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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

M  MEZA CRUZ 

A 

Petitioner, 

v. 

JAMAL L. JAMISON, in his official capacity as the Facility 

Administrator of the Philadelphia Federal Detention Center; John E. 

RIFE, in his official capacity as acting Philadelphia Field Office 

Director for U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement; TODD 

LYONS, Acting Director of U.S. Immigration and Customs 

Enforcement, in his official capacity; KRISTI NOEM, Secretary of 

the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, in her official capacity; 

PAMELA BONDI, Attorney General of the United States, in her 

official capacity;  

Respondents. 

Case No. 26-1898 

VERIFIED PETITION 

FOR WRIT OF 

HABEAS CORPUS 
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PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS 

PURSUANT TO 28 U.S.C. § 2241 

Petitioner respectfully requests that this Honorable Court issue a writ of habeas corpus to 

remedy Petitioner’s unlawful detention by Respondents, as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Petitioner, Mr. Manuel Antonio Meza Cruz is a 37-year-old noncitizen from

Nicaragua, who is in the custody of the United States Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”), 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”), and is currently detained at the Philadelphia 

Federal Detention Center (“PFDC” or the “Facility”). Pet Exh. A, F. Mr. Meza Cruz is a person of 

vulnerabilities, as he is an asylum-seeker.  Prior to his detention, Petitioner lived in Reading, 

Pennsylvania without issue. Petitioner has resided continuously in the United States subsequent to 

entering the United States without inspection on or about October 5, 2022, to seek safety.  Pet Exh. 

B, C, D, E. 

2. Petitioner peaceably resided Pennsylvania and complied with the requirements to

lawfully seek asylum and related protections including by filing an application for protection and 

obtaining employment authorization. Pet Exh. B, C. Petitioner further complied with immigration 

procedures by attending routine supervision appointments with U.S. Immigration and Customs 

Enforcement. Pet Exh. D. 

3. While in the United States, the Petitioner has lived responsibly. He has obtained

employment authorization from the immigration services and has maintained himself working in 

construction, while awaiting a decision on his protection application. Pet Exh. B. He lived as a 

lawful asylum seeker, with a pending application for protection before the government, as he is a 

person who fears violence 

. Pet Exh. B, C. 
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4. After entering the United States on or about October 5, 2022, the Petitioner was

released by the Respondents. Pet Exh. E.  As a result of that release, Petitioner settled in Reading, 

Pennsylvania and was required to attend regular immigration supervision appointments and virtual 

supervision, at which he appeared and complied. Pet Exh. D. At his most recent supervision 

appointment at a Pennsylvania office of U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Mr. Meza 

Cruz was detained without notice or cause. He was not informed as to the reasons for his change 

in custody that occurred on or about March 20, 2026. 

5. Petitioner is detained pending his removal proceedings without access to a hearing

conducted by a neutral decisionmaker—a federal judge or an immigration judge—to determine 

whether his detention is warranted based on danger or flight risk, pursuant to the BIA’s recent 

decision in Matter of Yajure Hurtado, 29 I&N Dec. 216 (BIA 2025). Similarly, the Respondent’s 

rely on Matter of Q. Li, 29 I&N Dec. 66 (BIA 2025), to also remove access to a bond hearing to 

immigrant applicants.  

6. The Hurtado decision, which holds that 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) makes noncitizens

like Petitioner, who are apprehended in the United States but have never been admitted, subject to 

mandatory detention without a bond hearing, violates the statute. Instead, 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) 

applies and authorizes release on bond after a hearing before an immigration judge. The BIA’s 

interpretation conflicts with the plain language and structure of the statute, as well as decades of 

uncontroverted agency practice. Therefore, the application of § 1225(b)(2) to Petitioner is contrary 

to law and violates the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) and the Administrative Procedure 

Act (APA).  

7. In the alternative, if the statute does authorize Petitioner’s detention without a bond

hearing, it violates his rights to substantive and procedural due process. Detention of all 
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noncitizens who are subject to inadmissibility grounds, like Petitioner, without any individualized 

hearing does not “bear a reasonable relation to the purpose for which the individual was 

committed.” Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 (2001). Moreover, application of the Mathews 

v. Eldridge balancing test shows that a bond hearing is necessary to protect Petitioner from an 

unnecessary deprivation of liberty. See 424 U.S. 319, 335 (1976).  

8. Petitioner therefore respectfully requests that this Court issue a writ of habeas 

corpus and order Petitioner’s immediate release from custody. In the alternative, Petitioner 

requests that this Court conduct, or order an immigration judge to conduct, a bond hearing at which 

(1) the government bears the burden of proving flight risk and/or dangerousness by clear and 

convincing evidence and (2) the reviewing court considers alternatives to detention that could 

mitigate risk of flight. See German Santos v. Warden Pike Cty. Corr. Facility, 965 F.3d 203, 213-

214 (3d Cir. 2020). 

PARTIES 

9. Petitioner Manuel Antonio Meza Cruz is a noncitizen currently detained by 

Respondents at the Philadelphia Federal Detention Center without access to bond and pending 

removal proceedings. Pet Exh. F.  

10. Respondent Jamal L. Jamison is employed as the Warden of the Philadelphia 

Federal Processing Center, where Petitioner is detained. He has immediate physical custody of 

Petitioner. He is sued in his official capacity. 

11. Respondent John E. Rife is the acting Director of the Philadelphia Field Office of 

ICE’s Enforcement and Removal Operations division, a component of the Department of 

Homeland Security. He is responsible for administration and management of ICE Enforcement 

Removal Operations in Pennsylvania. As such, he is Petitioner’s immediate custodian and is 

responsible for Petitioner’s detention and removal. He is sued in his official capacity.  
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12. Respondent Todd Lyons is named in his official capacity as the Acting Director of 

ICE. In this capacity, Respondent Lyons is responsible for the administration of federal 

immigration law and the execution of detention and removal determinations, and, as such, he is a 

legal custodian of Petitioner. 

13. Respondent Kristi Noem is the Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security. 

She is responsible for the implementation and enforcement of the Immigration and Nationality Act 

(INA), and oversees ICE, which is responsible for Petitioner’s detention. Ms. Noem has ultimate 

custodial authority over Petitioner and is sued in her official capacity. 

14. Respondent Pamela Bondi is the Attorney General of the United States. She is 

responsible for the Department of Justice, of which the Executive Office for Immigration Review 

and the immigration court system it operates is a component agency. She is sued in her official 

capacity. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

15. Petitioner is in the physical custody of Respondents. He is detained at the 

Philadelphia Federal Detention Center, in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Pet Exh. F.   

16. This action arises under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S. 

Constitution. 

17. This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2241(c)(5) (habeas corpus), and 

Article I, section 9, clause 2 of the United States Constitution (the Suspension Clause). 

18. This Court may grant relief pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241, the Declaratory 

Judgement Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2201 et seq., and the All Writs Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1651.  
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19. The United States has waived sovereign immunity for this action for declaratory 

and injunctive relief against one of its agencies, and that agency’s officers are sued in their official 

capacities. See 5 U.S.C. § 702. 

20. Venue lies in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 

Pennsylvania, the judicial district in which Petitioner currently is detained. Anariba v. Dir. 

Hudson Cnty. Corr. Ctr., 17 F.4th 434, 444–45 (3d Cir. 2021) (describing how a habeas 

petitioner seeking to challenge his present physical custody should “file the petition in the district 

of confinement.”).  

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 

21. There is no statutory requirement of exhaustion of administrative remedies where 

a noncitizen challenges the lawfulness of his detention. Arango Marquez v. I.N.S., 346 F.3d 892, 

897 (9th Cir. 2003). Any requirement of administrative exhaustion is therefore purely 

discretionary. See Santos v. Lowe, No. 1:18-cv-1553, 2020 WL 4530728, at *2 (M.D. Pa. Aug. 

2020) (“[T]he exhaustion requirement imposed by courts relating to habeas corpus petitions filed 

by immigration detainees is a prudential benchmark which is not compelled by statute.”).  

22. In making that decision, the Court should consider the urgency of the need for 

immediate review. “Where a person is detained by executive order . . . the need for collateral 

review is most pressing. . . In this context the need for habeas corpus is more urgent.” Boumediene 

v. Bush, 553 U.S. 723, 783 (2008) (waiving administrative exhaustion for executive detainees).  

23. Moreover, the exhaustion “doctrine is not without exception.” Ashley v. Ridge, 288 

F. Supp. 2d 662, 666. (D.N.J. 2003). “Courts have found that the exhaustion of administrative 

remedies may not be required when available remedies provide no opportunity for adequate relief, 
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an administrative appeal would be futile, or if plaintiff has raised a substantial constitutional 

question.” Id. at 666-67. 

24. The Board of Immigration Appeals has issued a published decision holding that

people like Petitioner who entered the United States without inspection and therefore have not 

been admitted are ineligible for bond pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A). Immigration judges 

and the BIA are bound by this decision. 8 C.F.R. § 1003.1(g)(1). Exhaustion before the BIA would 

therefore be futile.  

25. Further, the BIA does not have jurisdiction to adjudicate constitutional issues.

Qatanani v. Att’y Gen. of the U.S., 144 F.4th 485, 500 (3d Cir. 2025); see also Ashley, 288 F. Supp. 

2d at 667 (citation omitted). Therefore, any administrative proceedings would be futile because 

petitioner raises a constitutional due process claim. Qatanani, 144 F.4th at 500.  

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

26. Manuel Antonio Meza Cruz is a citizen and native of Nicaragua. Pet Exh. A. Prior 

to his detention by the Respondents, Mr. Meza Cruz resided in Reading, Pennsylvania. On 

information and belief, he has not had any adverse or negative contacts with authorities. Rather, he 

is an asylum seeker, who has followed the procedures to seek protection from persecution and torture 

in Nicaragua. Pet Exh. C.  

27. Petitioner entered the United States on or about October 5, 2022. He was released 

by immigration authorities with instructions to appear in immigration court and seek appropriate 

relief before the court and immigration services. Pet. Exh D.  

28. Mr. Meza Cruz is a bona fide asylum seeker who suffered persecution in Nicaragua

as a result of  Petitioner previously submitted a lawful 
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application for asylum with the U.S. government. Pet Exh. C. That application remains pending 

today. 

29. Petitioner is a person of good character and an asylum seeker. On information and 

belief, he has not had any criminal contacts anywhere in the world. He supports himself by working 

construction, and does so lawfully pursuant to a grant of employment authorization. Therefore, he 

properly obtained legal assistance, obtained lawful employment authorization, filed for relief 

before the government and appeared as required by immigration services. Pet Exh. D. 

30. Petitioner, most recently, attended a supervision appointment on or about March 

20, 2026 at the supervision office for Immigration and Customs Enforcement in King of Prussia, 

PA. Despite not missing an appointment nor violating the terms of his release, whatsoever, the 

Respondents’ detained the Petitioner. Pet Exh. D. He was not provided an explanation of the 

reasons for his change in custody.  

31. Respondents took Petitioner into immigration custody, even though he is not a 

danger to the community nor is he a flight risk.  

32. Petitioner is currently detained at the Philadelphia Federal Detention Center 

(“PFDC” or the “Facility”) in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Pet. Exh. F. 

33. Pursuant to Matter of Yajure Hurtado, 29 I&N Dec. 216 (BIA 2025), Petitioner is 

now being held without access to bond as Respondents and the Board has determined, incorrectly, 

that the Petitioner is subject to detention pursuant to § 1225(b)(2). However, the record and 

Petitioners detention in the interior of the United States demand that he is instead detained pursuant 

to the arrest authority at 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) which requires eligibility for an immigration bond 

before an impartial adjudicator. 
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34. Petitioner’s ongoing confinement without the opportunity for bond serves no 

legitimate governmental interest. He poses no threat to public safety and presents no risk of flight. 

Prior to detention, he lived peacefully in the United States, was an asylum seeker, and complied 

with all legal requirements to seek asylum protection in the United States. The Petitioner has 

always demonstrated he is a person of good character who supports the principles of safety and 

protection. His record reflects that he has complied with the requirements to lawfully seek 

protection in the United States.  

35. In light his compliance with the lawful procedures to seek asylum, Petitioner was 

afforded work authorization until the year 2030. Pet Exh. B. His asylum application remains 

pending before the immigration services. Pet. Exh. C. 

36. On information and belief, Petitioner never engaged in criminal activity and has no 

history of conduct suggesting danger to the community. On the contrary, he has demonstrated a 

deep respect for lawful authority and a consistent willingness to participate in legal proceedings 

and comply with all conditions of ICE supervision. 

37. Prolonged and unlawful detention is inconsistent with humanitarian principles and 

with the U.S.’s commitment to protect bona fide asylum seekers under domestic and international 

law.  

38. Considering Petitioner’s character and demonstrated respect for the lawful asylum 

process, the Petitioner's continued detention is excessive, unjustified, and inconsistent with 

constitutional principles of due process and humane treatment. The equities of this case, as well as 

humanitarian and public interest considerations, weigh heavily in favor of his immediate release 

or conditions of bond. 
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

I. Section 1226(a) Governs the Detention of People Like Petitioner Who are Detained in 

the United States and Have Not Previously Been Admitted 

39. The Immigration and Nationality Act contains several provisions authorizing 

detention of noncitizens. Section 1226(a) entitles most noncitizens with pending removal 

proceedings to a hearing before an Immigration Judge to determine whether they should be 

released on bond. 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a); 8 C.F.R. § 1236.1(d). Section 1226(c) creates an exception 

to section 1226(a) and provides that noncitizens who are removable by virtue of certain criminal 

convictions must be detained without a bond hearing. Section 1225(b) 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” under (b)(2). Finally, section 1231 governs the detention of 

noncitizens with a final order of removal.  

40. The detention provisions at § 1226(a) and § 1225(b)(2) were enacted as part of the 

Illegal 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, 3009–585. Section 1226 was 

most recently amended earlier this year by the Laken Riley Act, Pub. L. No.119-1, 139 Stat. 3 

(2025). “Upon passing IIRIRA, Congress declared that the new Section 1226(a) ‘restates the 

current provisions in the predecessor statute,’” which allowed noncitizens who entered without 

inspection to be released on bond. Rodriguez v. Bostock, 779 F. Supp. 3d 1239, 1260 (W.D. Wash. 

2025) (citing H.R. Rep. No. 104-469, pt. 1, at 229; H.R. Rep. No. 104-828, at 210). 

41. 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 

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 
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Procedures, 62 Fed. Reg. 10312, 10323 (Mar. 6, 1997) (“Despite being applicants for admission, 

aliens who are present without having been admitted or paroled (formerly referred to as aliens who 

entered without inspection) will be eligible for bond and bond redetermination.”). 

42. Thus, in the decades that followed, most people who entered without inspection 

and were thereafter arrested and placed in standard removal proceedings were considered for 

release on bond and received bond hearings before an IJ, unless their criminal history rendered 

them ineligible. Diaz Martinez v. Hyde, No. 25-11613, 2025 WL 2084238, -- F. Supp. 3d --, at *4 

(D. Mass. July 24, 2025). That practice was consistent with many more decades of prior practice, 

in which noncitizens who had entered the United States, even if without inspection, were entitled 

to a custody hearing before an IJ or other hearing officer. See 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a) (1994). 

43. In recent months, Respondents have abruptly changed course by reinterpreting 

these statutes. On May 15, 2025, the BIA issued a decision holding that a noncitizen who entered 

without inspection and was apprehended and paroled near the border was subject to mandatory 

detention under § 1225(b)(2)(A) when her parole was terminated and she was re-detained. Matter 

of Q. Li, 29 I&N Dec. 66, 70 (BIA 2025).  

44. On July 8, 2025, ICE Director Todd M. Lyons issued an internal memorandum 

stating that, “in coordination with the Department of Justice (DOJ),” DHS had “revisited” its legal 

position and believed that § 1225, not § 1226, governs the detention of noncitizens who are present 

in the United States without having been admitted. Diaz Martinez, 2025 WL 2084238, at *4.  

45. On September 5, 2025, the BIA followed suit and issued a precedential decision in 

Matter of Yajure Hurtado, 29 I&N Dec. 216 (BIA 2025). The BIA held that noncitizens “who are 

present in the United States without admission are applicants for admission as defined under 
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section 235(b)(2)(A) of the INA, 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A), and must be detained for the duration 

of their removal proceedings.” 29 I&N Dec. at 220.  

46. The BIA adopted this position despite numerous recent federal court decisions 

rejecting DHS’s position and holding that people who are present without having been admitted 

are eligible for bond pursuant to § 1226(a), including this Court.  See Demirel v. Fed. Det. Ctr. 

Phila., Civ. A. No. 25-5488, 2025 WL 3218243, at *2 and App. (E.D. Pa. Nov. 18, 2025) 

(collecting 288 cases nationwide); see also, e.g., Picon v. O’Neill, Civ. A. No. 25-6731, 2025 WL 

3634212 (E.D. Pa. Dec. 15, 2025); Anirudh v. McShane, Civ. A. No. 25-6458, 2025 WL 3527528 

(E.D. Pa. Dec. 9, 2025); Pereira v. O’Neill, Civ. A. No. 25-6543, 2025 WL 3516665 (E.D. Pa. 

Dec. 8, 2025); Ibarra v. Warden of Fed. Det. Ctr. Phila., Civ. A. No. 25-6312, 2025 WL 3294726 

(E.D. Pa. Nov. 25, 2025); Patel v. McShane, Civ. A. No. 25-5975, 2025 WL 3241212 (E.D. Pa. 

Nov. 20, 2025); Ndiaye v. Jamison, Civ. A. No. 25-6007, 2025 WL 3229307 (E.D. Pa. Nov. 19, 

2025); Kashranov v. Jamison, Civ. A. No. 25-5555, 2025 WL 3188399 (E.D. Pa. Nov. 14, 2025).  

See, also, Perez v. Berg, No. 8:25-cv-494, 2025 WL 2531566, 2025 WL 2531566, at *2 (D. Neb. 

Sept. 3, 2025); Maldonado v. Olson, No. 25-cv-3142, 2025 WL 2374411, – F. Supp. 3d --, at *13 

(D. Minn. Aug. 15, 2025); Lopez Benitez v. Francis, No. 25-cv-5937, 2025 WL 2371588, -- F. 

Supp. 3d --, at *9 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 13, 2025); Rosado v. Figueroa, No. 25-2157, 2025 WL 2337099, 

at *7 (D. Ariz. Aug. 11, 2025); Diaz Martinez, 2025 WL 2084238, at *8; Gomes v. Hyde, No. 

1:25-cv-11571, 2025 WL 1869299, at *7 (D. Mass. July 7, 2025); Rodriguez, 779 F. Supp. 3d at 

1257.  

47. As these decisions explain, the BIA’s position in Matter of Yajure Hurtado defies 

the INA. The plain text of the statute shows that § 1226(a), not § 1225(b), applies to people like 

Petitioner.  
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48. Section 1226(a) applies by default to all persons “pending a decision on whether 

the [noncitizen] is to be removed from the United States.” See Jennings v. Rodriguez, 583 U.S. 

281, 288 (2018) (describing 1226(a) as the “default rule” for detention of noncitizens pending 

removal). These removal hearings are held under § 1229a, to “decid[e] the inadmissibility or 

deportability of a[] [noncitizen].” 

49. The text of § 1226 explicitly applies to people charged as being inadmissible, 

including those who entered without inspection. See 8 U.S.C. § 1226(c)(1)(E). Just this year, 

Congress enacted subparagraph (E) in the Laken Riley Act to exclude certain noncitizens who 

entered without inspection from § 1226(a)’s default bond provision. Subparagraph (E)’s reference 

to persons inadmissible under § 1182(6)(A), i.e., persons inadmissible for entering without 

inspection, 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, 2025 WL 1193850, at *12 (citing Shady Grove Orthopedic Assocs., P.A. v. 

Allstate Ins. Co., 559 U.S. 393, 400 (2010)).  

50. Under the BIA’s interpretation, all noncitizens subject to inadmissibility grounds 

are detained without the opportunity for a bond hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b). Matter of Yajure 

Hurtado, 29 I&N Dec. at 220; see 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(6) (making people who are present without 

having been admitted inadmissible); 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(14) (defining an admission). Therefore, 

this interpretation would render all the grounds of mandatory detention in § 1226(c) applying to 

inadmissible noncitizens, including the recently-passed Laken Riley Act, superfluous. Gomes, 

2025 WL 1869299, at *7; Rodriguez, 779 F. Supp. 3d at 1258; see Marx v. Gen. Revenue Corp., 

568 U.S. 371, 386 (2103) (“[T]he canon against surplusage is strongest when an interpretation 
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would render superfluous another part of the same statutory scheme.”). This statutory structure 

demonstrates that Congress did not intend to make § 1226(a) inapplicable to all inadmissible 

noncitizens and instead viewed it as the default bond provision for people arrested within the 

United States.  

51. By contrast, § 1225(b) applies to people arriving at U.S. ports of entry or who very 

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); 

see also Diaz Martinez, 2025 WL 2084238, at *8 (“‘[O]ur immigration laws have long made a 

distinction between those [noncitizens] who have come to our shores seeking admission . . . and 

those who are within the United States after an entry, irrespective of its legality.’” (quoting Leng 

May Ma v. Barber, 357 U.S. 185, 187 (1958))). Indeed, the Supreme Court has explained that this 

mandatory detention scheme 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, 583 U.S. at 287. 

52. The BIA’s interpretation “would render the phrase ‘seeking admission’ in 8 U.S.C. 

§ 1225(b)(2)(A) mere surplusage.” Lopez Benitez, 2025 WL 2371588, at *6. That section applies 

to people who are (1) applicants for admission; (2) seeking admission; and (3) not clearly and 

beyond a doubt entitled to be admitted. 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A); Lopez Benitez, 2025 WL 

2371588, at *6; Diaz Martinez, 2025 WL 2084238, at *2. The BIA’s interpretation makes all 

applicants for admission subject to mandatory detention, leaving the “seeking admission” criterion 

unnecessary and violating the rule against surplusage. Lopez Benitez, 2025 WL 2371588, at *6; 

Diaz Martinez, 2025 WL 2084238, at *6.  
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53. Instead, the phrase “seeking admission” indicates that § 1225(b)(2)(A) applies to 

people who are taking “some sort of present-tense action,” in other words, coming or attempting 

to come into the United States. Diaz Martinez, 2025 WL 2084238, at *6; see also Matter of M-C-

D-V-, 28 I&N Dec. 18, 23 (BIA 2020) (stating that “the use of the present progressive tense . . . 

denotes an ongoing process”). Therefore, § 1226(a), not § 1225(b)(2)(A), governs the detention of 

people detained within the United States who are not actively seeking admission, as required by 

the statute. 

54. Applying § 1226(a), rather than § 1225(b), to people detained in the interior who 

had previously entered without inspection is consistent with the government’s longstanding 

practice, which “can inform a court’s determination of what the law is.” Loper Bright Enter. v. 

Raimondo, 603 U.S. 369, 386 (2024). This longstanding practice further counsels against the 

BIA’s abrupt change in policy. Maldonado, 2025 WL 2374411, at *11.  

55. Finally, as discussed below, the BIA’s interpretation of § 1225(b)(2)(A) to mandate 

detention without a bond hearing for all noncitizens present in the United States without having 

been admitted presents serious constitutional concerns. Therefore, to the degree that the statute 

remains ambiguous, the Court should presume that Congress “did not intend the alternative which 

raises serious constitutional doubts” and reject that construction. Clark v. Martinez, 543 U.S. 371, 

381-82 (2005). Therefore, § 1226(a), which permits bond hearings, not § 1225(b)(2)(A), which 

does not, governs the detention of people like Petitioner.       

II. The BIA’s Application of Mandatory Detention to Noncitizens Like Petitioner 

Violates Substantive and Procedural Due Process 

56. “It is well established that the Fifth Amendment entitles [noncitizens] to due 

process of law in deportation proceedings.” Demore v. Kim, 538 U.S. 510, 523 (2003) (quoting 

Reno v. Flores, 507 U.S. 292, 306 (1993)). “Freedom from imprisonment—from government 
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custody, detention, or other forms of physical restraint—lies at the heart of the liberty” that the 

Due Process Clause protects. Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 (2001); see also id. at 718 

(Kennedy, J., dissenting) (“Liberty under the Due Process Clause includes protection against 

unlawful or arbitrary personal restraint or detention.”). This fundamental due process protection 

applies to all noncitizens within the United States, including both removable and inadmissible 

noncitizens. See id. at 693; Plyler v. Doe, 457 U.S. 202, 212 (1982); Wong Wing v. United States, 

163 U.S. 228, 238 (1896).  

57. Absent adequate procedural protections, substantive due process requires a “special 

justification” that “outweighs the individual’s constitutionally protected interest in avoiding 

physical restraint.”  Zadvydas, 533 U.S. at 690; accord, e.g., Torralba v. Knight, No. 2:25-cv-

1366, 2025 WL 2581792, at *12 (D. Nev. Sept. 5, 2025) (describing the standard for a substantive 

due process violation); Fernandez v. Lyons, No. 8:25-cv-506, 2025 WL 2531539, at *4 (D. Neb. 

Sept. 3, 2025) (same). In the immigration context, the Supreme Court has recognized only two 

valid purposes for civil detention—to mitigate the risks of danger to the community and to prevent 

flight. Id.; Demore, 538 U.S. at 528. Thus, to withstand constitutional scrutiny, the nature and 

duration of mandatory immigration detention must be reasonably related to these purposes.  

58. In Demore, the Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of § 1226(c) against a 

facial challenge, specifically citing evidence that had been before Congress about noncitizens with 

criminal convictions. 538 U.S. at 518-520. This justification does not apply, however, to 

noncitizens with no criminal record whatsoever who have lived in the community for years. The 

broad policy set forth in Matter of Yajure Hurtado is not reasonably related to the purposes of 

prevent danger to the community or flight risk and violates substantive due process.  
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59. Additionally, procedural due process protects noncitizens against deprivation of 

liberty without adequate procedural protections, including notice and the opportunity to be heard. 

A.A.R.P. v. Trump, 145 S. Ct. 1364, 1367 (2025); Trump v. J.G.G., 145 S. Ct. 1003, 1006 (2025); 

Velasco Lopez v. Decker, 978 F.3d 842, 851 (2d Cir. 2020). In determining the proper procedure 

to protect a detained noncitizen’s procedural due process rights under the Fifth Amendment, courts 

apply the three-part balancing test in Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 335 (1976), weighing 

(1) “the private interest that will be affected by the official action;” (2) “the risk of an erroneous 

deprivation of such interest through the procedures used, and the probable value, if any, of 

additional or substitute procedural safeguards;” and (3) “the Government’s interest, including the 

function involved and the fiscal and administrative burdens that the additional or substitute 

procedural requirement would entail.” Black v. Decker, 103 F.4th 133, 147-48 (2d Cir. 2024); 

Gayle v. Warden Monmouth C’ty Corr. Facility, 12 F. 4th 321, 331 (3d Cir. 2021); Hernandez-

Lara, 10 F.4th at 28; Velasco Lopez, 978 F.3d at 851 (all quoting Mathews, 424 U.S. at 335). Here, 

the BIA’s interpretation of the statute to require detention of all people in the United States without 

having been admitted deprives them of their liberty without any individualized process to 

determine whether such detention is necessary to prevent flight risk or danger to the community 

and violates due process.  

60. First, the “importance and fundamental nature” of an individual’s liberty interest is 

well-established. United States v. Salerno, 481 U.S. 739, 750 (1987); see also Ashley, 288 F. Supp. 

at 670 (“[F]reedom from confinement is a liberty interest of the highest constitutional import.”). 

For people “who can face years of detention before resolution of their immigration proceedings, 

‘the individual interest at stake is without doubt particularly important.’” Linares Martinez v. 

Decker, No. 18-cv-6527 (JMF), 2018 WL 5023946 at *3 (S.D.N.Y. Oct. 17, 2018).  
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61. Weighing this factor in Velasco Lopez, the Second Circuit found the private interest 

to be “on any calculus, substantial,” observing that the petitioner, “could not maintain employment 

or see his family or friends or others outside normal visiting hours. The use of a cell phone was 

prohibited, and he had no access to the internet or email and limited access to the telephone.” 978 

F.3d at 851-52. Similarly, the First Circuit found a substantial private liberty interest for the 

petitioner in Hernandez-Lara, noting that the petitioner there was incarcerated “alongside criminal 

inmates” at a jail where “she was separated from her fiancé and unable to maintain her 

employment.” 10 F.4th at 28.  

62. Second, absent any individualized bond hearing, people will be detained despite 

not being a danger to the community or a flight risk, because there is no mechanism to determine 

whether their detention is necessary. See, e.g., Günaydin v. Trump, No. 25-cv-1151, 2025 WL 

1459154, -- F. Supp. 3d --, at *8 (D. Minn. May 21, 2025) (noting that lack of consideration of 

“individualized or particularized facts . . . increases the potential for erroneous deprivation of 

individuals’ private rights”); Ashley, 28 F. Supp. 2d at 670 (finding a procedural due process 

violation because “the Government has not proved that Petitioner presents an identified and 

articulable threat to an individual or the community so as to justify his continued detention”). A 

bond hearing would have significant value because it is designed to assess the individualized facts 

of each case and determine whether less restrictive measures can fulfill the same goals.  

63. Finally, the burden on the government of returning to the longstanding practice of 

holding bond hearings for people like Petitioner does not outweigh the liberty interest at stake. To 

the contrary, the government has an interest in “minimizing the enormous impact of incarceration 

in cases where it serves no purpose.” Velasco Lopez, 978 F.3d at 854; see also Hernandez-Lara, 

10 F.4th at 33 (noting that “limiting the use of detention to only those noncitizens who are 
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dangerous or a flight risk may save the government, and therefore the public, from expending 

substantial resources on needless detention”). Additionally, “unnecessary detention imposes 

substantial societal costs . . . The needless detention of those individuals thus separates families 

and removes from the community breadwinners, caregivers, parents, siblings, and employees. 

Those ruptures in the fabric of communal life impact society in intangible ways that are difficult 

to calculate in dollars and cents.” Hernandez-Lara, 10 F.4th at 33 (citation and internal quotation 

marks omitted). The cost to the government and society of detaining people unnecessarily for 

extended periods of time is greater than the cost of providing individualized hearings, and weighs 

in favor of additional procedural protections.  

64. At these bond hearings, due process requires that the Government bear the burden 

of proof by clear and convincing evidence. See Gayle, 12 F.4th at 332 (“[W]hen such a severe 

deprivation is at issue, the Government must bear the burden of proof.”). “A standard of proof 

serves to allocate the risk of error between the litigants and reflects the relative importance attached 

to the ultimate decision.” German Santos v. Warden Pike C’ty Corr. Facility, 965 F.3d 203, 213 

(citing Addington v. Texas, 441 U.S. 418, 423 (1979)). Therefore, when the Third Circuit has 

ordered a constitutionally-required bond hearing, it is placed the burden on the government by 

clear and convincing evidence. German Santos, 965 F.3d at 214; Guerrero-Sanchez v. Warden 

York C’ty Prison, 905 F.3d 208, 224 & n.12 (3d Cir. 2018), abrogated on other grounds by 

Johnson v. Arteaga-Martinez, 596 U.S. 572 (2022). Other circuit courts have similarly held that 

due process requires this allocation of the burden in bond hearings for noncitizens like petitioner, 

who were then detained under § 1226(a). Hernandez-Lara, 10 F.4th at 39-40; Velasco Lopez, 978 

F.3d at 855-56. Thus, even if the statute requires detention without a bond hearing, due process 

requires a hearing at which the government bears the burden by clear and convincing evidence.  
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FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Violation of 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) 

Unlawful Denial of Release on Bond 

65. Petitioner re-alleges and incorporates by reference all above paragraphs.

66. 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 grounds of inadmissibility. 

Specifically, it does not apply to Petitioner, who has been living in the United States since on or 

about October 5, 2022 prior to being to being apprehended detained by Respondents on or about 

March 20, 2026.  

67. The fact that Petitioner was previously detained and released at the border does not

undermine this conclusion. In any event, that initial arrest “is not what is at issue in this case,” 

rather it is his 2026 arrest and detention. See Lopez Benitez, 2025 WL 2371588. Even if Petitioner 

was “seeking admission” within the meaning of § 1252(b)(2)(A) at the time of his entry and initial 

apprehension, he was no longer engaged in that “present-tense action” when he was arrested in 

2025, and therefore no longer meets the requirements of § 1252(b)(2)(A) discussed above. See 

Diaz Martinez, 2025 WL 2084238, at *6.  

68. Petitioner is detained under § 1226(a) and is eligible for release on bond.

Respondents’ unlawful application of § 1225(b)(2) to Petitioner violates the INA. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Violation of Bond Regulations, 8 C.F.R. §§ 236.1, 1236.1, and 1003.19 

Unlawful Denial of Release on Bond 

69. Petitioner re-alleges and incorporates by reference all above paragraphs.

70. 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 IIRIRA. 

Specifically, under the heading of “Apprehension, Custody, and Detention of [Noncitizens],” the 
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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 IJs under 8 U.S.C. § 1226 and its 

implementing regulations. 

71. The regulation at 8 C.F.R. § 1003.19 lays out bond procedures, and § 1003.19(h)(2) 

delineates categories of noncitizens who are subject to mandatory detention and not entitled to a 

bond hearing. The fact that noncitizens within the United States who are subject to inadmissibility 

grounds are not included on this list shows that the agencies did not intend them to be subject to 

mandatory detention. The BIA’s interpretation thus violates the regulations and unlawfully denies 

Petitioner a bond hearing. 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Violation of the Administrative Procedure Act 

Contrary to Law and Arbitrary and Capricious Agency Policy 

72. Petitioner re-alleges and incorporates by reference all above paragraphs.  

73. The APA provides that a “reviewing court shall . . . hold unlawful and set aside 

agency action, findings, and conclusions found to be . . . arbitrary and capricious, an abuse of 

discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). 

74. 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 grounds of inadmissibility. 

Specifically, it does not apply to Petitioner, who has been living in the United States for two years 
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prior to being to being apprehended and placed into removal proceeding by respondents. Petitioner 

is detained under § 1226(a) and is eligible for release on bond.  

75. In taking a contrary position, the BIA has reversed decades of prior practice, and 

“would expand § 1225(b) face beyond how it has been enforced historically, potentially subjecting 

millions more undocumented immigrants to mandatory detention, while simultaneously narrowing 

§ 1226(a) such that it would have extremely limited (if any) application.” Lopez Benitez, 2025 

2371588, at *8. Respondents have failed to articulate reasoned explanations for their decisions, 

which represent changes in the agencies’ policies and positions; have considered factors that 

Congress did not intend to be considered; have entirely failed to consider important aspects of the 

problem; and have offered explanations for their decisions that run counter to the evidence before 

the agencies. 

76. The application of § 1225(b)(2) to Petitioner is arbitrary, capricious, and not in 

accordance with law, and as such, it violates the APA. See 5 U.S.C. § 706(2). 

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Violation of the Fifth Amendment Due Process Clause 

Substantive Due Process 

77. Petitioner re-alleges and incorporates by reference all above paragraphs.  

78. The Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment forbids the government from 

depriving any “person” of liberty “without due process of law.” U.S. Const. amend. V. Substantive 

due process requires that immigration detention without a bond hearing be reasonably related to 

the goals of ensuring the appearance of noncitizens at future proceedings and preventing danger 

to the community. Zadvydas, 533 U.S. at 690.  
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79. The BIA’s application of mandatory detention under § 1225(b)(2) is not reasonably 

related to those goals and thus violates substantive due process. Petitioner is not a flight risk; he is 

a bona fide asylum seeker who is known to the Respondents and has ties to his local community 

including gainful employment. Further, on information and belief he has no criminal contacts and 

is in no way a danger to his community. 

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Violation of the Fifth Amendment Due Process Clause 

Procedural Due Process 

80. Petitioner re-alleges and incorporates by reference all above paragraphs. 

81. The Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment forbids the government from 

depriving any “person” of liberty “without due process of law.” U.S. Const. amend. V. Courts 

apply the Mathews v. Eldridge balancing test to determine what procedures the due process clause 

requires. Gayle, 12 F.4th at 331.  

82. The first factor is the private interest that will be affected by the official action. Id. 

Here, the deprivation of Petitioner’s liberty is a particularly weighty interest. As it stands, 

Petitioner’s restricted liberty substantially interferes with his ability to seek asylum and to obtain 

evidence to support his claim for relief. 

83. The second factor is the risk of erroneous deprivation of such interest through the 

procedures used, and the probable value, if any, of additional safeguards. Id. Here, there is a great 

risk of unnecessary detention because the BIA’s interpretation of the statute does not permit any 

individualized determination of whether detention during removal proceedings is necessary. See 

Ashley, 288 F. Supp. 2d at 670. At a hearing, Petitioner could show that his detention is not 

necessary because he is neither a flight risk nor any danger whatsoever to his community. A 
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hearing at which the government bears the burden of proof by clear and convincing evidence would 

protect the substantial liberty interest at stake. German Santos, 965 F.3d at 213-14.  

84. The final factor is the Government’s interest. Gayle, 12 F.4th at 331. The 

government has no legitimate interest in detaining Petitioner when detention is not necessary to 

ensure appearance at future hearings or protect the community, and less restrictive measures like 

a reasonable bond would serve those purposes. Hernandez-Lara, 10 F.4th at 32-33; see Ousman 

D. v. Decker, No. 20-9646, 2020 WL 5587441, at *4 (holding that due process requires 

consideration of less restrictive alternatives to detention that would address the government’s 

legitimate purpose); Hechavarria v. Whitaker, 358 F. Supp. 3d 227, 241-42 (W.D.N.Y. 2019) 

(same). Therefore, the government does not have an interest in detaining Petitioner without a bond 

hearing that outweighs his substantial liberty interest in such an individualized determination.  

85. Respondents’ detention of Petitioner without any hearing to determine whether that 

detention is necessary violates procedural due process.  

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court: 

1) Assume jurisdiction over this matter; 

2) Declare that Petitioner’s continued detention violates the Immigration and 

Nationality Act, the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A); and/or the Due Process 

Clause of the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution; 

3) Issue a Writ of Habeas Corpus and order Petitioner’s immediate release from 

custody; 

4) In the alternative, hold a bond hearing at which the government must establish by 

clear and convincing evidence that Petitioner presents a risk of flight or danger, even after 
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consideration of alternatives to detention that could mitigate any risk that Petitioner’s release 

would present; 

5) Award Petitioner his costs and reasonable attorney fees in this action as provided 

for by the Equal Access to Justice Act, as amended, 5 U.S.C. § 504 and 28 U.S.C. § 2412, and on 

any other basis justified under law; and 

6) Grant such further relief as the Court deems just and proper.  

Dated: March 23, 2026               Respectfully submitted,  

s/ Bridget Cambria 

Bridget Cambria, Esq. PA 205271 

Cambria and Kline, PC 

532 Walnut Street 

Reading, PA 19601 

Telephone: (484) 926-2014 

bridget.cambria@cambriaklinelaw.com 
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VERIFICATION BY SOMEONE ACTING ON PETITIONER’S BEHALF PURSUANT 

TO 28 U.S.C. § 2242 

I am submitting this verification on behalf of the Petitioner because I am one of Petitioner’s 

attorneys, and I have discussed the claims with Petitioner’s legal team. Based on those discussions, 

I hereby verify that the statements made in the attached Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus are 

true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

 

Dated: March 23, 2026    Respectfully Submitted, 

      

/s/Bridget Cambria 

Bridget Cambria, Esq. 

PA 205271 

Cambria and Kline, PC 

532 Walnut Street 

Reading, PA 19601 

Telephone: (484) 926-2014 

bridget.cambria@cambriaklinelaw.com 
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560 Civil Detainee -

Conditions of 

Confinement

V. ORIGIN (Place an “X” in One Box Only)

1 Original

Proceeding 

2 Removed from

State Court

3 Remanded from

Appellate Court 

4 Reinstated or

Reopened

5 Transferred from

Another District
(specify)

6 Multidistrict

Litigation - 
Transfer

8  Multidistrict

Litigation -
Direct File

VI. CAUSE OF ACTION

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

Brief description of cause:

VII. REQUESTED IN

COMPLAINT:

CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS ACTION

UNDER RULE 23, F.R.Cv.P. 

DEMAND $ CHECK YES only if demanded in complaint:

JURY DEMAND: Yes No

VIII. RELATED CASE(S)

IF ANY (See instructions):
JUDGE DOCKET NUMBER

DATE SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

RECEIPT # AMOUNT APPLYING IFP JUDGE MAG. JUDGE

26 USC 7609

INTELLECTUAL

Philadelphia Philadelphia

Manuel Antonio Meza Cruz

Bridget Cambria, Cambria and Kline, 532 Walnut

Street, Reading PA 19601, 4849262014

JAMAL L. JAMISON, in his official capacity as the Facility 

Administrator of the Philadelphia Federal Processing Center; 

t l

United States Attorney's Office for the Eastern District of 

Pennsylvania 615 Chestnut Street, Suite 1250 

Philadelphia, PA 19106

28 U.S.C. § 2241(c)(5) and others

Habeas Corpus

03/23/2026
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is / is not related to any pending or previously terminated 

OO
 
O
U
U
S
U
U
U
U
U
U
O
U
U
o
 

B. Diversity Jurisdiction Cases: 

— 

te or 

 
10/2024 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

DESIGNATION FORM 
 

Place of Accident, Incident, or Transaction:_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

RELATED CASE IF ANY:   Case Number:______________________ Judge:________________________________   
 

1. Does this case involve property included in an earlier numbered suit? Yes
 

2. Does this case involve a transaction or occurrence which was the subject of an earlier numbered suit?                            Yes 
                                                                                                                                                                            

3. Does this case involve the validity or infringement of a patent which was the subject of an earlier numbered suit?         Yes 
                                                                                                                                                             

4. Is this case a second or successive habeas corpus petition, social security appeal, or pro se case filed by the same          Yes 
individual?    

5. Is this case related to an earlier numbered suit even though none of the above categories apply?                                      Yes 
If yes, attach an explanation.  

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the within case       is /       is not related to any pending or previously terminated 
action in this court.   

 

Civil Litigation Categories 

 
A. Federal Question Cases:                                                                                                    B.  Diversity Jurisdiction Cases: 

 

1. Indemnity Contract, Marine Contract, and All Other Contracts)                     1.    Insurance Contract and Other Contracts 
2. FELA                                                                                                                2.    Airplane Personal Injury 
3. Jones Act-Personal Injury                                                                                 3.    Assault, Defamation 
4. Antitrust                                                                                                            4.    Marine Personal Injury 
5. Wage and Hour Class Action/Collective Action                                              5.    Motor Vehicle Personal Injury  
6. Patent                                                                                                                6.    Other Personal Injury (Please specify):________________ 
7. Copyright/Trademark                                                                                       7.    Products Liability  
8. Employment                                                                                                      8.   All Other Diversity Cases:  (Please specify)______________ 
9. Labor-Management Relations                                                                               _____________________                   
10. Civil Rights                                                                                                               
11. Habeas Corpus 
12. Securities Cases 
13. Social Security Review Cases 
14. Qui Tam Cases 
15. Cases Seeking Systemic Relief  *see certification below* 

16. All Other Federal Question Cases. (Please specify):_____________________________ 
 

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, that the remedy sought in this case        does /        does not have implications 
beyond the parties before the court and        does /       does not seek to bar or mandate statewide or nationwide enforcement of a state or 
federal law including a rule, regulation, policy, or order of the executive branch or a state or federal agency, whether by declaratory 
judgment and/or any form of injunctive relief.  

 

ARBITRATION CERTIFICATION (CHECK ONLY ONE BOX BELOW) 

 
I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 
 
               Pursuant to Local Civil Rule 53.2(3), this case is not eligible for arbitration either because (1) it seeks relief other than money damages; (2) the 
money damages sought are in excess of $150,000 exclusive of interest and costs; (3) it is a social security case, includes a prisoner as a party, or alleges a 
violation of a right secured by the U.S. Constitution, or (4) jurisdiction is based in whole or in part on 28 U.S.C. § 1343. 
 
 
               None of the restrictions in Local Civil Rule 53.2 apply and this case is eligible for arbitration.    
 
NOTE: A trial de novo will be by jury only if there has been compliance with F.R.C.P. 38. 

 

PHILADELPHIA, PA

X

X
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b sasseenes e aprte wey 2023 10:08:20 AM 

Next Reporting Date: April 04, 2024 between 11:00 AM and 3:00 PM. 

Participant reported on N/A. Identity verified through CART. System check show no new/derogatory information. 
No wants, no warrants. 

For information on an Immigration court case, please go to: https://acis.coir.justice.gov or call 800-898-7180. 

Please keep this receipt with your records. Store receipt away from sunlight, 

ao
 

ret : 

Hit 
[-220R
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

ATD ENROLLMENT - NOTICE TO ALIEN 

Name: Field Office:  - A Number: 

ERO - Del Rio, TX Sub 
MEZA-CRUZ, MANUEL Office 

—o 

Your release is contingent upon your enrollment and successful participation in 

an Alternatives to Detention (ATD) program as designated by the U. S. 

Department of Homeland Security. As part of the ATD program, you will be 

subject to electronic monitoring and may be subject to a curfew. Failure to 

comply with the requirements of the ATD program will result in a 

redetermination of you release conditions or your arrest and detention. 

If fitted with a U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement GPS monitoring 

device do not tamper with or remove the device. Under federal law, it is a crime 

to willfully damage or attempt to damage property of the United States. The 

unauthorized removal of the GPS monitoring device will result in damage to 

property of the United States. Damaging or attempting to damage the GPS 
monitoring device or any of its associated equipment (including, but not limited 
to, the charging station, batteries, and power cords) may result in your arrest, 

detention and prosecution under 18 U.S.C. § 1361 and/or 18 U.S.C. § 641, each 
punishable by a fine, up to ten year's imprisonment, or both. 

Served On: (Alien's Signature) Date: 

Oct 06, 2022 
oe wali 42) ef a= C. 

By signing | acknowledge that this form was provided to me in a language | understand or was read to me ina language | understand, | 
further acknowledge that tampering with, damaging, and/or removing the GPS Device, or any of its associated equipment, without 

permission may result in damage to federal property for which | may be criminally prosecuted. 

Served By: (Print Name and Title of Officer) Location of Service: 

B. Williams, Deportation Officer | EAGLE PASS, TX 

Officer's Signature: Date: 

SY Oct 06, 2022 
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Spanish AVISO AL EXTRANJERO - INSC RIPCION ATO 

Su puesta en lbertad esta suseditada a su insonpeidn y patticipac on exitosa er un programa de Atemauyas ala Detenc on ATC. oo 
sus siglas en ingles) seguin lo designade por el Departamente de Seguridad Nacional de los Estades Unidos. Come parte def orog ana 
ATD, usted estara sujeto a moniteres electronica y también a un toque de queda. Ef incumplavents de los requatos de! prege are: 

ATD rasultara en una nueva determinacion de sus condiciones d su puesta en sbertad o su arrasio y cetencisn. 

Si esta equipago con una tobilera de rastreo GPS det Servicio da lam gracidn y Contro! de Aduanas de los Estados Unicas, no 
- Matipule o sé quite ef dspositve. Bajo la ley faderal, as un dele datar intenconalmante o intentar cahar ia propiedad de ies Estaces 
Unidos. Quien se qude sin autorizacon el dispositive de wgilanca GPS resultara an datos a ia propiecad de los Estados Unidas 

Dafiar o intantar dafiar el dispositive de wovancia GPS 0 cualquiera de sus componantes meaconades cncluyenda, entre otes 13 

astacion de carga, baterias, cables de alimentacidn, etc.) puede resutar en su arresto, deteno-dn y erjuciamuents an vtud def TRY! 
18, Articule 1281 dei Codigo de fos Estades Unidos y del Titulo 18, Ariculo 641 dei Cosigo de los Estados Undas con una saves 
muita ¥ prisiéa no superior a deez aos, 6 ambos, 

CERTIFICADO DE ENTREGA 

Yo, ef abajo firmante, confirma que este formulano se me presente o leys an un idioma que entence. Confirms adertés que manco'ar 
dafar, y’o quitarse ef dispositive GPS, sin permiso, o cualquiera da sus components relacionades peda dar lugar @ dzne3 @ fa 

propiedad fecera! por ins que puedo ser procesado penalmente. 

Portuguese INSCRICAO NO ATD - AVISO AO ESTRANGEIRO 

A sua fibertacdo depende da sua inscrigao e partcipagdo com sucesso num programa de Alter atva 3 Detencdo :ATO:, come 
designado peto Departamento de Seguranca intema dos Estados Unidos. Corto parte de programa ATO. esiara sues & 
monitonzacae eletrinica ¢ podera estar swieto a um toque de recodher O ndo cumprmente ans requ sos do grograma ATD regucad 
numa re-determinagae cas suas condiodes de libertagdo ou na sua prsdee delangao 

Se eguipado com uma tomozelera de ragtreamento GFS oa imagracdo @ Controe Acuanere dos ELA, nao adultere ou ramova so 

dispositive. Oe acorde com a lei federal. é cnme danificar ou tentar candicar intenmonaimente oragnedade dog Estades Unides. 4 
remoogo N30 aulorizada do dispositive de menitoramento GPS rasultara em danos a propriedade cos Estados Unidos, Danifiear ou 
teniar danvicar a tornezelsira de rastreamento GPS ov qualquer un da seus equpamentos associggas fincuindo, mas rie $2 
hmutando 3, estagdo de carga, baterias, cabos ce alimentacdo, ett.) gode resutar em sua prisde, detancio & agdes udciais sob 12 

U.S.C. § £361 wou 18 U.S.C. § 641, cada um deles punivel com uma multa, até dec anos de prsdo, ov a% masmo andes. 

REGISTRO DE DISTRIBUICAG 

Ao assmar reconhego que este formulario fot fornecida em um dome gue eu entends ou que & lide para min em um giontg que 41 
entendo, Eu também reconhege que aduterar daniiear 2 / ou remover o dispostive GFS. cu quaiguar um de seus EQUL AMS OOS 

associadas, Sem permissac, pode resuitar em datos a propriedade Jederal, pela qual posse ser proceasade crimma mere. 

Somali ISDUWAAN-GALINTA(ATD) - OGEYSHSKA AJNABIGA 

Sikieyntaady waxay ky xiran tahay isdiwaangalintaada iyo ka qeyhgalsaaga quuleysia ee Bamaamika Xintaanka lagu badale ATS: 
sida ay u Qoorsheysay Waaada Amniga Gudaha Dalka Mareykanka, lyagoe gayb ka ah Samaamka ATO-Ga, waraa lagu saat coonaa 
iaalin Elektroong ah waxaana suuttowda in lagu saaro baandow. U hogaan- sanaan la'aanta shuruvdaha Samaamyjka ATO, wa 13 
keenaysaa in dibu qumeyn lagu samaynayo shurvard+hii sndayntaads amaba xintsankaaga vyo cabs: galataada. 

Hadd ay Hay adda Socdaalka iyo Dhagangainta Canshuuraha Mareykanku Jpn GPS leh kuv gaiso angowga lugta, ha sku cayr 
aad taatagbato ama iska sgarto galabkaas, Sida uu qabo sharciga Federagliu, waa came ns: ula kac ah ‘og wazyeeleeyo ara 3 
sku dayo in ls kharibe hasta dawladda Mareykarks. Ka saardda calabha GPG-ka ee aan ia fasace waxay heenaysaa Gaarsac S00 
gaara hantida Dawladds Mareykanka. Waxyeelaynta ama isku dayga waxyeelaynta GPS-ka raad-raaca Jemta angowga ky qran. aca 
wax kasta oo qalabkeeds la xinira {Ma aha kaltya . saldhgga korenta buuxinta, batangs, waayatadca korontaca, we 3 wavay heen 
hartaa qabashadaada, xarigaaga. iyo in lagugu qaade sharoi dambiysedkan 16 U.S.C. § 138! yoams 18.8.6. $64", comic wats 

egaabteedu tahay ganaax, laa toban sane, ama labadaha. 

DIWWAANKA ADEEGGA 

Savixaygan, waxaan ku qvanayaa im Poomkan (a igu stiyay lugad aan fahmayo ama & igu akhriyay tugad aan fahmaye. Waraan sc90 
kale giranayaa in feragaiineeda, dhaawiciddeeda, iyo/ema ka-saancda qalabka GP S-4a, ama galad kasta oo fa wna. ogolaansho 
fa ean, uu keen: karo dhaawac hantida federaaika oo aniga dambi cigaabeed liga iman karo. 

Case 5:26-cv-01898-MRP     Document 1-6     Filed 03/23/26     Page 3 of 5



Vietnamese GHI DANH THAY THE GIAM GIU! THONG BAO CHO NGGAI KIEL 

Vide tra ty do cla quy vi tuy thude vao sy ghi danh va tham du thank edng trong chung frink Thay Thé cho Giam Gir (ATC) chu é§ 
duoc chi dinh bei 8G Noi An Hoa Ky. La mot shan cua chyong trish ATD, quy yi $6 la a tong gam cat dn ty va gcote 3 
tugang bi gig! ‘Tghiém., Khong twin thea ele d4i Adi cba chung rinh ATD sé dua dén ket qua quyét dith lai ode dau ken tr3 
quy vi hay viée bat gi guy wi, 

Néu duee gan vong oO chas theo ddi ola Van Prong Thye Thi Hai Quan va OF Tru Hoa Ky, chong nen phd hay of bdcheth. Thee 
[wat Gan bang, hi co tinh lam her hang hay tim czeh Gin te hon 3 we sain cua Hoa Ky la motto! phan. Wee thao bd hit bi ec Si 
Dinh Vi khong co phep 58 dua den ket qua trong viée hu hong tai san cla Hoa ky. Lam hu hdng hay tim each lam his ‘Fong yang 6 
chan dinh vi hay bat cur dung cu Hen he dén no ike cai, nhieng khong aio han dn, tru diérn ap dér, p ‘a, giay dani of the dy 3 den cat 
Qua quy vi bi ast, giam git, va bi truy td theo Ludt Hoa Ky teu dé 18 mus 1361 vashay Lat Hoa ky tiéu de 15 mus $4", mdi ti sd bi 
phat tién, dén mudi nam th, hay eg hai, 

CHUNG NHAN CHUYEH GIAO 

Bang cach hy phan, tO song | nhar rang mau dan nay ¢ da due cung oap oho tb) bang mat agin sgl tii hieu duge Aa edi duge ope che 
rai bang mot ngon ag Mi Alay, Tai edng nhan them rang pha hoa! yea, dam hye ning vadhay, khong duce phep, och ihiet G) Dhan 44 
hay bat et dung au nda fign hé voind, of thé dira dén ket qué fur Adng ti sdn han bang m3 thea do tice the ff tay th Pine. 

French INSCRIPTION AU PROGRAMME ATD - AVIS AUX ETRANGERS 

Votre liberation depend de voire inscription et participation reussie dans le programme « Aitematives to Detention » ATD [Detection 
Altemative] cesigné par fe DHS. Dans le cadre de ce programme ATD. vous serez survet’é Hectrani iquemant et peut-Btre yous devriez 
abeir a un couvre-fau, Le non-tespect des conditions du programme ATD ménera 2une re-dStemsnation ces conditions da votre Sherte 
conditionnelle ou votre arrestation et détentan, 

Au cas ou (CE vous fournit wn apparel de suvedance GPS, n'essayez ni de feniever.n dee moder En verte ce la fai deers! 
endonumager ou essayer d'endommager delibarement des biens appartenant aux Elats-Jns, corstwus un celit grave. Lerleve n 
non-autorisé de l'appane? de surveillance GPS aura comme consequence i comm age Buk biens ces Etats-Unis. Endomnager ou 
assayer dandommager l'apparel de surveillance GPS ou lequipeniant y Ne (y compris, mais pas limite 2: la bome de race, at03, leg 
batteries et les cables} pourrait mener 3 votre anrestation, détention ou des pourmuites en verti de [2 U3.0. 8 1381 etey US20. 6 B4t, 
chacune des in‘ractions passible dune amende et/ow une incarcésation maximum de dix ens. 

ACCUSE DE RECEPTION 

En signant, je reconnais avoir regu 2a document dans une langue que je comprends ou gue? mé (3 i dans une langue gue j= 
comprends. En oulre, je recommais que modifier, andammages elicu enlevey, sans permission, } appara GOS ou toul eguinencent vile, 
pourrait avoir comme consequence le dammage aux biens des Etats-Unis ef paur ce fait je powrais etre fobjet ce poursutes saneles, 

i
 

a
 

Mandarin Chinese ATDa He - SH Aa 

eR PE CARIS SAE + eae Bas Af (Altematives to Detention, ATER 2 8, (ATO b& 
way. GSES, CLAM, AGSPATOIT EE, SRE RCE ER. ater ett He. 

CRRA RUER ET RRR GPS ROR, APRS PMER EER, HORT. SERA RIO 
ANEES ES, ABET i dehiieerarain POR BO RAM, Uitals EY GPS BES, RUE RAE 
FRY. REAL. AR Sy OR EU S.C.8 S61 ARIUS. § Bator ek hE, a 
mo DET. ae : g 8. 

HeicR 
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e 

Acuerdo | con e| Part 

Los participantes que deban ser monitoreados con verificacion de ubicacion o de horario de regreso, seran monitoreados 
por medio de fa aplicaci6n BI SmartLINK®. 

1. YoMANUEL MEZA~CRUZ , estoy autorizado(a) a viajar ala 

en la cuidad de dentro de los estados unidos. Estoy acuerdo en llegar a esta ubicacian 
final antes de . Al llegar a esta ubicacidn final, ERO-ATD tomara una determinacién y siguientes pasos. 

2. Cuando esté en el Programa de Monitoreo Electrénico, me comprometo a llevar conmigo e! dispositivo movil provisto 
por Bly mantenerlo cargado y encendido en todo momento. - 

3, Reconozco que recebe Bi Mobile dispositivo numero de identificacién: 

4, Estoy de acuerdo en que si debo enviar un registro diario como parte de mi programa de supervisién, debo: 

¢ Entiendo que recibiré una notificacién para enviar[ ¥ |sernanal of _ }mensual en Select Registre entre 
- y cumplira completando mi registro segiin sea Hecesario. 

¢ Entiendo que mi dispositivo mévil permite que la aplicacién SmartLink proporcione informacion sobre mi ubicacién. 

e Reconozco estar en un area de cobertura de datos moviles o conectado a un punto de acceso WIFI con conexidn a el 
internet en el momento de mi registro u otro evento requerido. Sino tengo cobertura en el momento del registro u otro 
evento, me trasladare a una area de cobertura lo mas antes posible. 

5. Entiendo que mi identidad se verifica por medio de tecnologia biométrica y me comprometo a no intentar evitar o actua’ 
de ninguna manera tendiente a evitar la fiabilidad de la tecnologia biométrica. 

6. Reconozco que es mi responsabilidad informar a ERO inmediatamente si pierdo o dafio el dispositivo movil en el cue esta 
instalada la aplicacién SmartLiINK. 

7, Acuerdo a NO conducir un vehiculo u operar maquinaria cuando utilice la aplicacién SmartLINK. 

8. Acuerdo NO alterar o descartar el dispositivo mévil de BI. 

9. Comprendo que debo devolver el dispositive mévil en mi primera visita a ERO o a una oficina de BI ISAP. 

Mi firma a continuacion reconoce que he recibido una copia de las reglas y el horario autorizado y que me han sido 
explicados. También reconozco que habia servicios de traduccion a mi disposici6n si los solicitaba. Entiendo que 
debo cumplir con estas reglas hasta que haya completado el Programa de Monitoreo Electrénico, o hasta que sea 
notificado de lo contrario por mi Especialista de Caso de Supervision Intensiva. Entiendo que cualquier violacién 
de estas reglas constituira una infraccién que podria ocasionar el cese de mi participacion en este programa y mi 
regreso a detencion. 

Nombre del participante: MANUEL MEZA-CRUZ 

Numero de extranjero: Pa 
ee 

Firma del participante Fecha 

Firma del especialista del caso Fecha 

© 2019 BI Incorporated T26-01-090 Spanish Intormacion exclusiva y confidencial de BI 
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FINS #:1327274705 sw ject 2 Event No —— a i, FAMILY NAME (Capital Letters) First Name Middte Name 2. Age 3. Country of Citizenship MEZA~CRUZ, MANUEL ANTONIO 
33 NICARAGUA 

4, Alias 
5. Date Apprehended 6. Office 

October 05, 2022 DRT/EGT 

ie | TH MANAGUA, D, NICARAGUA 
9, Sex 10, OSC/WA Served 

EY Male 7 Female &) Yes [No (Explain) 
ii — 12. Bond Bate Posted 
eee $ 

13, CINS 14 Medical Alert” TJ] No “LI Yes (Explain) 

[i Yes EI No 
15. TRANSFER DATE FROM TO 

A 

B 

C 
16, ADMITTED BY: 13. RELEASED TO: LT VR LI Deport 22. Rt. Index Print — In 

17. SEARCHED iN BY: 20. RELEASED BY: 

18, DATE ADMITTED: 21. DATE RELEASED: 

24, Remarks:See I~831 

\/ 

ALIEN BOOKING RECORD 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

FURM 1-395 (08/01/07) 

23. Rt, Index Print - Out 
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US. Department of Homeland Security Continuation Page for Form 1385 

Alien’s Name 
Date MEZA-CRUZ, MANUEL ANTONIO ae October 06, 2022 

AS A CONDITION OF YOUR PAROLE YOU ARE TO REPORT TO THE IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
(ICE) OFFICE NEAR YOUR FINAL DESTINATION WITHIN 60 DAYS OR FACE REMOVAL FROM THE UNITED 
STATES. VISIT WWW. ICE.GOV/CONTACT/FIELD-OFFICES# FOR ADDRESSES 

Signature JOHN JHORODYSKY IIL, Title 
Date: 2022.10.06 11:08:29.-04;00 
0130817012.CBP.1 oe 

of 2 Pages 

Form 1-831 Continuation Page (Rev. 08/01/07)
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DEPARTMENTO DE SEGURIDAD INTERNA 

Servicio de Inmigracion y Control de Aduanas de los Estados Linidos 

Numero del Expedicnte: = Fecha de Nacimiento: fF 
PD G-56 

Nombre: MANUEL ANTONIO MEZA-CRUZ Fecha; 10/06/2022 

— 

renee 
Favor de presentarse con este aviso en la oficina local de ICE cuande sea solicitado 

UBICACIGN DE LA Las oficinas locales de ICE estan enumeradas en e] documento adjunto titulado “Oficinas Locales 
OFICINA de ICE", Favor de Hamar a} 1-888-351-4024 si usted necesita asistencia en localizar o reportarse 

a st oficina local de ICE. 

FECHA LIMITE Debe presentarse en su oficina local de ICE en los 60 dias siguientes de su puesta en libertad. 
SOLICITUD Presentese ante un Oficial de Deportacién de ICE para que continie su tramitacién y 

consideracién para su inscripcién en un Programa Alternativo a la detencién (ATD, por sus siglas 
en inglés). 

MOTIVO DE LA CITA Usted ha sido puesto en libertad a discrecién del Servicio de Aduanas y Proteccién Fronteriza de 
los Estados Unidos y ahora debe ponerse en contacto con su oficina local pare completar la 
tramitacién. 

Reportarse con ICE asegurara de que ei Departamento de Seguridad Interna (DHS, por sus siglas 
en inglés) tiene su domicilio e informacién de contacto actualizados. Una vez que se presente con 
ICE por primera vez, sera evaluado para cumplir con los requisitos de presentacién continua que 
pueden incluir la presentacion en persona. E] no reportarse a la oficina local de ICE puede 
resultar en su detencién o se le coloquc en formas adicionales de supervision o monitores, 

TRAIGA CON USTED Documentos de identificacién (acta de nacimiento, documentos de identidad emitidos por el 
gobiemo, tales como licencia de conducir o cédula) y todos fos documentos de inmigracidn. 

Plazo de un Ano de la Solicitud de Asilo: Si usted cree que puede reunir los requisitos para el asilo, debe presentar el 
Formulario i-589, la Solicitud de Asilo y de Retencién de Expulsidn. El Formulario 1-589, instrucciones, y Ja informacién sobre 
dénde presentar el Formulario se pueden encontrar en www.uscis.gov/i-589, Sino presenta ef Formuiario [-589 en el plazo de 
un afia desde su llegada, no podrd solicitar asilo de acuerdo con el articulo 208(a)(2)(B) de la Ley de Inmigracién ¥ Nacionalidad. 

SI NO SE PRESENTA COMO SE LE HA INDICADO, PUEDE SER DETENIDO Y/O PERDER EL DERECHO A 
CUALQUIER POSIBLE RECURSG. GRACIAS POR SU COOPERACION. 

(Ch. Porn: G36 PD (3.214 Page Por 
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heir immigration detention. See Petition for Writ of Habeas
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

Manuel Antonio Meza Cruz A

Petitioner, 

v. 

JAMAL L. JAMISON, in his official capacity as 

the Facility Administrator of the Philadelphia 

Federal Detention Center; John E. RIFE, in his 

official capacity as acting Philadelphia Field 

Office Director for U.S. Immigration and Customs 

Enforcement; TODD LYONS, Acting Director of 

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, in his 

official capacity; KRISTI NOEM, Secretary of the 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security, in her 

official capacity; PAMELA BONDI, Attorney 

General of the United States, in her official 

capacity;    

Respondents. 

Case No.  26-1898    

APPLICATION FOR ISSUANCE OF ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

1. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2243, Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court issue

an order directing Respondents to show cause as to why the petition for a writ of habeas corpus 

filed by Petitioners pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241 should not be granted.  

2. Petitioner challenges their immigration detention. See Petition for Writ of Habeas

Corpus, ECF No. 1. 

3. The federal habeas corpus statute provides that “[a] court, justice or judge entering

a writ of habeas corpus shall forthwith award the writ or issue an order directing the respondent to 

show cause why the writ should not be granted, unless it appears from the application that the 

applicant or person detained is not entitled thereto.” 28 U.S.C. § 2243.  
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4. Section 2243 further provides that the writ or order to show cause “shall be returned

within three days unless for good cause additional time, not exceeding twenty days, is allowed.” 

5. Section 2243 further provides that the court shall hold a hearing on the writ or order

to show cause “not more than five days after the return unless for good cause additional time is 

allowed.”  

6. In addition, Section 2243 states that the court “shall summarily hear and determine

the facts, and dispose of the matter as law and justice require.” 

7. Pursuant to Section 2243, Petitioner requests that the Court immediately issue an

Order to Show Cause directing Respondents to file a return within three days of the Court’s order, 

showing cause, if any, why the writs of habeas corpus should not be granted, and to provide 

Petitioners an opportunity to file a reply within seven days after Respondents file the return.  

8. Giving Respondents additional time to respond is inappropriate in this case because

Petitioners faces irreparable harm due to their unlawful detention and deprivation of their physical 

liberty, separation from their families, and inability to participate in gainful employment. 

Dated: 03/23/2026 Respectfully submitted, 

s/ Bridget Cambria 

Bridget Cambria, Esq. 

PA 205271

Cambria and Kline, PC 

532 Walnut Street 

Reading, PA 19601 

Telephone: (484) 926-2014 
bridget.cambria@cambriaklinelaw.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this date, March 23, 2026 a true and correct 

copy of this Application for Order to Show Cause and all attached pages was filed via the 

Court's CM/ECF filing system and will be served on all Defendants in accordance with the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

s/ Bridget Cambria 

Bridget Cambria, Esq. 

Cambria and Kline

532 Walnut Street 

Reading, PA 19601 

Telephone: (484) 877-8002 
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