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o Respondents,
23
24 Petitioner is a citizen of_\[ I"(’—J'ﬂ AW\ Pefitioner is in ICE custody in the

25 1§ United States, but has been ordered removed to \!l 14’ n A by an inmsipration.
26 [ judge. Pehhm&fsremwalmd&nsﬁm!,butPetxﬁmercmntbamva&m
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\_I!-M'Q(A #1__. ov any other country. Thus, Petitioner remains indefinitely detained
inICEmm&y,&ndﬁzshammnﬁne&fm-apeﬁndfarbngzrthmthehwmanﬂatas. -
Under8§US.C.§ Iﬁmﬁa)(l}—m).manaﬁmhmbeanoniemdremmﬁ, the Attorney
Generalﬁmstcanyontthemnmaim&}ﬁnaperic&af%dm duziz;gwhidlﬁme&e&ﬁen
shall be detatned The postremoval-period provision of the same m, 8TsSC

Supreme Court exglicitly kmited this detention period in Zadvvdag v. Davis, 533 T.S. 675
{2001). In that case, the Court held that § 1231(2)(6) restricts an akien's postremoval. .
period &mmammbmmwmmmm%mmm
that it “does not permit indefinite detention® Zadvydas 533 TS, at 689, The Court found
thatam&myﬁmeﬁﬁsihﬂmaﬁmmmtbahﬂdlmg&rﬂmnsixmnnthztheg&n&ml
mleis&umﬂmmmmgﬂhemﬁmammmmis‘msimmaf
removal in the reasonably foreceeable fature” I at 701 Tn Clavk v, Martinez, the
Supreme Court extended this holding to inadmissible aliens. 195 8, Ct. 716, 722 (2005),

The guesiion as to whether Petitioner's demﬁonisinviﬂaﬁmufthehwzaf&e
United States is one for 2 federal habeas court to hear. 98 U.S.C. § 2261 Accordingly,
Peﬁﬁmuﬂesﬁawmghahemmmpeﬁﬁmmmm 28USC.§2241,
xequesting that thia Couxt order Petitioner's release. A-Hlza( 4~ L |

Therefore, Petitioner requests that this Court appoint counsel to regnesent Petitioner in
this haheas acton. -

L The Court Should Exercise jts Discretion to Appoint Counsel
ﬂsmﬁngthatal’&ﬁﬁmhasshﬂwuﬁnamialnaeﬂ. a district court may appoin
counsel in a habeas proceedg under 98 T.S.C. § 2241 when the “mterests of justice cq

require” 1I8USC. § J006AGNA(MB). Courts have often examined three elements in
5 ;
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mmmﬁmknmﬁemaﬁm on
he merits, the complexity of the logal issues involved in the ease, and the ability of the
Petifioner {o present the casein Bght of #s complexify. See ex Weveandt v Todk 718
¥.24 652, 954 (36 Oir-. 1963); Seldine v Thorsbureh 775 F.Supp. 507, 511 ¢D. Corm
1893, Petitioner has heen held fn mmayﬁ;z_LBQa%ﬁm hsin‘g ardered
removedto \| [€4 nea , .aﬁiremnmintheteasmaisle:&mma}:]e"ﬁltum
& uniikely beoause \| (4 N1 M il mot acoept Petitioner Under the Sugrem
Conrfs&edsi&njnm&ﬁﬁmefswnﬁﬂuediﬁﬁmﬁmismm e
1mreasonable. Thrus, Petitioner hasa igh LikeRhood of success on the merfts,

fact” that would necessitste the assistance of comsel. H.R Rep. No. 1545, 51 Cong. 24
Sess. (1970), reprinted in 1970 T:S.C.CAN. 3082, 3003, In addition e mngresmonai
Tepm-r 'on § ?B&ﬁ&@}(B) stated that a court should appoint commeel when “necersaryto
Insure & fair hearing™ 14, The complesify of 8 habess case Wﬂpﬁ&emEEpedaﬂggreaf
pbstacls for Petitioner. :

Iulightufthemmp}:&:atedissnesimnh-edinlmﬁm casesanﬂl’hﬁﬁma"sinahﬂiﬁtn "
admuabelymsmtﬂlecaseatbar, aswell ag Petiﬁona-'slikﬂﬁhnn&oisnmessmiie
mexnitn, Hhis Cowd ehould exercice its Siscretion in appo&mmgannﬂﬁrlﬁﬂ.&c
300BAGI)®). | -
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I ;inhn]goinia_:::nt Of {]cn:fnse} Is Necessary Bei:ausa Disnoger;_x Is

mmmmmmme appointment of counsel in
certain circumstances. 56 Under Rale 6(aY, 28 15,0, £l § 2954, 2 jndge must appoint
counsel for & Patitioner if it i “necescary fir effective ufllization of distorery grocednres "
I@mmﬂmm%mmﬂmmﬁﬁﬁondshﬁmmmmmi
&em@ﬁmexpe&ﬁm&wmmaeaumﬁcﬁmmm@, aso
result, vrill not adequately present kis claims, The aid of an attorney is ezpecisily
impommin&ismggiﬁnPeﬁﬁma’shnkt&‘Maﬁiywﬁi&ehgﬂpmm
invalved in vequesting and dbiaining dissovery. Moreover, évmﬁ?eﬁﬁmm;{oahmin
documents in discavery, without the assistence of coumnsel, Peﬁﬁonarwm]dmtb&c:@abas
of analyzing them to &eﬁerminehisﬂmlﬂmn&afhsingr&mwedinﬂmfaresaeaﬂgﬁm_

3. ,&nEvidE_n,t__ia_rj:- v or Motions Hearing Mav Be Neceazary
Under Rule S{c), 28 US.C. Rl § 2254, the conrtis reguived fo appoint counsel in a
babeas procezding it an evidentiary heaving is needed. An&midﬁnﬁmyheaﬁng will kely

- be necessary in this caze. Regardless of any piher issuee, Fan evideniiary hearing is
scheduled, the court mmst appoint connsel for Petitioner.

For the above reasons, this Court should appoint conneel to agsict Pelitioner in .
iﬂshnthﬂbe&amceeﬁngg challenging Peiitioner's detention by ICE, purenant ¢o the
Supreme Court decisions in Zaduydas and Mactiner. ' '

?lﬂly- submitied
Dated: iQ.’ Q(‘il::’ozf‘* ﬂl/ Vo —

Pettomer © meV\cg ""'/u QVIJ,.

GILBERT BARAJAS
My Notary ID # 134874867
Expires April 29, 2028
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