiters; these were repaired using a character-level language model to 

identify the optimal field boundaries. 

After resolving structural issues observed in the raw datasets, Appeals and Proceedings 

data were merged using the shared identifiers idncase and idnproceeding. 

 

 

 

 

 

7.2 Derived Variables 

7.2.1 Date Parsing and Derived Timeline Variables 

Date fields were standardized and converted to datetime format. Several fields were 

derived from datappealfiled and datbiadecision to enable time-based analysis. 

Derived fields include: 

• year_appeal_filed: using datappealfiled 

• days_to_bia_decision: datbiadecision - datappealfiled 
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7.2.2 Derived BIA Outcome Group Variable 

To facilitate analysis across heterogeneous BIA decision codes21, we created a new 

categorical variable, bia_outcome_group, which assigns each record to one of seven 

high-level outcome categories: 

• grant – The BIA ruled in favor of the appellant, granting the requested relief. 

Includes full grants (GRN), grants without remand (GNR), Soriano grants (GRS), 

conditional grants (CGR, CPC), cancellation/suspension grants (SCC, CFG), 

voluntary departure grants (BVD), deferred enforced departure (DED), suspension 

completion (SUP), and sustains (SUS). 

• deny – The BIA denied or dismissed the appeal, affirming or upholding the 

immigration judge’s decision. Includes outright denials (DEN), dismissals (DIS, 

DUT, DMO), summary dismissals (SAD, SED, SDG, SND, SOD, SUD), summary 

affirmances (SAF, SAV), jurisdictional rejections (NJU, REJ), various procedural 

denials (D30, DVD, DNS, DSO, FMD, CFD, CFV). 

• remand – The BIA returned the case to the immigration judge or court for further 

proceedings. Includes standard remands (REM), administrative returns (ADR), 

background check remands (BCR), and returns to court to correct record 

deficiencies (ACR). 

• positive_admin – The case was administratively closed or terminated without a 

merits decision, in a manner that is generally favorable or neutral to the respondent. 

Includes American Baptist Church settlement closures (ABC), administrative 

closures (ADM, APD, CTM), and terminations (TER, TPD). 

• other_admin – Other administrative or procedural dispositions that do not reflect a 

merits outcome. Includes continuances (CON), moot bonds (MBD), streamlining 

 
21 BIA decision codes are categorical values in the EOIR Case Data that record the adjudicatory action taken by the Board 
of Immigration Appeals in a given appeal. 



 37 

actions (S-L), NACARA notices/continuations (NAN, SNC), coercive population 

control designations (CPG), and other unspecified actions (OTH, OTS). TPS 

(Temporary Protected Status) designations are also included here, as they reflect a 

status determination rather than a merits decision on the underlying appeal. 

• withdrawal – The appellant withdrew the appeal before the BIA issued a decision. 

Includes standard withdrawals (WDL) and DHS-initiated withdrawals (WPD). 

• pending – No BIA decision code exists for the appeal (null value in 

strbiadecision), indicating the appeal has been filed but not yet resolved. 

These groupings were necessary because EOIR’s raw decision codes contain dozens of 

alphanumeric disposition codes. Some of these indicate merits outcomes, others reflect 

procedural actions, jurisdictional determinations, or administrative closures. The lookup 

table referenced to define these groupings was provided by EOIR in the downloaded EOIR 

Case Data. 

This grouping process consisted of: 

• Mapping known decision codes 

Sets of codes corresponding to grants, denials, remands, withdrawals, positive 

administrative closures, and other administrative outcomes were constructed based on 

EOIR’s published decision-code definitions. Each raw code in strbiadecision was 

matched against these sets and assigned a related group label. The grant category reflects 

a favorable appeal outcome, including cases where relief was sustained or the 

immigration judge’s decision was upheld, rather than exclusively new grants of relief 

issued by the BIA. 

• Identifying pending decisions 

Records with a null value in strbiadecision were classified as pending, reflecting 

appeals that had been filed but had not yet been resolved. Of these, 13 records had a 
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datbiadecision date and were classified as “unknown” rather than pending. Further 

detail and analysis of “pending” records can be found in  §7.3.1 below. 

• Flagging unclassified or anomalous codes 

Any code not found in the predefined lookup sets was assigned to unknown. This category 

captures potential data-entry inconsistencies or codes not included in EOIR’s published 

lookup materials. 

The resulting variable, bia_outcome_group, provides a standardized and analytically 

meaningful framework for summarizing appeal outcomes, producing cross-tabulations 

(e.g., by filer type or filing year), and evaluating patterns in processing times among 

resolved appeals. 

7.2.3 Derived Filer Group Variable 

Appeals in the EOIR dataset include an indicator (strfiledby) identifying who filed the 

appeal. A new categorical variable, filer_type, was created by mapping these codes 

into four higher-level groups: 

• Government (DHS) 

• Noncitizen 

• Both 

• Other/Unknown 

The mapping rules correspond to the categories used in EOIR’s lookup table for filer codes 

(Appendix C). In brief: 

• Appeals coded with “I” were categorized as Government (DHS). 

• Appeals coded with “A”, “T”, or “P” were categorized as Noncitizen. 

• Appeals coded with “B” were categorized as Both. 

• All other values, including missing, unrecognized, or rarely used codes, were 

grouped under Other/Unknown. 
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This derived variable enables examining whether outcome distributions or processing 

timelines differ for government-filed versus noncitizen-filed appeals. 

7.3 Filtering Data for Analysis 

7.3.1 Case Appeals and Resolved Case Appeals Subsets 

From the merged dataset, records were restricted to those that EOIR codes as “Case 

Appeals.” This subset includes 968,385 total case-appeal filings. Among case appeals, 

202,892 were pending and 765,493 (79.0%) were resolved (i.e., contain a BIA decision 

and/or a BIA decision date). Of those, 13 case appeals had a datbiadecision date but no 

corresponding strbiadecision noted; these were classified among the resolved appeals 

as unknown. 

Pending case appeals. All case appeals categorized as “pending” lacked both a BIA 

decision code (strbiadecision) and a BIA decision date (datbiadecision). Because no 

definitive decision disposition was documented, these records were excluded from 

timeline analyses. 

Most pending case appeals were filed in the past few years. Figure 16 shows pending case 

appeals by the year each appeal was filed. 

Figure 16: Pending BIA Case Appeals by Filing Year (N=202,892). 
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Note: The dataset contains only one pending case appeal filed prior to 2019 (filed in 2014). 

Due to the scale of the y-axis, this case is not visible in the figure. 

7.3.2 Addressing Anomalous and Implausible Records 

A small subset of records (N=167) was identified as anomalous or implausible. These 

cases primarily involved inconsistent or clearly erroneous dates, resulting in processing 

periods that fall well outside any reasonable window for BIA adjudication. Although these 

records make up only about 0.02% of the dataset, they can skew time-based results and 

were excluded from analyses of appeal duration. 

A separate set of cases with zero-day decision durations was retained (N=273). Unlike 

records with implausibly long adjudication periods (which can substantially distort 

averages and upper-tail measures), zero-day resolutions occur at the lower bound of the 

distribution and have minimal impact on aggregate duration statistics. These cases also 

represent a very small share of the dataset. 

Table 11 documents these categories, their definitions, the number of records affected, 

and how each was handled in the analysis. 
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Table 11: Identified Anomalous Record Categories and Treatment in Analysis. 

Category Definition 
No. of 

records 
Status 

Negative 

Processing Periods 

Resolved case appeals that reported a BIA decision date that predates the 

appeal-filed date. These cases are impossible under any standard appeals 

workflow and likely reflect recording or data-entry errors. These records were 

excluded from all time-to-decision analyses. 

125 Excluded 

Implausibly Long 

Processing Periods 

Among Resolved 

Appeals 

Extremely long processing intervals, greater than fifteen years between appeal 

filing and BIA decision. Although long-pending or reactivated cases can exist, the 

magnitude of these durations strongly suggests either data errors or atypical 

administrative circumstances. These cases were excluded from timeline analyses. 

42 Excluded 

Zero-Day Decisions 

Cases where the appeal was filed and decided on the same calendar day were 

reviewed. While unusual, these outcomes appear to be plausible so their 

corresponding records were retained in the subsequent analyses. 

273 Retained 

Resolved Appeals 

with No Linked 

Proceedings 

A small subset of resolved case appeals (1,481 records) do not have associated 

proceeding identifiers (idnproceeding). In most instances, these records also lack 

an EOIR case number (idncase). While this pattern appears irregular, further 

inspection suggests that these may represent data-entry gaps or legacy records 

that were never linked to a proceeding in the system. Because these records do 

contain valid appeal-filed dates and BIA decision dates -- and therefore yield 

interpretable processing durations -- they were retained in the analysis. Their 

inclusion does not materially affect aggregate timeline estimates due to their small 

proportion relative to the full dataset of resolved case appeals. 

1,481 Retained 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Appeal Types 

EOIR’s appeal type lookup. The analysis in this report restricts to the “Case Appeal” type 

(strApplCode = Case Appeal). 

idnAppealType strApplCode strApplDescription Active 

1 Zero Bond Appeal Zero Bond Appeal Active 

2 Appeal of IJ MTR Appeal of IJ MTR Active 

3 Bond Appeal Bond Appeal Active 

4 Case Appeal Case Appeal Active 

5 DD Bond DD Bond Active 

6 DD Visa DD Visa Active 

7 Interlocutory Appeal Interlocutory Appeal Active 

8 MTR BIA MTR BIA Active 

9 RC Appeal Reasonable Cause Appeal Active 

10 SC Appeal Special Circumstances Appeal Active 

11 AMSA Appeal APPEAL OF MOTION TO SET ASIDE Active 

12 DD 212 DD 212 Active 

13 DD Fines DD Fines Active 

14 Circuit Court Remand Circuit Court Remand Active 

15 CDR CDR Appeal Retired 

18 Bond MTR Reo Bond MTR Reopen Active 

19 Bond MTR Rec Bond MTR Reconsider Active 

20 Bond MTR Rei Bond MTR Reinstate Active 
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Appendix B: Derived BIA Outcome Group Mapping 

strCode strDescription bia_outcome_group 

CFD Final Denial of EOIR 42B/40 deny 

CFV Final Denial of 42B/40 - Granting VD deny 

D30 Dismissed (Grant V/D 30 days) deny 

DEN Denied deny 

DIS Dismiss Appeal/Affirm IJ's Decision deny 

DMO Dismissed as Moot deny 

DNS Denied Soriano deny 

DSO Dismiss Soriano deny 

DUT Dismiss as Untimely deny 

DVD Dismissed (Voluntary Departure Granted) deny 

FMD Franco Motion DEN; Remove/Ineligible Relief deny 

NJU Lacks Jurisdiction -  BIA deny 

REJ Rejection deny 

SAD Summary Dismissal (a) inad reason on appeal deny 

SAF Summary Affirmance deny 

SAV SUMMARY AFFIRMANCE/VD deny 

SDG Summary Dismissal (G) untimely or waived appeal deny 

SED Summary Dismissal (e) no brief deny 

SND SUMMARY DISMISSAL  - BOTH (a) & (e) deny 

SOD Summary Dismissal (o) Other deny 

SUD Summarily Dismiss deny 

BVD BIA GRANTS VOLUNTARY DEPARTURE EXCEPT WHEN CFV APPLIES grant 

CFG Final Grant of EOIR 42B/40 grant 

CGR ANY CONDITIONAL GRANT OF RELIEF-EXCEPT CPC grant 
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strCode strDescription bia_outcome_group 

CPC Conditional Grant--CPC Asylum grant 

DED Deferred Enforced Departure grant 

GNR Grant with no Remand grant 

GRN Granted grant 

GRS Granted Soriano grant 

SCC Suspension Cancellation CAP grant 

SUP Suspension Completion grant 

SUS Sustain grant 

CON Continued other_admin 

CPG Coercive Population Control other_admin 

MBD Moot Bond other_admin 

NAN NACARA NOTICE other_admin 

OTH Other other_admin 

OTS Other Soriano other_admin 

S-L Streamlining other_admin 

SNC SPECIAL NACARA CONTINUATION other_admin 

TPS Temporary Protected Status other_admin 

ABC American Baptist Church Settlement positive_admin 

ADM Administratively Closed positive_admin 

APD Administratively Closed-DHS PD positive_admin 

CTM Administratively closed other than ABC positive_admin 

TER Termination positive_admin 

TPD Terminate-DHS PD positive_admin 

ACR ROP Returned to Court to correct deficiency remand 

ADR Administrative Return remand 

BCR Background Check Remand remand 
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strCode strDescription bia_outcome_group 

REM Remand remand 

WDL Withdrawal of Appeal withdrawal 

WPD Withdrawal-DHS PD withdrawal 
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Appendix C: Derived Filer Group Mapping 

Filed By Code Filed By Description filer_group 

B Both Both 

I DHS Government (DHS) 

A Alien Noncitizen 

P Petitioner Noncitizen 

T Applicant Noncitizen 

C Carrier Other/Unknown 

E EOIR Other/Unknown 

H ORR Other/Unknown 

O Other Other/Unknown 
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Appendix D: Base City Code Lookup Table 

base_city_code base_city_name base_city base_state 

ADL IMMIGRATION COURT ADELANTO CA 

AGA IMMIGRATION COURT HAGATNA GU 

ANN IMMIGRATION COURT ANNANDALE VA 

ATD IMMIGRATION COURT ATLANTA GA 

ATL IMMIGRATION COURT ATLANTA GA 

AUR IMMIGRATION COURT AURORA CO 

BAL IMMIGRATION COURT BALTIMORE MD 

BDC IMMIGRATION COURT BRADENTON FL 

BIA BOARD OF IMMIGRATION APPEALS FALLS CHURCH VA 

BLM IMMIGRATION COURT FORT SNELLING MN 

BOS IMMIGRATION COURT BOSTON MA 

BTV IMMIGRATION COURT BATAVIA NY 

BUF IMMIGRATION COURT BUFFALO NY 

CCC IMMIGRATION COURT CONCORD CA 

CHE IMMIGRATION COURT CHELMSFORD MA 

CHI IMMIGRATION COURT CHICAGO IL 

CHL IMMIGRATION COURT CHARLOTTE NC 

CIC IMMIGRATION COURT CONROE TX 

CIJ OFFICE OF THE CHIEF IMMIGRATION JUDGE FALLS CHURCH VA 

CLE IMMIGRATION COURT CLEVELAND OH 

DAL IMMIGRATION COURT DALLAS TX 

DEN IMMIGRATION COURT DENVER CO 

DET IMMIGRATION COURT DETROIT MI 

ELC IMMIGRATION COURT EL CENTRO CA 
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base_city_code base_city_name base_city base_state 

ELO IMMIGRATION COURT ELOY AZ 

ELP IMMIGRATION COURT EL PASO TX 

ELZ IMMIGRATION COURT ELIZABETH NJ 

EPD IMMIGRATION COURT EL PASO TX 

FCI IMMIGRATION COURT FALLS CHURCH VA 

FLO IMMIGRATION COURT FLORENCE AZ 

FTW IMMIGRATION COURT FORT WORTH TX 

HAR IMMIGRATION COURT HARTFORD CT 

HDQ EOIR - OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION FALLS CHURCH VA 

HGP IMMIGRATION COURT HOUSTON TX 

HLG IMMIGRATION COURT HARLINGEN TX 

HOD IMMIGRATION COURT HOUSTON TX 

HON IMMIGRATION COURT HONOLULU HI 

HOU IMMIGRATION COURT HOUSTON TX 

HSG IMMIGRATION COURT HOUSTON TX 

HYA IMMIGRATION COURT HYATTSVILLE MD 

IMP IMMIGRATION COURT IMPERIAL CA 

INP INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA INDIANAPOLIS IN 

JNA IMMIGRATION COURT JENA LA 

KAN IMMIGRATION COURT KANSAS CITY MO 

KRO IMMIGRATION COURT MIAMI FL 

LAD IMMIGRATION COURT LOS ANGELES CA 

LAN IMMIGRATION COURT LANCASTER CA 

LOS IMMIGRATION COURT LOS ANGELES CA 

LOU IMMIGRATION COURT LOUISVILLE KY 

LOW IMMIGRATION COURT CHELMSFORD MA 
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base_city_code base_city_name base_city base_state 

LRO IMMIGRATION COURT LAREDO TX 

LVG IMMIGRATION COURT LAS VEGAS NV 

MEM IMMIGRATION COURT MEMPHIS TN 

MIA IMMIGRATION COURT MIAMI FL 

NEW IMMIGRATION COURT NEWARK NJ 

NLA IMMIGRATION COURT LOS ANGELES CA 

NOL IMMIGRATION COURT NEW ORLEANS LA 

NYB IMMIGRATION COURT NEW YORK NY 

NYC IMMIGRATION COURT NEW YORK NY 

NYD IMMIGRATION COURT NEW YORK NY 

NYV IMMIGRATION COURT NEW YORK NY 

OAK IMMIGRATION COURT OAKDALE LA 

OIN OIN TEST BASE CITY - BARCODE OIN SD TEST VA 

OIT OIT TEST BASE CITY - ECAS OIT SD Test VA 

OMA IMMIGRATION COURT OMAHA NE 

ORL IMMIGRATION COURT Orlando FL 

OTM IMMIGRATION COURT OTAY MESA CA 

OTO IMMIGRATION COURT OTERO NM 

PEP IMMIGRATION COURT LOS FRESNOS TX 

PHI IMMIGRATION COURT PHILADELPHIA PA 

PHO IMMIGRATION COURT PHOENIX AZ 

PIS IMMIGRATION COURT LOS FRESNOS TX 

POO IMMIGRATION COURT PORTLAND OR 

POR IMMIGRATION COURT PORTLAND OR 

PSD IMMIGRATION COURT PEARSALL TX 

RIC HEADQUARTERS IMMIGRATION COURT RICHMOND VA 
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base_city_code base_city_name base_city base_state 

SAI IMMIGRATION COURT SAIPAN MP 

SAJ IMMIGRATION COURT GUAYNABO PR 

SDC IMMIGRATION COURT LUMPKIN GA 

SEA IMMIGRATION COURT SEATTLE WA 

SFR IMMIGRATION COURT SAN FRANCISCO CA 

SIN IMMIGRATION COURT - DOWNSTATE C.F. FISHKILL NY 

SLC IMMIGRATION COURT WEST VALLEY UT 

SMO IMMIGRATION COURT SACRAMENTO CA 

SNA IMMIGRATION COURT SAN ANTONIO TX 

SNC IMMIGRATION COURT SANTA ANA CA 

SND IMMIGRATION COURT SAN DIEGO CA 

SPD IMMIGRATION COURT SAN PEDRO CA 

STE STERLING STERLING VA 

TAC IMMIGRATION COURT TACOMA WA 

TUC IMMIGRATION COURT TUCSON AZ 

ULS IMMIGRATION COURT NAPANOCH NY 

VNS IMMIGRATION COURT VAN NUYS CA 

WAS IMMIGRATION COURT ANNANDALE VA 

WLA WEST LOS ANGELES IMMIGRATION COURT LOS ANGELES CA 

YOR IMMIGRATION COURT YORK PA 
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Appendix E: Timelines by Lower Court 

Full per-court timeline statistics. Sorted by median time-to-decision (descending). 

base_city_code count mean sd min q10 q25 median q75 q90 max 

VNS 681 772 594 3 83 184 777 1,157 1,614 2,187 

NOL 5,015 776 532 0 165 360 646 1,151 1,543 3,520 

SLC 3,439 693 475 0 115 329 597 1,019 1,380 2,427 

NYC 74,840 748 502 0 259 427 587 962 1,494 5,428 

CHL 5,527 682 451 7 181 336 582 954 1,356 2,453 

WAS 15,153 731 563 0 122 297 581 1,064 1,553 5,243 

MEM 9,255 675 429 0 217 384 567 890 1,308 3,220 

CLE 6,264 622 428 1 126 327 563 784 1,231 2,756 

CHI 20,117 740 603 0 113 305 562 1,053 1,608 5,177 

HOU 25,604 711 511 0 187 353 562 1,002 1,446 5,072 

PHO 10,117 687 505 0 167 328 560 924 1,444 3,782 

DEN 10,276 691 522 0 147 336 547 928 1,445 4,508 

SAI 182 526 305 1 83 332 546 724 853 1,340 

BAL 14,126 654 480 0 128 347 546 804 1,354 5,174 

POO 4,567 715 538 1 176 346 539 1,014 1,497 4,032 

DET 11,349 648 515 1 124 317 525 789 1,381 5,080 

BUF 4,565 653 497 0 143 337 521 802 1,367 4,130 

KAN 4,758 640 490 4 118 321 520 829 1,336 4,717 

WLA 96,099 643 459 0 199 382 508 762 1,328 5,392 

HON 2,671 648 571 0 99 220 503 870 1,414 5,411 

PHI 11,169 602 459 0 110 302 502 742 1,296 5,191 

SMO 1,654 646 463 0 154 322 498 918 1,395 2,579 

SNA 8,376 620 489 0 125 291 496 787 1,317 3,235 
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base_city_code count mean sd min q10 q25 median q75 q90 max 

ELP 5,677 638 544 0 127 249 495 816 1,420 5,090 

TUC 2,871 619 511 0 112 204 494 884 1,414 2,874 

HLG 5,931 692 628 0 104 227 493 1,012 1,544 5,122 

ATL 10,415 607 478 0 142 282 488 732 1,341 4,206 

HAR 7,371 598 506 0 104 219 484 741 1,351 5,446 

MIA 86,805 617 461 0 160 340 483 727 1,333 5,285 

SFR 49,093 627 493 0 153 323 474 740 1,394 5,059 

DAL 11,992 618 534 0 107 236 470 794 1,382 4,301 

OMA 4,872 586 478 1 108 232 470 741 1,299 4,872 

HGP 1,196 524 383 2 82 170 464 843 1,070 1,611 

SEA 14,066 601 500 0 142 266 462 718 1,316 4,761 

NEW 19,195 580 504 0 107 194 457 721 1,343 5,398 

SAJ 1,194 566 530 0 94 175 452 683 1,327 3,368 

BOS 22,762 547 507 0 109 167 444 674 1,235 5,447 

LVG 8,455 572 498 0 98 186 434 774 1,320 4,545 

ORL 15,611 518 400 0 146 266 422 598 1,105 3,423 

BLM 6,109 529 498 1 100 147 409 687 1,232 4,076 

SND 22,013 553 473 0 136 245 401 692 1,200 5,098 

AGA 867 477 496 9 104 164 294 557 1,155 4,587 

NYV 11,877 378 373 0 79 126 250 490 824 2,995 

NYB 4,787 376 429 3 104 138 210 430 928 2,272 

IMP 6,887 406 478 0 68 109 191 503 1,120 4,590 

SNC 1,275 301 313 1 70 122 178 308 823 1,436 

HYA 415 294 296 3 47 104 177 358 819 1,318 

STE 358 242 230 2 43 101 172 305 494 1,212 

HSG 3,019 318 376 0 71 106 162 352 862 2,122 
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base_city_code count mean sd min q10 q25 median q75 q90 max 

POR 38 159 81 42 48 84 157 219 249 380 

NLA 7,291 383 452 4 80 110 148 505 1,144 2,310 

LOW 72 198 135 4 77 112 148 263 399 564 

CHE 173 151 77 1 52 102 144 197 254 398 

LRO 2,253 239 283 1 64 97 144 259 505 2,583 

CCC 199 168 144 13 35 77 139 182 358 652 

INP 47 132 78 19 27 68 139 170 257 339 

OTM 887 200 237 0 79 116 139 158 336 1,902 

ANN 301 138 79 6 33 81 138 178 228 413 

PEP 213 129 62 17 36 88 138 152 210 326 

JNA 2,467 163 177 9 60 100 135 150 248 2,086 

ATD 2,373 231 315 0 66 97 132 199 493 4,559 

ELZ 9,134 189 225 0 67 95 130 177 380 3,982 

SPD 3 110 37 67 80 98 130 132 132 133 

ULS 7,493 156 131 0 63 87 127 181 272 2,261 

BTV 2,025 176 230 1 67 91 124 150 290 4,459 

PIS 4,286 278 432 0 61 87 124 202 714 3,392 

SDC 3,100 152 187 5 60 88 122 146 192 2,639 

TAC 3,511 178 245 0 58 86 122 150 326 4,226 

FLO 3,233 209 312 0 61 86 120 171 399 5,153 

PSD 2,161 161 206 1 59 85 120 147 270 2,309 

ADL 6,610 181 220 0 59 86 119 159 382 3,812 

AUR 2,722 180 254 0 58 84 119 152 302 2,660 

CIC 5,032 171 244 0 63 87 119 148 270 4,722 

OTO 1,143 159 210 8 52 83 118 145 206 1,821 

ELO 6,621 165 199 0 63 86 117 155 284 3,872 
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base_city_code count mean sd min q10 q25 median q75 q90 max 

OAK 8,000 168 229 0 51 78 115 159 284 4,609 

KRO 8,477 181 266 0 65 85 113 146 295 4,132 

EPD 2,813 157 212 0 48 77 109 146 255 2,468 

NYD 21 85 22 21 70 76 85 93 109 124 

BTR 9 93 23 63 77 81 81 123 123 123 
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Appendix F: Outcome Groups by Appeal Type 

Cross-tabulation of outcome groups by appeal type, computed across all appeal types in 

the cleaned dataset. 

strappealtype_clean deny grant other_admin pending positive_admin remand unknown withdrawal 

APPEAL OF IJ MTR 42,859 248 969 10,836 674 13,395 4 2,232 

BOND APPEAL 28,953 2,944 6,866 3,132 1 3,544 93 5,019 

BOND MTR REC 208 24 55 10 0 28 0 10 

BOND MTR REI 1 3 40 1 0 3 0 3 

BOND MTR REO 83 29 54 6 0 17 0 4 

CASE APPEAL 547,437 15,744 32,129 202,892 11,206 128,753 142 29,915 

CIRCUIT COURT 

REMAND 
3,023 133 931 1,343 3,664 15,924 0 67 

DD 212 1,499 247 61 12 0 236 6 12 

DD BOND 78 10 12 0 0 126 0 18 

DD FINES 6,863 124 57 29 0 35 2 3 

DD VISA 86,162 1,160 1,750 1,015 0 30,637 100 1,024 

DD-212 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

INTERLOCUTORY 

APPEAL 
5,597 89 1,558 293 60 1,247 1 388 

MTR BIA 141,088 21,330 9,045 6,513 23,539 26,088 11 2,785 

RC APPEAL 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

SC APPEAL 5 1 2 0 1 4 0 2 

ZERO BOND APPEAL 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 
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Appendix G: BIA Case Appeal Outcome Distribution by Base City Code 

Full-size reproduction of the base-city-code outcome heatmap. 
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Appendix H: Case Appeal Outcome Distribution by Filing Year 

Full-size reproduction of the filing-year outcome distribution (percentage view). 
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Appendix I: Case Appeal Outcome Distribution by Filing Year (Raw Counts) 

Full-size reproduction of the filing-year outcome distribution (raw count view). 
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Appendix J: Case Appeal Outcome Distribution by Decision Year 

Full-size reproduction of the decision-year outcome distribution (percentage view). 
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Appendix K: Case Appeal Outcome Distribution by Decision Year (Raw Counts) 

Full-size reproduction of the decision-year outcome distribution (raw count view). 
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Appendix L: TSV Repair Methodology 

The EOIR proceedings data (B_TblProceeding.csv) is a tab-separated file containing 

approximately 16.38 million rows with 38 expected fields per row. During initial parsing, 

117 rows were found to have an incorrect number of fields, caused by embedded newlines 

or stray tab characters that split fields across lines or introduced spurious field 

boundaries. 

To repair these rows with minimal manual intervention, we developed a column-

reconstruction workflow using per-column character-level language models and dynamic 

programming alignment. 

• Language model training. For each of the 38 columns, we trained a character-level 

trigram language model over the correctly-parsed rows. Each model scores a field 

value by summing the log-probabilities of its character trigrams, using additive 

(Laplace) smoothing: log((1 + count(trigram)) / (200 + count(bigram_prefix))). This 

captures the expected character patterns for each column — for example, date 

columns produce high scores for digit-hyphen-digit patterns, while code columns 

expect short uppercase strings. 

• Row repair via dynamic programming. For each malformed row (typically 

containing 39 or 40 fields instead of 38), we used dynamic programming to find the 

optimal way to merge adjacent fields back into 38 output fields. The objective 

function maximizes the total log-likelihood across all 38 column models, ensuring 

that merged fields are assigned to the column where they are most plausible. For 

rows split across multiple lines by embedded newlines, lines were accumulated 

until at least 38 fields were available before applying the same repair procedure. 

• Validation. To verify the model’s discriminative power, we tested it against a 

simulated garbled row (fields rotated by one position), which scored -1,116 – far 
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below any correctly-parsed row – confirming that misaligned fields are reliably 

detected. All repaired rows were additionally scored and inspected for plausibility. 

Results. All 117 impacted rows were successfully repaired. Of these, 23 were recovered 

through line accumulation (embedded newline handling) and 94 were repaired using per-

column character-level language models to score candidate field boundaries, with 

dynamic programming to select the optimal alignment. After repair, all 16,376,504 rows 

were written to a corrected output file. Side-by-side comparison of repaired rows against 

their malformed originals confirmed that the merges occurred at the expected field 

boundaries. 
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