
PETITIONER’S OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENTS’

grant the Petitioner’s Petition for Habeas Corpus filed on December 19, 2025. 

’



OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S RESPONSE

opposes the arguments stated in the Respondent’s response and argues that 

Respondent’s argument, in a 

Habeas Corpus because her petition was <premature.=  The re <Petitioner cannot show 

day removal period,= Respondent’s Response at 

is <inapplicable= when asserted within the 90



a <presumptively=4 4

decision, the Court clarified and explained their decision. <Nothing in

314,= See Clark v. Martinez, 543 

’s creation of a and the case’s actual rule4<if removal is not 

authorized by statute=4 3

court concluded, <Even 

noncitizen’s detention is constitutional hinges on whether his removal from the United States is 

reasonably likely in the foreseeable future, not on how long the noncitizen has been detained.= 

claim after the six months have run, a detained noncitizen need only <provide 

able future.= , 533 U.S. at 701. If they do so, <the Government must respond with 

evidence sufficient to rebut that showing.= 

. <In 



removal is not reasonably foreseeable.= 

petitioners must claim and prove <that there is no significant likelihood of removal in the 

reasonably foreseeable future.= , 533 U.S. at 701 (recognizing that a noncitizen <may 

removal in the reasonably foreseeable future=). 

future.= 

by providing a <good reason,= Petitioner would argue that there 

Petitioner will be removed in the <reasonably foreseeable future,= but rather simply is arguing that 

In meeting her burden of proof, the first question is how does one define <no significant 

likelihood of removal in the reasonably foreseeable future.=   The Supreme Court’s comment on 



<The Fifth Circuit held Zadvydas’ continued detention lawful as long as <good faith efforts to 

continue= and Zadvydas failed to show that will prove <impossible.= 

4 4

bear,= 

will be <impossible.=  

to <good faith efforts.=   

The facts of this case clearly meet this burden and demonstrate that there is <no significant 

likelihood of removal in the reasonably foreseeable future.= 

Second, the Petitioner’s basis 

slow and disorganized at best.  Keeping in mind that a <good faith effort to effectuate= does not 

’s failure to pursue her 



removal and helped to negate the petitioner’s burden

party county when there was no reason to do so. Following the immigration judge’s 



removal.  Indeed, they do not even constitute the <good faith effort= the Supreme Court deemed 

<country whose government will accept the [noncitizen] into that country.= 8 



1999). The <notice must be afforded within a 

relief in the proper venue before removal occurs.= J.G.G., 2025 WL 1024097

sovereign and the decision to accept the Petitioner will be theirs’ alone.  
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<good reason = she has the bur <
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

On January 12, 2026, undersigned counsel served a copy of this motion on the U.S. 

Attorney for the Southern District of Texas as required by serving one of his designated agents 

for service of process. In addition, undersigned counsel emailed this motion to the U.S. Attorney. 

Respectfully submitted,

John F. Waldron, Attorney at Law
3201 Cherry Ridge, Suite A-109
San Antonio, Texas 78230
(210) 838-1704
(210) 521-5755 Fax
jwaldron@jfwlawfirm.com 


