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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

HOUSTON DIVISION 

Hai Duc Le, Case No.: 25-CV-6257 

Petitioner 

Vv. | VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF 

HABEAS CORPUS 

Pamela Bondi, Attorney General; Kristi 
Noem, Secretary of Homeland Security; 
Todd M. Lyons, Senior Official 

Performing the Duties of the Director of EXPEDITED HANDLING 
U.S. Immigration & Customs REQUESTED PURSUANT TO 28 

Enforcement; Marcos Charles, Acting U.S.C, § 1657 
Executive Associate Director for | 
Enforcement and Removal Operations; 
Bret Bradford, Field Office Director for 

Enforcement and Removal Operations; 
U.S. Immigration & Customs 
Enforcement; U.S. Department of 

Homeland Security; Randy Tate, Warden 
of Montgomery Processing Center. 

Respondents. 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Respondents are detaining Petitioner, Hai Duc Le gM), in violation of 

law. | 

2. Petitioner is a citizen of Vietnam who entered the United States in or around 1980 

as a refugee; he was admitted after inspection by an immigration official and 

subsequently became a lawful permanent resident of the United States. Petitioner is 

subject to the 2020 Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) between Vietnam and 
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< =

Supervision (<OOS=) pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 241.5 and 8 C.F.R. § 241.13 due to 

evidence in Petitioner9s file that demonstrated there was no significant likelihood of 



of removal, he incorporates that information by reference from Respondents9 

f giving meaning to <the reasonably foreseeable future.=

9s post

day, the period that constitutes the <reasonably foreseeable future= shrinks. 



on Petitioner9s behalf 

on Petitioner9s behalf

9s



9s redetention has not been reviewed or authorized by any member 

order Detention Unit (<HQPDU=)



9s redetention has not been reviewed or authorized by the Executive 

3011896, at *6 (W.D. Okla. Oct. 15, 2025) (<ICE is required to issue a 

written decision. § 241.13(g).=)



Customs Enforcement9s (<ICE=) 



an Order to Show Cause (<OSC=) giving the government no more than 7 days to 

the time for making any objections to the magistrate9s 

corpus); Art. I, § 9, cl. 2 of the U.S. Constitution (<Suspension Clause=); 5 U.S.C. 



Immigration and Nationality Act (<INA=), specifically,

–

– –

9s petition < = be expedited for good cause.

9s



J, ECF No. 12 at 1 n.1 (W.D. Okla. Oct. 3, 2025) (<This Order is in 

in an expedited manner.=); 



34. 

35. 

36. 
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PARTIES 

Petitioner is a citizen of Vietnam who entered the United States in or around 1980 

as a refugee before becoming a lawful permanent resident. Petitioner lacks a valid 

Vietnamese passport or any other valid proof of his Vietnamese citizenship. — 

Petitioner’s Alien Registration Number (“A number’) is — Petitioner 

ig an alien with an administratively final removal order and a DCAT order 

preventing removal to Vietnam. Petitioner is currently in custody at the Immigration 

and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”) detention center in Conroe, Texas. Petitioner’s 

aggregate period of civil immigration confinement continues to grow. 

Respondent Pamela Bondi is being sued in her official capacity as the Attorney 

General of the United States and the head of the Department of Justice, which 

encompasses the BIA and the immigration judges through the Executive Office for 

Immigration Review. Attorney General Bondi shares responsibility for 

implementation and enforcement of the immigration detention statutes, along with — 

Respondent Noem. Attorney General Bondi is a legal custodian of Petitioner. 

Respondent Kristi Noem is being sued in her official capacity as the Secretary of 

the Department of Homeland Security. In this capacity, Secretary Noem is 

responsible for the administration of the immigration laws pursuant to § 103(a) of 

the Immigration and Nationality Act (“INA”), 8 U.S.C. § 1103(a), routinely 

transacts business in the Southern District of Texas, supervises the Houston ICE 

Field Office, and is legally responsible for pursuing Petitioner’s detention and 

removal. As such, Respondent Noem is a legal custodian of Petitioner. 
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< =

capacity. Defendant Lyons is responsible for Petitioner9s detention.

< =

Enforcement and Removal Operations (<ERO=).



9s

3d 533, 538 (S.D.N.Y. 2014) (<There is no statutory 

challenging his immigration detention.=); 

, 420 F. Supp. 3d 953, 962 (N.D. Cal. 2019) (<this Court 

8follows the vast majority of other cases which have waived exhaustion based on 

decision on a pending appeal.9=); 

available to him as he has previously demonstrated to ICE9s satisfaction that his 



Prudential exhaustion is not required when to do so would be futile or <the 

administrative body . . . has . . . predetermined the issue before it.= 

Prudential exhaustion is also not required in cases where <a particular plaintiff may 

claim.= 

711 (D. Md. 2016) (<Here, continued loss of liberty without any individualized bail 

determination constitutes the kind of irreparable harm which forgives exhaustion.=); 

<loss of liberty= is <perhaps the best example of irreparable harm=); 

3d 665, 701 (E.D. Mich. 2018) (holding that <detention has 

inflicted grave= and <irreparable harm= and describing the impact of prolonged 

Prudential exhaustion is additionally not required in cases where the agency <lacks 

as the constitutionality of a statute.= –

, 20 I. & N. Dec. 529, 532 (BIA 1992) (<[I]t is 

tionality of the Act and the regulations.=);



Petitioner9s detention to 

9s



. He has remained detained in Respondents9 custody since 

served with a Notice of Revocation of Release (<Notice=) 

his OOS, the Notice has not been reviewed by Petitioner9s counsel, but likely claims 

in a conclusory manner that <ICE has determined there is a significant likelihood of 

ure in your case= based on unidentified 

<changed circumstances.=



9s

9s



9s 

9s mental health 

9s post



immigration detention and the present administration9s heavy reliance on civil 

prison isn’t supposed to be fun It’s a necessary 

What’s more: prison can be avoided by self

the current administration9s attempts to use civil detention punitively 

(<Punishing Petitioner for protected speech or 

.=) (emphasis added); 

(<So long as detention is 

https://www.dhs.gov/news/2025/04/30/100-days-fighting-fake-news


system.=); , 149 U.S. 698, 730 (1893) (<The 

order of deportation is not a punishment=)

government9s actions as <Kafkaesque=); 

Petitioner9s present detention is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1231 and its implementing 

Section 1231 mandates detention <[d]uring the removal period.= 



The <removal period= is <90 days.= 8 U.S.C. § 1231(a)(1)(A). Petitioner9s <removal 

period= ended on

and obtain their release by demonstrating <there is no significant likelihood of 

country, in the reasonably foreseeable future.= 8 C.F.R. § 241.13(a).

to revoke release occurs when, <on account of changed circumstances, the Service 

reasonably foreseeable future.= 8 C.F.R

is made, the noncitizen must <be notified of the reasons for revocation of [their] 

release= and must be provided with <an initial informal interview… to afford the 

notification.= 8 C.F.R. § 241.13(i)(3). <The revocation custody review will include 



whether the facts as determined warrant revocation and further denial of release.= 

If a noncitizen is not released following the informal interview, <the provisions 

of [8 C.F.R. § 241.4] shall govern the alien9s continued detention pending removal.= 

Under the Supreme Court9s decision in 



removal confinement grows, what counts as the <reasonably 
foreseeable future= conversely would have to shrink.

nonpunitive circumstances outweigh an individual9s interest in avoiding restraint. 

immigration detention must remain <nonpunitive in purpose 

and effect=

Respondents9 detention of

9s ongoing detention violates the Fifth Amendment9s 

guarantee that <[n]o person shall be . . . deprived of life, liberty, or property without 

due process of law.= U.S. Const., amend. V.

Due Process requires that detention <bear [] a reasonable relation to the purpose for 

which the individual [was] committed.= 



9s

(Scalia, J., dissenting) (<A straightforward reading of [the Suspension Clause] 

discloses that it does not guarantee any content to . . . the writ of habeas corpus=), 



553 U.S. 723, 779 (2008) (<[T]he habeas court must have the power to order the 

conditional release of an individual unlawfully detained.=).

, 553 U.S. 674 (2008) (<The typical 

remedy for [unlawful executive detention] is, of course, release.=); 

relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 <is to obtain release from the duration or fact of 

present custody.=).

justified by the fact that, <habeas corpus is, at its core, an equitable remedy,= 

<[have] broad discretion in conditioning a judgment granting habeas relief [and are] 

authorized . . . to dispose of habeas corpus matters 8as law and justice require.9= 

ease falls under court9s broad discretion to fashion relief. 

, 317 F. Supp. 3d 626, 636 (D. Mass. 2018) (<Habeas corpus is an equitable 

circumstances, including to order an alien9s release.=).



has previously demonstrated to ICE9s satisfaction that there is no 

(<NSLRRFF=).

9s

9s

–

Petitioner after Petitioner9s release on an OOS.

No independent alternative basis supports Respondents9 decision to redetain 



s that detention cease when a noncitizen has established to the government9s 

established to the government9s satisfaction 

9s

9s

9s



–

The APA provides that a <reviewing court shall . . . hold unlawful and set aside 

an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.=  5 U.S.C. § 

Respondents9 decisions, which represent changes in the agencies9 policies and 

Respondents9 decision to redetain



of Petitioner9s detention within of the Court9s issuance of the OSC.

any objections to the magistrate9s forthcoming Report & Recommendation 

9s

Declare that Respondents9 action is arbitrary and capricious.



Declare that Petitioner9s detention violates the Due Process Clause of the Fifth 

allowing for Respondent9s removal from the United States.
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