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grant relief pursuing into 28 U.S.C.§ 2241, the declaratory judgment act, 28 U.S.C.§ 2201,

ef seq., and the All Writs Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1651.

4. Nothing in the INA deprives this court of jurisdiction, including 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(9),

1252{D)(1), or 1226(e). Congress has preserved judicial review of challenges to prolonged
immigration detention. See Jennings v. Rodriguez, 138 S, Ct. 830, 83941 (2018) (holding
that 8 U.S.C. §1226{e) and §1252(bX9) do not bar a review of challenges to prolonged

immigration detention),

. Section 1252(H(1) does not repeal the Courts authority to grant the reliel petitioner seeks

because, infer alia, Mr. Tavurov is in removal proceedings, See 8 U.S.C. §i1252(DH){1)
{exempting claims by an individual alien against home proceedings, .. have been initiated);
see also Rewno v. American Arab Anti-Discrimination Commission, 525 US 471, 482 (1999)

(observing that § 125(f) “does not extend to individual cases™).

. If section 1252(D(1) did bar the relief of Mr. Tavurov of seeks, it would violate the

Suspension Clause.

. Even if otherwise applicable Section 1252(f}{(2) does not bar declaratory relief regarding

Mr. Tavurov’s detention,

. Mr. Tavurov has exhausted any and all administrative remedies to the extent feasible.

VENUE.

. Pursuant to Braden v. 30" Judicial Circuit Court of Kentucky, 410 U.S. 484, 493-500

(1973), venue lies in the United States District Court for the Western District of

Washington, the judicial district in which Mr. Tavurov currently 1s in custody.

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and Law Offices of Marina Dzhamilova, PLLC
Comptaint for Declaratory and Injunctive PO Box 55303
Relief--3 Shoreline, WA 981335

Tek: 206-850-3202
Fax: 425-363-6701
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Respondent Pemela Jo Bondi is the Attorney General of the United States and the senior
official of the Department of Justice {DOJ). In the capacity, she has the authority to
interpret the immigration laws and adjudicate removal cases. She also oversees the
Executive Office for Immigration Review (EOIR), which administers the immigration

courts and the Board of Immigration Appeals ("BIA™}). She is named in her official capacity.

. Respondent Camilla Wamsley is the Director of the Seattle Field Office of Enforcement and

Removal Operations, U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Department of
Homeland Security, U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Department of Homeland
Security. As such, Ms. Wamsley is Mr. Tavurov’s immediate custodian. She is named in
his official capacity.

Respondent Bruce Scoft is, on information and belief, an employee of the Geo Group, Inc,,
the private corporation which runs the Northwest Ice Processing Center contract facihity
where Mr. Tavurov is detained. On information and belief, Mr. Scott’s job title is Warden
of the Northwest lce Detention Center.

STATEMENT OF FACTS.

Petitioner Shukrulle Tavurov is a citizen of Russia and Tajikistan seeking asylum,
withholding of removal, and protection under the Convention against Torture in the United
Sates. He is currently detained at the Northwest ICE Processing center, Mr. Tavurov was
only 18 vears old when he presented himself 1o the US officials through the CBPI

application and has been held by the Respondents since May 3™, 2024,

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and Law Offices of Mavins Duhamitova, PLIC
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive PO Box 55363
Relief--3 Shoreline, WA 98135

Teb: 206-850-3202
Fax: 425-563-6701
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Upon inspection and processing, Mr. Tavurov underwent a short Credible Fear interview
{CF1}. He later had a full CFi by an asylum officer following which he was found credible
and his case referred to EOIR with the filing of the Notice to Appear for removal
proceedings under 8 U.S.C. §1229a.

Afler more than a year of continued master calendar hearings, and substitution of the first
attorney, located in the state of New York, to the current one, located in Washington State,
Mr. Tavurov had three individual hearings which took place at the detention center with
Immigration Judge Shadee Star of Concord, CA (1J) in September, November and
December of 20235, 1) issued her decision denying all of Mr. Tavurov's claims on December
15% 2025,

Mz, Tavurov is currently appealing the 1J's 26 page-long decision to the BIA. He believes
the L made a wholly unfounded and biased decision, skewing the facts, and inexplicably
discounting abysmal human rights country conditions in both Tajikistan and Russia. Mr.
Tavurov was found to be credible by the 1, yet she found a way to either minimize or
completely discount all of the supporting evidence produced by Mr. Tavurov and his family
members, thus allowing one of the findings that Mr. Tavurov did not meet his burden for
either asylum or withholding of removal. The 1] also twisted the country conditions
evidence and mischaracterized the actions of the totalitarian governments and the corrupt

government officials of both countries of Mr, Tavurov’s citizenship.
Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and Law Offices of Marina Dzhamilova, PLLC

Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive PO Box 55303

Relief--6 Shoreling, WA 98155
Tel: H6-850.3202
Fax; 4215-563-670]
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- .
»I — Mr. Tavurov believes he

will prevail on appeal even if he has © go to the Ninth Circutt Court of Appeals,

Mr. Tavurov was born and raised in Tajikistan, however his father who himself fled
Tajikistan for Russia, obtained Mr. Tavurov’s Russian citizenship there, though Mr,
Tavurov has never been to Russia himself.

Mr, Tavurov's father was also incredibly abusive both physically and emotionally to him
from a very young age. Ms, Tavurov's mother testified to that in a sworn declaration
submitted to the Court. As result of the trauma suffered at the hands of his father from
which his mother was powerless to protect him, and due to the fact that his parents could not
protect him from the abuse of the Tajik government officials, Mr, Tavurov was granted
Vulnerable Youth Guardianship by the Pierce County Superior Court. Mr. Tavurov was
then eligible to apply for Special Immigrant Juvenile Status (SIJS) which he submitied to
USCIS along with a predicate order signed by the same Pierce County Superior Court. His
S1J status was approved on May Sth, 2025, See Dzhamilova Decl, Ex. B.

It had been a USCIS policy starting on March 2™, 2022, to grant SIJ approved youth
deferred status, as such youth is not able to apply for adjustment of status solely due to
unavailable visas. See Special Immigrant Juvenile Classification and Deferred Action, PA-
2022-10, issued March 7, 2022. This policy which protects young immigrants from being
deported to their country of origin. At the time Mr. Tavurov’s S1S was approved USCIS
was not issuing deferred findings following a policy alert dated June 6™, 2025. See Special

Immigrant Juvenile Classification and Deferred Action, PA-2025-07. However, since then

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and Law (ffices of Marina Dzhamilova, PLLC
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive PO Box 55383
Relief--7 Shoreling, WA 98153

Tl 206-850-32402
Fax: 425-563-6701
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. During his fime in detention, Mr. Tavurov has not been provided a meaningful bond hearing

. It should also be noted that Mr. Tavurov is not well psychologically. In the summer months
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has steady employment and can help Mr. Tavurov financially. Despite this request, Mr.

Tavurov has not heard back from the ICE officials.

before a newtral decision maker 1o determine whether his prolonged detention is justified
based on danger or flight risk. Mr. Tavurov's counsel was able to schedule a bond hearing
in front of a judge and submitted proof of his S1IS approval as well as documents verifying
his sponsors’ willingness and ability to provide him with room and board. The 1J refused to
consider any of the evidence provided by Mr. Tavurov, instead only stating that he does not

have jurisdiction to consider the bond request.

of 2025, when his case was continued yet again, sadly he attempted to take his own life in

mote than one way. See Dzhamilova Decl, Ex. C. I ———

I

V-‘ Id. He was placed in monitored isolation, he was given some medical attention,
and some anxicty medication. Jd Mr. Tavurov’s attomey was able fo arrange for a
psychological evaluation which confirmed that he suffers from Major Depressive Disorder,
Moderate, with Mood Congruent Psychotic Features and from Posttraumatic Stress

Disorder. See Dzhamilova Decl., Ex. D. The evaluator found that Mr. Tavurov’s mental

health conditions are directly related to [

ey . His mental health conditon

was exacerbated by physical abuse, threats, and torture he expericnced ———

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and Law Offices of Marina Dzhamilova, PLLC
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive PO Box 33303
Retief--9 Shoreline, WA 98135

Teb: 206-450-3202
Fax: 425-363-06701
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e — H .
EE———————l : »catcd Trauma culminated in the development of

Major Depressive Disorder and PTSD. Id

29. Mr. Tavurov has not received proper or adequate medical care for his health conditions

while in the custody of Respondents. Mr. Tavuroy needs long-term mental health treatiment
including individual counseling and medication management to reduce symptoms of
depression and PTSD and improve his functioning. Jd.  His treatment efficacy will be
enhanced by family and community support. Jd. He cannot get this level of treatment and
support in detention.

LEGAL FRAMEWORK.

30. “1t is well established that the Fifth Amendment entitles noncitizens to due process of law in

deporiation proceedings.” Demore v. Kim, 538 U.S. 510, 523 (2003} {quoting Reno v.
Flores, 507 1.8, 292, 306 {1993)). “Freedom from imprisonment — from government
custody, detention or other forms of physical restraint — lies at the heart of liberty” that the

Due Process clause protects. Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 (2001).

31. This fundamental due process protection applies to all noncitizens, including both

removable and inadmissible noncitizens. See id. at 721 (Kennedy, J., dissenting} {[Both]
removal and inadmissible noncitizens are entitled to be free from detention that is arbitrary
or capricious.”) It also protects noncitizens who have been ordered removed from the United
Sates and who face continuing detention, Diouf v. Napolitano, 634 F.3d 1081, 1086-87 (Stth
Cir. 2011), as well as those noncitizens deemed arriving under the INA, Jennings, 138 8. Ct,

a 862 (Brever, ., dissenting) (stating that arriving “noncitizens” enjoy due process

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and Eaw Offices of Marina Dzhamilova, PLLC
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunciive PO Box 55363
Relief--10¢ Shoreline, WA 98133

Teb 266-850-3202
Fax: 423-563-6701
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protections against prolonged detention because they are “held within the territory of the
United States at an immigration detention facility” {citing Wong Wing v. United States, 163
U.S. 228, 238 (1896)); see also Kwai Fun Wong v. United States, 373 F.3d 952, 973-74 (9%
Cir. 2004) (concluding that the “entry fiction” does not preclude substantive constitutional
protection for noncitizens considered “arriving”).

Due process therefore requires that the government provide bond hearings 1o noncitizens
facing prolonged detention. Indeed, “{tlhe Due Process Clause foresees eligibility for bail
as par of due process because [blail is basic to our system of law.” Jennings, 138 S. Ct at
862 (Breyer, J., dissenting) (internal quotations and citations omitted).

The Supreme Court has addressed several challenges to the immigration detention scheme |
the last two decades. First, in Zadvydas, the Supreme Cour held that the government must
demonstrate that a noncitizen’s removal is reasonably likely to occur if the noncitizen
remains detained for six months after the removal period specified in 8 USC §1231{a}6).
533 U.S. at 701. In doing so, the Court recognized a presumption that detention longer than
six months following a noncitizen’s removal period vielates that noncitizen’s due process
right to liberty. /d.

Second, in Demore the Court upheld the mandatory detention of a noncitizen under 8 USC
§1226{(c) based on the petitioner’s concession of deportability and the Cour’s understanding
that detention under §1226(c) is typically “brief,” Demore, 538 U.S. at 522 n.6, 528,

Nevertheless, the Supreme Cour’s decision in Demore did no foreclose a noncitizen's right

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and Law Offices of Marina Dzhamilova, PLLC
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive PO Box 55303
Retief--11 Shoreline, WA 98135

Tel: 209-850-3202
Fax: 425-563-67(H
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profonged. See Diop, 656 F.3d at 234. Courts that apply a reasonableness test have
considered three main factors in determining whether prolonged detention is reasonabie.
First, courts have evaluated whether the noncitizen has raised a “good faith” challenge to
removal — that is, the challenge is “legitimately raised” and presents “real issues.” Chavez-
Alvarez v. Warden York Cty. Prison, 783 F.3d 469 (3% Cir. 2015). Second, reasonableness
is a “function of the length of the detention,” with detention presumptively unreasonable If it
lasts six months to a year.” 1d. a 477-78; accord Sopo, 825 F.3d at 1217-18. In assessing the
tength of detention, delay atributable to the government weights against finding the
detention reasonable. Sopo, 835 F3d at 1218. Third, courts consider the likelithood that
detention will continue pending future proceedings. Chavez-Alvarez, 783 at 478 (finding
detention unreasonable after nine months of detention, when the parties could “have
reasonably predicted that Chavez-Alvarez’ appeal would take a substantial amount of time,
making his already lengthy detention considerably longer™); Sopo, 825 F.3d at 128; Reid,
819 F3d at 500.

Due process also requires certain minimal bond hearing procedures. First, the government
must bear the burden of proof by clear and convincing evidence to justify continued
detention. Second, the decisionmaker must consider available alternatives to detention.
Finally, if the government cannot meet its burden, a decisionmaker maker assesses a
noncitizen’s ability to pay a bond when determining the appropriate conditions of release.
To justify prolonged immigration detention, the government must bear the burden of proof]

by clear and convincing evidence that the noncitizen is a danger or flight risk. See Singh v.

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and Law Offices of Marina Dzhamilova, PELC
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive PO Box 55303
Relief--15 Shoreline, WA 98155

Teb 206-850-3202
Fax: 423-563-6701
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Study of Access to Counsel in Immigration Court, 164 U. Pa. L. Rev. 1, 36 (2015) (reporting
government data showing that 86% of immigration detainees lack counsel).

Immigration detainees face severe hardships while incarcerated. Immigration detainees are
held in lock-down facilities, with limited freedom of movement and access to their families:
“the circumstances of their detention are similar, so far as we can tell, to those in many
prisons and jails.” Jennings, 138 8. Ct. at 861 (Breyer, I, dissenting); accord Chavez-
Alvarez, 783 F.3d at 478; Ngo v. INS, 192 F. 3d 390, 397-98 (3rd Cir. 1999); Sopo, 825
£3d a 1218, 1221. “And in some cases{,] the conditions of their confinement are
inappropriately poor.” Jennings, 138 S. Ct. at 861 (Breyer., J., dissenting) (citing Dept. of
Homeland Security (DHS), Office of Inspector General (O1G), DHS OIG Inspection Cites
Concerns With Detainee Treatment and Care at ICE Detention Facilities {2017) {reporting
instances of invasive procedures, substandard care and mistreatment, ¢.g8., indiscriminate
strip searches, long waits for medical care and hygiene products, and, in the case of one
detainee, a multiday lock down for sharing a cup of coffee with another detainee}).

These conditions and obstacles only further underscore the serious due process concerns that
prolonged immigration detention pose for noncitizen like Mr. Tavurov, and reflect the need
for a decision before a neutral decisionmaker regarding continued detention.

IRREPARABLE INJURY

_ Petitioner continues to suffer untreated psychological effects from the compounded trauma

of his childhood abuse, then torture by the Tajik authorities, and now having been

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and L.aw Offices of Marina Dzhamilova, FLLC
Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive PO Box 55303
Relief--19 Shoreline, WA 98155

Tel: Hi6-850-3202
Fax: 423-363-H701
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