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Public Relations Strategy for Six Imams' Case

I. Media
a. Op-Ed in Muslim newspapers

i. CAIR should issue Op-Eds in newspapers. Use the issue sheets to
draft these Op Eds.

b. Op-Ed in Greater Newspapers
i. CAIR should identify allies, Muslim or non-Muslim, who are
willing to write Op-Eds and work with them to place Op-Eds in local
newspapers.

II. Support from Progressive Groups

a. Re US Airways: It would be great to have ACLU, NAACP, Immigrant
rights groups, Muslim, Latino Organizations and Asian Organizations write letters to US
Airways voicing their concern over the treatment of the Six Imams.

b. Re public opinion: Encourage ACLU, NAACP, Immigrant rights groups,
Latino Organizations and Asian Organizations to support the right of the Imams to raise
this issue.

c. Re legal community: Get Muslim! Arab or South Asian Bar Associations
to start a dialogue within the legal community regarding the attacks made on CAIR and
lawyers.

d. We should have the bill as our reference reo racial profiling that will not
only affect Muslim Americans but other minorities. We should also discuss the
possibility of having a major campaign against Peter King and expose his history of
Muslim bashing.

III. Legislative/Political Approach

a. Work with civil liberties regarding H.B. 140l. It is now headed to the
senate.

IV. Townhall meetings/ Local outreach- Locate community leleaders and have
them speak about issues related to the case but not about the case directly

a. False reporting of Muslims by fellow citizens

b. Profiling by law enforcement and corporations
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c. Need of Muslims to file complaints when they are discriminated against

d. Discussion at bar Associations re legal issues in this case/ attacks on
lawyers

v. Discredit people- Perhaps join campaign against Peter King and Steven
Pearce.
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Nihad Awad

From: Nihad Awad

Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2007 6:07 PM

To: Arsalan Iftikhar; Corey Saylor; Ibrahim Hooper; Khalid Iqbal

Cc: Joshua Brockwell

Subject: FW: [imam lawsuit case] Six Imams

We need to show what has been done so far and do what is needed.
I would like to discuss this with you all tomorrow.

Nihad Awad
Executive Director
Council on American-Islamic Relations(CAlR)
453 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Washington DC, 20003, USA
Tel: 202-488-8787 Ex: 6048
F<L"c 202-488-0833
Email: nawad@cair.com
www.cair.com

From: imamcase-bounces@list.cair.com [mailto:imamcase-bounces@list.cair.com] On Behalf Of Aman Khalaf
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 20074:17 PM
To: imamcase@list.cair.com
Subject: [imam lawsuit case] Six Imams

ASA Brothers:

Below is a link to an article in the New York Sun today detailing the efforts of New York City council members to
pass Pete King's "John Does" amendment. According to the article, this amendment has also become an issue in
the upcoming 2009 NYC mayoral race. In light of these events, we need to know what steps are being taken to
engage in the political discourse on this issue and reach out to civil rights activists to ensure that something is
being do in this regard. In our previous email, we called for the formulation of a strategy and requested a
conference call but heard nothing back. We still believe that taking such action is necessary. We look forward to
your response.

http://www.nysun.comlarticie/52762?access=470687

Sincerely,

Aman K. Khalaf, Esq.
Law Firm of Omar T. Moharnmedi, LLC
233 Broadway, Suite 801
Woolworth Building
New York, NY 10279
Telephone: (212) 725-3846
Facsimile: (212) 202-7621

PLEASE NOTE: The information contained in this message is privileged and confidential, and is intended only for the use
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of the individual named above and others who have been specifically authorized to receive it. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this communication in error, or if any problems occur with transmission, please contact sender or call
(212) 725-3846. Thank you.
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To date we have not heard from your office regarding the following issues:

1. Can your legislative department track down the republican memo that was circulating regarding 1401?
2. What has been done to inform the Muslim community regarding the case, did CAIR submit the op-ed to

Muslim and Arab American newspapers? Is there anything on the website?
3. What efforts have been made to contact ACLU, CCR, NAACP regarding the bill and the opposition to this

case?
4. What efforts have been made to mobilize the community?

I 5. What efforts have been made to organize town hall meetings?
6. What efforts have been made to discredit supporters of this Bill (preparation of a package including the

strategies and point made by our office)?
':$.7. What efforts have been to raise money for this lawsuit?

My office sent various communications on the list and made phone calls requesting information or
teleconferences to follow-up on our strategy but to no avail. We specifically request to discuss the bill with the
legislative department.

My office has made the following steps:

1-We met with the Center for Constitutional Rights to discuss their support. We also discussed a possible
involvement of one of their lawyer.

2-Contacted ACLU and we are discussing their support on the bill

3-We are serving the defendants this coming Tuesday

4- We scheduled a lunch meeting with BgtLB.arr, the former congressman, on Ma 10th at 12:30 pm. at the Capitol
Hill club. Mr. Barr and I discussed in details ways how to prevent this bill from passing. We also discussed ways
to deal with the media.

In addition to these issues, we now need your help in coordinating a legislative packet revealing the truth behind
HB 1401. My office is willing to draft the substantive issues. However, the legislative department needs to
coordinate with my office. I am going away next week and will be back on April 30th. During my absence, my
associates would like to speak with Corey next week. My associates will contact him next week to set up a
conference call.

On another note, the Imams have not been responsive to our various requests of documents. Since CAIR entered
into a retainer agreement with them, you need to discuss this issue with them. I am happy to participate.

Wa Salaam,

No virus found in this outgoing message.

Omar Mohammedi, Esq.
Law Firm of Omar T. Mohammedi, LLC
233 Broadway, Woolworth Building
New York, NY 10279
Telephone: (212) 725-3846
Facsimile: (212) 202-7621
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Issue Sheet
House Bill 1401 (X) Immunity For Reporting Suspicious Activities And
Mitigating Terrorist Threats Relating To Transportation Security

Background: On or about March 21,2007, Congressman Stevan Pearce (NM-2)
proposed House Bill 1640 entitled Protection American Fighting Terrorism Act of 2007.
This bill sought to grant immunity to persons whom report suspicious activity in good
faith. On March 27,2007 Congressman Peter King (NY-3) proposed an amendment to
H.B. 1401 incorporating Congressman Pearce's proposed Bill. However, Congressman
King's proposal took out the good faith language and included a limitation on the
immunity in section d (See below). This provision states that the immunity does not
apply to disclosures of suspicious activity when, at the time the person made them, the
person knew them to be false. King also included a provision providing broad immunity
to airlines and other public transportation carrier (See subsection c). That same day the
house bill was passed. Congressman Bennie Thompson (MS) warned that this bill could
lead to racial profiling but voted in support. The text of the amended bill is as follows:

SEC. _X. IMMUNITY FOR REPORTING SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITIES
AND MITIGATING TERRORIST THREATS RELATING TO
TRANSPORT ATION SECURITY.

(a) Immunityfor Reporting Suspicious Behavior.--Any person who makes or
causes to be made a voluntary disclosure of any suspicious transaction, activity
or occurrence indicating that an individual may be engaging or preparing to
engage in a matter described in subsection (b) to any employee or agent of the
Department of Homeland Security, the Department of Transportation, the
Department of Justice, any Federal, State, or local law enforcement officer, any
transportation security officer, or to any employee or agent of a transportation
system shall be immune from civil liability to any person under any law or
regulation of the United States, any constitution, law, or regulation of any State
or political subdivision of any State, for such disclosure.

(b) Covered Disclosures.--The matter referred to in subsection (a) is a possible
violation or attempted violation of law or regulation relating

(1) to a threat to transportation systems or passenger safety or security; or

(2) to an act of terrorism, as defined in section 3077 of title 18, United States
Code, that involves or is directed against transportation systems or passengers.

(c) Immunity.for Mitigation o.fThreats.--Any person, including an owner,
operator or employee of a transportation system, who takes reasonable action to
mitigate a suspicious matter described in subsection (b) shall be immune from
civil liability to any person under any law or regulation of the United States, any
constitution, law, or regulation of any State or political subdi vision of any State,
for such action.
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(d) Limitation on Application.--Subsection (a) shall not apply to a statement or
disclosure by a person that, at the time it is made, is known by the person to be
false.

(e) Attorney Fees and Costs.--If a person is named as a defendant in a civil
lawsuit for making voluntary disclosures of any suspicious transaction or taking
actions to mitigate a suspicious matter described in subsection (b), and the person
is found to be immune from civil liability under this section, the person shall be
entitled to recover from the plaintiff all reasonable costs and attorney's fees as
allowed by the court.

(f) Retroactive Application.--This section shall apply to activities and claims
occurring on or after November 20,2006.

Position:

• In principle, CAIR supported HB 1640, the initial bill proposed by Congressman
Pearce. It provided immunity to passengers whom made reports regarding
suspicious activity in good faith.

• CAIR opposes the "immunity" amendment in HB 1401 proposed by
Congressman King because it does not include a good faith standard and it
includes a provision which may lead to the unfettered racial profiling of
passengers by airlines. It went further by granting immunity to the airlines which
would not only encourage false reporting but would give a blanket license to
profile minorities without regards to constitutional rights afforded to everyone.

• Under present law, a pilot has the right to remove a passenger if they think that
person may pose a security threat. However, the pilot cannot do it this ifhe
deems the passenger a security threat because of that passenger's race, ethnicity,
religion etc.

• Subsection (X)( c) states that any owner or employee of a transportation system is
immune from civil liability for making any disclosure of any suspicious
transaction or takes reasonable action to mitigate a suspicious matter. This language is
too broad to prevent racial profiling.

• The Immunity Amendment of 1401 was drafted directly in opposition to the Six
Imam case. CAIR finds it troublesome that Congress is seeking to litigate this
case on the house floor. Congressman King and Pearce introduced this bill while
drawing conclusions on disputed facts and drawing legal conclusions. These
Congressmen assume that the Imams claims are meritless and that all the
passengers made good faith reports. The House Floor is not a court of law and
legislation should not be issued directly against an ongoing lawsuit without a
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good faith effort on the part of these Congressmen to get a complete picture of the
facts at hand.

• The Six Imams' lawsuit is completely compatible with the Immunity amendment
to HB 1401. Subsection (d) states that a person who reports suspicious behavior
is not immune from civil liability if "a statement or disclosure by a person that, at the
time it is made, is known by the person to be false." The only passengers whom the
Imams may sue are those passengers who made the false reports, i.e. reported
things which did not happen, with the intent to have the Imams arrested or
harassed.

• CAIR is concerned that statements made by the Amendments sponsors'
Congressman King and Pearce. Neither Congressman consulted with CAIR or
the Imams themselves but both have made numerous legal conclusions implying
that the Imams' position is illegitimate.

• Statements made by Congressmen Pearce (NM) raise questions as to his motives
in introducing the bills. Several of his statements use language that contributes to
the notion that Muslims are against the American way of life and not for it. He
characterized the lawsuit as an "injustice against Americans", as "a bullying
tactic" and worse yet he identified those connected with the lawsuit as
"sympathizers of terrorism who seek to disrupt our way of life". By introducing
the bill with such language, Congressman Pearce couches this issue as an "us"
(non-Muslim) Americans versus "them" (Muslims). He states that the lawsuit is
an attack on the American way of life instead of stating that it is a vindication of
the American way of life, a life that permits us to challenge racism and injustice.

• Without asking the Imams for their side of the story, Congressman King stated on
the House floor, "Americans who were simply trying to protect themselves in
their country have now found themselves subject to a lawsuit for reporting
suspicious activity. These are simply people who were watching suspicious
activities and called to report those suspicious activities, and now they are going
to be terrorized in our court system in this country."

• Both Congressmen have no basis on which to assume that the Imams are suing
individuals that truthfully reported activity. On the contrary the Six Imams
complaint clearly states that the Six Imams are only suing those whom fall under
the bills exclusion, those who lied about what they saw.

• Congressman Pearce and King's statements criticizing the attorneys in this case
are outrageous and undermine the reputation of the legal profession.
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Evidence:

• HB 1401(d) states: Limitation on Application.--Subsection (a) shall not apply to a
statement or disclosure by a person that, at the time it is made, is known by the person to
be false.

• False reports are made against Muslims on a regular basis. [CAIR DO WE HAVE
STATISTICS OR ANTECDOTES ON THIS]

• Rep. Pearce commented on introducing the bill:" It is a sad day in America when
our own institutions of freedom are being used against us in the battle against
terrorism. When I first heard about the lawsuit brought by the 'imams' in
Minnesota, it was clear to me that this was an injustice against Americans who
were simply trying to protect themselves. These brave citizens should be
recognized as heroes for their efforts to report suspicious activity, particularly
activity that has been associated with previous terror attacks. "As Americans, we
must not allow ourselves to be bullied by individuals who seek to disrupt our way
of life. We can not allow the sympathizers of terrorism to make Americans
wonder if they could be sued before reporting possible terrorist activity. Whether
it is an intimidation tactic or a full scale attack, Americans have the right and
responsibility to protect themselves and their fellow citizens. I introduced this
legislation to protect Americans and keep all citizens alert and vocal as they serve
on the front line in our battle against terrorism here in America."

• The bill assumes that all Muslims are sympathizers to terrorist groups. This would
put members of our community in jeopardy of guilt by association and encourage
the public and authorities to profile the community without accountability.
This legislation if passed at the other levels will target not only the Muslim
community but other minorities.

• http://pearce.house.gov/press07 /3.22.07 .shtml

• Peter King Statements when presenting the amendment: ~ Yet we saw the incident
this past November in Minnesota where passengers on a US Airways flight
reported what they saw as suspicious activity. That resulted in six imams being
removed from the plane. Now, that is a matter that is going to be in litigation
between US Airways and those six imams. But what is absolutely disgraceful is
to find out that lawyers are coming forward and advocacy groups are coming
forward to represent those imams and suing, attempting to find the identity of
those passengers, those citizens who acted in good faith, who responded to their
government and reported what they deemed to be suspicious activity. Madam
Speaker, that is absolutely disgraceful. What this motion to recommit would do
would be to provide immunity for any citizen, any individual that comes forward
and reports suspicious activity in good faith. If they do, they will be indemnified.
This is the very least we can do, to stand by good people who come forward and
report suspicious activity. I mean, just think if we had citizens who had seen
what was happening on September 11, who saw people sitting not in their
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assigned seats, who had seen them being disruptive, who had seen them asking
for extended seatbelts when they didn't need them and yet, somehow, those
people didn't come forward because they were afraid of being sued."
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