
’S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF
Petitioner respectfully submits this supplemental brief in response to the Court9s 

Petitioner9s habeas petition. See ECF No. 9.

–



–

committee9s note to 1966 amendment (explaining that (b)(2) classes are intended for 

situations where <final relief of an injunctive nature or of a corresponding declaratory 

appropriate=). T



The Immigration Judge’s Refusal To Apply 

(<IJ=)

government9s interpretation of 8 U.S.C. §§ 1225 and 1226 unlawful as to the named 

–

judicata effect and thus did not bind the government in Petitioner9s case. 

that an order resolving fewer than all claims <may be revised 

at any time before the entry of a judgment adjudicating all the claims and all the parties9 

rights and liabilities.= Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(b). The rule simply confirms that a district court 



to disregard them until a <final= judgment issues.

The Fifth Circuit9s decision in 

as <a pre trial adjudication that certain issues are established for trial of the case,= 

<subject to revision by the district court,= and having <no res judicata effect.= 24 F.3d 

< = < =

district court9s interpretation of §§ 1225 and 1226 and the class relief that court ordered, 

–

The Immigration Judge9s reliance on 

only how an appellate court reviews a district court9s decision to revise its own 

interlocutory order. The Fifth Circuit stated: <Because a partial summary judgment is 



review only for abuse of that discretion.= 

order had <no res judicata effect= and therefore did not control Petitioner9s 

judgment has <claim preclusion= effect in some future lawsuit is irrelevant to th

The IJ9s error is not merely technical. To illustrate: 



Under the IJ9s logic, the Government could arrive the next morning with 

bulldozers, level the structure, and defend its conduct by saying: <The order was not 

final, so we were free to ignore it.= Once the building is destroyed, the harm is 

The IJ9s approach would mean that federal agencies are free to disregard any 

–

court’s construction of the statute.

the proposition that is the judiciary9s role to interpret statutory language at issue to 

court9s authoritative construction of a federal statute in a case where the United S

Nat’l Cable & Telecomms. Ass’n v. Brand X Internet Servs.

–



Vehicle for Petitioner’s Claims

Petitioner9s claims go to the lawfulness of his present confinement and the 

statutory basis for his detention. When a detainee9s claims <necessarily imply the 

invalidity= of his confinement and removal, they <fall within the 8core9 of the writ of 

rpus and thus must be brought in habeas.= 

1005 (2025) (per curiam). In the same decision, the Court reaffirmed that <immediate 

physical release [is not] the only remedy under the federal writ of habeas corpus= and 

<core habeas petitions= <jurisdiction lies in only one district: the district of 

confinement.= Id. (

challenges DHS9s authority to treat him as a § 1225(b)(2) <applicant for admission,= to 



Petitioner9s removal proceedings are still in their early stages. The Immigration 

completed and often occur months later, depending on the court9s docket. As of now, no 

order detention <would raise a serious 

constitutional problem,= and emphasized that although Congress has broad authority 



over immigration, <that power is subject to important constitutional limitations.= 533 

–31 (2003). Petitioner9s 

and remanded so that the lower courts could address the respondents9 constitutional 

–

9s reading of § 1225(b)(2)) that an Article III court has rejected for the class to 

without a foreseeable end point in his removal proceedings, is not <reasonably related= 



judgment order was not <final= under Rule 54(b) and therefore not binding, and that 

strative precedent over an Article III court9s construction of the 

reasonably related to its purposes and is <subject to important constitutional 

limitations,= 
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