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5619 Oakland Dr. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FLORIDA NORTHERN DISTRICT 

JACKSONVILLE 

Mamdouh Abughali Case No.: 3:25-1086 
Petitioner 
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Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus Under 28 ULS.C, § 224
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I. Introduction 

Petitioner Mamdouh Hasan Salim Abughali oC — a is a stateless Palestinian 

national who is being unlawfully detained by U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 

at the North Florida Detention Center (formerly the Baker County Detention Center) in Florida. 

He respectfully petitions this Court for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 ULS.C. § 2241, seeking 

immediate release from custody. Petitioner’s removal proceedings were terminated by an 

Immigration Judge on June 9, 2025, without any removal order being entered or any opportunity 

for Petitioner to apply for relief from removal. Nevertheless, ICE continues to detain Petitioner 

indefinitely, even though, as a stateless Palestinian refugee, there is no realistic prospect of 

removing him to any country in the foreseeable future. Petitioner contends that his continued 

detention lacks any lawful statutory authority, violates due process, and contravenes established 

federal law governing the limits on immigration detention. He further challenges his improper 

transfer to a remote detention facility far from his counsel as a tactic that undermines his access 

to the courts. This petition is urgently warranted to remedy these legal violations and secure 

Petitioner’s liberty. 

II. Jurisdiction and Venue 

This Court has subject-matter jurisdiction under 28 ULS.C.§ 224] and Article I, § 9, cl. 2 

of the U.S. Constitution (Suspension Clause) to consider Petitioner’s challenge to the legality of 

his immigration detention. Petitioner is presently in federal custody under color of the 

immigration laws, and he has exhausted any available administrative remedies to the extent 

required (no administrative process exists to review indefinite ICE detention in these 

circumstances). Venue is proper in the Northern District of Florida because Petitioner is confined
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in this District at the North Florida Detention Center in Baker County, Florida. Under Rumsfeld 

v. Padilla, 342 U.S, 426 (2004), a habeas petition must be brought in the district of confinement, 

and the proper respondent is the Petitioner’s immediate custodian (here, the warden of the 

facility). Petitioner accordingly has named the Warden of the North Florida Detention Center in 

his official capacity as the primary Respondent, along with the federal agencies with authority 

over his custody. 

III. Parties 

e Petitioner Mamdouh H.S. Abughali is a 35-year-old stateless Palestinian man from Gaza. 

He entered the United States on Parole on September 9, 2022 under a grant of parole at 

the San Ysidro Port of Entry. Petitioner thereafter complied meticulously with all 

immigration requirements: he filed timely address changes for every move, received all 

court notices, and appeared for every scheduled hearing in his removal case. Prior to his 

detention, Petitioner lived and worked openly in the United States for over two and a half 

years, building significant community ties and a record of lawful behavior. He applied for 

asylum and related relief from removal, based on a well-founded fear of persecution in 

Gaza due to his-journalism and political opinions, and was awaiting an opportunity to 

present his case to an Immigration Judge. He was detained as he entered with Counsel to 

his immigration “Individual Hearing.” Petitioner is stateless — although born in Gaza and 

holding a Palestinian Authority passport, he is not recognized as a citizen by any 

sovereign nation, leaving him with no country willing to receive him or provide 

protection. He is registered as a refugee with the U.N. Relief and Works Agency
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(UNRWA) for Palestine refugees Petitioner is currently detained at the North Florida 

Detention Center in Baker County, Florida, under the authority of ICE. 

e Respondent Ronnie Woodall, Warden of the North Florida Detention Center, is the 

immediate custodian of Petitioner and is sued in his official capacity. The Warden is the 

person with day-to-day control over Petitioner’s detention and the ability to produce 

Petitioner before this Court; as such, the Warden is the proper respondent in this “core” 

habeas challenge to physical confinement. 

e Respondent U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is the federal cabinet 

department responsible for the administration and enforcement of the immigration laws. 

DHS, through its sub-agency ICE, has authority over Petitioner’s detention. DHS is 

named as a respondent to ensure full relief can be granted, including any necessary 

directives to effectuate Petitioner’s release. 

e Respondent U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) is the agency within DHS 

that has custody of Petitioner and is responsible for carrying out removals and 

immigration detentions. ICE officers and officials have directed and maintained 

Petitioner’s detention at issue in this case. 

e Respondent Kristi Noem, Secretary of Homeland Security, in her official capacity, is the 

head of DHS and is responsible for the administration and enforcement of federal 

immigration laws, including oversight of ICE and its officers. 

e Respondent Todd M. Lyons, Acting Director of Immigration and Customs Enforcement, 

in his official capacity, is the senior official responsible for directing ICE’s enforcement 

functions, including the implementation of DHS policies regarding detention and removal 

of noncitizens.
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IV. Factual and Procedural Background 

A. Initiation of Removal Proceedings: 

After being paroled into the U.S. in September 2022, Petitioner was served with a Notice 

to Appear initiating removal proceedings in the Orlando Immigration Court on the charge of 

being an immigrant not in possession of valid entry documents (Immigration and Nationality Act 

§ 212(a)(7)(A)(i)(1D)). Petitioner conceded his removability on this documentary ground but 

applied for relief from removal—specifically, asylum, withholding of removal, and protection 

under the Convention Against Torture—based on persecution he faces in Gaza. Throughout the 

multi-year pendency of his case, Petitioner scrupulously complied with every requirement. He 

filed all required documents, kept his address updated across multiple states (Florida and 

Michigan during his work as a long-haul truck driver), and attended every hearing as required. 

By mid-2025, Petitioner’s case was scheduled for an individual merits hearing on his asylum 

application. 

B. Abrupt Termination of Proceedings and Immediate Detention (June 9, 2025): 

On June 9, 2025, Petitioner appeared with counsel at the Orlando Immigration Court for 

what was supposed to be his final asylum hearing. Without prior warning, attorneys for the 

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) filed a motion to terminate the removal proceedings on 

that very day. Petitioner was detained by ICE officers immediately as he arrived at the 

courthouse, even before the Immigration Judge (IJ) ruled on the motion. Petitioner had fully 

complied with all court requirements and appeared voluntarily, underscoring that he was not a 

flight risk in any sense. Petitioner (through counsel) objected to the DHS motion to terminate, as 

termination would foreclose any decision on his asylum claim and leave him in legal limbo.
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Nonetheless, IJ Kevin Stanley granted DHS’s motion and terminated the removal proceedings 

without prejudice, citing 8 C.F.R. § 239.2(a)(7) (an DHS regulation allowing dismissal of 

proceedings under certain circumstances). The termination order was issued without a removal 

order and without addressing Petitioner’s eligibility for relief or the merits of his protection 

claims. Critically, the IJ’s termination of proceedings meant that Petitioner no longer had a 

pending case in Immigration Court and had not been ordered removed — yet ICE did not release 

him. Instead, having already taken Petitioner into custody, ICE proceeded to continue detaining 

him indefinitely. 

C. Post-Termination Detention and Transfer: 

Since June 9, 2025, Petitioner has remained in ICE custody continuously. He was 

transferred by ICE to the North Florida Detention Center in Baker County, Florida, a remote jail 

facility far from his family and his immigration counsel. This transfer to a distant facility — 

effectively moving him from central Florida to the northern part of the state — has significantly 

burdened Petitioner’s access to legal counsel and the courts. Notably, Petitioner's case was 

terminated in the Orlando Immigration Court (within the jurisdiction of the Middle District of 

Florida), but his subsequent detention is now in Baker County. Petitioner alleges that this inter- 

district (or far-distance) transfer was improper, intended to hinder his ability to seek judicial 

review or to coordinate with counsel, and possibly to manipulate the venue for any habeas 

proceedings. Regardless of motive, the transfer does not cure the fundamental illegality of his 

detention; it merely adds an additional layer of prejudice to Petitioner by isolating him. 

D. Petitioner’s Statelessness and Obstacles to Removal:
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Petitioner is essentially unremovable in any foreseeable timeframe. He is a Palestinian 

born in Gaza, but Palestine is not recognized as a sovereign country by the United States, and 

there is no functioning government that can issue travel documents or accept him back. Israel, 

which controls Gaza’s borders and airspace, will not admit Gazan Palestinians as it does not 

consider them its citizens. Egypt likewise tightly restricts entry from Gaza. Petitioner holds a 

Palestinian Authority passport as a form of identification, but this document does not confer 

citizenship in a recognized state. In practical terms, Petitioner has no country to which he can be 

deported. He is stateless, lacking the protection of any national government. Indeed, Petitioner is 

a registered refugee with UNRWA, underscoring the absence of a country willing or able to 

repatriate him. Petitioner’s counsel has made extensive efforts to obtain a travel document for 

him, without success. Several nations (such as Israel, Egypt, Jordan, and others) have 

categorically refused to accept deportees from Gaza absent extraordinary circumstances. In sum, 

there is no reasonable likelihood that ICE will be able to effectuate Petitioner’s removal in the 

reasonably foreseeable future, now or ever, given his stateless status. DHS itself implicitly 

acknowledged the peculiarity of Petitioner’s situation when it moved to terminate proceedings 

instead of obtaining a removal order. Yet, paradoxically, DHS/ICE continues to treat Petitioner 

as a detainee awaiting deportation — an untenable position. 

E. Attempts at Administrative Remedies: 

After the termination of proceedings, Petitioner (through counsel) urgently sought to 

challenge the termination and his detention. He filed a motion to reopen and reconsider the 

Immigration Judge’s decision with the Board of Immigration Appeals on July 10, 2025, arguing 

that terminating the case while he was detained and ready to proceed violated due process and 

deprived him of the chance to have his asylum claim heard. In that motion, Petitioner highlighted
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that his detention was orchestrated in tandem with the termination — an apparently coordinated 

action between DHS and ICE — which resulted in a fundamentally unfair outcome. That motion 

to reopen remains pending (or was denied, if it has since been decided — Petitioner will update 

the Court when appropriate). Regardless, no administrative process is available to redress the 

continued detention itself: ICE custody decisions are not generally subject to review by the 

immigration courts, especially for “arriving aliens” like Petitioner who are not eligible for bond 

hearings. Petitioner also made requests to ICE for release on parole or supervised release given 

his prolonged detention and lack of removal prospects, but ICE has not granted release. Having 

exhausted all possible remedies within the immigration system, Petitioner now turns to this Court 

for relief from his indefinite and unlawful detention. 

V. Claims for Relief 

Claim |: Unlawful Detention in Violation of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) and 

Zadvydas v. Davis 

(Lack of Statutory Authority and Indefinite Detention Beyond Reasonable Removal Period) 

Petitioner’s continued detention is not authorized by any valid statute and contravenes the 

framework of the INA as interpreted by the Supreme Court. Because there is no final order of 

removal against Petitioner, his detention cannot be justified under INA § 241 (a), 8ULS.C. § 

1231. That provision governs detention after an order of removal, generally allowing the 

government a 90-day removal period (extendable to a “reasonably necessary” period) to 

effectuate removal. Petitioner, however, has never been ordered removed — his case was
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terminated without such an order. Thus, INA § 1231 does not directly apply, and the government 

cannot invoke the standard post-order detention authority or its presumptions. 

Nor can Petitioner’s detention be justified under INA § 236, 8 ULS.C. § 1226, which 

covers pre-removal-order detention of aliens “pending a decision on whether the alien is to be 

removed.” By regulation and precedent, once removal proceedings are terminated, the authority 

to detain under § 1226 should end, since there is no longer a “pending” proceeding or an 

expectation of removal through those proceedings. In Petitioner’s case, DHS itself chose to 

terminate proceedings, which legally should have restored Petitioner to the status quo ante (i.e. 

an applicant who had been paroled into the U.S.). DHS cannot have it both ways: it cannot drop 

its case against the individual in Immigration Court (thus avoiding any opportunity for the person 

to be ordered removed or granted relief) and simultaneously keep the person in custody as if 

removal were imminent. 

If DHS contends Petitioner is being held as an “arriving alien” under INA § 212(d)(5) 

(parole) and § 235(b), that too is unsustainable. While the statute permits detention of applicants 

for admission, it does not authorize open-ended, years-long detention with no active process. 

Congress did not envision a scenario where an arriving alien, after years in the U.S. under parole, 

would have proceedings terminated and then be warehoused in detention indefinitely with no 

removal underway. 

In Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S, 678 (2001), the Supreme Court addressed the indefinite 

detention of aliens who could not be removed. The petitioners in Zadvydas had final removal 

orders, but no country would accept them. The Court held that **the post-removal-period 

detention statute, 8 U.S.C. § 1231, “read in light of the Constitution’s demands, implicitly limits
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an alien’s post-removal-period detention to a period reasonably necessary to bring about that 

alien’s removal,” and “does not permit indefinite detention.” To avoid serious constitutional 

problems, the Court recognized a 6-month presumptive limit on post-order detention. After six 

months, if the noncitizen shows that there is no significant likelihood of removal in the 

reasonably foreseeable future, the government must furnish sufficient rebuttal evidence or 

release the detainee. 

Although Petitioner’s posture is somewhat different (no final order at all), the Zadvydas 

principle applies a fortiori. If the government cannot indefinitely detain even those formally 

ordered removed, then it certainly cannot indefinitely detain someone like Petitioner, who has 

never been ordered removed and for whom removal is not actively in process. Petitioner’s 

detention has now exceeded three months and is on track to easily surpass the six-month 

benchmark, yet nothing in the circumstances suggests that removal will ever be possible. Indeed, 

the barriers to Petitioner’s removal are even greater than in Zadvydas: at least in Zadvydas, the 

petitioners had countries of former citizenship (Lithuania, Germany, Cambodia) that might one 

day change their stance. Here, Petitioner has no country of citizenship at all. There is no 

evidence that any country is willing to admit him in the foreseeable future. Under Zadvydas, 

once removal is not reasonably foreseeable, continued detention is no longer authorized and 

violates the statute as construed to preserve constitutional rights. The petitioner's situation meets 

and exceeds that standard. As in Zadvydas, “the Government has no sufficiently strong special 

justification for indefinite civil detention” here, where traditional justifications like preventing 

flight or protecting the community no longer hold weight. Petitioner has been a model compliant 

immigrant (no flight risk, no danger) and has no prospect of actual removal, meaning the only
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rationale for detention is punitive or regulatory in nature — neither of which can justify indefinite 

imprisonment of an immigrant under our system. 

Furthermore, continued detention of Petitioner defies the implicit temporal limits in the 

immigration detention scheme. In Jennings v. Rodriguez, 138 S. Ct. 830 (2018), the Supreme 

Court overturned a Ninth Circuit decision that had imposed periodic bond hearings for detained 

aliens at six-month intervals, holding that the statutes 8 U.S.C, §§ 1225(b), 1226(a), and 1226(c) 

do not themselves require such bond hearings or contain explicit time limits However, Jennings 

did not give the government carte blanche to detain aliens forever; it simply held that courts may 

not rewrite the statutes via the doctrine of constitutional avoidance. The constitutional question 

of prolonged detention was left open by the Supreme Court. Justice Alito’s opinion noted that the 

Court was not deciding whether due process requires a time limit or bond hearing — those 

questions were remanded for lower courts to address directly. Here, Petitioner asserts that, 

whatever the statute says, the Constitution places limits on arbitrary and indefinite civil 

detention. And notably, Jennings concerned aliens who were in ongoing proceedings or had final 

orders — whereas Petitioner’s detention has even less of a statutory foothold. If the law as written 

permits this detention, then it raises the exact kind of grave constitutional problem that the 

Jennings Court invited lower courts to examine, rather than avoid. 

Finally, to the extent Respondents might argue that Petitioner could simply be removed if 

he withdraws his asylum claim or consents to removal, such an argument is illusory. Petitioner 

cannot be removed because no country will receive him, not because he is resisting removal. He 

is ready and willing to be released under supervision and to abide by any reasonable conditions. 

The failure to remove him is not due to Petitioner’s litigation posture; it is due to the logistical 

and legal impossibility of sending a stateless Palestinian to any other nation.
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In sum, Petitioner's ongoing detention violates 8 U.S.C, § 1231 as interpreted in Zadvydas, and 

exceeds any authority under 8 U.S.C. § 1226 or § 1225 as well. The Court should find that 

Petitioner’s detention is not statutorily authorized beyond a reasonable removal period, and order 

his immediate release under appropriate conditions. 

Claim 2: Violation of Fifth Amendment Due Process 

(Arbitrary Detention and Deprivation of Petitioner’s Liberty and Right to Apply for Relief 

without Due Process of Law) 

Respondents’ actions have deprived Petitioner of his liberty without due process, in 

contravention of the Fifth Amendment. The Due Process Clause applies to “all persons within 

the United States,” including aliens, whether their presence is lawful or not. Petitioner has been 

physically present in the U.S. for nearly three years and unquestionably is protected by the Fifth 

Amendment’s guarantee that the government will not deprive him of liberty without due process. 

(A) Indefinite Detention that is Arbitrary and Unreasonable: 

Even if some statute could be read to purport to authorize Petitioner’s ongoing custody, 

indefinite civil detention without a sufficient purpose or foreseeable endpoint is constitutionally 

suspect. Civil detention must bear a reasonable relation to its purpose. Here, the ostensible 

purpose of immigration detention is to effectuate removal or to prevent flight/ danger while 

removal proceedings are ongoing. But in Petitioner’s case, removal is not foreseeable, and there 

are no ongoing proceedings to await. Thus the detention has ceased to serve any valid purpose. 

As months go by, the detention looks punitive, not regulatory, which raises constitutional red
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flags since Petitioner is not serving a criminal sentence and has never been convicted of any 

crime in the U.S. 

The Supreme Court in Zadvydas recognized that at some point, continued detention 

becomes so remote from its purpose that it violates due process: “Freedom from imprisonment 

lies at the heart of the liberty protected by the Due Process Clause... Government detention 

violates that Clause unless in a criminal proceeding with adequate safeguards or in certain 

special and narrow non-punitive circumstances.” The Court found those special justifications 

lacking for indefinite detention of removable aliens. Those concerns are fully applicable here. 

Petitioner’s detention has already extended beyond the initial 90-day removal period and, absent 

court intervention, could last years or forever, effectively at the unreviewable discretion of ICE. 

This is precisely the situation the Due Process Clause guards against — unending incarceration of 

a person without trial, without conviction, and without a terminus. Petitioner’s liberty interest is 

at its zenith, and the government's interest is at its nadir (since Petitioner is not dangerous and 

cannot be removed anytime soon). Thus, continuing to cage Petitioner is grossly disproportionate 

and arbitrary, violating substantive due process. 

(B) Denial of Procedural Due Process — Deprivation of the Opportunity to Be Heard: 

The manner in which DHS and the Immigration Judge terminated Petitioner’s case and 

detained him effectively stripped Petitioner of any meaningful opportunity to be heard on his 

claims or on his custody. Petitioner came to court on June 9, 2025, prepared to proceed with his 

asylum hearing — the forum in which he could present evidence of his persecution, his 

statelessness, and other equities. Instead, by moving to terminate proceedings at the last minute 

and immediately detaining him, DHS ensured that Petitioner never got his day in court for his
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asylum application. The Immigration Judge’s termination order was issued without allowing 

Petitioner to testify or to present the merits of his relief application. Petitioner was taken into 

custody in a “coordinated” manner that deprived him of a fair chance to contest either the 

termination or the detention. This sequence of events smacks of procedural ambush: the 

government effectively sprung a trap, halting the case and arresting Petitioner without prior 

notice. 

Fundamentally, due process in the immigration context requires notice and an 

opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner. Petitioner was 

deprived of both. He received no advance notice that DHS would seek termination (so that he 

might prepare a response or seek a remedy), nor any hearing on whether termination was proper 

or on whether his detention was justified. The Immigration Judge did not consider any 

alternatives or hear from Petitioner regarding the impact of termination — the proceedings simply 

ended. And once proceedings were terminated, Petitioner had no forum to seek bond (arriving 

aliens are ineligible for bond by regulation) and no prompt post-detention review. The absence of 

any hearing mechanism to challenge his prolonged detention is itself a denial of procedural due 

process. In other contexts, even enemy combatants have been found to possess the right to some 

process to contest indefinite detention. Petitioner, who is a civilian refugee, deserves no less. 

Moreover, Petitioner’s right to apply for asylum —a statutory right conferred by Congress 

(see 8 ULS.C. § 1158) — is itself protected by due process. By cutting off his removal proceedings 

abruptly, DHS and the IJ functionally denied Petitioner the chance to have his asylum claim 

heard. Courts have held that the Fifth Amendment is violated when an alien is prevented from 

reasonably presenting his case or denied a fair hearing. Here, fairness was lacking; the process 

was a charade that ended as soon as Petitioner walked through the courthouse doors and ICE had
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him in handcuffs. This combination of truncated procedure and sudden detention constitutes a 

deprivation of Petitioner’s liberty interest in both freedom from bodily restraint and in seeking 

protection from persecution, without the fundamental fairness required by the Constitution. 

(C) Improper Purpose and Bad Faith: 

Petitioner submits that the circumstances indicate an improper, punitive purpose behind 

the government’s actions. The chronology — DHS moving to dismiss the case at the | 1th hour 

and ICE simultaneously detaining Petitioner who had been complying for years — suggests the 

goal was not to “streamline” the process but rather to subvert the process. DHS possibly sought 

termination to avoid an unfavorable outcome (perhaps anticipating the IJ might grant relief or 

terminate on other grounds) or to avoid the substantive adjudication of asylum. Immediately 

detaining a non-dangerous, compliant asylum-seeker in this manner, and then not pursuing any 

alternate removal strategy, indicates the motive was simply to incapacitate Petitioner and remove 

him from the public, regardless of legal process. If so, this is executive overreach that due 

process forbids. The Constitution guards against government decisions that are arbitrary or 

conscience-shocking in depriving liberty. Locking up a stateless refugee who posed no flight risk 

— essentially because he showed up for his hearing — and doing so with no end in sight, is 

conscience-shocking. It undermines public trust in the fairness of the immigration system and 

chills others from complying with the law (for fear they will be arrested even if they follow all 

the rules, as happened to Petitioner). 

(D) Conditions and Duration Exceeding What is Constitutionally Permissible: 

While this habeas petition primarily challenges the fact of detention rather than specific 

conditions, it is relevant to note that Petitioner’s transfer to the Baker County facility has isolated
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him from his lawyer and community support. This imposes further practical barriers to access to 

counsel and courts, which are part of due process especially for detainees seeking relief. The 

distance (hundreds of miles from Orlando/Tampa area to Baker County) and the conditions of 

confinement (strict visitation rules, limited phone access) make it exceedingly hard for Petitioner 

to communicate with counsel and prepare effective filings. This was likely an intended 

consequence of choosing this facility. Such obstruction of the right to counsel for an immigration 

detainee raises due process concerns as well. 

In summary, Petitioner's ongoing detention, effected through a procedurally irregular and 

fundamentally unfair termination of his case, violates Fifth Amendment due process guarantees. 

The Court should hold that Petitioner’s detention is unconstitutional and order his release. At 

minimum, due process would require the government promptly to provide a hearing before a 

neutral adjudicator where the government must justify continued detention and where Petitioner 

could contest the necessity of detention. No such hearing has been offered. The appropriate 

remedy for the due process violation here is release under reasonable conditions of supervision, 

as this Court has the power to “dispose of the matter as law and justice require” (28 U.S.C. § 

2243). 

Claim 3: Improper Transfer and Right to Judicial Review 

(Protecting the Integrity of the Habeas Process under Rumsfeld v. Padilla) 

Petitioner additionally challenges his transfer to the North Florida Detention Center as an 

improper maneuver to affect venue and hinder his access to the courts, and seeks confirmation 

that such a transfer cannot defeat his right to habeas relief. At the time of Petitioner’s 

apprehension (June 2025), he was physically present in Orange County, Florida (within the
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Middle District of Florida). ICE could have detained him at a facility in that area or otherwise 

within the Middle District. Instead, ICE chose to transfer him to Baker County, a facility often 

used to house ICE detainees from around the region. Baker County is physically located in the 

Jacksonville area of Florida. (Petitioner notes a potential discrepancy in district: Baker County, 

by statute, lies within the Middle District of Florida, even though the facility is called “North 

Florida” Detention Center. Petitioner raises this to ensure clarity, though he defers to this Court’s 

determination of proper venue.) 

Under Rumsfeld v. Padilla, the default rule in habeas is that the petition should be filed 

where the immediate custodian is located (district of confinement), and naming that custodian. 

Padilla was concerned with preventing forum shopping by petitioners, but it equally 

acknowledged that the government should not be able to defeat habeas jurisdiction by whisking 

prisoners from one location to another. To the extent ICE transferred Petitioner in order to alter 

the venue or to inconvenience him, such a transfer is subject to judicial correction. The “district 

of confinement” rule is a “simple rule” designed to promote orderly review and prevent 

gamesmanship. Petitioner has accordingly filed in what he understands to be the district of 

confinement (Northern District of Florida) to comply with Padilla’s rule and to avoid any further 

delay over jurisdictional technicalities. 

Petitioner requests that the Court recognize that ICE’s transfer does not strip jurisdiction 

that might have existed in another district, and that, in any event, this Court does have 

jurisdiction since the Warden of Baker County Detention Center (North Florida Detention 

Center) is within the reach of this Court’s process. The proper respondent is the Warden (as we 

have named), not high-level officials in Washington, per Padilla’s “immediate custodian” rule. 

Petitioner has also named DHS and ICE generally, out of an abundance of caution and to ensure
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full relief (for example, any injunction or order to actually release Petitioner might need to be 

directed at ICE as an agency). If the Court deems those higher-level respondents unnecessary or 

improper, they can be dismissed; the key is that no void in authority impedes Petitioner’s release 

if ordered. 

In sum, the transfer should not prejudice Petitioner’s rights. This Court should not allow 

ICE to profit from transferring a detainee. If anything, transferring a cooperative asylum-seeker 

to a far-flung jail without a legitimate reason further underscores the arbitrary nature of the 

detention. Padilla teaches that habeas jurisdiction attaches in the district of confinement and 

follows the custodian — here, that is satisfied. Thus, Petitioner asks the Court to reject any 

jurisdictional or venue challenges the Respondents might raise based on the transfer, and to focus 

on the merits of Petitioner’s unlawful detention claims. The integrity of the habeas process 

requires that detainees like Petitioner have a fair and effective avenue to challenge their 

detention, which includes preventing strategic transfers from thwarting review. 

VI. Relief Requested (Prayer for Relief) 

For the foregoing reasons, Petitioner Mamdouh Abughali respectfully requests that this Court 

grant the following relief: 

1. Issue a Writ of Habeas Corpus or Order to Show Cause: directing Respondents to 

produce Petitioner before the Court without delay and to show cause for his continued 

detention. 

2. Declare Detention Unlawful: Enter a declaratory judgment that Petitioner’s ongoing 

detention is not authorized by statute and violates Petitioner’s rights under the Fifth 

Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
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3. Order Petitioner's Immediate Release: Order Respondents to immediately release 

Petitioner from custody. The Court may impose reasonable conditions of supervision if 

necessary (such as requiring Petitioner to report to ICE periodically, or other conditions 

tailored to ensure compliance with any future immigration obligations). 

4. Enjoin Further Unlawful Detention: Issue an injunction prohibiting Respondents from re- 

detaining Petitioner on the same basis in the absence of a significantly changed 

circumstance or a new lawful detainer (for example, unless Petitioner were to obtain a 

travel document and removal becomes imminent, which is highly unlikely). This is to 

ensure Petitioner is not subjected to a revolving door of release and re-arrest absent due 

process. 

5. Award other relief that the Court deems just and proper, including attorneys’ fees and 

costs if available under the Equal Access to Justice Act or other authority (if Petitioner 

qualifies and if Respondents’ position is not substantially justified). 

Petitioner further requests expedited consideration of this Petition. Every additional day 

of detention is an irreparable injury to Petitioner’s liberty and well-being. He has already been 

detained for over three months with no end in sight. The matters presented are primarily legal 

and can be resolved on the undisputed facts described above. Petitioner stands ready to provide 

any additional information the Court requires. 

Petitioner thanks the Court for its attention to this urgent matter. He trusts that the Great 

Writ of habeas corpus — our system’s paramount guarantee of liberty against unjust confinement 

—will provide him a prompt remedy from this unlawful detention. 

Respectfully submitted,
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