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PAMELA BONDI,

Anomney General;
KRiSTI NCEM, :
Secretary of the _,eaar'""e“t of Homeland ;
Security; t
ALBERTO CORNAVACA, i
SDDO Jacksonville ICE-ERO Fieid Office; |
SCOTTY RHODEN, t
Sheriff of Baker County Detention Center; .E

Respondents.

ETIETION FOR WE ET OF BABEAS CORPUS
PURSUANT T U '

?stizionchaHes —%\\C}Q,Xﬂ&t‘ (U\S HrC s2. hereby petitions this Court for 2 writ
of habeas corpus o remedy Petitioner’s uniawfil dete ention by Respondenss. In suppor: of

this petition and compiaint for injunctive relisf, Petitioner aiieges as foliows:
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PRAYER FOR RELIER

WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays that this Cours grant the following relief:
i) Assume jurisdiction over this matier;
2} GCrant Petitioner a writ of Habeas Cempus girecting the :.-es;:v‘bnc?enzs t0 Immeciately

release Petitioner from cusiedy;

L)
S

Enter preliminary ané permanent injunciive ceiief enjoining Respordents from

further unlawful detention of Petitiorer
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Court deems fust and proper.
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Legality| Of Detention .
Once a noncitizen's orden of removal administratively Final,the deernment “shall” remove the Person
within 90 days “SinahV. Attv. Gen, 945 f. 3d 1310.1313(11™ cir 2019) (Quoting 8 U.S.C $1231 (a) (1)
(A). The government must detaining the noncitizerj during the 90 days removal period, Which begins
When the removal orden becomes aministatively Final id Detention may continue after the removal
period, but not indefinately in Zadvydas, the supreme court held, “if removal is not reasonably
Foreseeable the court should hold continued detentﬂm unreasonable and no longer authorized by
Statute.”533 U.S. At 700-01(200 1). If removal in nbot practically attainable,detention not longer
serves[*5] its statutory purpose of “assuring the alien's presence at the moment of removal.”id.at 699.
The court Found it unlikely congress “believed that| all resonably Foreseeable removals could be
accomplished in [90 day).”id at 701.80,”For the sake of uniform administration in the federal court,”it
established a “presumptively reasonable period of detention “Of six-months-the 90 day removal period

plus an additional 90 days. Id courts use burden-Shifting Framework to Jjudge the contitutionality of
additional post-removal detention ! :

after this 6 month period. One the alien provides good reason to believe that there is no
significant likelihood.of removal in the reasonably| Foreseeable F utt;lre the government must respond
with evidence suficient to rebut the showing. ’

See eg. “Acosta-Gironi V. Bondi, No.2:25-cv-02649-RAJ 2026 U,;-:S. Dist. Lexis 16060
(January 28,2026), Castano V. Andrews, N.0;1:26-cv-00243-DJC -SCR 2026 U.S Dist. Lexis 16027
(January 28,2026).Beltran V. Ripa, N.0.2:25-cv-011 74-SPC-NPM.2026 U.S. Dist. Lexis 273

(January 28,2026), Perez V. Warden. N.o. 2:26-cv-0009—SPC—DE;52026 U.S Dist. Lexis 9534
(January 19.2026). :

Here. Petitioner has already been in custody for mare than 90 days-past the time for his formal hearing.
With no opportunity to be heard or to contest the bases for his re-det;ention. This failure violates both
ICE's own regulation and the due process clause oflthe fifth amendment and compels petitioners release
courts around the county have concluded likewise See. Eg. Grigorian.2025 wl2604573 at 10,
Ceesay,781f.supp.3d at 166, You V. Nielsen.321f.supp 3d 451.463( S.D.NY 2018), Rombot V.
Souza, 296 F.supp.3d 383,387(D.mass,2017);Zhul798 f.supp.3d at 410; M.S.L.V V. Bostock N.o.
6:25-cv-01204-AA.,2025 WL 2430267. at 10-12(D:or.Aug 21,2025) Escalante V. Noem. No. 9:25-cv-
00182-MJT.2025 WL 2491782 at *3(E.D. Tex. Ju ly IS.ZZ(H_S)jmg. Becerra. No 2:25-cv-01741)-
DC(E.D. Tex. July 16,2025); Wing Nuem Liv V. Carter No.25—cv-93036_—_JWL
1696526,at*2(D.Kan.Jun17,2025) '

Banega V. Facility.No.2:25-cv-1152-JES-DNF 2026 U.S. Dist. Lexis 16506(January

29.2026);”Sardinas V. Noem. No 2:26-cv-00067-SPC-NPM.2026 U.S, Dist Lexis 16513(January
29.2026) |
i
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230775.2025 WL 3268333,at 2(D.Colo. Noy 24,20
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U.S. Dist. Lexis 188746.2025 WL 2734704,at 3 (D
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with appropriate it is after all liberty at issued, Abu

ntion has exceeded the presumptively reasonable
l0.25-¢v- - i exis
.(Despite petitioner's 20 month and five-month
etitioner has nonetheless been detained longer

; Siguenza V., Moniz.No25-cv-11914-ADB.2025
Mass sept 25,2025). (Most courts to Consider the
|

umulative “(Collecting Cases). The court agree

elhawa V. Noem No.4:25-cv-04128 02§ U.S. Dist.
16,2025). Holding otherwise would permit the

Lexis 203959,2025 WL 293762 at 5(S.D. Tex oct | _ | : itt
federal government to “detain noncitizens indefinitely by contmuou;ly releasmg and re-detaining them.
“Siguenza,2025 U.S. Dist. Lexis 188746,2025 WL 2734704, at 3 and as explamed_alzlo;e undetr

vy irati rs i 1X- *8] detention period does no
Zadvydas. Expiration of the persumptively reasongble six ¥nt_:mth[ 8!] j (
mandate a noncitizen's release detention may continue “until it has been determined tha the;; is not
significant likehood of removalis the reasonable foreseeable future. _?.adwdas.53fii'U.S.’Ath —
Expiration of the six-month period simply requires the government to rebut a pit:ltloner_ S st l?m:tgiﬁoner
“there is no significant likehood of removal in the resonably forcsce:!ible future “assuming the p

make tha showing. id.
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