

















: __"pe:manent ”Zadwdasv Dam, 533 U. s 5. 678, 693 (200})

oy, In Iuly of 2025 Respondent DHS began 1gnor1ng the decades—long
consensus of hcw 8 U S C § 1225(b)(2) should be mterpreted whlch thef__ _card of -
' 5"'Immjgratmn Appeals (“BIA”) artlculated ina subsequent ruhng Matter af Yajum

| I'Hurtado 29 I&N Dec. 216 (BIA Sept 5 2025) Rcspondcnts suddenly claxm that
_-_mdmduals who havc been res1dmg within the United States for more than two yeax;

re somehow metaphonca Iy “see -kmg adrmssmn - s:mply because they_ 1y have:




Flfth Amendment Due Process

_Respondénrs are C‘onfmng Petmoner without A Valid Legal Bam or arzy Semblance
~ Due Process. '




Here all 'three" factors favor the petmoner.
Flrst Mr. Arreyo Satelo has a s1gmﬂcant private mterest at stake.

& person’s mterest in frecdom ﬁom physwal detenhon is “the most elemental of hb

: :_ :mf.erests 2 Hamdi v Rumsfeld 542 U. S. 507, 529 1248, Ct 2633 159 LEd.2d 578 :

¢ (2004}, see also Zadvydas, 533 U S at 690, 121 8.Ct. 2491 (“Freedom from
2 1mpmsonment—-—ﬁnm govcmment custody, detention, or other fonns of physxcal
'reslraln —-——hes .ét theheart of thf:_libf:'r;y- that [the Dt-.ie P_I‘_Occss] Cl_au;se prowéfé '

"Arroyo Sotelo 1s wrongfully conﬁned a dnrect attack on Petltmner S hberty'mterests

current procedure (detalmng Mr. Arroyo Sotelo without a Iegai basm s 011




duc proccss guaranteed in the Flﬁh Amendment

COUNT TWO
Immigrntmn and Natmnallty Act, 8 US.C. § 1225(11)(2)

: Pe:zttaners Ongomg Detention Pursuant to 8 US.C. § 1 225(b)(2) is Unlawfu! because :
i Permoner Is not Seekmg Admzsszan and therefore ccmnoz be held una'er that Authomy b







there is no mdlcatlon that Petmoner (] detennon was based on any facts that tmght

- mdlcate that Pentmner should be in custody for some reason.




re_;ected th*;sf argument saymg that‘

A] bond hearmg presupposes lawﬁxl detentwn authonty under
‘Where that authority has not been invoked or established, ordering a
: hemng would treat the absence of statutory authority as a mere procedural
irregularity rather than a substantive defect ... Where the record shows
Respondents have not identified a valid statutory basis for detention in the
first place, the rcmedy isn t’o supply one through further pmceedmgs. e

1. ai Doc' Né. 10at6.




__'three_days of the Court s order, -showmg cause, 1f any,

why a wnt of habeas corpus







