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“General for the United States of America; 
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PRO SE 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

' FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

Cabrel Burvvo 
Perez  Morend 

A _— a. name/nombre] 

Petitioner, 2600509 3 —flw-A% 
Case No. | 

a V. 
. 

Warden of the Go Iden ahte Aanck _ Leave blank for clerk to fill in] 

Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus 

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241 

MARKWAYNE MULLIN, Secretary of the 

Department of Homeland Security; DAVID 

VENTURELLA, Acting Director of Immigration 

and Customs Enforcement; ICE/ERO, Office of 

Bureau of Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

Respondents, 

Petitioner respectfully petitions this Honorable Court for Writ of Habeas. Corpus to 

remedy Petitioner’s unlawful detention by Respondents, as follows:
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” Jescriba el numero de meses que ha estado deteni 

"whether this lengthy 

corpus, determine that Petitioner’s det 

“sugi 

INTRODUCTION 

ed by immigration and‘customs Enforcement 
. 1. Petitioner’ is currently detain 

(“IGE”) at theGa [den Hate Mane lescriba el nombre del centro de detericion donde 

esta detenido}detention center pending removal proceedings. 

2. Petitioner has been detaizied in immigration custody for over 4 Months 

do] months even though no neutral desicionmaker 

whether a federal judge or immigration judge (“IJ”)—has conducted a hearing to determine 

incarceration is warranted based on danger or flight tisk. 

3: Petitioner’s prolonged detention without a hearing on danger or flight risk 

Violates the Due Process Clause of the Firth Amendment. 

efore respectfully request that this. court issue a writ of habeas 

ention is not justified because the government has not 

that Petitioner’s presents a risk of flight or danger 

4, Petitioner ther 

established by clear and convincing evidence 

in light of available alternatives to detention, and order Petitioner’s release, with appropriate 

oner’s ability to. pay bond. 

a writ of habeas corpus and 

lea hearing before an IJ 

conditions of supervision if necessary, taking into account Petiti 

5. Alternatively, Petitioner request that the court issue 

order Petitioner’s release within 30 days unless Respondents schedul 

the government must establish by clear and convincing 
where: (1) to continue detention, 

of alternatives 
Petitioner present a risk or flight or danger, even after consideration 

‘evidence that 

to detention that could mitigate any risk that Petitioner’s release would present; and (2) if the 

government cannot meet its burden, the JJ shall order Petitioner’s release on appropriate 

conditions of supervision, taking into account Petitioner’s ability to pay bond. 

ee 

1 Petitioner respectfully request that the court use his initials, rather than his full last name, in any opinion in his case as 

Case Management of the Judicial Conference of the United 

gested by the committee on Court Administration and 

Social Security & Immigration Opinions(May 1, 2018), 

States. See Memorandum Re: Privacy Concern Regarding 

available at bitps://www.uscourts.gov/sites/defaulu/f
iles/1 8-cy-1-suggestion cacm O.pdf;see also Jorge MF. v. 

Jennings, 534 F., Supp. 34 1050 2.1 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 14,2021).
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JURISDICTION 

6. , Petitioner is detained in the custody of Respondents at 6a l on Spal zx Annex 

jon center. 

‘an :,Jye" This action arises under the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment of the 

U.S constitution. Jurisdiction is proper under 28 U.S.C §§ 1331 (federal quéstion);, 2241 (habeas 

1 

2 

3. 4} -[eseriba el nombre del centro de detencion donde esta detenido] detenti 

4 

5 

6 
§ 702 (Administrative 

. corpus); U.S. Const. Art. I, § 2; (Suspension Clause); and 5 U.S.C 

This Court may grant relief under the habeas corpus statutes, 28 U.S.C § 2241 et 
7 ja Brocedure Act. 

q., and the All Writs Act, 28 U-S.C. 
8 -$eq., thé Declaratory Judgment Act, 28 U.S.C § 2201 et se 

9 § 1651. 

~ 10 8. 

12 detention. See Jennings v. Rodriguez, 138 S. Ct. 830, 839- 

~.§§ 1226(e), 1252(b)(9) do not bar review of challenges to prolonged immigration detention); 

by its terms applies only 

Congress has preserved judicial review of challenges to Prolonged immigration 

841 (2018) (holding that 8 U.S.C. 

13|| see also id: at.876 (Breyer, J., dissenting). (“8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)@).. - 

141| with respect to review of an order of removal”) (internal quotation marks and brackets omitted). 

VENUE 

; 16]]-- ‘9. ; Venue is proper in this district ‘because this is the district in which Petitioner is 

2 7 confined. See Doe v. Garland, 109 F.4th 1188,1197-99 ot Cir. 2024). * 

18 REQUIREMENTS OF 28 U.S.C. § 2243 

der to 
The court must grant the petition for writ of habeas corpus or issue an o} 

“forthwith,” unless Petitioner is not entitled to relief. 28 
“19 “10. 

20]: show cause (“osc”) to Respondents 

"U.S.C 8 2243. if the Court issues an OSC, it must require Respondents to file a return 

22|)". three days unless for good cause additional time, not exceeding twenty days, is allowed.” Id. 

23 (emphasis added). 

~ Courts have long recognized the significance of the ‘habeas stitute in protecting 
2a} ota, 

affords “a swift and imperative remedy in 
a5l). individuals from unlawful detention. The Great Writ 

96|| .. all. cases of illegal restraint or confinement. » Fay v. Noia, 372.U;S. 391, 400 (1963) (emphasis 

... added); see.also-Yong v. INS, 208 F.3d 1116, 1120 (9" Gir. 2000) (explaining that habeas statute 



Q
u
 

R
o
w
 

n
y
e
 

TP immediate custodian at the Facility where Petitioner is de 

ye ‘agency of the United States, is resporisible for the ad 

. Executive Office for Immigration review 

andthe Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”). They are name in their official capacity. 

; jurisdiction over Petitioner’s case. They. are le; 

—- 
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expeditious determination oftpetitions).. 

espondents pending ongoing - - 
| 49,. Petitioner. is‘a noncitizen-currently detainéd by R: 

1 €4_ [country of birth/pais:de nacimiento] + 

. is Petitioner’s~ 
-yemoval proceedings: Petitioner was born in 

“: 43. © Respondent Warden of the _ 

siaineaesee Doe, 108 F.4thrat 1194-97. 

<y' 44... Respondent secretary of the U.S Department af Homeland Security (“DHS”), aa 

ministration of the dmmigration laws..8 

U.S.C § 1103(a). They are legal custodian of Petitioner. They are named in their official 

capacity: 

[ 15,..- “Respondent Acting or Current Attorney General of the United ‘States is the most’ 

(“DOJ").-They have-the authority to interpret 

the-immigration laws:and adjudicate removal cases, They: delegate-this responsibility to the 

(“EOIR”), ‘which administers the immigration courts 

senior official in the U.S. Department of Justice 

46. . Respondent Acting or:Current Field Office Director of the San Francisco ICE 

Field Office.is responsible for the San Francisco Field Office of. ICE with administrative 

gal.custodian of Petitioner and are named in their , , 

official capacity. 

- 17. Respondent Acting 

ding those relating to the detention of immigrants. They are a 
or Current Director of ICE is responsible for ICE’s policies, 

.-practices, and procedures, inclu 

legal custodian of Petitioner and are named in their official capacity. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS | 

18.0 ° Petitioner is a noncitizen currently detainéd by Respondents pending immigration 

removal proceedings. Petitioner is pursuing the following dims in removal, orpgpesingelennne 

que usted esta presentando en su caso. de deportacion): 
todos Jas aplicaciones de alivio 

‘By_-sdaying nthe US X- can, Lake. be. fav. care.
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19.. Petitioner has been daniined in DHS custody since, 

20... Petitioner has not been provided a bond hearing before.a seul desicionmaker 

or flight risk. 
to determine whether their prolonged detention is justified based on danger 

21... The immigration Court lacks: jurisdiction and authority to provide Petitioner. with 

a bond hearing to determine whether Petitioner’s detention is justified. See 8 U, S.C. §§.5225(b); 

aring before 
1226(c). There is no statutory or regulatory pathway for Petitioner to seek a bond he 

a neutral decisionmaker. 
: 

22, - Absent intervention by this court, petitioner,cannot and will be provided with a 

bond hearing by a neutral decisionmaker to.assess the propriety. of Petitioner’s continued 

detention. 

23. Additional £ facts to support Petitioner’s exfilenant to relief are 

Tan _4 £2 year. ald may wt uvegilar 

feact beat, dung seat. bach. Ao Meera . By me 

re ‘represen Fh Gn “cer tare. LY air. palludion 

-and Leod aadely pis GALS. to. 10 andy bie te 

the decay at "ay heath Jo evo fd bke -le ‘ask 

for the T aopeanity to afay here un +hc_s 

i, ke! beter care ot cmyselle 

with nz criminal freeord. anh. pala Takes 

wsery apagle year think 1 wal ely fr seme} 

ot. “Fman ita ot MUSH, _ 

Tt 1s ual -tipeuin that cartéls ard. arganized 

CEM greg part EC  Mexico calc reprsent 

aA-Ginee 
_ubhe has lived 

are gel fer_ ZONE ONE.
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; custody, detention, or others forms of physical 
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most _at re | fenedere phe 0. 

Besides ate a earl. eordition, rT a 

de prossian, aa Mé ty and shartness._St- breath, 

‘een so. 1 have ee rewedfed Tee. medica. 

cate From any. nihical _nstittion. here Le 

the US “LC. dn ark _ owe. q. ging les ela. = ‘ 

appt! ffl fp. by ed (nie. ar... “hospital 

_— T awe fad many had. Arden. 
for frat yea rs 

about going " bach ‘z Mexit 0, and ra__ thse yeas 

| ner male 3 dame, ds eek. po ae the way 

etn hase ate. just fof olreqms., fal me 

Phu fear ot galng * bach t's real 

Fane an mereeyh k himeon being wv 4o._parts ahers 

LD me. DePher 2e years 44 this cout 

Fshauld Ae _gtvn the appactiacd ¥ fe. yuan 

here, shy li&e 1s bere Diy fami. ily. Phat E love 

| hr most_js 4 
7 ee i Jak way > Z Bs weet 

Dicase Aelp mew He. 

eit Leet lig a egal teal te zedory with Tb. 

MISS" a mbsf _gesides rey my 

and. God. less’. Phi. era indy 
Gad Kes pau. 

LEGAL BACKGROUND 

24, “it is well established that the Fifth Amendment entitles [noncitizens) te to due 

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

Reno v. Flores, 507 U.S. 292,306 (2.993). “Freedom from imprisonment from government 

restraint—lies at the heart of liberty” that the 
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33 U.S, 678, 690 (2001); see also id. at 118 

5 Clause includes prote 
Process Clause protects. Zadv

ydas v. Davis, 5. 

I, dissenting) (“Liberty u under
 the Due Proces:

 

personal restraint or detention.”).
 This fant 

ovable and inadmissible 

including both rem! 

inadmissible 
[noncitizen! 

Due. 
ction against 

(Kenney, J. 

unlawful or arbitrary 

damental due process protection 

721 
noncitizens. See id. at 

applies to all noncitizens, s] are entitled to be 

(Kennedy, ' J, ‘dissenting) 
(“[BJoth remov

able and 

; detention that is arbi trary OF capricious” 
”). 

rotections” fo ensure that the 

Due process requir
es “adequate procedural P 

ical confi nement 
“oO 

erted justificat
ion for phys! 

ed interest in avoiding physical restraint.” Zadvy
das, 

fice from 

“25. 

goverament s Asse! 

utweighs the individual's 

533 U.S. at 690 

fitted). In the immigrat
ion context, 

‘ourt has 

es for civil detenti
on—to mitigate. the risks of danger to the 

538 U.S. at 528. 

(internal quotation marks om 
the Supreme Cc 

recognized ‘only two vali id purpos' 

; Demore, 

the governmen
t provide 

Clause foresees eligibili 

138 S. Ct. at 862 @reyerJ
 

» Jennings: 

arks omitted). while the Supreme Court upheld the mandatory
 

tion 1226(c) in Demore, 

's understandi
ng at th 

izen has been detained 

538 U.S. at 522 n.6, 528. Where @ poneiti 

bond hearings to noncitizens 

ity for bail as part of due Gommunity and to prevent flight. Ia. 

“26. 

ing prolonged detention. 
faci 

process” because “[b]ail is bas! 

) (internal quotation mi 

Due process requires: that 

“The Due Process 

ic to our system of law. 

dissenting) 

deiention ofa noneitizen und
er Sec! 

it did so based.on the petitioner's 

ortability and
 the Court’ 

¢ time that such detentions are 

fora 

concession of dep: 

prick " Demore, 

ursuing 4 substantial 
de: 

im to relief, due process 

of liberty is 

jon as to his risk of 

typically" fense to removal or clai 

Sjonged period or is p' 
a significant deprivation 

(“[Individuali
zed determinat 

be warranted 
tinued detention becam' 

Indiana, 406 U.S. 715, 733 (1972) holding thi 

5 additional safeguards); MeNeil v. Dir. Patuxent Inst., 

lesser safeguard
s may b 

ort 

678, 685-86 (1978) (hol 

pro 

wires an individuali
zed determination 

that such 

red! 

warranted. Id at 532 (Kenned
y, j., concurring) 

“if the con’ 
e unreasonabl

e or 

flight and dangerousness
” > may 

unjustified”); 
see also Jackson 

v. 

at detention 

require: 
ec appropriate

” for “shi 

ding that, jn the Eighth 
commitment”

 

1972) (holding that “ “4 

437 U5. 

peyond the “initial 

407 US. 245, 249-50 
( 

to v. Finney, 

term confinement”)
; Hu 
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pore sarees orem so 
) 

v
i
e
 

he length of ‘confinement
 cannot be ignored in d

eciding whether [a] 

Reidv. Donel
an, 17 Fath, 7 (Ist Cir. 

s some form ofr reasonablen
ess limitation 

arks omitted).
 

Amendment context, “t 

confinement 
meets CO! constitutional 

standards”); 

2021) (holding 
that “the Due Process Clause impose! 

upon the duration of detention” 
under section 1226(c)) Ginternal e

e mi 

Months Without A . Bond Hearing 
Ts 

al when it art six months. 

s under Section 1226(c), _-: 

Detention That Exceeds Six 

“Unconstitutio
nal. 

‘Detention without a bond 

Seu Damore, 538 US
. at 529-30 (apholdi 

“roughly a month and @ half in th 

minority of cases in whi 

hearing is unconstituti
on 

27. detention: 
ing only “brief” 

¢-vast majority 
of cases in which it is invoked, and 

ich the [noneitizen] chooses to appeal”); - 

ity of detention 
for - 

wbted the constitutional 

path 1189, 1091 (9th Cir, 2022) 
(“fo}nce 

continuing 4 detention beco
mes 

r, 2011))); 

Cal. Jan.7, 

which last 

about fi five ¢ months in the 

(Congress previously do 

Zadvyidas, 533 U. ‘s. at 701 

Rodriguez Diaz v. Garlanil, 53 

ix months, 

ined for approximate
ly six 

g Diouf v. Napolitano, 
634 F.3d 1081, 1091 (ih Ch 

8-CV-04187- T
SH, 2019 W. 

ged after six months and‘e 

than six months.”);
 

the jnoneitizen] 
2 has! been detail 

(leaned up) (quotin 

Case No. | 

more 

prolonged”
 

Rodriguez y, Nielsen, 

7491555,
 at #6 (N.D. 

2019) ([Dietentic
n | becomes prolong! 

hearing’ ), 

28. The recognition that six months isa substantial perl 

entitles [Petitioner] toa
 bond 

jod of | confineme
nt—and isthe - 

d incarceration
—Is deeply 

ired to support con
tinue! 

century in America crimes 
h ‘additional 

process is requi 

“in the late 18th time after whid 

rooted i in our legal tradition.
 . With few exceptions, 

jury were for the most part punishable by no more 

1 &n.34 (1968): Consi: 

ya criminal offense that a 
391 U.S. 145, 16 

limit of | confinement 
fo! 

than a six-month prison 

triable without a j jstent with this traditi ‘on, the. 

uisiana, 
Duncan v. Lo 

ind six months to be the | 
fou 

pose without the protecti 

(plurality opinion). 

ving civil deter! 

term. 

jon 3 afforded by jury. trial. Chef. 
Schnackenberg, 

ed to Six months as 4 

The Court has also loo 

ir., Patuxent Inst., 407 

tion. See McNe
il v. Dir., 

ns as an outer limit for confinemen
t without 

384 U.S. 373, 380 (1966) 

benchmark in other contexts invol 

U.S. 245, 249, 250-52 (1972) (recognizing 
six mon! 
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individualized inq
uiry for civil commitm 

bright line constitutional 
! rules in other areas 

days must elapse following invocation 0: 

a co 0) qholdng ‘that 14 

Cnty. of Riverside ¥ MeL 

probable ‘cause hearing must! take place within 48 ho 

ven Absent A Bright- -Line 

ed Whe: 
“Bearing Is Requir' 

titioner’s detention, 

idge due process test. Alternatively, 

the Third Circuit adopted
 

3, 211 Gd Cir. 2020). 
reasonablenes

s test 

itizens 
965F 5d 20 

gg. © Bach years thousands of nonci 

mnings, 

ation of their rem oval 
proceedings. See Jei 

Jass members,
 

iB) (observing
 that c 

been detained for several 

averige ‘one y
ear” and some had 

zal history, their immigration detention often d 

soe nim Ja! 

if any. Id. (“between one-half and two-thirds of the c! 

custody, i 

;onths”). 

‘ Petitioner faces sev! 

,, with limited free 

fess ere hardships while detain 

dom of movement and aci 

jocked ‘down’ of their detention are 

The circumstances 

support inettia
 

* Jennings, 

to thosé in any ; prisons and jails. 

y. Warden York Cnty. Prt 

(3d Cir. 1 999); Sopa v- 

e cases the conditions of 

Chaves-Alva
res 

23d 390, 397-98 

2016). “And in som 

US. Att'y Gens 825 F. 

including, for example, 
“invasive procedures, 5 substandard 

care, 

arches, long waits for medic 

indiscriminate 
strip se 

ent). The Court has like 

of law. See Maryland v. 0! 

ughtin, 500. US. 44, 55 

without any individual
ized 

Petitioner pre 

in German Santos \ 

are incarcerated
 for — 

138:S. Ct. at 860 reyes. 
Jey 

numbering in the.thousands
, 

warfs: 

ed by ICE. 

138 S.Ct. at 861 (Breyers 

ison, 783 F. 3d 469, 478 3 

their confi inement are inap] 

ical care and hygiene pro’ 

wise recognized the need for 

Shatzer,.559 
US. 98,110 

¥ Miranda rights before Te= 

5.56 (1991) holding 

urs of warrantless ar
rest). 

Individ ustized 
Bond 

Six-Month iestarll An 

en Detention 
Becomes Un! reasonably

 Prolonged. 

js unreasonable 
under 

review, 

vails under-th
e jnulti-facto

r 

y. WardenPike 
Correctional 

periods pendin
g 

“had been, detained 
“on 

years). For noncitizens wh
o have 

the time. spent in cr
iminal 

ss served [criminal] sentences 

Petitioner is held ina 

cess tO Petitioner’s 
family:or.. 

so far. as we. cam tell, 
similar, 

J, dissenting)> 
accord . 

d Cir 2015); Ngo v- INS, 192 

1199, 1218, 1221 (11th Cir. 

propriately poor” 
3d 

and mistreatment,
 €. B-9 

ducts, and, jn the case



ase cVv- ume: age 4 ol N-S' Fi 17/02, 26 . Pi f 18 Cc és 26- 05093- Lu CR Doc zat a fled 1021: 

offee with another detainee.” 

ease, Off, of Inspector Ger, 

th Detainee Treatment and 
c, a multiday lock down for sharing 2 CUP of co! 

1 |] of one detainee, 

Ct. at 861 (Breyer J,, dissenting) (citing Press Rel 

d Sec. DHS OIG. Inspection Cites Concerns © Will 

Care at ICE Detention Facilities (Dec: 14,20 

conditions 

rennings, 138 S- 

Dept. of Homelan! 
Government's

 own 

E+ "16, 2023, 5:01 17); see also, Tom Dreisbach, 

a ‘negligent’ co in ICE detention, NPR 
| (Au 

are), ‘unsafe and 

experts, found 
‘barbaric! an 

ligent” rriedic
al care Gnclu 

“tpeg! 
ding mental health ¢ 

pepper-sprayi
ng of ‘mentally ill 

contained in 

25 Office for 

19). 

Ff. detainees, inappropriate 

racist abuse 0 

contribu 
at, in some cases, 

erts from the 
Department 

examining detention faci
li 

filthy’ conditions, ted to detainet deaths” 

s and other problems
 thi 

of Homeland 
Security’ 

detainee: 

ties between 2017 and 20 
reports prepared by expe! 

and Civil Liberties after & 

iden State Annex Detenti 

‘inspection 

Civil Rights 

1 Individuals at Gol 

Jus 
contaminated with ins 

rant Justice, . S
tarving, for 

ia Collaborati
ve for Immig} 

tp. 7 (April 2022), available at 

bl cbbdda3
4 1b! b8: 404594 

individuals who respond 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6| ‘AM) (reporting 
on the 

7 

8 

9 

0 
ed zeceiving food 

ion Facility have desorib 

and other foreign 

hes, flies, and spider), 
hair, 

ects (including cockroa¢ tice: The Denial of © 

objects: See Califomii
 

- 14 || Proper Nat
ron in Immigration

 Detention 8 

ed to one survey | 

16 || Mesa Verde Detention Fac
ility over 30% of detained i 

17||said they had received expi
red food. Jd. 

32. The Mathews 
test for procedural

 due proces: 

ntal action; (2) the risk of e1 

and @) the go
vernment interest. 

threatened by governme! 

for Acting Feld OF Dir., No. 1 21- 

ec 15,7 2023), re
port and 

9421 (B.D. Cal. paue 21, 

ecting cases 

S claims balances: (1) the private 

rroneous deprivation of such intere
st 

194] interest 
Mathews V- 

.. 20 |Jand the v4 

2) |\Eldridge, 4 

22 CVv-01812 

stitute safegua
rds 

24 U.S. 319, 335 (1976); see. also Sho 
v. Curren 

TLN AC, 2023 WL 4014649, at, 8 @: D. Cal. Jun 

TLN-AC, 2023 wi 4io 

-CV-1 812/ 

a habeas petitioner’ g due process claims and coll 

Jue of ‘additional 
oF sub: 

23 recommendatio
n adopted, No. 1:21 

24 ||2023) (applying 

e). Heres 

aluate whethe
r the governme

nt can justify 

‘Mathews factors 10 promptly 

cach factor wel ighs in Petitioner’ 
's favor, requiring this Court to 

their ongoing 
detention. 

has a weighty interest in their liberty, the core 25 ||doine the sam 

nolda hearing to ev 

33. First, Petitioner indisputably
 

28 oe 
. 

10 



ase -cv-05093- -SCR mi Fi 7; P; ft N- age of 18 Cc. 26 SCI Document 1 iled 07/02/26 9) 

s. at 690 (“Freedom
 from imprisonment. 

- - lies at 

Zadvydas, 533 U: 

*), Petitioner, who is 

¢ Process Clause] protects. 

san overwhel
ming inte! 

being held in 

rest here, regardless of the length of his 

cates.the same
” fundamental 

: 

7626414, at 

te interest at stake here. 
priva 

the heart of the liberty [the Du 

” has 

“any length of detention impli 

9-WHO, 2020 WL 

singeroeration-li
ke conditioris, 

immigration detention, because 

rights. Rajnish v. Jennings, No. 3:20-cv-0781 
#6 (ND. Cal. Dec. 

their.liberty 

s risk of | deprivation 
of 

ir Liberty: 

vidualized evid
entiary hearing. The risk of erroneous deprivation of thei 

ve been detained since 24 - 2004 
[escriba el. mes Y 

iéni por ICE} without any evaluation of. whiethe! 

ndividualized 
circum 

“[Tjhe risk of an erroneous 

.s substantial.” 
- 

will suffer the erroneou! 20, 202 

“ 34. Second, Petitioner 

without an indi 

is high, as they ha 

aiio.en 

ue comenz6 Su detent 

r the governm
ent can 

stances. 

a neutral decisionmaker
 i 

7 

justify 
deprivatio 

d ati 092. Conversely, 
‘piouf, 634 F3 

an individualized 
evaluation of ‘the justific 

detention under 
their i 

ce of a hearing before 

dditional: proced
ural sal 

“the probable value of a 

ation for his detention—
is high, because 

Respo: 

feguatds— 

dents : 

-NC, 

nof liberty in the absent 

» Jimenez Vv. Wolf, No. 19-cv-07996 

ards at all. 

n for person who had 
ly no procedural safegu 

(granting habeas petitio have provided virtual 

Cal. Jan. 30, 2020) 
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