


Based on this allegation in Petitioner’s removal proceedings, DHS 
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Petitioner’s detention on this basis violates the plain language of the 

Respondents’ new legal interpretation is plainly contrary to the 
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ly to individuals who are <seeking admission= in the context 

(C.D. Cal. Nov. 25, 2025), which rejected Respondents’ interpretation of § 

wide decision, and despite this Court’s own 
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only available mechanism for judicial review of Petitioner’s detention.





Respondents to show cause <forthwith,= unless the petitioner is not entitled to relief. 

<within three

is allowed.= 

Habeas corpus is <perhaps the most important writ known to the 

of illegal restraint or confinement.= 

added). <The application for the writ usurps the attention and displaces the calendar 

the four corners of the application.= 

, pursuant to the Board’s decision in 



of ICE’s Enforcement and Removal Operations division. As such, 

Petitioner’s immediate custodian and is responsible for Petitioner’s detention and 

for Petitioner’s detention. Ms. Noem has ultimate custodial authority over Petitioner 



The Immigration and Nationality Act (<INA=) establishes several 
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determined not <clearly and beyond a doubt entitled to be admitted.= This detention 
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considered <arriving= 

The Government’s Recent Policy Shift

4<in coordination with= DOJ4



This Court Has Rejected Respondents’ Interpretation

This Court has already rejected the government’s reading of § 

who are <seeking admission= in the context of an arrival inspection by an examining 

The Court explained that <seeking admission= requires an affirmative 

inspection. The Court rejected DHS’s argument that individuals apprehended years 

The Bautista Class Action Confirms Petitioner’s Eligibility for Bond

is still <developing its decision= concerning the application of that ruling.



Courts Nationwide Have Rejected the Government’s Theory
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These courts uniformly conclude that Respondents’ interpretation 

Stewart Immigration Court’s Continued Refusal to Exercise Jurisdiction

Despite this Court’s binding precedent and the Bautista class decision, 

redeterminations for noncitizens like Petitioner, based on the BIA’s erroneous 



Petitioner’s wife is currently disabled due to a serious workplace 

and relies on workers’ compensation benefits, which are insufficient to meet the 

family’s basic living ex

Because of his wife’s disability and inability to work, Petitioner’s 



Petitioner’s continued detention also violates 

§ 1225(b)(2) applies only when a noncitizen is <seeking admission= in the context 





and apply IIRIRA. Specifically, under the heading of <Apprehension, Custody, and 

,= the agencies explained that <[d]espite being applicants 

rmination.= 62 Fed. Reg. at 10323 (emphasis 



without due process of law. U.S. Const. amend. V. <Freedom from imprisonment4
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cts.= 

The government’s detention of Petitioner without a bond 



that Petitioner’s detention is

Award Petitioner attorney’s fees and costs under the Equal Access to 
Justice Act (<EAJA=), as am




