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eb{ _/)&L » o any other country, Thus,Peﬁﬁunerremainsih;iﬁﬁnitebdetaine&
inlczmmsy,mmmManeafm-apeﬁnafarmgmhmﬂmhwmﬁms. ;
Unda-ﬁU.S.C.§1231{a)(1}—(2).meanaﬁenhasbeenﬂrﬂﬁmdmmd,ﬂmﬁmw_
Guerdmtcmmmmﬂwﬁhapmaﬁeomdwiégwmmﬁaaﬁen .
shall be detatned The postxremoval-period provision of the same staiute, SUSC
S 1231(a)(8), allows for certain aliens to be detained beyond the removal period, hut the
Supreme Court explicitly Emited fhis detention period in Za s v Davig B33 TS 678
{2001). _Inthaicase, the Court held that § 1231(2)(6) restricts an akien's Post-removal- .
m&dﬁmﬁmmammbmmm-mwthﬁaﬁﬁsmmm&
that it “does not permit indefinite detention® Zadvvdas 533 U.S. at 650, “The Court frand
magammﬁmmimmaﬁmmgmbemdmmmsﬁ;mmzamgm
mule is dhat an alien may 1o Ionger ke confined when thero is “no significant Helihood of
remaval in the reasonably foreseeakle futare” ¥4, at 701. Fn Clak-v. Martines, the
Supreme Court extended this halding to inadwissible aliens. 125 S. Ct. 716, 722 (2005),

'Ilhﬁqn&:ﬁmasta'iﬁh&ﬂza-l’eﬁﬁmefﬂ detention is m violation of the laws of $he

United States is one for # federal habeas court to hear. 28 T.S.C. §2241. Accordingly,
Petitioner files the accompanying haheas Corpus petition, pursuant fo 28 US.C.§ 2241,
requesting that this Court order Petitioners release.

Therefore, Petitianar requests that this Court agpoint coumsel to represent Petitioner in
this habeas action.

L The Court Should Exercise Its Discretion to Appoing Conngel
et RRule Bxercise ¥ts Diseretion to Appoing Comnsel

Asmmﬁ:gﬁmiaf’eﬁﬁonerhaaﬂmmﬁnandalneaﬂ, a districk conrt m3y appoint
counsel in a habeay rroceedmp under 28 G.S.C. § 2241 when the “Interests of justice sq

require” 1BUSC § JG06AENA(B). Couris have often examined three elements in
2 0
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determining whether appoirtmen of counsel is necessars: the Ekedthnod of suceess on
the merits, the complexity of the lezsl suss izmvolved in the case, and the ability of the
Petifionerfo nresent the case in Bght of #s complexify. Ses ep Wevzandt v. Lodk, 718
¥-24 952, 954 (0fh Cir. 1083); Baldinev. Thorsbureh 775 F-Supp. 507, 511 (D). Comm.
1991}, Petitioner has been held in custody for__ 90 Deccy ¢ s;mcaheiz;g::rdered_
removed to eb‘-b&. : .aﬁdremmlinther:asonableﬁ)rese&a}ﬂa%
is mitikelybeesmse_ C. U Do will not acoept Petitioner. Tnder the Sugreme

- Conrt’s decision in Zadvydas, Petitioner's continued detention is presumptively

unreasonsble. Thos, Petitioner has a Iich BEeRhood of snceess on the mesfts,

_ Moreaver, Pefitioner wonld encounter greatﬂiﬁmlt;rinpr&sezdingﬁﬁshahaas
corpus case alone. The House Repari on the rredecessorio § %Dﬁ@@}t& zecnm;ed
that halbeas carpus procesdings often present “carions and comples fssues of oy ng
fact” that would necessitate the assistance of comsel. HR Rep. No. 1546, 91= Conz. 24
S_Ess. (1870}, reprinted in 18370 US.CCAN. 3982 3023, In addition_ fhe tongressionsl
;xepnxt.onS gﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁ) stated that a court should appont counee} when “necercary o
msure a fair hearing™ 13 The complexity of 2 haheas case will pose an especially grent
phatacle for Petitioner. '

Tnlight of the comglicated issnes fmvulved in habeas case and Petitionecs inghility to
adequatelypresent&emseatbar, aswell ag Rﬁﬁma’slﬂ{eﬁhooﬂ&smessmﬁle
mexits, this Coort; shonld exercize its discretion i Zppoint vounsel under 1IST.S.C
J006AE}2)(B). -
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II. ﬂngEDmT Oﬁﬂan:nﬂe] ‘Is Necsssary Bef:ause. Biscovervis

EBMMMMMﬁE appnirdment of cormsel in
@aina&mmmmss Urder Rule 6(z), 28 US.C.50.§ 2954 a judge must appoint
coumse] for @ Petitioner i3t is ‘meceseary fur efiective utilization of distorery procednzes ™
IGE has Information angd documents relevant. fo Petitioner’s habeas petition, and without
theasistame of counsel, Petitioner will not beahlatueﬁzcﬁfel?pnmgdismmma, asa
result, ill not adequately present kis clximg, zheaidafan'a:wmyige@edmy
Important in ﬁkmqgﬁm?eﬁﬁmﬂhhnkdﬁ:nﬁaﬂwm&eb@amm&ma
mm:mdinregmﬁmg and chtaining discovery. Mareover, émﬁ&ﬁﬁmuum;ﬁ&mm

_ documents in discavery, wiﬂ:.auttheﬂsaist&mecfcmﬁ;?éﬁﬁmzﬁld'ﬁatbe capatle
of analyzing them to d&temﬁmglﬁslikﬂihnu&ofb&ingrmwedinﬂm:&nemeablaﬁm_

3. identiary or Motions Hearing May Be Neces:
Dnder Rule 8(c), 28 U.S.C. ol § 2254, the court is requived o PO counsel in o

hﬂbmsmnaedi:ugii‘aaevicﬁznﬁmheaﬁngisneed&i ﬁnﬂidﬁnﬁanpheaﬁngnﬁ]lﬁka]y
- be necescary in thic case. Regardless of any piher issues, Fan evidentiary hearing iz
s&g&ulei the court musE appoivd connsel for Petitioner,
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