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CLERK OF COURT APR 20 2026 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT _— 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON wes ERR PINAY couny 
700 STEWART STREET, SUITE 2310 BY DEPUTY 
SEATTLE, WA 98101 

RE: YOHAN ANTONIO AGUILAR-GRATEROL V. WARDEN/FACILITY 
ADMINISTRATOR, NORTHWEST DETENTION CENTER 
CASE NO, 2:26-CV-00997-LK 

Dear Clerk of Court: 

Please find enclosed Petitioner’s Reply to Respondent’s Return in Support of Petition for 

Writ of Habeas Corpus for filing in the above-referenced matter, 
Thank you for your assistance. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Vola 
YOHAN ANTONIO AGUILAR-GRATEROL 
Petitioner, Pro Se ——EE——E 
_— a 

Northwest Detention Center 

1623 E. J Street 

Tacoma, WA 98421 

c/o YERLIBETH MUENTES 

Se ——— 
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PETITIONER’S REPLY TO RESPONDENT’S RETURN 
IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS 

Petitioner, Yohan Antonio Aguilar-Graterol, respectfully submits this Reply to Respondent’s 

Return in opposition to the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Respondent’s opposition to the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus fails both legally and 
factually. It rests on unverified, internally inconsistent, and unreliable allegations—principally 
an unsupported claim of gang affiliation—while failing to provide the constitutionally required 

procedural safeguards necessary to justify Petitioner’s continued detention. 

At its core, this case presents a clear and fundamental violation of the Due Process Clause of 
the Fifth Amendment. Petitioner remains deprived of his liberty based on allegations that are 
neither corroborated by reliable evidence nor subjected to any meaningful adversarial testing. 
Despite the severity of the accusations, Respondent has failed to produce objective, verifiable 
proof establishing that Petitioner poses any danger to the community or risk of flight. 

Equally concerning, Respondent’s position is undermined by material inconsistencies within 
its own records. While asserting grounds for continued detention, the government 

simultaneously relies on information that conflicts with Petitioner’s documented immigration 
history, including evidence of pending proceedings and lawful processing. These 
contradictions further erode the credibility of the basis for detention. 

Moreover, Respondent relies on exhibits that have not been made available to Petitioner, 

depriving him of a meaningful opportunity to review and challenge the evidence against him. 
This alone raises serious constitutional concerns, as due process requires that a detainee be 
afforded a fair and meaningful opportunity to contest the factual basis of his confinement. 
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The record, by contrast, affirmatively demonstrates that Petitioner has no criminal history, 
maintains strong family and community ties within the United States, and has complied with 

all applicable requirements, Far from supporting continued detention, the evidence establishes 
that Petitioner is neither a danger nor a flight risk, 

Federal courts—including within this District—have consistently held that immigration 
detention cannot be sustained on the basis of speculative, uncorroborated, or unreliable 
allegations, nor in the absence of meaningful procedural safeguards, Respondent’s position 
fails under these well-established principles. 

Accordingly, and for the reasons set forth below, the Court should grant the Petition for Writ 

of Habeas Corpus and order Petitioner’s immediate release, or, ata minimum, require a prompt 
and constitutionally adequate individualized custody determination. 

II. GOVERNING LEGAL PRINCIPLES 

A petition for writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 is the proper vehicle to challenge 

the legality of immigration detention. See Zadvydas vy. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 687 (2001). 

Noncitizens in immigration custody are entitled to the protections of the Due Process Clause 

of the Fifth Amendment, which prohibits the federal government from depriving any person of 
liberty without due process of law. Id. at 690. 

Although Congress has authorized certain forms of immigration detention, such authority is 
not unlimited. Detention must remain consistent with constitutional constraints, and it may not 
be arbitrary, indefinite, or unsupported by adequate procedural safeguards, See Jennings v. 
Rodriguez, 583 U.S. 281, 301 (2018). 

At a minimum, due process requires that civil detention be supported by reliable evidence and 
accompanied by meaningful procedural protections, including the opportunity to challenge the 
factual basis of detention before a neutral and impartial decisionmaker. 

Courts evaluating due process claims in the context of immigration detention apply the 

balancing test set forth in Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S, 319 (1976), which considers: (1) the 
private interest affected; (2) the risk of erroneous deprivation through the procedures used; and 

(3) the government’s interest. 

Under this framework, the private interest at stake—freedom from physical restraint—is of the 

highest order, Zadvydas, 533 U.S. at 690, 

The risk of erroneous deprivation is particularly acute where detention is based on unverified, 
uncorroborated, or internally inconsistent information, or where the detainee is denied a 

meaningful opportunity to review and contest the evidence against him. 

Finally, while the government has an interest in ensuring compliance with immigration 
proceedings and protecting the community, that interest does not justify detention absent an 
individualized determination supported by reliable evidence, 

Page 3 of 59



Case 2:26-cv-00997-LK Document11_ Filed 04/20/26 Page 4 of 60 

Consistent with these principles, federal courts have repeatedly held that continued 
immigration detention violates due process where it is not supported by sufficient evidence, 

lacks an individualized assessment, or is imposed without meaningful procedural safeguards. 

Accordingly, the Constitution requires that detention be justified by reliable evidence and 
accompanied by procedures that meaningfully reduce the risk of erroneous deprivation of 

liberty, 

II, RESPONDENT’S POSITION FAILS AS A MATTER OF LAW 

Respondent’s opposition fails as a matter of law because it does not satisfy the constitutional 

requirements governing civil immigration detention. 

Even assuming, arguendo, that Respondent’s factual allegations were accurate—which they 
are not—Respondent’s position still fails because it does not establish that Petitioner’s 
continued detention is supported by reliable evidence or accompanied by constitutionally 
adequate procedural safeguards. 

Civil immigration detention is subject to the limitations of the Due Process Clause, As the 
Supreme Court has made clear, detention must be reasonably related to legitimate 

governmental objectives and must be implemented through procedures that meaningfully 
reduce the risk of erroneous deprivation of liberty. See Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 

(2001); Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S, 319 (1976). 

Respondent’s position fails under this standard for multiple independent reasons. 

First, Respondent does not identify any reliable, objective evidence establishing that Petitioner 
poses a danger to the community or a risk of flight. Instead, Respondent relies on generalized 
assertions and untested allegations, which are insufficient as a matter of law to justify continued 
detention. 

Second, Respondent fails to demonstrate that Petitioner has been afforded any meaningful 
procedural protection. There has been no ‘individualized custody determination in which 
Petitioner was given a fair opportunity to challenge the factual basis of his detention before a 
neutral decisionmaker, 

Third, Respondent relies on materials that have not been made available to Petitioner, thereby 

depriving him of the ability to meaningfully respond, Due process requires that a detainee be 
given a fair opportunity to review and contest the evidence against him; reliance on undisclosed 
materials is incompatible with that requirement. 

Fourth, Respondent’s position is undermined by internal inconsistencies in its own records, 
further demonstrating that the basis for detention is unreliable and insufficient to support 
continued deprivation of liberty. 

Taken together, these deficiencies are dispositive. Even if Respondent’s allegations were 
credited, the absence of reliable evidence and meaningful procedural safeguards renders 
Petitioner’s continued detention unconstitutional as a matter of law. 
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Accordingly, Respondent’s opposition must be rejected. 

IV. RESPONDENT RELIES ON UNVERIFIED AND UNCORROBORATED 
ALLEGATIONS 

Respondent’s justification for Petitioner's continued detention rests almost entirely on 
unverified, uncorroborated, and inherently unreliable allegations—most notably, an 
unsupported claim of purported gang affiliation. As a matter of law, such allegations are 
insufficient to justify the continued deprivation of liberty, 

The government bears the burden of demonstrating that civil detention is justified. That burden 
cannot be satisfied through speculation, conclusory assertions, or untested allegations. Due 
process requires reliable, objective evidence—not conjecture. 

Here, Respondent has failed to meet that burden. 

Respondent does not identify any credible evidence establishing that Petitioner is, or has ever 
been, affiliated with any criminal organization. There is no criminal conviction, no arrest record, 

no corroborated intelligence, and no reliable documentation supporting such a claim. The 
absence of such evidence is dispositive. 

To the contrary, Petitioner submits additional evidence with this Reply further confirming the 

absence of any criminal history, including official certification of criminal background 
reflecting no criminal record. This evidence directly contradicts Respondent’s allegations and 
highlights their lack of factual foundation. 

Respondent’s reliance on unverified allegations is particularly troubling given the severe 
stigma and consequences associated with claims of gang affiliation. Allowing continued 
detention based on such unsupported assertions would effectively permit the government to 
deprive individuals of liberty based on unsubstantiated labels alone—an outcome incompatible 
with the Constitution. 

Courts have consistently rejected attempts to justify detention based on speculative or 

uncorroborated claims of criminal or gang affiliation. Where the government fails to produce 
reliable evidence linking a detainee to criminal conduct, continued detention cannot be 
sustained. 

Additionally, Petitioner provides a consistent and credible explanation regarding any physical 
markings or tattoos that could be misinterpreted. There is no evidence—direct or 

circumstantial—linking such characteristics to any criminal organization. Reliance on 
superficial or speculative indicators, absent corroboration, is inherently unreliable and legally 
insufficient. 

Compounding these deficiencies, Respondent relies on materials that have not been made 
available to Petitioner, further depriving him of any meaningful opportunity to challenge the 
allegations. The use of undisclosed or inaccessible evidence further undermines the reliability 

of Respondent’s position and raises serious due process concerns, 
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In sum, Respondent’s position rests not on evidence, but on speculation. The absence of 
corroboration, the existence of affirmative evidence demonstrating no criminal history, and the 

reliance on undisclosed materials render Respondent’s allegations legally insufficient. 

Accordingly, Respondent has failed to meet its burden, and its reliance on unverified and 

uncorroborated allegations cannot justify Petitioner’s continued detention as a matter of law. 

V. GOVERNMENT RECORDS ARE INTERNALLY INCONSISTENT AND 

UNRELIABLE 

Respondent’s position is independently defective because it relies on government records that 

are materially inconsistent, internally contradictory, and therefore unreliable as a matter of law. 

When the government secks to deprive an individual of liberty, it bears the burden of ensuring 

that the information upon which it relies is accurate, consistent, and trustworthy. Detention 
cannot be justified on the basis of records that are themselves demonstrably flawed, Where the 
government’s own records are inconsistent, the foundation for continued detention collapses. 

Here, Respondent’s records contain material inaccuracies regarding Petitioner’s immigration 
history and procedural posture. Government records have indicated that Petitioner has no 
pending immigration proceedings or applications. That assertion is demonstrably incorrect. 

Petitioner has an active asylum application pending before the Immigration Court, has sought 
employment authorization, and has been issued a Social Security number in connection with 

his ongoing immigration process. These are objective, verifiable facts that directly contradict 

Respondent’s representations, 

Such contradictions are not trivial, They go to the core reliability of the government’s evidence. 
If the government cannot accurately represent whether Petitioner has pending proceedings, it 

cannot credibly assert conclusions about his status, risk, or alleged conduct, 

This is not a minor clerical issue—it is a structural defect in the evidentiary basis for detention. 

The Due Process Clause does not permit continued deprivation of liberty based on inaccurate 
or internally inconsistent information. Where the government's records are unreliable, the risk 

of erroneous deprivation is unacceptably high, and detention cannot be sustained. 

These inconsistencies are particularly significant when considered alongside Respondent’s 
reliance on unverified allegations of gang affiliation. The government’s case is thus doubly 
deficient: it rests both on unsupported allegations and on records that are themselves unreliable. 

Together, these defects demonstrate a systemic failure to provide a reliable factual basis for 
detention. Under Mathews v. Eldridge, the risk of erroneous deprivation in such circumstances 

is extreme and constitutionally intolerable. 

Courts have consistently rejected detention decisions grounded in inaccurate, incomplete, or 
contradictory information. The Constitution requires more than administrative inconsistency 
and unverified assertions—it requires reliability. Respondent has failed to provide it. 
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These defects rise to the level of a clear violation of the Due Process Clause of the Fifth 
Amendment. The Constitution does not permit the government to deprive an individual of 
liberty based on information that is materially inaccurate, internally inconsistent, or 

demonstrably unreliable. 

Where, as here, detention is premised on flawed records and unsupported assertions, the 

resulting deprivation of liberty is not merely erroneous—it is unconstitutional. 

The Fifth Amendment requires more. It requires accuracy, reliability, and a meaningful 

opportunity to be heard. Respondent has provided none. 

Accordingly, Respondent’s reliance on internally inconsistent and unreliable records renders 
Petitioner’s continued detention unlawful as a matter of law. 

VI. PETITIONER’S DETENTION IS PROLONGED, INDETERMINATE, AND 

UNREASONABLE 

Petitioner’s continued detention is prolonged, indeterminate, and unreasonable, and therefore 

violates the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment. 

Although immigration detention may be permissible in limited circumstances, it becomes 
unconstitutional when it is excessive, open-ended, or no longer reasonably related to its 
purported purpose. Civil detention must remain narrowly tethered to legitimate governmental 
objectives and must be implemented within constitutional limits, Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 

678, 690 (2001). 

Here, Petitioner has been detained for a sustained period without any individualized 
determination supported by reliable evidence, and without any meaningful procedural 
safeguards. The government has failed to demonstrate that continued detention is necessary to 

achieve any legitimate objective. 

Critically, Petitioner’s immigration proceedings are actively moving forward, with a final 
individual hearing scheduled for April 28, 2026. This fact alone undermines any claim that 

detention is necessary to ensure compliance with proceedings. Petitioner is engaged in the 
adjudication of his case through established legal channels, and there is no indication that 

detention meaningfully advances that process. 

Under these circumstances, continued detention no longer serves its stated purpose. Instead, it 
imposes an unnecessary and excessive deprivation of liberty that is not reasonably related to 

any legitimate governmental interest. 

Moreover, Petitioner’s detention is effectively indeterminate. There is no clear endpoint, no 
defined mechanism ensuring periodic review, and no procedural safeguard that would prevent 
continued confinement based on unsupported or unreliable allegations. Such open-ended 
detention is precisely the type of restraint the Supreme Court has cautioned against. 
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Where detention is not meaningfully tied to its purpose, it becomes arbitrary, Civil immigration 
detention cannot be used as a default or preventive measure absent individualized justification 
supported by reliable evidence. 

Courts have consistently held that prolonged and indeterminate detention, particularly where it 

is not accompanied by meaningful procedural safeguards, violates due process. That principle 
applies with full force here. 

Accordingly, Petitioner’s continued detention is prolonged, indeterminate, and unreasonable, 
and cannot.be sustained under the Fifth Amendment. 

VIL. THE ABSENCE OF A CONSTITUTIONALLY ADEQUATE HEARING IS 
DISPOSITIVE 

The absence of a constitutionally adequate hearing is not merely a procedural deficiency—it is 
a dispositive constitutional violation that renders Petitioner’s continued detention unlawful. 

The Fifth Amendment categorically prohibits the deprivation of liberty without due process of 
law. At a minimum, due process requires that the government justify continued civil detention 
through a fair, individualized determination based on reliable evidence, conducted before a 
neutral and impartial decisionmaker. 

That has not occurred here. 

Petitioner has been detained without ever being afforded a constitutionally adequate hearing at 
which the government was required to meet its burden. There has been no proceeding in which 
Respondent was required to present reliable evidence, no opportunity for Petitioner to 
meaningfully challenge the allegations against him, and no neutral adjudicator to evaluate the 
necessity of continued detention. 

This is not a minor procedural omission—it is a structural constitutional defect. 

The Supreme Court has made clear that due process requires procedures that meaningfully 
reduce the risk of erroneous deprivation of liberty, Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976). 
Under that framework, all factors weigh overwhelmingly in Petitioner’s favor. 

First, the private interest at stake—freedom from physical restraint—is of the highest 
constitutional magnitude. 

Second, the risk of erroneous deprivation in this case is extraordinarily high. Respondent’s 
position is based on unverified allegations, internally inconsistent records, and evidence that 
has not been disclosed to Petitioner. Without a meaningful hearing, there is no mechanism to 

test the accuracy of these assertions, making erroneous detention not just possible, but likely. 

Third, the government’s interest does not justify the absence of procedural safeguards. 
Requiring an individualized hearing imposes minimal administrative burden, particularly when 
weighed against the fundamental liberty interest at stake. 
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Under these circumstances, due process requires, at a minimum, an individualized custody 

determination at which the government bears the burden of justifying detention through reliable 

evidence. 

Respondent has provided none, 

The government cannot detain an individual first and justify that detention later—or worse, not 
at all. Continued detention without a meaningful opportunity to be heard is the very definition 

of arbitrary confinement prohibited by the Constitution. 

Courts have consistently held that where a detainee is denied a constitutionally adequate 

hearing, continued detention cannot be sustained. The absence of such a hearing is dispositive, 

Accordingly, Petitioner’s continued detention violates the Due Process Clause of the Fifth 
Amendment and warrants immediate habeas relief. 

VII. RESPONDENT HAS FAILED TO PROVIDE ANY INDIVIDUALIZED 

JUSTIFICATION FOR DETENTION 

Respondent’s position fails for the independent and dispositive reason that it provides no 

individualized justification for Petitioner’s continued detention. 

The Constitution does not permit civil detention based on generalized assumptions, categorical 
determinations, or unexamined allegations, Rather, the Due Process Clause of the Fifth 

Amendment requires a particularized showing that detention is necessary in the individual case, 

supported by reliable evidence and grounded in specific, articulable facts, 

That showing is entirely absent here. 

Respondent has not identified any individualized basis demonstrating that Petitioner poses a 

danger to the community ora risk of flight. Instead, Respondent relies on conclusory assertions, 

unverified allegations, and internally inconsistent records that fail to address Petitioner’s actual 
circumstances, 

This is legally insufficient, 

The government bears the burden of justifying continued detention, That burden requires more 

than speculation, unsupported labels, or administrative convenience. It requires a reasoned, 

evidence-based determination that detention is necessary in light of the individual’s specific 
characteristics and circumstances. 

Respondent has made no such determination. 

The record affirmatively establishes that Petitioner has no criminal history, maintains strong 
and documented ties to the community, and is actively pursuing relief through ongoing 
immigration proceedings. Petitioner has provided substantial evidence of community support, 
including multiple affidavits, as well as objective documentation confirming his lawful 
participation in the immigration process. 

Page 9 of 59 



Case 2:26-cv-00997-LK Document11 Filed 04/20/26 Page 10 of 60 

Additionally, Petitioner has a scheduled individual hearing before the Immigration Court on 

April 28, 2026, further demonstrating his ongoing engagement with the legal process and 

undermining any suggestion of flight risk. 

Respondent has not meaningfully addressed any of these facts. There has been no attempt to 
weigh Petitioner’s individual circumstances, no evaluation of less restrictive alternatives, and 
no explanation as to why continued detention is necessary despite the absence of any criminal 
history or demonstrated risk. 

Instead, Respondent’s position reflects precisely the type of categorical and unsupported 

detention that the Constitution forbids. 

This failure is not merely evidentiary—it is constitutional. Detention without individualized 

justification is arbitrary by definition and violates the Due Process Clause. 

Courts have consistently held that where the government fails to provide a particularized and 

evidence-based justification for detention, continued confinement cannot be sustained. 

Here, Respondent has offered none. 

Accordingly, Petitioner’s continued detention is unlawful and warrants immediate habeas relief. 

IX. PETITIONER POSES NO DANGER AND NO FLIGHT RISK 

The record affirmatively establishes that Petitioner poses neither a danger to the community 
nor a risk of flight. Respondent has failed to produce any reliable, individualized evidence to 
support either conclusion, 

With respect to dangerousness, there is a complete absence of evidence demonstrating that 

Petitioner has engaged in criminal conduct or poses any threat to public safety. Petitioner has 

no criminal history—no arrests, no charges, and no convictions—and there is no credible 
evidence linking him to any criminal organization. 

This absence of criminal history is not merely probative; it is highly dispositive. In the context 

of civil immigration detention, dangerousness must be supported by reliable, particularized 
evidence. Unsupported allegations, especially those lacking corroboration and contradicted by 

objective documentation, are insufficient as a matter of law. 

Respondent’s reliance on speculative or unverified claims of gang affiliation does not satisfy 

its burden. Courts have consistently rejected attempts to justify detention based on conjecture 
or unsubstantiated assertions of criminal activity. Without reliable evidence establishing actual 
dangerousness, continued detention cannot be sustained. 

The same is true with respect to flight risk. 

The record demonstrates that Petitioner has significant and well-documented ties to the United 
States, including a spouse and minor child who depend on him both economically and 
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emotionally. He has established community connections, including employment and support 

from members of his community, as reflected in multiple sworn affidavits, 

In addition, Petitioner is actively engaged in his immigration proceedings and has a scheduled 

individual hearing before the Immigration Court on April 28, 2026. This fact strongly 
undermines any suggestion that he intends to evade the legal process. To the contrary, 

Petitioner has every incentive to appear and pursue relief through lawful channels. 

There is no evidence that Petitioner has ever failed to comply with any legal obligation or court 
directive. Nor has Respondent identified any individualized factor suggesting that Petitioner 

presents a risk of nonappearance. 

Respondent’s position thus rests not on evidence, but on generalized assumptions and 

speculation. That is insufficient. The government bears the burden of demonstrating that 
detention is necessary, and it cannot meet that burden through conjecture. 

Where, as here, the record affirmatively demonstrates the absence of both dangerousness and 

flight risk, continued detention lacks any lawful or constitutional basis. 

Accordingly, Petitioner’s continued detention violates the Due Process Clause of the Fifth 

Amendment and warrants immediate habeas relief. 

X. CONTROLLING AND PERSUASIVE AUTHORITY CONFIRMS THAT 
DETENTION IS UNLAWFUL 

Controlling and persuasive authority confirm that Petitioner’s continued detention is unlawful 

under the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment, 

The Supreme Court has long recognized that freedom from physical restraint lies at the core of 

the liberty protected by the Due Process Clause. Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 (2001). 
Accordingly, civil immigration detention is constitutionally permissible only within carefully 

defined limits and must remain reasonably related to its legitimate purpose. 

In Jennings y. Rodriguez, the Court reaffirmed that statutory authorization for detention does 
not eliminate constitutional constraints. 583 U.S. 281, 301 (2018). Even where detention is 

authorized by statute, it remains subject to the fundamental requirements of due process. 

Courts evaluate whether detention comports with due process under the framework set forth in 

Mathews y. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976), which requires balancing the private interest at 
stake, the risk of erroneous deprivation, and the government’s interest. This framework has 
been consistently applied in the immigration detention context, including within this District. 

Courts in the Western District of Washington have repeatedly recognized that continued 
detention cannot be sustained where it is not supported by reliable evidence or adequate 
procedural safeguards. 
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In Nguyen v. Bondi, No. 2:25-cv-02723 (W.D. Wash. Jan. 23, 2026), the court confirmed that 
habeas relief is available to challenge unlawful immigration detention and ordered release 

where due process requirements were not satisfied, 

Similarly, in Francisco Diego Francisco v. Noem, No, 2:26-cv-00025 (W.D. Wash. 2026), the 
court held that detention could not be sustained where adequate procedural protections were 

lacking and the risk of erroneous deprivation of liberty was significant. 

More recently, in Abraham v. Noem, No. 2:26-cv-00823 (W.D. Wash. 2026), the court applied 
the Mathews framework and reaffirmed that immigration detention must be supported by 

sufficient procedural safeguards to satisfy constitutional requirements. 

Likewise, in Caisa Telenchana v. Hermosillo, Case No. 2:26-cv-00363-GJL (W.D. Wash. Mar. 
12, 2026), the court reaffirmed that continued detention must be supported by constitutionally 

adequate procedures and cannot be sustained where such safeguards are lacking. 

These decisions reflect a consistent principle: immigration detention cannot be justified where 
it is based on unreliable evidence, lacks individualized justification, or is imposed without 
meaningful procedural safeguards, 

That principle applies directly here. 

As demonstrated throughout this Reply, Respondent’s position rests on unverified allegations, 
internally inconsistent records, and undisclosed materials. Petitioner has been denied a 

meaningful opportunity to challenge the basis of his detention, and no individualized 
determination has been made. 

Under controlling Supreme Court precedent and consistent authority within this District, such 
detention cannot be sustained. 

Accordingly, controlling and persuasive authority confirm that Petitioner’s continued detention 
is unlawful, and habeas relief is warranted, 

XI. APPLICATION OF MATHEWS COMPELS RELIEF 

Application of the balancing test set forth in Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976), 

overwhelmingly compels the conclusion that Petitioner’s continued detention violates the Due 
Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment. 

Under Mathews, courts consider: (1) the private interest affected; (2) the risk of erroneous 

deprivation under the procedures used; and (3) the government’s interest. Each factor weighs 
heavily—and decisively—in Petitioner’s favor. 

First, the private interest at stake—freedom from physical restraint—is of the highest 
constitutional magnitude. The Supreme Court has repeatedly emphasized that civil detention 
implicates a fundamental liberty interest requiring heightened procedural protections. 
Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 (2001). 
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Second, the risk of erroneous deprivation in this case is extraordinarily high. Respondent's 
position is based on unverified allegations, internally inconsistent records, and evidence that 
has not been disclosed to Petitioner. In the absence ofa constitutionally adequate hearing, there 

is no mechanism—none—to test the accuracy, reliability, or credibility of these assertions. 

This is not merely a heightened risk of error; it is an unmitigated and constitutionally intolerable 

tisk of wrongful detention. 

Third, the government’s interest does not justify the absence of procedural safeguards. While 
the government has a legitimate interest in ensuring compliance with immigration proceedings, 

that interest does not permit detention based on speculation, unsupported allegations, or 
unreliable records, 

Requiring an individualized custody determination imposes minimal administrative burden, 

particularly when weighed against the severe and ongoing deprivation of liberty at issue. 

Where, as here, the private interest is fundamental, the risk of error is extreme, and the 

government has failed to provide meaningful procedural protections, due process requires relief 
as a matter of law. : 

Respondent has failed to satisfy any of the Mathews factors. 

Accordingly, Petitioner’s continued detention is constitutionally indefensible and cannot be 
sustained. 

XI, CONTINUED DETENTION IS ARBITRARY AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL 

Petitioner’s continued detention is arbitrary, excessive, and unconstitutional in violation of the 
Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment. 

Civil immigration detention is permissible only insofar as it remains reasonably related to 
legitimate governmental objectives and is implemented through constitutionally adequate 

procedures. When detention is no longer supported by reliable evidence, individualized 

justification, or meaningful procedural safeguards, it ceases to be lawful and becomes arbitrary. 

That is precisely the case here. 

As demonstrated throughout this Petition and Reply, Respondent’s position rests on unverified 
allegations, internally inconsistent records, and undisclosed materials that have not been 
subjected to any meaningful adversarial testing. Petitioner has been denied a constitutionally 
adequate hearing, and no individualized determination has been made to justify continued 
detention. 

Under these circumstances, detention is not meaningfully tethered to any legitimate 
governmental purpose. It does not advance compliance with immigration proceedings, 
particularly where Petitioner is actively pursuing relief and has a scheduled individual hearing 
before the Immigration Court on April 28, 2026. Instead, detention operates as an unjustified 
and excessive deprivation of liberty. 
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Moreover, the arbitrary and excessive nature of Petitioner’s detention is further exacerbated by 

the conditions under which it has been imposed. Petitioner has been subjected to degrading and 
coercive treatment during detention, including forced strip searches, compelled physical 

exercises while unclothed, and exposure to water during nighttime detention procedures. 

While Petitioner does not assert a separate conditions-of-confinement claim in this proceeding, 

such treatment is directly relevant to the constitutional analysis. The Due Process Clause 
prohibits not only unlawful detention, but also arbitrary and excessive deprivation of liberty. 

When detention is both unsupported by reliable evidence and carried out under degrading 

conditions, the constitutional violation is compounded. These conditions underscore the 
severity of the deprivation at issue and further demonstrate that Petitioner’s continued detention 

is not reasonably related to any legitimate governmental objective. 

The Constitution does not permit the government to detain an individual under such 

circumstances—where the factual basis is unreliable, the procedures are deficient, and the 

conditions of confinement further aggravate the deprivation of liberty. 

Taken together, these defects establish that Petitioner’s continued detention is not merely 

unsupported—it is constitutionally arbitrary and excessive. 

Accordingly, Petitioner’s continued detention violates the Due Process Clause of the Fifth 
Amendment and warrants habeas relief. 

XIII, REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

For the foregoing reasons, Petitioner respectfully submits that his continued detention violates 

the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment and that he is entitled to habeas relief as a 

matter of law. 

Accordingly, Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court: 

A. GRANT the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and order Petitioner’s 
immediate release from custody; 

B. DECLARE that Petitioner’s continued detention is unconstitutional; 

C. In the alternative, ORDER a prompt and constitutionally adequate 
individualized custody hearing before a neutral decisionmaker, at which 

Respondent bears the burden of justifying continued detention through reliable, 
individualized evidence. 

D. GRANT such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 
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XIV. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Petitioner respectfully submits that his continued detention violates 
the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment and cannot be sustained. 
The record demonstrates that Respondent’s position is unsupported by reliable evidence, 
undermined by internal inconsistencies, and imposed without constitutionally adequate 
procedural safeguards, Petitioner has been deprived of his liberty without a lawful or 
individualized justification. 
Under these circumstances, continued detention is unconstitutional, 
Accordingly, the Court should grant the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and order 
Petitioner’s immediate release, or, in the alternative, require a prompt and constitutionally 

adequate individualized custody determination. 

Executed on April [6 , 2026, at Tacoma, Washington. 

jaw 
YOHAN ANTONIO AGUILAR-GRATEROL 

a 

Petitioner, Pro Se 

c/o YERLIBETH MUENTES 

So 
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SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBITS TO PETITIONER’S REPLY 

Petitioner hereby submits the following supplemental exhibits in support of his Reply: 

Exhibit A -— Certification of Criminal Record (No Criminal History) 

Exhibit B — Affidavit of Employer 

Exhibit C — Affidavit of Sponsor 

Exhibit D — Affidavit of Church Leader (Bishop) 

Exhibit E — Affidavit of Community Member / Coworker 

Exhibit F - Proof of Family Ties (Photograph of Petitioner with Spouse and Child; Birth 
Certificate of Child) 

Exhibit G — Proof of Residence Upon Release 

Exhibit H — EOIR Hearing Notice (Scheduled for April 28, 2026) 

Exhibit I — Photograph Evidence (Absence of Gang-Related Tattoos) 

Exhibit J - Declaration Explaining Tattoo (Non-Gang Related) 
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EXHIBIT A 

CERTIFICATION OF CRIMINAL RECORD 
(NO CRIMINAL HISTORY) 
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EXHIBIT B 

AFFIDAVIT OF EMPLOYER 
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Utah Ogden 
02-23-2026 

A quien corresponda: 

Yo, Celina C. Negreros, certifico por medio de la presente que conozco a Yohan A. 
Aguilar Graterol, desde hace dos afios y medio en calidad de buen trabajador 
compartimos en la iglesia y me apoyo en varias ocasiones y en mi negocio como 
ayudante de chofer, 
Ourante este tiempo, Johan ha demostrado ser una persona responsable, honesta y 
comprometida, destacandose por su puntualidad, trabajo en equipo, buena conducta, 
liderazgo, etc. 
Puedo afirmar con total confianza que es alguien integro de buenas costumbres, y que 
siempre ha mantenido un comportamiento ejemplar, tanto en el ambito personal como 
en el social. Por lo tanto, recomiendo plenamente a Johan Aguilar para cualquier 
actividad, responsabilidad 0 tramite que requiera de su buena conducta, 

Sin mas que afhadir, me pongo a disposicién para confirmar cualquier informacién 
adicional que se requiera, 

Atentamente, 

Che Co Naar 
Lv) Celina C. 

Teléfono: (____}2775 
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(START TRANSLATION] 

1, Celina ©. Negraros, hereby certify that | have known Yohan A, Agullar Graterol for three 

years, He has been a rellable employee and has aasisted me on several occaalons In my 

business as a driver's assistant. 

During this time, Yohan has proven to be a tesponsible, honest, and committed Individual, 

distinguished by his punctuality, teamwork, good conduot, leadership, and other qualities. 

tcan confidently affirm that he Is a person of Integrity and good oharacter, and that he has 

always maintained exemplary behavior, both personally and socially. Therefore, | fully 

recommend Yohan Agullar for any activity, responsibility, or procedure that requires his 

* good conduct. 

1am avallabte to confirm any additlonal information that may be required. 

Sincerely, 

[SIGNATURE] 

Celinac. 

Telephone: (__}2778 

[END TRANSLATION] 
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CERTIFICATION OF TRANSLATION 

STATE OF UTAH ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF WEBER ) 

|, AMERICA RUBIO, hereby certify that | have translated the attached document, from Spanish to 
English to the best of my ability and that 1am a bilingual and proficient in both languages. 

Hels ehh ales 

SIGNATURE OF TRANSLATOR 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN BEFORE ME THIS i a DAY OF ___F @brvary 2026. 

Hoe Lcdage 2 
NOTARY PUBLIC ae ey 

> KARLA RODRIGUE 
We) AIAN PUREE @ SIAIE of VIAN 
BY COMMISSION NO. 728790 

COMMA, EXP, 09-21-2026 
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EXHIBIT C 

AFFIDAVIT OF SPONSOR 
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AFFIDAVET OF GENEZARET ELENA ABOYTE VALDEZ 

STATE OF UTAH ) 

) ss 

WEBER COUNTY ) 

I, GENEZARET ELENA ABOYTE VALDEZ, declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to 
the laws of the United States of America that the following is true and correct: 

2. 

0. 

I currently reside at L_ h Ogden, Utah 84401. Lama 
United States citizen, copy of my Utah driver's license attached hereto, 
Lam the lawful sponsor of YOHAN ANTONIO AGUILAR GRATEROL, A-Number —eEe 

——— 
Yohan Antonio Aguilar Graterol is my close friend, He is currently detained by 
Immigrations and Customs Enforcements, 

Through this affidavit, Laffirm my full willingness and ability to assume responsibility 
for Yohan Antonio Aguitar Graterol upon his release from detention. | am prepared to 
post bond for his release, if required by the Immigration Court, 
I will provide bim with stable housing. Financial support as needed, and guidance to 
ensure full compliance with all immigration requirements. | am confident that he will 
appear at all scheduled immigration court hearings and comply with any conditions 
imposed by the Court or the Department of Homeland Securily. 
Yohan is a person of good moral character who has not committed any vialent crime, and 
I believe he poses no risk of fight or danger to the community, | am committed to 
ensuring that he follows all laws and court instructions while his immigration case is 
pending. 
Vor these reasons, [respectfully request that the Immigration Court grant his release on 
his own recognizance, or in the alternative, set a reasonable bond that would allow him to 
he released from detention, 

[ declare under penally of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

pM (Quccfer Le 
GENEZARET ELENA ABOYTE VALDEZ 

Subseribed and sworn to me this 2 at day of fe é # yr Jorge 2026. 

OTARY PURI Ko \ 

My Commission expires O77 2¢. Dow, 

Laclitusfien 
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EXHIBIT D 

AFFIDAVIT OF CHURCH LEADER (BISHOP) 
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Ogden, February 23rd, 2-26 

A quien corresponda: 

Yo, José Negreros, Obispo De Lat iglesia de Jesucristo de los santos de los dltinios dias 
en Washington Terrace, por medio de la presente certifico que conozco a Yohan A Aguilar 
Grateral desde hace dos ados y medio ados y he tenido ta oportimidad de trabajar con esta 
persona en diversas actividades relacionadas en mi restaurante MI PUEBLA Durante este 
periodo, Yohan me brindd apoye en ef trastitdo de camiones, la descarga de cajas de alimentos 
como verduras y otros productos, demostrando siempre disposicion, fuerza, responsabilidad y un 
alto nivel de compromiso en cada tarea as a. Ademias, se caracterizé por ser muy servicial, 
colaborando en todo momento con excelente actitud y ética de trabajo. 
Puedo afirmur con total confianza que es una persona honesta, dedicada y confiable, por lo que la 
recomiendo plenamente para cualquier actividad laboral o responsabilidad que se te asigne. 

Quedo a disposicién para brindar informacion adicional si asi se requigre, 

Atentamente, 

Ges, a Lame 

José Negreros 

‘Teléfono: (___}o2s2 

CF tg niail.com 

Page 30 of 59



Case 2:26-cv-00997-LK Document11_ Filed 04/20/26 Page 31 of 60 

[START TRANSLATION] 

Ogden, February 23, 2028 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I, José Negreros, Bishop of The Church of Jeaus Christ of Latter-day Saints in Washington 

Terrace, hereby certify that I have known Yohan A, Aguilar Gratorol for two and a half years and 

have had the opportunity to work with him on various related activities at my restaurant, Mi 

Pucbie, During this time, Yohan assisted me with moving trucks and unloading boxes of food, 

such as vegetables and other products, always demonstrating willingness, strength, responsibility, 
and a high Jevel of commitment in every task assigned, Furthermore, he was known for being 

very helpful, always collaborating with an excellent attitude and work ethio, 

I can confidently affirm that he is an honest, dedicated, and trustworthy person, and J therefore 

fully recommend him for any job or responsibility he may be assigned. 

Iam available to provide additional informatton if needed. 

Sincerely, 

[SIGNATURE] 

José Negreros 

Phone:[_____}0252 
( k@aimail.com 

[END TRANSLATION} 
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CERTIFICATION OF TRANSLATION 

STATE OF UTAH ) 

) Ss 

COUNTY OF WEBER ) 

|, AMERICA RUBIO, hereby certify that | have translated the attached document, from Spanish to 

English to the best of my ability and that | am a bilingual and proficient In both tanguages. 

SIGNATURE OF TRANSLATOR 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN BEFORE ME THIS _?'] _ payor __ Febrvary 2026, 

KARLA RODRIGUEZ f) MOIARY Fue © STATE of TAH 9 COMMISSION NO. 7267 SSE" COMM, EXP, 09-21-2006 
NOTARY PUBLIC 
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EXHIBIT E 

AFFIDAVIT OF COMMUNITY MEMBER / 

COWORKER 
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Yo Steefany Andreina Roa Santos, 

Doy fe de que el sefior Yohan Antonio Agullar Graterol es un hombre de bien el cual ha 

estado en este pals para tener una mejor oalldad de vida con su familla no 6s une persona 

con datitos y no es una amenaza para ta sooledad y estoy segura de que es un buen 

hombre, padre, amigo y sobre todo trabajador, Greolas. : 

Shi, 
Steefany Roa 

Chas 
L 
Clearfield, Utah 84015 

a 
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[START TRANSLATION] 

|, Steefany Andreina Roa Santos, 

attest that Mr. Yohan Antonio Agullar Graterol Is a good man who has come to this country 

to have a better quality of life with his family. He Is nota criminal and is not a threat to 

society, and | am-sure that he Is a good man, father, friend, and above all, a hard worker. 

Thank you. 

[SIGNATURE] 

Steefany Roa 

C7246 
[ 

Clearfield, Utah 84015 

[END TRANSLATION] 
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CERTIFICATION OF TRANSLATION 

STATE OF UTAH ) 
) Ss 

COUNTY OF WEBER ) 

\, AMERICA RUBIO, hereby certify that | have translated the attached document, from Spanish to 

English to the best of my ability and that | am a bilingual and proficient in both languages. 

SIGNATURE OF MeanaLaTOR 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN BEFORE ME THIS 

7 ; 
Fos . 

if * 

NOTARY PUBLIC = ss 

on pavor__ Muah 2026. 

KARLA RODRIGUEZ 
MOTARY PUBLIC. @ STATE ol UTAH 
COMMISSION NO, 726790 
COMM, EXP, 09-21-2026 
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Yo, Ellen PrestiWisch, por medio de la presente hago constar que conozco 
ampliamente a Yohan A. Aguilar Graterol, con quien tuve la oportunidad de trabajar en 
equipo en la Amway Corporacién desempefiandose en labores de delivery y reparlo de 
productos de salud. 

Durante todo el tiempo que compartimos funciones, Yohan demostré un excelente 
desempefio, destacando por su responsabilidad, compromiso y capacidad para trabajar 
en grupo. Su actitud siempre colaboraliva contribuyé a que nuestras operaciones 
fueran organizadas, eficientes y libres de inconvenientes. 
Ademas de la relacién laboral, desarrollamos una sdélida amistad basada en el respeto, 
la confianza y el apoyo mutuo. 
Compartimos momentos en su hogar, donde siempre mostré ser un ser humano 
excepcional: amable, respetuoso, solidario y con un gran sentido de compajfierismo. 

Por todo lo mencionado, recomiendo y apoyo con plena confianza a Yohan para 
cualquier proyecto o actividad que desee emprender. Estoy segura de que cumplira con 
excelencia y dedicacién, tal como lo ha hecho durante el tiempo que lo conoci. 

Sin mas que agregar, extiendo esta recomendacion a peticién del interesado. 

Atentamente, 

Tebfono: (-h6204 
Correo: [.@amail.com 
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[START TRANSLATION] 

\ 

|, Ellen PrestiWisoh, hereby certify that I know Yohan A. Agullar Graterol well, with whom | 

had the opportunity to work as a team member at Amway Corporation, performing delivery 

and diatriputton dutles for heatth products, 

Throughout the time we worked together, Yohan demonstrated excellent performance, 

standing out for his responsibility, commitment, and ability to work as part of a team. Hs 

consistently collaborative attitude contributed to our operations being organized, efficient, 

and free of problems. In addition to our professional relationship, we developed a strong 

friendship based on respect, trust, and mutual support, We shared moments at his home, 

where he alwaya proved to be an exceptional human being: kind, respectful, supportive, 

and with a great sense of camaraderloe, 

For all the reasons mentioned above, | recommend and fully support Yohan for any project 

or aotivity he wishes to undertake, | am certaln that he will perform with excellence and 

dedication, just as he has done throughout the time | have known him. 

With nothing further to add, { extend this recommendation at the request of the interested 

party. 

Sincerely, 

[SIGNATURE] 

Ellen PrestiWisch 

Phone:[____}8294 
Emalt; [————— @ gmail.com 
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CERTIFICATION OF TRANSLATION 

STATE OF UTAH ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF WEBER H 

1, AMERICA RUBIO, hereby certlfy that | have translated the attached document, from Spanish to 

English to the best of my abllity and that { am a billngual and proficient in both languages. 

SIGNATURE OF TRANSLATOR 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN BEFORE ME THIS ii’ DAY OF Febrvary 2026. 

Ki, 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

KARLA RODRIGUEZ 
S) hevlaRY FBLC @ STATE of UTAH 

BF COMMISSION NO, 726790 

COMA, EXP, 09-21-2026 
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Marla Esperanza Lana 
Teléfono: LZ=275225 
Correo: Lig mail.com 
Ogden, Utah 

A quien corresponda: 

Por medio de la presente, yo. Marfa Esperanza Lana, deseo recomendar ampliamente a Yohan A. 
Aguilar Graterol, con quien mantengo una relacion de amistad desde hace dos aos, Durante este 
tiempo he tenido la oportunidad de conocer su catidad humana, su responsabilidad y su 
compromise con cualquier actividad que realiza en TACO BELL, 

sos proyectos, especialmente en ch Area de 
preparacidn de alimentos, En varias ovasiones trabajé a mi lado ayudaindome a organi: 
y distribuir comida para eventos y eneargos personales. Siempre demostrd inigiativa, er 
y tna gran disposicién para aprender y colaborar, 
Ademis de su ayuda en cocina, Yohan ha aportade ideas valiosas para mejorar nuestros 
procesos, optimizar tiempos y presentar mejor los productos, Su actilud positiva, su puntualidad 
y su capacidad para trabajar en equipa lo convierten en una persona contiable y allamente 
recomendada para cualquier actividad laboral o colaborativa, 
Estoy completamente segura de que Yohan continuard demostrando la misma dedicacian y 
responsabilidud en cualquier proyecto que decida emprender, 
Para cualquier informacion adicional, estoy disponible mediante los datos de contacto antes 
mencionados. 

Alentamente, 

Marfa Esperanza Luna 

N\\ agi G 
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[START TRANSLATION] 

Marla Esperanza Luna 

Phone:[___}5225 
Emalt: {sd} @ gmail.com 
Ogden, Utah 

To Whom It May Concern: 

1, Marla Esperanze Luna, would tike to highly recommend Yohan A. Agullar Grateral, with 

whom! have maintained a frlendship for two years. During this time, i have had the 

opportunity to witness his Kindness, responsibility, and commitment to every task he 

undertakes at Taco Belt. 

Yohen has been a fundamental support to me In various projeots, especially In the area of 

food preparation. On several occasfone, he worked atongside mo, halping me organize, 

cook, and distribute food for events and personal orders. He conslatently demonstrated 

initiative, creativity, and a great willingness to learn and collaborate. 

In addition to hls help In the kitchen, Yohan has contributed valuable Ideas to Improve our 

prooasses, optimize time, and enhance the presentation of our products, His positive 

attitude, punctuality, and ability to work as part of a taam make him a rellable and highly 

recommended Individuat for any work or collaborative activity, 

|am completely confident that Yohan will continue to demonstrate the same dedication 

and responsibility in any project he chooses to undertake, 

For any further information, please contact me using the cantact detells provided above, 

Sincerely, 

[SIGNATURE] 

Marfa Esperanza Luna 

[END TRANSLATION] 
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CERTIFICATION OF TRANSLATION 

STATE OF UTAH ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF WEBER ) 

|, AMERICA RUBIO, hereby certify that | have translated the attached document, from Spanish to 
English to the best of my ability and that | am a bilingual and profictent in both languages. 

SIGNATURE OF TRANSLATOR 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN BEFORE ME THIS_7)"" paYor February 2026, 

KARLA RODRIGUEZ MOLAR PUBLIC. STATE of UTAH 
COMMISSION NO, 726790 COMM. EXP. 09-21-2028 

y 

QE 
NOTARY PUBLIC 
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EXHIBIT F 

PROOF OF FAMILY TIES (PHOTOGRAPH OF 

PETITIONER WITH SPOUSE AND CHILD; 

BIRTH CERTIFICATE OF CHILD) 
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Photograph of Petitioner with his spouse and minor child, demonstrating strong family 
ties and emotional support in the United States. 
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Photograph of Petitioner with his spouse and minor child, demonstrating substantial 

family ties and reinforcing that Petitioner poses no risk of flight. 
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AFFIDAVIT OF SPOUSE 

I, Yerlibeth Monserrate Muentes Matheus, declare under penalty of perjury that: 

I am the spouse of Petitioner, Yohan Antonio Aguilar-Graterol. 

Petitioner has consistently supported our family both emotionally and financially. 

Our child depends on Petitioner for care, stability, and emotional ae. 

If Petitioner is released, he will reside with me at > —<——| 
—— i 

SE 
6. I respectfully request that the Court consider the significant hardship caused by his 

continued detention. 

w
m
B
b
w
o
n
d
 —
 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated: o4 [16/20 

bed) ly les 
Yerlibeth Monserrate Muentes Matheus 

We have a genuine and ongoing marital relationship and share a minor child together. 
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EXHIBIT G 

PROOF OF RESIDENCE UPON RELEASE 
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EXHIBIT H 

EOIR HEARING NOTICE 

(SCHEDULED FOR APRIL 28, 2026) 
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ee) EOIR § Automated Case Information 

Automated Case Information 
Name! AGUILAR-GRATEROL, YOHAN ANTONIO | A-Number: << Docket Date: 8/14/2023 

aad 
# Next Hearing Information => Court Decision and Motion Information 

Your upcoming INDIVIDUAL heaving Is INTERNET-BASED on April 28, 2026 at 

9:30 AM. 

JUDGE 

Sogabe, Keaneth 
This case fs pending. 

WEBEX ADDRESS 

hitps://eolawebex.com/mectAJ.Sogabo 

f¥ BIA Case Information ih Court Contact Information 

if you require further Information regarding your case, or wish to file 

additlonal documents, please contact the Immigration court, 

COURT ADDRESS 

1623 EAST J STREET, SUITE 3 

TACOMA, WA 98421 

No appeal was recelved for this case. 

PHONE HUMBER 

(253) 779-6020 
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EXHIBIT I 

PHOTOGRAPH EVIDENCE (ABSENCE OF 

GANG-RELATED TATTOOS) 
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EXHIBIT J 

DECLARATION EXPLAINING TATTOO 
(NON-GANG RELATED) 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, YOHAN ANTONIO AGUILAR-GRATEROL, hereby certify that on April ¢ ', 2026, I caused 

a true and correct copy of the following document: 6 

Petitioner’s Reply in Support of Habeas Corpus 

to be served by U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, upon the following: 

Office of the United States Attorney 
Western District of Washington 
700 Stewart Street, Suite 5220 
Seattle, WA 98101 

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 
Enforcement and Removal Operations (ERO) 

Northwest ICE Processing Center 
1623 E. J Street 
Tacoma, WA 9842} 

] declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 
Executed on April 09, 2026. 

loblan 
YOHAN ANTONIO AGUILAR-GRATEROL 
Petitioner, Pro Se 

| 
Northwest Detention Center 

1623 E.. J Street 

Tacoma, WA 98421 

c/o YERLIBETH MUENTES 
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