


This case seeks the release of Petitioner German Ralda Carreto (<Petitioner= or <Mr. Ralda 

Carreto=) from Immigration and Customs Enforcement (<ICE=) custody. He is not subject to 

At his November 18, 2025, bond hearing, the Immigration Judge (<IJ=) concluded that he lacked 

jurisdiction to grant bond based on the Board of Immigration Appeals9 (<BIA=) recent decision 

without deference to the BIA9s conclusion. at 385. The BIA9s interpretation in 

Court9s

Petitioner9s detention under § 1225(b) is unlawful.

Without this Court9s review, Petitioner has no avenue to challenge his ongoing detention. The 



See Dep’t of Homeland Sec. v. Thuraissigiam

(O9Connor,

Immigration & Customs Enf’t

Petitioner9s current detention, as imposed by Respondents, constitutes a <severe restraint[] on 

liberty,= <in violation=

corpus is <perhaps the most important writ known to the constitutional law . . . affording as it 

confinement.=



Enforcement (<ICE=) agents arrested Petitioner in Silver Spring, Maryland, and subsequently 

(<INA=) and Petitioner9s

responsible for the Department of Justice (<DOJ=), of which the Executive Office for 

Immigration Review (<EOIR=) and the immigration court system it operates are component 

Operations (<ERO=), U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Harlingen, Texas. He is 



(<Unlike 

28 U.S.C. § 2254, Section 22419s text does not require exhaustion.=); 

F.2d 298, 303 n.8 (5th Cir. 1982) (<[S]ection 2241 contains no statutory requirement of 

exhaustion like that found in section 2254(b)=).

Petitioner9s claims that his detention is unconstitutional because it contravenes the protections 

(holding that exhaustion is not appropriate where petitioner <may suffer irreparable harm if 

unable to secure immediate judicial consideration of [her] claim=).

the BIA9s decision in 

2003) (Sotomayor, J.) (as amended) (judicial exhaustion may be excused when <available 

remedies provide no genuine opportunity for adequate relief= or exhaustion <would be futile=).



without inspection (<EWI=)

The household also includes Mrs. Ixtabalan Ortiz9s eldest child, Mike Mariano Lopez Ixtabalan, 

Evangelical Church <Apostoles y Profetas Monte Los Olivos= in Hyattsville, Maryland, since 

ICE9s
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First, 8 U.S.C. § 1226 (<Section 1226=) authorizes the detention of noncitizens in standard 
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DOJ’

<arriving=

469, pt. 1, at 229 (1996) (noting that § 1226(a) simply <restates= the detention authority 



Subparagraph (E)9s reference to such people makes clear that, by default, they are afforded a 

4

removal. The statute9s entire framework is premised on inspections at the border of people

<seeking admission=

that this mandatory detention scheme applies <at the Nation9s borders and 

the country is admissible.= 

’

noncitizens, regardless of their immigration status. <8It is well established that the Fifth 

law,9 proceedings.=

Dep’t of State v. Munoz

<special

individual9s restraint.=

3



one9s

, 424 U.S. 319, 332 (1976). In Mr. Ralda Carreto9s case, the immigration 

by additional safeguards; and (3) the government9s interest in maintaining the current 

4 4

Petitioner9s liberty interest in remaining free from government restraint is of the highest 
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The BIA9s interpretation of Section 1225 in 

BIA9s Court9s



’

Petitioner9s detention violates his substantive due process right because he is not subject to 

Respondents9 reliance on 



<in Constitution=

<Freedom from imprisonment

lies at the heart of the liberty that [Due Process] Clause protects.= 

Petitioner9s detention violates his substantive due process rights because his liberty is being 

no statutory basis for Petitioner9s detention. He should accordingly be released.



Declare that Respondents9 application of Section 1225 to Petitioner is 
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Petitioner9s attorneys. I have discussed with the Petitioner, and/or someone acting on his behalf, 
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