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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
WAYCROSS DIVISION

Samuel BALDERAS ANDABLO,
Case No.
Petitioner,
v. PETITION FOR WRIT OF
HABEAS CORPUS
Warden, Folkston ICE Processing Facility,
Respondents
INTRODUCTION

l. Petitioner Samuel BALDERAS ANDABLO (A# is in the physical

custody of the Respondent Warden at the Folkston ICE Processing Center in Folkston, Georgia.
He is being detained under the government’s position that he is subject to mandatory detention
under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) and therefore ineligible for release on bond or a bond hearing.

2 The government is detaining Petitioner under the position that he is subject to
mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) as an “applicant for admission,” and
therefore ineligible for release on bond and ineligible for a bond hearing before an Immigration
Judge under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a).

3. This detention theory has been advanced through DHS's July 8, 2025 interim
guidance regarding detention authority for “applicants for admission” and the Board of
Immigration Appeals’ precedential decision, Matter of Yajure Hurtado, 29 1. & N. Dec. 216
(BIA 2025), which holds that individuals “present in the United States without admission™ are

detained under § 1225(b)(2)(A) and are not bond-eligible before an Immigration Judge.
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4. Petitioner’s detention under § 1225(b)(2)(A) is unlawful. Section 1225 governs
inspection and admission at the border for people “seeking admission.” It does not authorize
mandatory detention of individuals like Petitioner who were arrested inside the United States
after having already entered and who are not arriving at a port of entry seeking admission.
Instead, detention in these circumstances is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), which allows
release on bond or conditional parole.

5. The Southern District of Georgia (Waycross Division) has already addressed the
government’s expansive § 1225 theory and rejected it. In See Villa v. Normand, No. 5:25-cv-
00089 (S.D. Ga. Nov. 4, 2025), 2025 WL 3095969 (holding that detention of individuals present
in the United States is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) and not § 1225(b)(2)(A)), the court
concluded that § 1225(b)(2) is inapplicable to noncitizens arrested and detained after being
present in the United States (i.e., not “seeking admission™), and that such individuals are entitled
to discretionary bond under § 1226(a) notwithstanding Matter of Yajure Hurtado.

6. Petitioner’s continued detention is therefore unlawful for two independent
reasons: (a) DHS is applying the wrong detention statute (§ 1225(b)(2) instead of § 1226(a)); and
(b) DHS is detaining Petitioner while denying him any meaningful process to challenge his
detention, including by leaving him in detained without the possibility to request a bond hearing.

7. Petitioner seeks a writ of habeas corpus ordering Respondent to release Petitioner
or, in the alternative, to provide Petitioner a bond hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) within seven
(7) days.

JURISDICTION
8. Petitioner is in the physical custody of Respondent. Petitioner is detained at the

Folkston Detention Center, Folkston, Georgia.
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9. This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2241(c)(5) (habeas corpus), 28
U.S.C. § 1331 (federal question), and Atticle I, section 9, clause 2 of the United States
Constitution (the Suspension Clause).

10.  This Court may grant relief pursuant to 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.

VENUE

I1.  Venue is proper in the Southern District of Georgia because Petitioner is detained
within this District at the Folkston ICE Processing Center, and the immediate custodian is
located within this District.

12.  Pursuant to Braden v. 30th Judicial Circuit Court of Kentucky, 410 U.S. 484, 493-
500 (1973), venue lies in the United States District Court for the Southern District of Georgia,
the judicial district in which Petitioner currently is detained.

13. Venue is also properly in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § [391(e) because
Respondent is an employee, officer, and or agencies of the United States, and because a
substantial part of the events or omissions giving rise to the claims occurred in the Southern

District of Georgia.

REQUIREMENTS OF 28 U.S.C. § 2243
14.  The Court must grant the petition for writ of habeas corpus or order Respondent
to show cause “forthwith,” unless the petitioner is not entitled to relief. 28 U.S.C. § 2243. If an
order to show cause is issued, Respondents must file a return “within three days unless for good

cause additional time, not exceeding twenty days, is allowed.” /d.
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PARTIES

15. Petitioner Samuel BALDERAS ANDABLO (A# is a citizen of
Mexico who has been in immigration detention since January 26, 2026 and currently detained at
the Folkston ICE Processing Center in Folkston, Georgia.

16. Respondent, Warden, Folkston ICE Processing Center is named in his official
capacity as the Warden of the Folkston Detention center, where Petitioner is detained. As
Warden, he is responsible for the operations of the Folkston Detention Center, including
overseeing the people in the facility’s custody, and as such he is a custodian of the Petitioner.
Respondent Warden’s address is Folkston ICE Processing Center, 6999 McKinley Road
Folkston, GA 31537. He is sued in his official capacity.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

17. Petitioner entered the United States without inspection through the U.S.-Mexican
border.

18.  On January 26, 2026 Petitioner was arrested by Immigration and Customs
Enforcement in Charlton County, Folkston, GA while driving to work.

19. Petitioner was immediately placed in ICE custody and transferred to the Folkston
ICE Processing Center.

20.  Petitioner is currently in Removal proceedings and has a Master Calendar hearing
scheduled for February 12, 2026 at 9:00 AM related to his immigration case before the Atlanta
Immigration Court.

21. At the same time, DHS is detaining Petitioner under the position that he is subject
to mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) and therefore is ineligible for bond under

§ 1226(a). Under Matter of Yajure Hurtado, DHS and EOIR take the position that an
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Immigration Judge lacks authority to grant bond or conduct a bond redetermination for
individuals charged as present without admission.
LEGAL FRAMEWORK

22.  The INA prescribes three basic forms of detention for the vast majority of
noncitizens in removal proceedings.

23, First, 8 U.S.C. § 1226 authorizes the detention of noncitizens in standard removal
proceedings before an 1J. See 8 U.S.C. § 1229a. Individuals in § 1226(a) detention are generaliy
entitled to a bond hear_ing at the outset of their detention, see 8 C.F.R. §§ 1003.19(a), 1236.1(d),
while noncitizens who have been arrested, charged with, or convicted of certain crimes are
subject to mandatory detention, see 8 U.S.C. § 1226(c).

24.  Second, the INA provides for mandatory detention of noncitizens subject to
expedited removal under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(1) and for other recent arrivals seeking admission
referred to under § 1225(b)(2).

25.  Last, the INA also provides for detention of noncitizens who have been ordered
removed, including individuals in withholding-only proceedings, see 8 U.S.C. § 123 1(a)—(b).

26. This case concerns the detention provisions at §§ 1226(a) and 1225(b)(2).

27.  The detention provisions at § 1226(a) and § 1225(b)(2) were enacted as part of the
[llegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996, Pub. L. No.
104--208, Div. C, §§ 302-03, 110 Stat. 3009-546, 3009-582 to 3009-583, 3009-58S5. Section
1226(a) was most recently amended earlier this year by the Laken Riley Act, Pub. L. No.l19-1,
139 Stat. 3 (2025).

28.  Following the enactment of the IIRIRA, EOIR drafted new regulations explaining

that, in general, people who entered the country without inspection were not considered detained
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under § 1225 and that they were instead detained under § 1226(a). See Inspection and Expedited
Removal of Aliens; Detention and Removal of Aliens; Conduct of Removal Proceedings;
Asylum Procedures, 62 Fed. Reg. 10312, 10323 (Mar. 6, 1997).

29.  Thus, in the decades that followed, most people who entered without inspection
and were placed in standard removal proceedings received bond hearings, unless their criminal
history rendered them ineligible pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1226(c). That practice was consistent
with many more decades of prior practice, in which noncitizens who were not deemed “arriving”
were entitled to a custody hearing before an 1J or other hearing officer. See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)
(1994); see also H.R. Rep. No. 104-469, pt. 1, at 229 (1996) (noting that § 1226(a) simply
“restates” the detention authority previously found at § 1252(a)).

30. On July 8, 2025, ICE, “in coordination with” DOJ, announced a new policy that
rejected well-established understanding of the statutory framework and reversed decades of
practice.

31.  The new policy, entitled “Interim Guidance Regarding Detention Authority for
Applicants for Admission,”’ claims that all persons who entered the United States without
inspection shall now be subject to mandatory detention provision under § 1225(b)(2)(A). The
policy applies regardless of when a person is apprehended, and affects those who have resided in
the United States for months, years, and even decades.

32. On September 5, 2025, the BIA adopted this same position in a published
decision, Matter of Yajure Hurtado. There, the Board held that all noncitizens who entered the

United States without admission or parole are subject to detention under § 1225(b)(2)(A) and are

ineligible for 1J bond hearings.

! Available ar https://'www.aila.org/ice-memo-interim-guidance-regarding-detention-authority- for-applications-for-
admission
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33.  Since Respondents adopted their new policies, dozens of federal courts have
rejected their new interpretation of the INA’s detention authorities. Courts have likewise rejected
Matter of Yajure Hurtado, which adopts the same reading of the statute as ICE.

34, Even before ICE or the BIA introduced these nationwide policies, lJs in the
Tacoma, Washington, immigration court stopped providing bond hearings for persons who
entered the United States without inspection and who have since resided here. There, the U.S.
District Court in the Western District of Washington found that such a reading of the INA is
likely unlawful and that § 1226(a), not § 1225(b), applies to noncitizens who are not
apprehended upon arrival to the United States. Rodriguez Vazquez v. Bostock, 779 F. Supp. 3d
1239 (W.D. Wash. 2025).

35.  Subsequently, court after court—including all three federal districts in Georgia
has adopted the same reading of the INA’s detention provisions and rejected ICE and EOIR’s
new interpretation. In JA.M. v. Streeval, the Middle District of Georgia held that §1225(b}(2)(A)
does not apply to a long-term resident arrested inside the United States who is not ‘seeking
admission,” concluded that § 1226(a) governs such detention, and ordered DHS to provide a
bond hearing under § 1226(a)(2). J.A.M. v. Streeval, No. 4:25-cv-342 (CDL), 2025 WL 3050094,
at *5-8 (M.D. Ga. Nov. 1, 2025). Likewise, in Aguirre Villa v. Normand, the Southern District
of Georgia rejected DHS’s reliance on Matter of Yajure Hurtado, held that applying §
1225(b)(2)(A) to noncitizens arrested after years of residence ‘renders § 1226 largely
superfluous,” and granted habeas relief ordering bond hearings under § 1226(a). Aguirre Villa v.
Normand, No. 5:25-cv-89, 2025 WL 3095969, at *8-10 (S.D. Ga. Nov. 4, 2025).

36.  Similarly, courts throughout different jurisdictions within the United States have

adopted the same reading of the INA’s detention authorities and rejected ICE and EOIR’s new
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interpretation. See, e.g., Gomes v. Hyde, No. 1:25-CV-11571-JEK, 2025 WL 1869299 (D. Mass.
July 7, 2025); Diaz Martinez v. Hyde, No. CV 25-11613-BEM, --- F. Supp. 3d ----, 2025 WL
2084238 (D. Mass. July 24, 2025); Rosado v. Figueroa, No. CV 25-02157 PHX DLR (CDB),
2025 WL 2337099 (D. Ariz. Aug. 11, 2025), report and recommendation adopted, No. CV-25-
02157-PHX-DLR (CDB), 2025 WL 2349133 (D. Ariz. Aug. 13, 2025); Lopez Benitez v. Francis,
No. 25 CIV. 5937 (DEH), 2025 WL 2371588 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 13, 2025); Maldonado v. Olson,
No. 0:25-cv-03142-SRN-SGE, 2025 WL 2374411 (D. Minn. Aug. 15, 2025); Arrazola-Gonzalez
v. Noem, No. 5:25-cv-01789-ODW (DFMx), 2025 WL 2379285 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 15, 2025);
Romero v. Hyde, No. 25-11631-BEM, 2025 WL 2403827 (D. Mass. Aug. 19, 2025); Samb v.
Joyce, No. 25 CIV. 6373 (DEH), 2025 WL 2398831 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 19, 2025); Ramirez Clavijo
v. Kaiser, No. 25-CV-06248-BLF, 2025 WL 2419263 (N.D. Cal. Aug. 21, 2025); Leal-
Hernandez v. Noem, No. 1:25-cv-02428-JRR, 2625 WL 2430025 (D. Md. Aug. 24, 2025);
Kostak v. Trump, No. 3:25-cv-01093-JE-KDM, 2025 WL 2472136 (W.D. La. Aug. 27, 2025);
Jose J.O.E. v. Bondi, No. 25-CV-3051 (ECT/DIJF), --- F. Supp. 3d ----, 2025 WL 2466670 (D.
Minn. Aug. 27, 2025) Lopez-Campos v. Raycraft, No. 2:25-cv-12486-BRM-EAS, 2025 WL
2496379 (E.D. Mich. Aug. 29, 2025); Vasquez Garcia v. Noem, No. 25-cv-02180-DMS-MM,
2025 WL 2549431 (S.D. Cal. Sept. 3, 2025); Zaragoza Mosqueda v. Noem, No. 5:25-CV-02304
CAS (BFM), 2025 WL 2591530 (C.D. Cal. Sept. 8, 2025); Pizarro Reyes v. Raycraft, No. 25-
CV-12546, 2025 WL 2609425 (E.D. Mich. Sept. 9, 2025); Sampiao v. Hyde, No. 1:25-CV-
11981-JEK, 2025 WL 2607924 (D. Mass. Sept. 9, 2025); see also, e.g., Palma Perez v. Berg,
No. 8:25CV494, 2025 WL 2531566, at *2 (D. Neb. Sept. 3, 2025) (noting that “[t]he Court tends
to agree” that § 1226(a) and not § 1225(b)(2) authorizes detention); Jacinto v. Trump, No. 4:25-

cv-03161-JFB-RCC, 2025 WL 2402271 at *3 (D. Neb. Aug. 19, 2025) (same); Anicasio v.
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Kramer, No. 4:25-cv-03158-JFB-RCC, 2025 WL 2374224 at *2 (D. Neb. Aug. 14, 2025)
(same).

37.  Courts have uniformly rejected DHS’s and EOIR’s new interpretation because it
defies the INA. As the Rodriguez Vazquez court and others have explained, the plain text of the
statutory provisions demonstrates that § 1226(a), not § 1225(b), applies to people like Petitioner.

38.  Section 1226(a) applies by default to all persons “pending a decision on whether
the {noncitizen] is to be removed from the United States.” These removal hearings are held under
§ 1229a, to “decid[e] the inadmissibility or deportability of a[] [noncitizen].”

. 39.  The text of § 1226 also explicitly applies to people charged as being inadmissible,
including those who entered without inspection. See 8 U.S.C. § 1226(c)(1)(E). Subparagraph
(E)'s reference to such people makes clear that, by default, such people are afforded a bond
hearing under subsection (a). As the Rodriguez Vazquez court explained, “[w]hen Congress
creates ‘specific exceptions® to a statute’s applicability, it ‘proves’ that absent those exceptions,
the statute generally applies.” Rodriguez Vazquez, 779 F. Supp. 3d at 1257 (citing Shady Grove
Orthopedic Assocs., P.A. v. Allstate Ins. Co., 559 U.S. 393, 400 (2010)); see also Gomes, 2025
WL 1869299, at *7.

40.  Section 1226 therefore leaves no doubt that it applies to people who face charges
of being inadmissible to the United States, including those who are present without admission or
parole.

41. By contrast, § 1225(b) applies to people arriving at U.S. ports of entry or who
recently entered the United States. The statute’s entire framework is premised on inspections at
the border of people who are “seeking admission™ to the United States. 8 U.S.C.

§ 1225(b)(2)(A). Indeed, the Supreme Court has explained that this mandatory detention scheme
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applies “at the Nation’s borders and ports of entry, where the Government must determine
whether a[] [noncitizen] seeking to enter the country is admissible.” Jennings v. Rodriguez, 583
U.S. 281, 287 (2018).

42.  Accordingly, the mandatory detention provision of § 1225(b)(2)(A) does not
apply to people like Petitioner, who have already entered and were residing in the United States
at the time they were apprehended.

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF
COUNT I
Violation of the INA

43.  Petitioner incorporates by reference the allegations of fact set forth in the
preceding paragraphs.

44.  The mandatory detention provision at 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) does not apply to all
noncitizens residing in the United States who are subject to the grounds of inadmissibility. As
relevant here, it does not apply to those who previously entered the country and have been
residing in the United States prior to being apprehended and placed in removal proceedings by
Respondents. Such noncitizens are detained under § 1226(a), unless they are subject to
§ 1225(b)(1), § 1226(c), or § 1231.

45.  The application of § 1225(b)(2) to Petitioner unlawfully mandates his continued

detention and violates the INA.

COUNTII
Violation of the Bond Regulations

46.  Petitioner incorporates by reference the allegations of fact set forth in preceding

paragraphs.
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47. In 1997, after Congress amended the INA through IIRIRA, EOIR and the then-
Immigration and Naturalization Service issued an interim rule to interpret and apply [IRIRA.
Specifically, under the heading of “Apprehension, Custody, and Detention of [Noncitizens],” the
agencies explained that “[d]espite being applicants for admission, [noncitizens] who are present
without having been admitted or paroled (formerly referred to as [noncitizens] who entered
without inspection) will be eligible for bond and bond redetermination.” 62 Fed. Reg. at 10323
(emphasis added). The agencies thus made clear that individuals who had entered without
inspection were eligible for consideration for bond and bond hearings before 1Js under 8 U.S.C. §
1226 and its implementing regulations.

48.  Nonetheless, pursuant to Matter of Yajure Hurtado, EOIR has a policy and
practice of applying § 1225(b)(2) to individual like Petitioner.

49.  The application of § 1225(b)(2) to Petitioner unlawfully mandates his continued

detention and violates 8 C.F.R. §§ 236.1, 1236.1, and 1003.19.

COUNT 111
Violation of Due Process

50. Petitioner repeats, re-alleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation in
the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.

51. The government may not deprive a person of life, liberty, or property without due process
of law. U.S. Const. amend. V. “Freedom from imprisonment—from government custody,
detention, or other forms of physical restraint—lies at the heart of the liberty that the
Clause protects.” Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 (2001).

52. Petitioner has a fundamental interest in liberty and being free from official restraint.
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53. The government’s detention of Petitioner without a bond redetermination hearing to
determine whether he is a flight risk or danger to others violates his right to due process.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WH EREFORE, Petitioner prays that this Court grant the following relief:

a. Assume jurisdiction over this matter;

b. Order that Petitioner shall not be transferred outside the Southern District of
Georgia while this habeas petition is pending;

C: Issue an Order to Show Cause ordering Respondents to show cause why this
Petition should not be granted within three days;

d. Issue a Writ of Habeas Corpus requiring that Respondents release Petitioner or, in
the alternative, provide Petitioner with a bond hearing pursuant to 8 U.S.C. §
1226(a) within seven days;

e. Declare that Petitioner’s detention is unlawful;

f. Award Petitioner attorney’s fees and costs under the Equal Access to Justice Act

(“EAJA”), as amended, 28 U.S.C. § 2412, and on any other basis justified under

law; and
g. Grant any other and further relief that this Court deems just and proper.
DATED: February 9, 2026 Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Mario A. Pereira

Mario A. Pereira (GA Bar # 390014)
Pereira Law Firm, LLC.

4024 Lawrenceville Hwy, Suite 17-122
Lilburn, GA 30047

(770)891-5459
mariof@pereirafirm.com

Attorney for Petitioner

PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS - 12



- Case 5126-CV-00176-LGWa‘GfL (P(ggygﬁrgl]"zé?iled 02/09/26 Page 13 of 13

“The JS 44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replace nor supplement the filin
provided by local rules of court. This form, approved by the Judicial Conference of the

S
mited States in September 1974, i

purpose of imtiating the civil docket sheet.  (SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON NEXT PAGE OF THIS FORM.

nd service of pleadings or other papers as reg
s required for the use of the Clerk of Court for the

uired by law, except as

I. (a) PLAINTIFFS

Samuel BALDERAS ANDABLO (g

(b) County of Residence of First Listed Plaintifl

DEFENDANTS

(EXCEPT IN US. PLAINTIFEF CASES)

(C) Attorneys (Firm Name. Address. and Telephone Numberj

Mario A. Pereira, Esq. 4024 Lawrenceville, Hwy, Suite 122-17, Lilburn

GA 30047, (770)891-5459, mario@pereirafirm.com

NOTE:

Aulorney s (/f Known)

County of Residence of First Listed Defendani

Warden, Folkston ICE Processing Center

Charlton County, GA

(INULS. PLAINTHE CASES ONLY)

IN LAND CONDEMNATION CASES. USE THE LOCATION OF
THE TRACT OF LAND INVOLVED.

Il. BASIS OF JURISDICTION i2tace an "X" tnOne Box Oniy}

0 | US. Govemment & 3 Federal Question
Plainiff {U.8. Governsent Not a Party)
0 2 US. Govemment 0 4 Diversity

Defendani findicare Crtizenstnp of Parties m ltem 1}

{Fur Diversuy ases Onlv}

III. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES (Flace an "X m One Bax for Plunnff

and One Box for Defendam)

PTF  DEF PTF DEF
Citizen of This Stale 01 O | Incorporated or Principal Place 04 04
of Business 1n This Siate
Citizen of Another State 02 0O 2 Incorporated amd Principal Place os 05
of Business In Another State
Cutizen or Subject of a 03 O 3 Foreign Nation a6 36

Foreign Country

IV. NATURE OF SUIT (Place an X" i One Box Onlyi

Click here for_Nature o

[ CONTRACT - TORTS FOR 18 BANKRUPTCY
O 110 Insurance PERSONAL INJURY PERSONAL INJURY |D 625 Drug Related Seizure O 422 Appeal 28 USC 158
O 120 Marine 0 310 Airplane O 365 Personal Injury - of Property 21 USC 88t | O 423 Withdrawal
O 130 Miller Act O 315 Airplane Product Product Liability 0 690 Other 28 USC 157
O 140 Negotiable Instrument Liability O 367 Health Care!
O 150 Recovery of Overpayment | 320 Assault, Libel & Pharmaceunical
& Enforcement of Judgment Slander Personal [mjury 0 820 Copyrights
O 151 Medicare Act O 330 Federal Employers’ Product Liability O 830 Patent
O 152 Recovery of Defaulted Liability ) 368 Asbestos Personal O 835 Paten - Abbreviated
Student Loans O 340 Marine Injury Product New Drug Application
{Excludes Veterans) O 345 Marine Product ELiability () 840 Trademark
O 153 Recovery of Overpayment Laability PERSONAL PROPERTY
of Veteran's Benefits 0 350 Motor Vehicle O 370 Other Fraud O 710 Fair Labor Standards O 861 HIA (1395M)
O 160 Stockholders™ Suits O 355 Motor Vehicle O 371 Trath i Lending Act O 862 Black Lung {923)
O 190 Other Contract Product Lsabilny O 380 Other Personat O 720 Labor'Management 0 863 DIWC/DIWW (405(g))
(1 195 Contract Product Liability | O 360 Other Personal Propeny Damage Relations O 864 SSID Tule XVI
196 Francinse Inyury O 385 Property Damage 0 740 Ralway Labor Act ) 865 RSI (405(g))
O 362 Personal Injury - Product Lwability O 751 Family and Medical
Medical Malpractice Leave Acl
| REAL PROPERTY CIVIL RIGHTS PRI R PETIT! O 790 Otber Labor Lingation FEDERAL TAX SUITS
0 210 Land Condemmation O 440 Other Civi) Rights Habeas Corpus: 0 191 Employee Retirement O 870 Taxes (U.S. Plamnff
1 220 Foreclosure O 441 Voung O 463 Alien Detamee Income Secunity Act or Defendant)
3 230 Rent |Lease & Ejectment O 442 Employment 0 510 Motions to Vacate 0O 871 IRS—Third Party
71 240 Tons to Land O 443 Housing/ Sentence 26 USC 7609
{1 245 Ton Product Liability Accommodations X 530 General
0 290 All Other Real Property O 445 Amer. w/Disabilities - | O 535 Death Penalty IMMIGRATION
Employment Other: 0 462 Nawrahzation Application
O 446 Amer. wDisabilivies - | 0 540 Mandaimus & Other |0 465 Other Imnsgration
Other O 550 Civil Righus Actians
O 448 Education O 555 Prison Condition
O 560 Civil Detaunee -
Conditions of
Confinement

"Suit Code Dcscngu'ons.

O 375 False Claims Act

© 376 Qui Tam (31 USC
372%a))

O 400 Siate Reappontiomnent

O 410 Anntrust

O 430 Banks and Banking

O 450 Commerce

©) 460 Deportation

O 470 Racketeer Influenced and
Cormupt Orgamizanons

O 480 Consumer Credit

O 485 Telephone Consumer
Proteciion Act

O 490 CableSat TV

O 850 Secunnes/Commodities’
Exchange

O 890 Other Statutory Actions

0 891 Agriculiral Acts

O 893 Environmemal Matters

D 895 Freedom of Information
Act

O 896 Arbitration

O 899 Admimstrative Procedure
Act/Review or Appeal ol
Agency Decision

0 950 Constatutionality of
State Statutes

V. ORIGIN ¢tace an =X One Hox Chrlyd

X1 Onginal O 2 Removed from
Proceeding Siate Court

O 3 Remanded from
Appellate Court

O 4 Reinstated or

Reopencd

3 5 Transferred from
Anollier District
ispecify)

0 6 Multidistry
Litigation
Transfer

cl J 8 Muludistrict
- Litigation -
Direct File

28 U.S.C. § 2241

Cite the L1.S. Civil Statute under which you are filing (Do not cite jurisdictional statutes unless diversity).

VI. CAUSE OF ACTION Brief description of cause:

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus

VIil. REQUESTED IN O CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS ACTION DEMAND § CHECK YES only if demanded in complaint
COMPLAINT: UNDER RLULE 23, FR.Cv.P JURY DEMAND: O Yes  XNo
VIIl. RELATED CASE(S) Y ,
lF AN\, FE IRNEFRIC IR JUDGE - DOCKET NUMBER
DATE SIGNATLURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD Y.
¥ //;)f;//(
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
RECEIPT & AMOILNT APPLYING IFP JUDGE MAG JUDGE

I e
s g oy | =



