


of Homeland Security (<DHS=) policy 9s



order to show cause (OSC) to the respondents <forthwith,= unless the petitioner is not 

require respondents to file a return <within 

time, not exceeding twenty days, is allowed.= 

<perhaps the most important writ known to the constitutional law of England, affording 

and imperative remedy in all cases of illegal restraint or confinement.= 

Customs Enforcement. As such, Respondent Lyons is Petitioner9s immediate custodian 

and is responsible for Petitioner9s



9s

Upon Petitioner9s entry to the U.S. in April 2024, 



alleging that he is <an alien present in the 

United States who has not been admitted or paroled.=

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (<ICE=) and/or other federal 

agents acting on ICE9s behal

Lalbay Vacacela9s 



The Fifth Amendment9s Due Process Clause specifically forbids the 

government to <deprive[]= a y <person . . . of . . . liberty . . . without due process of law.= 

<applies to all 8persons9 within the United States, including aliens, whether their presence 

is lawful, unlawful, temporary, or permanent.= 

<Freedom from imprisonment4

4lies at the heart of the liberty= protected by the Due 

The Supreme Court, thus, <has repeatedly recognized that civil 

due process protection,= including an individualized detention hearing. 

Further, <the interest in being free from physical 

= is <the most elemental of liberty interests.= 



First, at the border, individuals <seeking admission= who are placed into 

relating to <borders and port of entry=). 

<IJ=)4and later potentially the Board of Immigration Appeals (the <BIA=) and a U.S. 

4

(describing § 1226 detention as relating to people <inside the United States= and <present 

in the country=).

under § 1226(a), and they are consequently entitled to a custody redetermination (a <bond 



hearing=) before an IJ to decide whether they should be detained or

4

4

of Justice adopted the Tacoma Immigration Court9s unlawful practice of misclassifying



Appeals9 decision in 

BIA9s decision as contrary to law

courts have adopted Petitioner9s correct interpretation of the law. The following cases 

https://www.aila.org/ice-memo-interim-guidance-regarding-detention-authority-for-applications-for-admission
https://www.aila.org/ice-memo-interim-guidance-regarding-detention-authority-for-applications-for-admission


bay Vacacela9s

hearing in immigration court, as <given the Government9s position and the BIA9s recent 

. . . request[ing] a bond hearing would likely be futile.= 

<join[] [the] chorus= of courts 

rejecting Respondents9 erroneous interpretation of the law, unlawfully detaining bond



9s

For these reasons, Petitioner9s detention 

is being detained without a bond hearing pursuant to the BIA9s 



The BIA9s decision in 

violates the Administrative Procedure Act because the BIA9s decision is arbitrary, 

Petitioner9s detention is therefore unlawful. 

that Petitioner9s 

attorney9s fees and costs under the Equal Access to Justice Act, 
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