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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

MAMADOU SAIDOU DIALLO, Pro Se

Petitioner,
v. COGAN, J
WARDEN, Metropolitan Detention Center (Brooklyn);

FIELD OFFICE DIRECTOR, ICE Enforcement and OV )
Remaval Operations, New York City Field Office; Civil Action No, 26-cv-1194-BMC

TODD M. LYONS, Acting Director,
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement;

MARKWAYNE MULLIN, Secretary, U.S, Department of
Homeland Security;

TODD BLANCHE, Acting Attorney General of the United States,

Respondents.

VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS
PURSUANT TO 28 U.S.C. § 2241
AND REQUEST FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER

Pctitioner Mamadou Saidou Diallo respectfully petitions this Court for a writ of habeas corpus
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and requests a temporary restraining order, and alleges as
follows:

INTRODUCTION

1. This casc presents a fundamental constitutional question at the intersection of liberty, statutory
authority, and the scparation of powers: whether the Exccutive Branch may detain an individual
for a prolonged period while simultancously climinating, or functionally replacing, the
adindicative mechanism through which the legality and nccessity of that detention must be
tested. The answer, under both the Immigration and Nationality Act ("INA") and the Fifth
Amendment, is no. .
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2. The structure of the INA reflects Congress's considered judgment that civil immigration
detention must be tethered to individualized determinations and subject to meaningful review.
The Constitution reinforces that structure by requiring that any deprivation of physical liberty be
accompanied by a genuine opportunity to be heard before a neutral decisionmaker, This case
presents the breakdown of both safeguards.

3. Petitioner has been confined in civil immigration detention for more than six months. During
that time, he has not received a bond hearing, has not been afforded any individualized custody
determination, and has not been provided any meaningful opportunity to contest the necessity of
his detention, There is no evidentiary record supporting his continued confinement, no findings
that he poses a danger to the community or a risk of flight, and no adjudicative decision
evaluating whether detention is justified. His liberty has been restrained solely on the basis of
executive assertion.

4. Respondents contend that this detention is authorized under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2), a provision
goveming the inspection-stage detention of individuals seeking admission at or near the border.
That position is incorrect as a matter of statutory law. Petitioner was processed by immigration
authorities, affirmatively released into the United States, resided in the interior, and was later re-
detained only after complying with instructions to report to immigration authorities. Under the
INA's structure, his detention is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), which requires individualized
custody determinations and permits release on bond or conditions.

5. The statutory error, however, is only part of the problem. This case presents a more profound
defect: the absence of any adjudicative mechanism through which the legality of detention may
be meaningfully tested, Petitioner sought a custody redetermination and appeared for a scheduled
bond hearing, the very mechanism through which detention must ordinarily be justified. At that
hearing, the Immigration Judge stated that he lacked jurisdiction or authority to adjudicate
custody under the circumstances presented. The hearing did not proceed, and no adjudication
occurred. The result is that Petitioner remains detained without any determination by a neutral
decisionmaker that such detention is warranted.

6. That moment is dispositive. It confirms that Petitioner's continued detention is not merely
proceeding without adequate process, but without any functioning adjudicative process at all.
When the decisionmaker who is supposed to determine whether detention is necessary cannot
exercise authority to decide, the proceeding ceases to function as an adjudication. The
Constitution does not permit detention to be sustained under such a regime.

7. This case also presents an independent constitutional violation: prolonged detention without a
meaningful hearing. Petitioner has been detained for more than six months without any
meaningful opportunity to challenge his confinement. Under binding Second Circuit precedent,
such detention cannot be sustained. The absence of process, combined with the duration of
detention, renders the constitutional violation complets.

8. Respondents may attempt to justify this regime by invoking administrative interpretations of
the INA. That effort fails as a matter of law. The Supreme Court has made clear that courts must
exercise independent judgment in interpreting statutes and may not defer to agency
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interpretations that expand authority beyond statutory limits. Where physical liberty is at stake,
judicial scrutiny is at its highest, and administrative convenience cannot displace statutory and
constitutional safeguards. ‘

9. Habeas corpus exists to prevent precisely this form of unlawful detention. Where the
Executive asserts authority to detain while the mechanism through which that authority must be
tested is unavailable in practice, judicial intervention is not optional. It is required.

10. Petitioner therefore seeks a writ of habeas corpus ordering his immediate release. In the
alternative, Petitioner seeks an order directing Respondents to provide a prompt and
constitutionally adequate custody hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), before a neutral
decisionmaker with actual authority to adjudicate custody, at which the Govemnment bears the
burden of justifying continued detention through individualized evidence.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

11. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241 because Petitioner is in custody
within this District and challenges the legal and constitutional authority for that custody.

12. Federal courts retain habeas jurisdiction to determine whether immigration detention exceeds
statutory limits or violates constitutional protections. See Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 687-
88 (2001).

13. The writ of habeas corpus has long served as the principal mechanism through which courts
ensure that executive detention remains within lawful bounds. That role is particularly critical
where, as here, the Executive asserts detention authority while no meaningful administrative
mechanism exists through which that detention may be reviewed.

14. Venue is proper in this District because Petitioner is detained at the Metropolitan Detention

Center in Brooklyn, New York, and his immediate custodian exercises control over his
confinement within this District,

PARTIES

15. Petitioner is a citizen of Guinea currently detained in civil immigration custody at the
Metropolitan Detention Center in Brooklyn, New York.

16. Respondent Warden of the Metropolitan Detention Center is Petitioner's immediate
custodian.

17. Respondent Field Office Director, ICE Enforcement and Removal Operations, New York
City Field Office, is responsible for immigration detention decisions affecting Petitioner.
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18, Respondent Todd M. Lyons is the Acting Director of U.S. Immigration and Customs
Enforcement.

19. Respondent Markwayne Mullin is the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security.

20. Respondent Todd Blanche is the Acting Attorney General of the United States.

EXHAUSTION IS UNAVAILABLE AND FUTILE

21. Although courts sometimes require exhaustion of administrative remedies in habeas
proceedings, that requirement is prudential rather than jurisdictional and does not apply where no
meaningful administrative remedy exists or where resort to such remedies would be futile.

22.In the ordinary course, individuals detained under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) may seek a custody
redetermination before an Immigration Judge. That process is not incidental to the statutory
scheme;, it is the mechanism through which detention is justified, limited, and corrected. It
provides the forum in which the Government must demonstrate that continued detention is
necessary and in which the detainee may contest that assertion.

23, In this case, that mechanism does not exist in any meaningful sense.

24, Petitioner sought a custody redetermination and appeared for a scheduled bond hearing. He
did precisely what the statutory framework contemplates: he invoked the process through which
his continued detention could be reviewed and potentially terminated.

25, That process never occurred.

26. At the hearing, the Immigration Judge stated that he lacked jurisdiction or authority to
adjudicate custody under the circumstances presented. The hearing did not proceed. No
testimony was taken, no evidence was received, and no findings were issued.

277, This was not an adverse decision reached after adjudication. It was the absence of
adjudication altogether.

28. Under these circumstances, there is no administrative remedy to exhaust. Where the
adjudicator charged with conducting custody determinations cannot exercise authority to act, the
statutory process ceases to function. Requiring Petitioner to pursue additional administrative
steps would not lead to review; it would merely prolong detention under a system in which
review is unavailable in practice.

29, Exhaustion is therefore excused because it is both unavailable and futile.
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FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
A. Entry, Initial Detention, and Government Release

30. Petitioner is a 29-year-old citizen of Guinea who came to the United States seeking safety
and protection. (Exh, A}, '

31. Upon entry, Petitioner was briefly detained by the Department of Homeland Security for
processing. That detention was temporary and limited in duration. (Exh. A; Exh. B).

32. After evaluating Petitioner's circumstances, the Government made an affirmative
determination 1o release him from custody.

33. That decision is legally significant. It reflects that the Govemnment exercised discretionary
detention authority and determined that continued detention was not necessary. It further
demonstrates that Petitioner was not treated as subject to mandatory detention, but rather as an
individual eligible for release under the statutory framework goveming discretionary custody.

34, Following his release, Petitioner was permitted to reside in the United States while his
immigration case proceeded.

B. Residence in the United States and Full Compliance

35. During the period following his release, Petitioner established a stable and law-abiding
presence in the United States. (Exh. A).

36. He supported himself through lawful work and maintained a consistent routine. He did not
engage in criminal conduct, did not violate any conditions of release, and did not attempt to
evade immigration authorities.

37. Petitioner complicd with all obligations imposed upon him. He appeared when required,
maintained contact with authorities, and conducted himself in a manner consistent with
continued release.

38. Petitioner has no criminal convictions and no history of violence. His conduct reflects
precisely the type of case for which the discretionary detention framework under 8 U.S.C. §
1226(a) is designed.

C. Brief Arrest and Immediate Dismissal

39. Ata later point, Petitioner was involved in a dispute with an acquaintance, who called the
police.

40. As a result of that incident, Petitioner was arrested. (Exh. A).

41. The incident did not involve violence, injury, or any conduct resulting in criminal liability.
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42. The case was dismissed the same day. (Exh. E).

43, Petitioner was not convicted of any offense, and no further criminal proceedings resulted
from the incident.

44, This event did not alter Petitioner's legal posture in any meaningful way. It did not result in a

finding of dangerousness, did not establish any risk to the community, and did not justify
continued detention.

D. ICE Check-In and Re-Detention

45. Following the dismissal of the case, Petitioner received notice directing him to report to
Immigration and Customs Enforcement. (Exh. C).

46. Petitioner complied fully with that instruction.
47. He appeared at the scheduled check-in as directed. (Exh. A).

48, At that check-in, without any intervening violation, new charge, or evidence of
noncompliance, Petitioner was taken into custody. (Exh. D).

49, Petitioner has remained detained since October 1.
50, The circumstances of this re-detention are critical. Petitioner was not apprehended while
evading authorities, nor was he engaged in unlawful conduct. He was detained only after

complying with a direction to appear.

51. His detention was therefore not the result of flight risk, noncompliance, or dangerousness. It
was the result of executive decision alone.

E. Attempted Bond Hearing and Immigration Judge's Statement That He Lacked
A uthority

52, Afier being placed in detention, Petitioner sought a custody redetermination in accordance
with the procedures ordinarily available under the INA.

53. A bond hearing was scheduled before an Immigration Judge. (Exh. F).
54, Petitioner appeared for that hearing prepared to present his case.

55. Atthe hearing, bowever, the Immigration Judge stated that he lacked jurisdiction or authority
to adjudicate custody under the circumstances presented. (Exh. G).

56. The hearing therefore did not proceed.
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57. No evidence was taken. No testimony was heard. No arguments were considered. No
findings were issued.

58. The adjudicative process that Congress contemplated was terminated before it began.

59, This event is central to the Petition, It demonstraies that the absence of process in Petitioner's
case is not merely theoretical or procedural. It is structural.

60. Even when a hearing is scheduled, the adjudicator cannot exercise authority to decide.

61. The system therefore does not function as an adjudicative framework. It functions as
detention without review.

F. Current Detention Without Any Adjudication

62. Petitioner is currently detained at the Metropolitan Detention Center in Brooklyn, New York.
63. He has now been confined for more than six months. (Exh. A; Exh. H).

64. During that entire period, he has not received a bond hearing, has not been afforded a custody
redetermination, and has not been provided any opportunity to contest the necessity of his

detention.

65. No Immigration Judge has evaluated whether he poses a risk of flight or danger to the
community. :

66. No neutral decisionmaker has assessed whether continued detention is warranted.
67. No evidentiary record exists through which such a determination could be made.

68, The absence of process is complete.
G. Government's Detention Theory
69. Upon information and belief, Respondents assert that Petitioner is detained pursnant to 8
U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) as an "applicant for admission," and that, as a result, he is subject to
mandatory detention without eligibility for bond.

70. That classification is inconsistent with the facts.

71. Petitioner was processed, released into the United States, resided in the interior, and was later
re-detained only after complying with instructions to report.

72. He is not an individual secking admission at a port of entry or undergoing inspection at the
threshold of entry.
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73. He s an individual already present in the United States and engaged in ongoing proceedings.

H. The Combined Statutory and Constitutional Defects Render Petitioner’s
Detention Unlawful.

74. The facts of this case reveal a convergence of multiple legal defects.

75. First, Petitioner is detained under a statutory provision that does not apply to his
circumstances. :

76. Second, the administrative mechanism through which detention would ordinarily be
reviewed is unavailable in practice.

77. Third, Petitioner has been deprived of liberty without any opportunity to be heard before a
neutral decisionmaker with authority to adjudicate custody.

78. Fourth, his detention has become prolonged without any procedural safeguards.

79. Each of these defects independently renders his detention unlawful. Together, they establish
a system of detention that cannot be reconciled with either the INA or the Constitution.

THE INA ESTABLISHES DISTINCT DETENTION REGIMES

80. The Immigration and Nationality Act establishes distinct statutory frameworks governing the
detention of noncitizens, and those frameworks reflect Congress's deliberate allocation of
authority and procedural protections.

81. Section 1225(b) governs individuals who are arriving at the threshold of entry into the United
States and are undergoing inspection to determine admissibility. Under that provision, certain
categories of individuals may be subject to mandatory detention during the inspection process.

82. By contrast, 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) govems the detention of noncitizens who are already present
in the United States and are placed in removal proceedings. That provision authorizes
discretionary detention and expressly contemplates individualized custody determinations,
including the possibility of relcase on bond or conditions.

83. The distinction between these two provisions is not merely formal. It reflects Congress's
recognition that individuals who have entered the United States and are subject to ongoing
proceedings stand in a materially different posture from those who are seeking admission at the
border,

84. Courts have consistently emphasized that § 1226(a) requires individualized assessment of
whether detention is necessary to ensure appearance at proceedings or to protect the community.
That requirement serves as a critical safeguard against arbitrary detention.
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85. The statutory structure therefore makes clear that detention authority is not boundless. It is
conditioned on both the proper classification of the individual and the availability of procedures
through which detention may be reviewed.

PETITIONER'S DETENTION FALLS UNDER § 1226(a)

86. The undisputed facts establish that Petitioner falls within the scope of § 1226(a), not §
1225 ().

87. Petitioner was processed by immigration authorities and affirmatively released into the
United States. That release reflects the exercise of discretionary authority and confirms that he
was not subject to mandatory detention at that time.

88. Following his release, Petitioner resided in the United States, complied with all obligations,
and did not attempt to evade immigration authoritics.

89. His subsequent re-detention occurred only after he complied with a direction to report to
ICE.

90. Under these circumstances, Petitioner cannot reasonably be characterized as an individual
secking admission at the border or undergoing inspection within the meaning of § 1225(b).

91. Rather, he is an individual already present in the United States and engaged in removal
proceedings. His detention is therefore governed by § 1226(a). :

92. As a result, he is entitled to the procedural protections associated with that provision,
including the right to seck a custody redetermination before an Immigration Judge.

THE STATUTORY SCHEME PRESUPPOSES A FUNCTIONING
ADJUDICATIVE PROCESS

93. The detention authority conferred by § 1226(a) does not operate in isolation. It is embedded
within a regulatory and adjudicative framework designed to ensure that detention is justified and
linited.

94. Under that framework, Immigration Judges are empowered to conduct custody
redetermination hearings and to assess whether continued detention is necessary based on
individualized factors,

95. This adjudicative process is not discretionary in the sense that it may be withheld at will, It is
an integral component of the statutory scheme, providing the mechanism through which
detention is reviewed and constrained.
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96. Without that process, detention under § 1226(a) loses its statutory foundation. The anthority
to detain is conditioned on the availability of a meaningful opportunity for review.

97. Where that opportunity is unavailable in practice, detention ceases to be authorized by
statute.

ADMINISTRATIVE INTERPRETATION CANNOT EXPAND
DETENTION AUTHORITY

98. Respondents may attempt to justify Petitioner's detention by invoking administrative
interpretations of the INA that classify him as subject to § 1225(b) or otherwise deny access to
custody adjudication.

99, That effort fails as a matter of Iaw..

100. In Loper Bright Enterprises v. Raimondo, 603 U.S. ___, 144 8. Ci. 2244 (2024), the
Supreme Court held that courts must exercise independent judgment in interpreting statutes and

may not defer to agency interpretations that expand regulatory authority beyond what Congress
has authorized.

101. The Court rejected the notion that ambiguity in a statute permits agencies to assume
expanded power, emphasizing that it is the judiciary's role, not the agency's, to determine the
meaning of the law.

102. This principle has particular force in cases involving physical liberty. Where the
Government seeks to detain an individual, courts must ensure that detention is grounded in clear
statutory authority and accompanied by the safeguards that Congress and the Constitution
require, :

103. Respondents' interpretation of the INA would effectively rewrite the statutory scheme. It
would allow the Government 1o treat individuals who have been released into the United States
as if they were still at the threshold of entry, subject them to mandatory detention, and deny them
acceess to custody adjudication.

104, Such an interpretation would expand detention anthority beyond statutory limits, eliminate
procedural protections, and authorize prolonged detention without review.

103. Under Loper Bright, that interpretation is not entitled to deference and must be rejected.

PROLONGED DETENTION REQUIRES HEIGHTENED PROCEDURAL
PROTECTIONS

106. Independent of the statutory analysis, the Constitution imposes limits on the duration and
conditions of civil immigration detention. '
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107. The Supreme Court has made clear that civil detention is permissible only so long as it
remains reasonably related to its regulatory purposes and is accompanicd by adequate procedural
safeguards. See Zadvydas, 533 U.S. at 690-91,

108. As detention becomes prolonged, the need for procedural protections becomes more acute.
The absence of such protections raises serious constitutional concems.

109. The Second Circuit has addressed this issue directly. In Velasco Lopez v. Decker, 978 F.3d
842 (2d Cir. 2020), the court held that prolonged detention without a meaningful bond hearing
violates due process and requires that the Government justify continued confinement through
individualized evidence.

110. The court emphasized that civil detention cannot be sustained where the individual has been
confined for an extended period without a meaningful opportunity to challenge the necessity of
detention. :

111. Petitioner's detention has now exceeded six months without any custody determination.

112. Courts within this Circuit have consistently recognized that detention of this duration,
absent a bond hearing, raises serious constitutional concerns. See also Lora v, Shanahan, 804
F.3d 601 (2d Cir. 2015), vacated on other grounds, 138 S. Ct. 1260 (2018); Sajous v. Decker, No.
18-CV-2447 (AIN), 2018 WL 2357266 (S.D.N.Y. May 23, 2018); Hechavarria v. Sessions, 891
F.3d 49 (2d Cir. 2018).

113, Under any of these standards, Petitioner's detention is unconstitutional.,

114, This case presents a more severc form of prolonged detention than the typical prolonged-
detention case. The issue is not merely that a hearing has been delayed. It is that no hearing has
occurred at which a decisionmaker exercised authority to adjudicate custody.

115. Even if the Court were to accept Respondents' statutory position in full, Petitioner's
detention cannot be sustained on this independent ground alone. Under binding Second Circuit
precedent, prolonged detention without a meaningful hearing violates due process. Because
Petitioner has received no hearing at all before a decisionmaker with authority to adjudicate
custody, relief is required regardless of how the statutory question is resolved.

THE FIFTH AMENDMENT REQUIRES A MEANINGFUL
OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD

116. The Fifth Amendment guarantees that no person shall be deprived of liberty without due
process of law.

117. That guarantee applies fully in the context of civil immigration detention.
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118. At its core, due process requires a meaningful opportunity to be heard before a neutral
decisionmaker,

119. This requirement is not satisficd by the mere existence of procedures in theory. It requires a
functioning adjudicative mechanism in practice.

120. This is not a case of delayed or inadequate process. It is a case in which no adjudicative
process has occurred. The only attempted custody proceeding was terminated before any
evidence was taken or any determination made.

121. Where detention proceeds in the absence of any meaningful opportunity to be heard before
a decisionmaker with authority to adjudicate custody, the constitutional violation is complete.

122, The issue presented here is not merely procedural, but structural. Where an Immigration
Judge states that he lacks authority to adjudicate custody, the mechanism through which
detention is ordinarily reviewed is unavailable in practice. Under such circumstances, detention
proceeds without the separation between enforcement and adjudication that the statutory and
constitutional framework presumes.

HABEAS CORPUS IS 'I'HE APPROPRIATE AND NECESSARY REMEDY

123, Habeas corpus has long served as the principal safeguard against unlawful executive
detention.

124 Its purpose is to ensure that detention remains within the bounds of statutory authority and
constitutional limitation.

125. Where, as here, detention proceeds without statutory authorization, without adjudication,
and without due process, habeas relief is not merely appropriate. It is required.

126. No alternative remedy exists through which Petitioner may obtain review of his continued
defention.

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

COUNT1 .
Detention in Excess of Statutory Authority (8 U.S.C, §§ 1225(b)(2) and 1226(a))

127. Petitioner repeats and incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as though fully set
forth herein.

128. Respondents purport to detain Petitioner pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2), asserting that he
is an "applicant for admission" subject to mandatory detention without eligibility for release.
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129, That classification cannot be reconciled with either the statutory framework enacted by
Congress or the undisputed facts of this case.

130. Section 1225(b) governs individuals at the threshold of entry into the United States who are
undergoing inspection to determine admissibility. It applies in the limited context of initial entry
and inspection, where the Government has not yet made a determination to admit or release the
individual into the country.

131. Petitioner is not in that posture. He was processed by immigration authorities and
affirmatively released into the United States. He thereafier resided in the interior for a substantial
period of time, complied with all obligations imposed upon him, and was later re-detained only
after appearing for a scheduled check-in with immigration authorities.

132, These facts place Petitioner squarely within the scope of 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), which govems
detention pending removal proceedings for individuals already present in the United States.

133. Section 1226(a) does not authorize mandatory detention without review. To the contrary, it
presupposes individualized custody determinations and provides for the possibility of release on
bond or conditions.

134. By invoking § 1225(b)(2) in lieu of § 1226(a), Respondents have eliminated the procedural
protections that Congress required and have subjected Petitioner to a form of detention that
exceeds statutory authority.

1335. This is not merely a question of statutory interpretation. It is a question of whether the
Executive may expand its detention authority beyond the limits imposed by Congress. The
answer is no.

136. Because Respoﬁdents lack statutory authority to detain Petitioner under § 1225(b)(2}, his
continued detention is unlawful,

COUNT I
Ultra Vires Detention Through Absence of Any Adjudicative Mechanism

137. Petitioner repeats and incorporates all preceding paragraphs.

133. Even where detention is authorized under § 1226(a), the statutofy scheme presupposes the
existence of a functioning adjudicative mechanism through which the necessity of detention may
be evaluated,

139. That mechanism is unavailable in practice.

140. Petitioner invoked the statutory process by requesting a custody redetermination and

appearing for a scheduled bond hearing. Rather than adjudicating that request, the Immigration
Judge stated that he lacked jurisdiction or authority to proceed.
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141. The hearing did not occur. No evidence was taken, no testimony was heard, and no findings
were issued,

142, This episode demonstrates that the adjudicative mechanism required by the INA does not
function in practice. Even when a hearing is scheduled, no decisionmaker with authority to
adjudicate custody is available.

143, Detention under these circumstances exceeds statutory authority. The INA does not
authorize a system in which individuals may be confined while the process designed to justify
that confinement is unavailable in practice.

144, Respondents’ continued detention of Petitioner is therefore ultra vires and unlawful,

COUNT III
Violation of Procedural Due Process (Fifth Amendment)

145, Petitioner repeats and incorporates all preceding paragraphs.

146, The Fifth Amendment prohibits the deprivation of liberty without due process of law.
Freedom from physical restraint lies at the core of the liberty protected by the Due Process
Clause.

147. Procedural due process requires that the Government provide a meaningful opportunity to
be heard before a neutral decisionmaker when it seeks to deprive an individual of liberty.

148. This requirement is not satisfied by the existence of procedures in theory. It requires a
functioning adjudicative mechanism in practice - one in which evidence may be presented,
arguments considered, and a determination rendered by a decisionmaker with authority to decide.

149, Ir this case, no such process exists.
150, Petitioner has been detained for more than six months without a bond hearing, without a
custody determination, and without any forum in which to challenge the necessity of his

detention.

151. The only attempted custody proceeding was terminated when the Immigration Judge stated
that he lacked jurisdiction or authority to adjudicate custody.

152. This is not a case of inadequate or delayed process. It is a case of no process.

153, No evidence has been taken. No testimony has been heard. No findings have been made. No
neutral decisionmaker has exercised judgment.

154, The absence of any functioning adjudicative mechanism creates an intolerable risk of

erroneous deprivation of liberty.
{55, Under these circumstances, Petitioner's continued detention violates procedural due process.
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COUNT IV
Violation of Substantive Due Process (Fifth Amendment)

156. Petitioner repeats and incorporates all preceding paragraphs.

157. Substantive due process prohibits civil detention that is arbitrary or not reasonably related to
a legitimate governmental purpose.

158. In the immigration context, permissible purposes of detention include ensunng appearance
at proceedings and protecting the community.

159. Those purposes cannot be presumed. 'Ihey must be established through individualized
findings.

160. In this case, no such findings exist.

161. No adjudicator has determined that Petitioner poses a risk of flight or 2 danger to the
community. No evideace has been evaluated, and no conclusions have been reached.

162. Detention without individualized justification is arbitrary and constitutionally
impermissible.

COUNT V
Violation of the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. § 7T06(2)(A))

163. Petitioner repeats and incorporates all preceding paragraphs.

164, The Administrative Procedure Act prohibits agency action that is arbitrary, capricious, or
not in accordance with law.

165. Respondents' detention of Petitioner is based on an interpretation of the INA that contradicts
its text and structure, eliminates required procedural safeguards, and results in detention without
adjudication.

166. Such action is unlawful under the APA,

COUNT VI
Violation of the Fourth Amendment

167. Petitioner repeats and incorporates all preceding paragraphs.

168. The Fourth Amendment protects against unreasonable seizures, including prolonged
detention without adequate justification.

169 Petitioner’s continued detention without individualized findings, without adjudication, and
without opportunity for meaningful review constitutes an unreasonable seizure.
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ARGUMENT

A. This Case Presents Not Merely a Lack of Process, but the Absence of Any
Adjudicative Mechanism Through Which Detention May Be Meaningfully Tested

170. This case presents not merely a lack of process, but the absence of any adjudicative
mechanism through which the legality of detention may be meaningfully tested.

171. Petitioner appeared for a scheduled custody hearing before an Immigration Judge, the
mechanism through which detention must ordinarily be justified.

172, At that hearing, the Immigration Judge stated that he lacked Jjurisdiction or authority to
adjudicate custody under the circumstances presented.

173. The hearing did not proceed, and no adjudication occurred.

174. When no decisionmaker with authority to adjudicate custody is available in practice,
detention proceeds without the mechanism through which it must be tested.

175. The Constitution and the statute do not tolerate such a result.

B. Prolonged Detention Without a Meaningful Opportunity to Be Heard Violates
Binding Second Circuit Precedent

176, Petitioner has now been detained for more than six months without a custody determination.

I'77. Under binding Second Circuit precedent, prolonged detention without a2 meaningful
opportunity to be heard violates due process.

178. Velasco Lopez makes clear that continued civil immigration detention cannot be sustained
where the detainee has been held for an extended period without a meaningful hearing at which
the Govemment must justify confinement,

179. Here, no hearing has occurred at which a decisionmaker exercised authority to adjudicate
custody.

180. This case therefore presents a more severe defect than those typically addressed in
prolenged-detention cases. ‘

181. Relief is required on this ground alone.

182. Even if the Court were to accept Respondents' statutory position in full, Petitioner's
detention cannot be sustained on this independent ground alone. Under binding Second Circuit
precedent, prolonged detention without a meaningful hearing violates due process. Becauwse
Petitioner has received no hearing at all before a decisionmaker with authority to adjudicate
custody, relief is required regardiess of how the statutory question is resolved.
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C. The Mathews Framework Confirms the Procedural Due Process Violation

183. Under Mathews v. Eldridge, due process requires balancing the private interest at stake, the
risk of erroneous deprivation, and the Govemment's interest,
184. Each factor weighs decisively in Petitioner's favor,

185. Petitioner’s liberty interest is fundamental. He has been physically confined for more than
six months in civil detention,

186. The risk of erroncous deprivation is extreme where no adjudicative process exists. The only

attempted custody proceeding was terminated before any evidence was taken or any

determination made.

187. The Government's interest does not justify detention without proccss. Whatever interest the
- Government may have in ensuring appearance or protecting the community can be addressed

through the individualized hearing that the statute and Constitution require.

188. The conclusion is unavoidable: procedural due process has been violated.

D. The Defect Is Structural as Well as Procedural

189, The issue presented here is not merely procedural, but structural.

190. Where an Immigration Judge states that he lacks authority to adjudicate custody, the
mechanism through which detention is ordinarily reviewed is unavailable in practice.

191. Under such circumstances, detention proceeds without the separation between enforcement
and adjudication that the statutory and constitutional framework presumes.

192. The Court need not characterize the cause of that unavailability more broadly than the
record permits, It is enough that the adjudicative mechanism required to test detention was
unavailable in practice when Petitioner invoked it.

E. This Case Does Not Require the Court to Resolve Compléx Questions Beyond the
Settled Principle That Detention Without a Real Hearing Is Unlawful

193. This case does not require the Court to resolve complex questions of immigration policy or
to adopt an expansive interpretation of constitutional doctrine.

194. Tt requires only the application of a settled principle: the Government may not detain an
individual for a prolonged period without providing a real opportunity to be heard before a
neutral decisionmaker with authority to adjudicate custody.

195, Where, as here, no such opportunity exists, the detention is unlawful as a matter of law.

F. Immediate Release Is the Appropriate Remedy
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196. Inmmediate release is warranted because Petitioner's detention is unlawful on multiple
independent grounds, any one of which is sufficient to require relief.

197. The constitutional violation in this case is complete and ongoing,
198. In the alternative, if the Court does not order immediate release, any ordered hearing must

occur before a neutral decisionmaker with actual authority to adjudicate custody and must
require the Government to justify detention through individualized evidence.

TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER

199, Petitioner seeks a Temporary Restraining Order pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
65 prohibiting Respondents from transferring him outside the Eastern District of New York
pending resolution of this Petition.

200. Such relief is necessary to preserve this Court's jurisdiction and to ensure that Petitioner
retains meaningful access to counsel and to the judicial process.

201. Absent a Temporary Restraining Order, Respondents retain the authority to transfer
Petitioner to a facility outside this District at any time. Such a transfer would significantly impair
Petitioner's ability to communicate with counsel prepare filings, and participate meaningfully in
these proceedings,

202. Courts have repeatedly recognized that transfer of a habeas petitioner during the pendency
of proceedings may frustrate judicial review and undermine the effectiveness of habeas relief.

203. Petitioner satisfies the requirements for témporary injunctive relief,

204, First, Petitioner is likely to succeed on the merits for the reasons set forth above. His
detention exceeds statutory authority, proceeds without any functioning adjudicative mechanism,
violates procedural due process, and constitutes prolonged detention without a meaningful
hearing under binding Second Circuit precedent,

205. Second, Petitioner is suffering irreparable harm. The loss of physical liberty, even for
minimal periods of time, constitutes irreparable injury, Here, Petitioner has been detained for
months without process, and each additional day of confinement compounds that harm.

206. Third, the balance of equities favors Petitioner. He secks only release from unlawful
detention or, at minimum, access to the adjudicative process required by law. Respondents, by
contrast, have no leglnmate interest in maintaining detention that is unlawful or constitutionally
defective.

207. Fourth, the public interest is served by ensuring that executive detention complies with
stafutory and constitutional limits.
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203. A Temporary Restraining Order is therefore warranted.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court:

209. Issue a writ of habeas corpus pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241;

210. Order Petitioner's immediate release from custody;

211. In the alterative, order Respondents to provide a prompt custody hearing before a neutral
decisionmaker with actual authority to adjudicate custody, at which the Govemnment bears the

burden of justifying continued detention through individualized evidence;

212. Declare that Petitioner’s continued detention violates the Immigration and Nationality Act
and the Constitution of the United States;

213. Issue a Temporary Restraining Order prohibiting Respondents from transferring Petitioner
outside the Eastern District of New York pending resolution of this Petition;

214, Grant expedited consideration of this Petition;
2135. Award costs and reasonable attorneys' fees pursuant to applicable law; and

216. Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

Dated: May 1, 2026 Respectfully submitied,
Brooklyn, New York o %“
Mamadou Saidou Diallo

Petitioner
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Exhibit A: Declaration

Exhibit B: Notice to Appear

Exhibit C: ICE Call-In

Exhibit D: Re-Detention Documentation (October 1, 2025}
Exhibit E: Criminal Case Dismissal

Exhibit F: Bond Hearing Notice

Exhibit G: Bond Denial

Exhibit H: ICE Custody Records/Location
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28 2242

I, Mamadou Saidou Diallo, am the Petitioner in the above-captioned action; that the foregoing
Pefition was read to me in a language that I understand, and that I understand its contents. The
facts stated in the Petition are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information, and
belief,

Mamadou Saidou Diallo
Petitioner

Dated: May 1, 2026
Brooklyn, New York
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I, Mamadeu Saideu Wialle, am the Petitiener in the ab eve-captioned actien; that the fercgeing
Pelition was read te me in a language that I understand, and that [ understand its centents. The
facts stated in the Petition are true and cerrect te the best of my knewledge, infermatien, and
belief.

Mamadeu Saideu Bialle
Pekitioner

Bated: May 1, 2026
Breeklyn, New Yeork
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DECLARATION OF MAMADOU SAIDOU DIALLO

This affidavit was drafted by my immigration attomey, who took my statement in Puular, a
language we both speak. Everything I state here is true and accurate to the best of my
recollection.

1. My name is Mamadou Saidou Diallo. I am 29 years old and from Guinea. I came to the

United States in October 2023 because I feared for my life in Guinea. I was detained for a
short time and then released. .

2. On September 8, I was arrested after an argument with someone I knew. It was a verbal

dispute. No one was hurt, and there was no violence. The case was dismissed the same day,
and 1 was not convicted of any crime.

3. After that, I received a notice to check in with ICE. I went to the check-in as instructed. I did
not try to avoid the appointment.

4. Atthe check-in, I was told that I would be detained. I was taken into ICE custody on Qctober
1, and I have remained detained since then.

5. I'was scheduled for a bond hearing and appeared for it with my attorney. At the hearing, the
judge said he could not decide my case. The hearing did not happen.

6. I have now been detained for more than six months without any decision. I am not a
dangerous person.

7. Before my detention, I was working and supporting myself through food-delivery work. I
have always tried to live a quiet life, respect others, and follow the law. Aside from the
dismissed matter, I have never been in trouble before,

8. If Iam released, I will follow all rules and attend all court dates. I have no reason to run.,

9. Ideclare under penaity of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Mamadou Saidou Diallo

Petitioner

Date: April 12, 2026

The Metropolitan Detention Center, Brooklyn, New York.
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28 2242

I, Mamadeu Saideu Wialle, am the Petitiener in the ab eve-captioned actien; that the fercgeing
Pelition was read te me in a language that I understand, and that [ understand its centents. The
facts stated in the Petition are true and cerrect te the best of my knewledge, infermatien, and
belief.

Mamadeu Saideu Bialle
Pekitioner

Bated: May 1, 2026
Breeklyn, New Yeork
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

NOTICE TO APPEAR

In removel procaed!ngs under section 240 of the Immigration and Nationallty Act:
Subject ID: e FINS §: D e——

o —— | File No: %
in the Matter of: : Event Ho: I———

MAMADOU SAIDOU DIALLO
Respondent: currently residing at:
| —— | ——
{Mumber, street, city, state and ZIP code) (Area code and phone number)

[ You are an amiving alien.
You are an allen present In the United Stales who has not been admitted or parcled.
] You have been admitiad to the United States, but are removable for the reasons staled below.

The Department of Homeland Ssauirity alleges that you:

i. You are not a citizen or national of the United States:

2. You are a native of GUINEA and a citizen of GUINEA ;

3. You arrived in the United States at or near OTAY MESA, CA , on or about October 22,
2023 ;

4. You were not then admitted or paroled after inspection by an Immigration Officer.

On the basis of the foregoing, it is charged that you are sublect to removal from the United States pursuant to the foilowing
provision{s) of law:

212 (a) {6) () (i} of the Immigration and Nationality Act, as amended, in that you are an
alien present in the United States without being admitted or paroled, or who arrived in
the United States at any time or place other than as designated by the Attorney General.

[J Tnis notice is being issued after an asylum officer has found that the respondent has demonstrated a credible fear of
persecution or torture. :

[ section 235(b)1) order was vacated pursuant to: [[J 8cFR208.30  [[] 8CFR 235.3(b){5)iv)

YOU ARE ORDERED to appear before an immigration judge of the United States Department of Justice at:

26 FEDERAL PLZ, 12TH FL RM1237 NEW YORK NY 10278
(Completa Addrass of Immigralion Court, inciuding Room Numbar, if any)

on  July 03, 2024 5  08:30 AM 5 ghow why you should not be removed from the United Stales based on the

(Dats) {Time} GARY M RIC
. Date: 2023.10.
chargs(s) set forth above. Acting/Patrol Agent jn Charge N 052976.C6]
(Signature and Tifis of issuing Officed) (Sign in Ink}
Date: OCtober 23, 2023 Murrieta, Califoruia
{Cily and Stete)

FOIR — 1 of 3

DHS Form 862 (2/20) ) Page 1 of 3
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0R02T . gt-A938:

aa. T balalolas -

g e BOVSE
IR ‘ . Nofica 10 Resporident
Warning: Any statomient you make imay be used against you in remaval proceedings.
Alfen Registratlon; This copy of the Notice to Appaar served upan you is evidence of your alten registration while you are in removal proceedings.
You are raquired to cany it with you at all imes.

Representation: if you so choose, you may be represented in this proceeding, at no expanse to the Government, by an altorney or olher individual
authorized and qualified to represent persons before the Executive Office for Immigration Review, parsuant to 8 CFR 1003.16. Unless you so
request, no hearing will be schaduled earlier than fen days from the date of this notice, to allow you sufficient time lo secure counsel, A fist of
qualified attemeys and organizations who may be available to represent you at ne costwill be provided with this nolice,

Conduci of the hearing: At the lime of your hearing, you should bring with you any affidavils or other documenis that you desire to hava considerad
in connectlon with your case. If you wish io have the testimany of any withesses considerad, you should arrangs to have such witnassas presant at
the hearing. At your hearing yau will be glven the opportunity to admit or dany any or all of tha aflegations in the Notice to Appear, including that you
are inadmissible or removabls. You will have an opportunity lo pragent evidence on your own beha'f, 1o examine any evidence presented by the
Government, to objeat, on proper legat grounds, to the recaipt of evidence and to cross examing any withesses prasented by the Gavemmant. Atthe
conclusion of your hearing, you have a right to appeal an adversa deciglon by the immigration judge. You will be advised by the immigration judge
belore whom you appear of any relief from ramaoval for which you may appaer efigible inciuding the privitege of voluntary departure. You will be given
a reasonable opportunily to make any such application to the immigration judge.

One-Year Asylum Applleation Deadline: If you beliave you may be eligible for asylum, you must fite 8 Form [-589, Application for Asylum and for
YWithhoiding of Remaval. The Ferm 589, Instruclions, and information an where to file the Form can be found at www,uscls qov/i-589. Failure to file
the Form [-580 wilhin one year of arrival may bar yau frem eligibility to apply for asylum pursuant bo ssction 208(e}2}{B) of the Immigration and
Natlonallty Act.

Fallurelo appear You are required 1o provide the Depariment of Homstand Security (DHS), in writing, with your full mailing address and talephone
number. You must notdy the immigration Court and the DHS Immedialely by using Form EOIR-33 whenever you change your address or telephone
number during the course of this proceeding. You will be provided with a copy of this form. Nolices of hearing wlil be malled to this address. If you do
ot submit Farm EQIR-33 and do not clherwise provide an address at which you may be reached during proceedings, (han the Government shall nol
be requirad to provide you with wrilten notice of your hearing. If you fail to attend the hearing at the time and place designaled on this notlce, or any
date and tima later directed by the immigration Courl, a remaval order may be made by the immigration judge in your absence, and you may be
armeslad and detzined by the DHS.

Mandatory Duty to Surrendar for Removal: if you become subject to a linal order of removal, you miust surrender for removal to your local DHE
office, listed on the Internet at hitp:ffwww.lco.govicontact/aro, as diractad by the DHS and required by statule and ragulafion. immigration
regutations at 8 CFR 1241.1 defirie when the-remova! erder bacomas adminisiralively final. If you ara granted valuntary deparlure and fail to depart
the Urlled States as required, fail 1o post a bond in connection with voluntary departure, or fal to comply with any other condition or form in
cannecion with voluntary departure, you must surrender for removal on the next business day thereafter. If you do not surrender for femoval a8
required, you will be ingligible for all forms of discretionary refief for as long as you remain in the United States and for ten years after your departure
of removal. This means you will be Ineligible for asylum, cancsfiation of removal, voluntary depariure, adjustment of slatus, change of nonimmigrant
status, registry, and related waivers for this period. If you de not surrender for removal as required, you may also be cfiminally prasacuted under
section 243 of the Immigration and Natlonality Act.

1US. Glizenship Claims: If you believe you are & Uniled States citizen, please advise the DHS by calling the ICE Law Enforcement Support Cenler
toll freo at {855) 448-6903.

Ssnsitive locations: To the axient (hat an enforcement action leading to a removal praceeding was taken against Respondent at a location
described in 8 U .S.C. § 1228(e){1), such action complied with 8 U.S.C. § 1367,

Request for Prompt Heating

To expedite a delerminalicn in my case, 1 request this Notice lo Appear be filed with the Execulive Offica for immigration Review as soon as
poasible. | walve my sight to a 10-day peried prior to appesring before an immigration judge end request my hearing be scheduled.

Before:

{Signature of Respondert) (Sign in ink)

Date:

{Signatura and Tile of Immigrstion Ofifces} (Sign in ink)

Certificate of Sorvice

This Notice Ta Appear was served on the respondent by me on  9steber 23, 2023 45 thg foliowing manner and In compliance with section
2398(a)(1} of the Act,

in person [j by ceriifled mall, returned recelpt # requested D by regutar mait
D Attached is a credlble fear worksheet.
Attached is a list of organization and attorneys which provide free legal servicas.

The allen was provided oral notice in the FRENCH language of the time and place of his or her hearing and of the
cangequences of fallu_ra-tq_apﬁeaij ag provided In section 240(b)(7) of the AcL. - BENJAMIN W M T
S N LA BENJAMIN MBTZ, BORDER PATRO 10,23, ;

(Sigrature of Respondent if Personally Servea) (Sign in ink) [Signature and Tile of afficar) (Sign in k)

DHS Form 1862 (2/20) PageZof3
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Privacy Act Statement

Authorlity:

‘The Depariment of Homeland Security through U.S. iImmigration and Customs Enforcament (ICE), U.S Custams and Border Protection {(CBF), and U.S.
Citzenshlp and Immigration Sarvices (USCIS) are autherized to collect the infonmation requested an this form pursvant to Sections 103, 237, 239, 240,
and 200 of the Immigration and Nationality Act {INA), as amended (8 U.S.C. 1103, 1229, 1229a, end 1360}, and the regulations issued pursuant thereto.

Purpose;

You are being asked lo sign and date this Notice to Appear (NTA) as an acknowledgement of perscnal receipt of this notice. This nolice, when filed with
the LS. Beparment of Justice’s {D0J) Executive Office for Immigration Review (EOIR), Iniietes removal proceedings. The NTA containg Information
regarding he nature of the proceedings against you, the legal authority under which procesdings are conducted, the acls or conduct alleged against you
to be in vislation of law, the charges against you, and the siatutory provisions alleged to have besn violuted. The NTA also includes information about
the conduct of fhe remaval hearihg, your Highl to representation at no expensa lo the governmant, the requiremeant to Inform ECIR of any change in
address, the consequences for failing to appear, and that generally, i you wish to apply for asylum, you must do so within one year of your arrival in the
Lnited Statss. if you choase to sign and date the NTA, that Information will be used to confirm that you recelved it, and for recordkeeplng.

Routine Uses:

For United States Citizens, Lawiul Permanent Residents, or individuals whosa records ara covered by the Judlcial Redress Act of 2015 (5 U.5.C. § 552a
note), your informallon may be disclosed in accordance with the Privasy Act of 1974, 5 U.8.C. § 552a{b), including pursuant to the foutina uses
published in the following DHS systems of records notices (SORN); DHSASCIS/ICE/CBP-001 Allen Flis, Index, and Natlonal File Tracking System of
Records, DHSUSCIS-007 Benefit mformation System, DHSACE-011 Criminal Arrest Records and Immilgralion Enforcement Records {CARIER), and
DHS/CE-003 General Counssl Electmnsc Management Systam (GEMS} and DHS/CBP-023 Border Patrol Enforcement Recards {BPER). These
SORNs can be viewed at hitps; ¢ -g5-s0ms. When disclosed to the DOJ's E0IR for immigration proceedings, this
information thatls malntalned and used by DBJ is nwered hy tie followtng DOJ SORN: EOIR-ODi Records end Management Informaion System, or
any updated or succassor SORN, which can be viswed at hifps:/fwwyv lustics govionclfdol-svstiems.racords. Further, your informaticn may be disclosed
pursuant o royiine uses described In the abovemantioned DHS-SORNs o DOJ ECIR SORN lo-federal, state, local, tribal, terrtorial, and foreign law
enforcement agenclas for enforcemant, investigatory, litigation, or other simitar purposes.

For all ofhers, as appropriats under United States kaw and DHS polley, tha information you provide may ba shared internally within DHS, as well as with
faderal, siate, local, ribal, teriborial, and foreign law enforsement; other government agsndies; and other pariies for enforcement, nvestigatory, litigation,
or ofher simélar purposes,

Disclosura:

Providing your signature and the date of your signatufe is voluntary. There are no effacts an you for not providing your signature and date; however,
removal proceedings may confinus notwithstanding the failure or refusal to provide this information.

DHS Form 862 (2120) Page3of3
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28 2242

I, Mamadeu Saideu Wialle, am the Petitiener in the ab eve-captioned actien; that the fercgeing
Pelition was read te me in a language that I understand, and that [ understand its centents. The
facts stated in the Petition are true and cerrect te the best of my knewledge, infermatien, and
belief.

Mamadeu Saideu Bialle
Pekitioner

Bated: May 1, 2026
Breeklyn, New Yeork




Case 1:26-cv-01194-BMC  Document 1 Filed 05/04/26  Page 30 of 42 PagelD #: 30

Exhibit D

Re-Detention (October 1, 2025)
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Department of Homeland Security _ _
US Immigration and Customs Enforcement Natice to EQOIR: Alien Address

Date: Ovtober 24, 2025

Office of the Immigration Judge, EOIR
201 Varick Street Room 507
MNew York, NY 10014

: ICE ERO
201 Varick Street, Rm, 1219
New York, NY 10014

Respondent: Diallo, Mamadou Sajdou
This is to notify you that this respondent is:
[0 Currently incarcerated by federal, state or local authorities. A charging document has been served on the

respondent and an Immigration Detainer-Notice of Action by ICE (Form 1-247) has been filed with the institution
shown below. He/she is incarceraied at: :

His/her anticipated release date is.

[[] Detained by ICE on:

Detained by ICE and transferred on  10/24/2025 to: MDC Brooklyn
80 29th St
Brooklyn, NY 11232

[0 Released from ICE custody on the following condition(s):
[] Order of Supervision or Own Recognizance (Form 1-220A)
{] Bond in the amount of $
[0 Removed, Deported, or Excluded

O Cther

Upon telease from ICE custody, the respondent reported his/her address and telephone number would be:

] ihereby certify that the respondent was provided an EOIR-33 Form and notified that they must inform the
Iramigration Court of any further change of address.

ICE Official: So, Deportation Officer

Form I-830 (Rev.4/26/99) N
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Exhibit E

Criminal Case Dismissal
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Exhibit F

Bond Hearing Notice
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IMMIGRATION COURT
80 29TH STREET
BROOKLYN, NY 11232

FILE: e

RE : DIALLC, MAMADOU SAIDOU
NOTICE OF CUSTODY REDETERMINATION HEARING IN IMMIGRATION PROCEEDINGS

PLEASE TAKE NOTE THAT THE ABOVE CAPTIONED CASE HAS BEEN
SCHEDULED/RESCHEDULED FOR A CUSTODY REDETERMINATION HEARING BEFORE THE
IMMIGRATION COURT ON Jan 14, 2026 AT 1:00 P.M. AT THE FOLLOWING ADDRESS:

80 29TH STREET
BROOKLYN, NY 11232

YOU MAY BE REFRESENTED IN THIS PROCEEDING, AT NO EXPENSE TO THE GOVERNMENT, BY
AN ATTORNEY OR OTHER INDIVIDUAL AUTHCORIZED AND QUALIFIED TO REERESENT PERSONS
BEFORE AN IMMIGRATION COURT. IF YOU WISH TC BE REPRESENTED, YOUR ATTCRNEY

OR REPRESENTATIVE SHOULD APPEAR WITH YOU AT THIS HEARING.

Two {2} business day callup for ali documents — please adhere to the Immigration
Court Practice Manual (if it says “should”, “could”, etc,, it means MUST) — all witnesses
and attorneys must be present in court at 201 Varick Street, New York, NY 10014,
Courtroom C on the 11th floor.

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE
THIS DOCUMENT WAS SERVED BY: MATIL [M] PERSONAL SERVICE [P] ELECTRONIC SERVICE ([E]
T™s: [ ] BLIEN [ ) ALIEN c/o Custodial Officer [E] ALIEN's ATT/REP [E] DHS
DATE: 1/8/26 BY: COURT STAFF VKEELEY ’
Attachments: { ] EQOIR-33 [ ] EOIR-28 [ ] Legal Services List [ ] Other

v7
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Exhibit G

Bond Order
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
EXECUTIVE OFFICE FOR IMMIGRATION REVIEW
NEW YORK - VARICK IMMIGRATION COURT

Respondent Name: A-Number:
DIALLO, MAMADOU SAIDOU .A'

Ta: Riders:

o In Custody Redetermination Proceedings

Diallo, Alpha Amadou
 —
»A Date:
| 01/14/2026

ORDER OF THE IMMIGRATION JUDGE

The respondent requested a custody redetermination pursuant to 8 C.ER. § 1236, After full consideration of
the evidence presented, the respondent’s request for a change in custody status is hereby ordered:

[J Denied, because

O Granted. It is ordered that Respondent be:
[J released from custody on his own recognizance.
0 released from custody under bond of
O other: '

Other:
Withdrawn without prejudice.
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A113/26, T:26 PM 2 ) gearch
EEEOTiciud Website of the Departiient of Homeland Secarity

Report Cri

Main Menu

Search Results: 1
f;MAMADOU SAIDOU DIALLO

ifCountry of Birth : Guinea

%A-Nurnber: [

Status : In ICE Custody

State: NY

Current Detention Facility: BROOKLYN MDC :
' Click on the Detention Facility name lo obtain facilily contact information |

| BACK TO SEARCH > ]

Related
information

Heilpful info

Status of a Case

About the Detainee Locator
Brochure

iCE EROQ Figld Offices

ICE Detention Facilities

Privacy Notice

External Links
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