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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

G leyandro V4 loves 1 Oe GOr 

Ad <= | [Your name] ; 

>< 
| | 

oe Petitioner, B26W05178 SA pe (Hu) 

Vv. : Case No. 

TONYA ANDREWS, Warden of the Golden [leave blank for clerk to fill in] 

State Annex Detention Facility; TODD BLANCHE Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus 

Attorney General for the United States of Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241 

America; MARK WAYNE MULLIN, Secretary 

of the Department of Homeland Security; DAVID — 

VENTURELLA, Acting Director of Immigration 

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: 

ET eee. — 
Fe nes ee 
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INTRODUCTION 

1, Petitioner! is currently detained by immigration and‘customs Enforcement 

(“IGE”) atthe _- gol den sto de annex _[escriba el nombre del centro de detencion donde 

esta detenido]detention center pending removal proceedings. 

2; Petitioner has been detained in immigration custody for over 1 Months 

[escriba el numero de meses que ha.estado detenido] months even though no neutral desicionmaker 

whether a federal judge or immigration judge (“13”}—has conducted a hearing to determine 

whether this lengthy incarceration is warranted based on danger or flight risk. 

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

violates the Due Process Clause of the Firth Amendment. 

4. Petitioner therefore respectfully request that this.court issue a writ of habeas 

corpus, determine that Petitioner’s detention is not justified because the government has not 

established by clear and convincing evidence that Petitioner’s presents a risk of flight or danger 

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

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

5. Alternatively, Petitioner request that the court issue a writ of habeas corpus and 

order Petitioner’s'release within 30 days unless Respondents schedule a hearing before an IJ 

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

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

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

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

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

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

of the United 
suggested by the committee on Court Administration and Case Management of the Judicial Conference 

States. 'See Memorandum Re: Privacy Concern Regarding Social Security & Immigration Opinions(May 1, 2018), 

available at https://Awww.uscourts,gow/sites/default/files/: 18-cv-1
-suggestion_cacm_O.pdf;see also Jorge M.F. v. 

Jennings, 534 EF, Supp. 3d 1050 n.1 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 14,2021). 
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>}|:¢Prodedure-Act. 

SCG. 

. show cause 

| U,S.G §.2243; if the Court issues an OSC, it must require : Respondents to file aretum “within 

‘ three days uiless for good c 
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. JURISDICTION 

6. Petitioner is detained in the custody of Respondents at 40 der .$ hake aan 

“z[eseriba el nombre del centro de detencion donde esta detenido] deterition center. 

io Lee “This action arises under the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment of the 

UES‘ constitution: Jurisdiction is proper under 28 U.S.C 8§ 1331 (federal question), 2241 (habeas 

-corpus); U.S. Const. Art. I, § 2; (Suspension Clause); and 5 U.S.C § 702 (Administrative 

"Fhis Court may grant relief under the habeas corpus statutes, 28 U.S.C § 2241 et 

the Declaratory Judgment Act, 28 U.S.C § 2201 et seq., and the All Writs Act, 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1651: 
a 

; 8. Congress has preserved judicial review of challenges to Prolonged immigration 

detention: Se Jennings v. Rodriguez, 138 S. Ct. 830, 839-841.(2018) (holding that 8 US.C. 

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

see-also id: at:876 (Breyer, J., dissenting). (“8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(9)..: «by its terms applies only 

witli respect to review of an order of removal”) (intemal quotation marks and brackets omitted). 

VENUE 

0. ‘Venue is proper in this district because this is the district in which Petitioner is 

confined. See Doe v. Garland, 109 F.4th 1188,1197-99 (S* Cir, 2024). * 

REQUIREMENTS OF 28 U.S.C. § 2243 

10. The court must grant the petition for writ of habeas corpus or issue an order to 

(“OSC”) to Respondents “forthwith,” waless Petitioner is not entitled to relief. 28 

ause additional time, not excéedinig twenty days, is allowed.” Id. 

(emphasis added). 

“—. Td, ~ Gourts have long recognized the significance of the habeas statute in projecting 

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

all-casés.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 ca Gir, 2000) (explaining that habeas statute 
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expeditious:determinatiori ‘of petitions).”. « 2 

: : PARTIES. «= i rascal BEN TS 

-12;"\- Petitioner is:a noncitizen-eurrently: detained by Respondents pending ongoing. . 

removal proceedings. Petitioner was bom in mex? @Q+.:.  feountry of birth/pais:de:nacimiento} « :’ .* 

13.:-:' Respondent Warden of the _ doldea sta kevicunex ih. sais Petitioner's. 

immediate custodian. at the Facility where Petitioner is deiained::See Doe, 108 F.4th at'1194-97. : 

“i.e 1d :-Resporident'secretary of the U.S Department of Homeland: Security (“DHS”), an 

» agency of the United-States, is responisible for the administration’ of the immigration laws.:8 . ~ 

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

"capacity. LEN 

45,.. Respondent Acting or Current Attorney ‘General of the United States is the most’ 

“senior official in the U.S. Department of Justice (“DOJ”). They. have the authority to interpret 

the immigration laws:and adjudicate removal cases. They’ delegate this responsibility to the 

. Executive Office for Immigration review (“EOIR”), ‘which administers ‘the.immiigration courts 

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

: 16... . -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 , 

jurisdiction over Petitioner’s case: They are legal.custodian of Petitioner and are named in their ; 

official capacity. . 

. 17. ~ Respondent Acting or Current Director of ICE,is responsible for ICE's policies, 

_-practices, and procedures, including those relating to the detention of immigrants. They are a 

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

STATEMENT OF FACTS | 

+ 18,1. ' Petitioner is a noncitizen currently detained by Respondents pending immigration 

: removal proceedings. Petitioner is pursuing the following daims i in ‘removal proceedings, Tescriba 

s, todos Jas aplicaciones de alivio que usted esta presentarido en su caso, de  deportacionl: a 



C
O
N
 

a
u
 
R
w
y
 

_Case 1:26-cv-05178-JLT-EPG Document 1 : Filed Sri06r26 Page 5 of 18 

19,.. Petitioner has been detained in DHS custody since, OG. tz > J 2.G... ate/fechal 

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

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

_.21,... ‘The immigration Court lacks jurisdiction and authority.to. provide P Petitioner. with 

. abond hearing to determine whether Petitioner’s detention is justified. See 8 U,S.C, 88 1225(b); 

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

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. ‘ 7 

23, Additional facts to support Petitioner’s entitlement.to relief are 

Dea honor ails Subp LIAS. Oe ckot ia, 
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LEGAL BACKGROUND 

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

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

Reno v. Flores, 507 U.S. 292,306 (1993)). “Freedom from imprisonment-from government: 

custody, detention, or others forms of physical yestraint—lies at the heart of liberty” thatthe 
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533 US. 678, 690 (2001); see also id. at 18 

cts. Zadvydas ¥. Davis, 

ss Clause includes prote 

berty under the Due Proce: Due. Process Clause prote ction against 

protection 

dmissible noncitizens. See id, at 721 
nedy, J, dissenting) 

CLI 
fundamental due process 

(Ken 

unlaw: ful or arbitrary personal restraint or detention.”). 
This 

all noncitizens,
 includin, 

dissenting) (“[BJoth rem: 

n that is arbitrary or capri 

cess requires “adequ
ate 

g both removabl
e and ina 

noncitizens] are entitled to be 

applies to 

(Kennedy, 3, 
ovable and inadmissible

 if 

free from detentio! 

25. Due pro’ 

cious”) 

procedural protections” 

nfinement “outweighs tht 

ical restraint.” Zad
vydas, 53: 

the Supreme Col 

to ensure that the 

government's asserted justifi
cation for physical co! 

¢ individual's 

interest in avoiding physi 
3, U.S. at 690 

urt has 
constitutionally 

protected 

nger to the 
ion context, 

‘on—to mitigate the risks of dai ited), In the immigrati 

(internal quotation marks om 

recogni 

communi 

26. 

facing prolon 

process” because 

oses for civil detenti 

zed only two valid purp 
538.U.S. at 528. 

Id.; Demore, 

at the governmen
t provid 

izens 
ity and to prevent flight. 

fe bond hearings to nonciti 

Due process requires th due 
gibility for bail as part of 

138 S, Ct. at 862 (Breyer, Je 

‘ourt upheld the mandatory,
 

rocess Clause foresees eli 

“tp]ail is basic to our system of law.” Jennings, 

). While the Supreme Cc 

it did sod 

ged detention. “The Due Pi 

al quotation marks omitted, 
ased on the petitioner's 

dissenting) (intern 
) in Demore, 

erstanding at the time that 
detention ofa noncitizen under Section 1226(6) 

such detentions are 

ity and the Court's und 

538 U.S. at 522 n.6, 52 
een detained fora 

concession of deportabili g, Where a noncitizen has b 

“prief.” Demore
, ef, due process 

e to removal or claim to reli 

iberty is 

nas to his risk of 

typically 

prolonged period or is p' ving a substantial defens 

a sign! 

dividualized determinatio 

ursi 

requires an individualized 
determination that such ificant deprivation of i 

dy, Jes concurring)
 (“[I]n 

unreasonable 
or 

warranted. Id at 532 (Kenne! 

ay 
tinued detention beca

me 

33 (1972) (holding that 

rds); MeNeil 
v. Dir. Patuxent Inst. 

may be appropriate” 
fo 

978) (holding that, in the Bighth 

be warranted “if the con! 

406 U.S. 715, 7 flight and dangerous
ness” mi detention 

unjustified”); 
see also Jackson 

V- Indiana, 

beyond the “initial commitment! * requires additional safegual 
x “short 

407 US. 245, 249-50 
(1972) (holdin; 

ment”); Hutto v. Finney, 

g that “lesser safeguards 

term confine 
437 US. 678, 685-86 (1 

Co aacaas aaa 

je 7 of 18 
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) d 

ent cannot be ignored in deciding whether [al 

17F.4th 1,7 (ist Cir. 

Jeness limitation 

omitted). 

“the length of confinem 

nstitutional standards”); Reid v. Donelan, 

es some form of reasonab! 

ue Process Clause impos 

Amendment context, 

confinement meets CO 

2021) (holding that “the Di 
(internal quotation marks 

ion” under section 1226(c)) 

upon the duration of detenti 

A. Detention That Exceeds Six Months Without A Bond Hearing Is 

Unconstitutio
nal. 

. 
al when it exceeds six months. 

d hearing is unconstitutio
n: 

Detention without a bon 
“prief’ detention: 

30 (apholding only 

e vast majority of cases i 

ich the {noncitizen] choose: 

27. s under Section 1226(c)» 

8 U.S, at 529° in which it is invoked, and
 

See Demore, 
53 

“oughly 4 month and a 

e minority of cases in whi 

half in th 
sto appeal”); 

ty of detention 
for 

ubted the constitutionali 

r. 2022) ¢[OJnce 

F.4th 1189, 1091 (9th Ci 

months, contin
uing detention beco

mes 

F.3d 108], 1091 (9th Cir. 2011))) 

¥6 (N.D. Cal. Jan. 7, 

about five months in th 

Zadvydas, 533 USS. at 701 (“Congress previously dot 

imore than six months. 

oncitizen} has-been detain 

(cleaned up) (quotin 

Nielsen, Case No. 1 

»y; Rodriguez D
iaz v. Garland, 53 

ed for approximat
ely six 

the [n! 634 

prolonged” 
g Diouf v. Napolitano, 

g-CV-041 87-TS
H, 2019 

after six months and entit 

WL 7491555, at 

les [Petitioner] toa bond 

2019) (“[Dletention 
becomes prolonged 

hearing”). 
*% 

28, The recognition that six months is a substantial period 

ditional process is requi 

time after which at 
red to supP' 

adition. With few except 

of confinemen
t—and isthe 

ncarceration—
is deeply 

ions, 
tury in America crimes 

ynishable by nO more than a six-month prison 

5. n34 (1968). Consistent with this tradition, 

ort continued 
f 

“in the late 18th cen! 

rooted in our legal tr 

were for the most part p the 

triable without ajury 

391 U.S. 145, 161 

>> Duncan v- Louisiana,
 

d six months to be the lim it of confineme
nt for a criminal offense that a 

‘forded by jury trial. Cheff¥- Schnackenber
g, term. 

‘Supreme Court has foun' 

¢ without the protection a! 

Court has also Jooked to six months as & 

federal court may impos! 

8.373, 380 (1966) 

ark in other contexts inv 

Jurality’opinion
)- The 

olving civil detention. Se e McNeil v. Dir, Patuxent Inst., 407 

n outer limit for confinem 
384 

benchm 

5, 249, 250-52 (1972) (re 

U.S. 24 
cognizing six months as ai 

ent without 

_ 
— 
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the need for 

rt has likewise recognized 

civil commitment).
 The Cou! 

559 U.S. 98, 1 10 
individualized inquiry for 

Maryland v. Shatzer, 

n of Miranda rights before re- 

00 U.S. 44, 55-56 (1991) Gh 

s in other areas of law. See 

ust elapse following invocatio: 

of Riverside y. McLaughlin, 5 

place within 48 hours of 

bright line constitutional r
ule: 

(2010) (holding that 14 days m olding 

Cnty. 
gation is permitted); ‘warrantless arrest). interro; 

ble cause hearing must take 
that a probal 

Ab Individnalized 
Bond 

reasonably Prol
onged. 

onable under 
né-Line Six-Month 

Standard, 

‘When Detention Becomes Un 
Even Absent A 

Brig 

individualized review, is unreas Bearing Is Required 

ner’s detention, without any it 
e multi-factor 29, — Petitio 

‘Petitioner prevails under thi 

e due process test. Alternatively
, 

the Mathews v. Elaridg tional 

reasonableness test the Third Circuit ado
pted in German ‘Santos v. Warden Pike Corres 

211 (3d Cir. 2020). 

: 

is of noncitizens 
are incarcerated

 for Jengthy periods pending
 

1388. Ct. at 860 (Breyer, J» 

s, had been detained “on 

Facility, 965 F. 3d 203, 

30. | Bach year, thousand: 

dings. See Jennings, 

ution of their removal 
procee 

the resol 
TS, numbering in the thousand:

 

(observing that class membe 

and some had been detai 
oncitizens who have 

their immigration det 

one-half and 
two 

dissenting) 

average one yea 
ined for several years). For n 

ention often dwarfs the time spent in criminal 

minal] sentences 
some criminal history, 

thirds of the class served [ori 

custody, if any. Ta. (“between 

Ie detained by ICE. Petitioner is held ina 

's family or 

we can tell, 

Jess than six months”). | 

Petitioner faces severe 

th limited freedom of move! 

f their detention are similar, 

t, at 861 (Breyers Jy dissenting); 

INS, 192 

h Cir. 

hardships whi 

ment and access to Petitioner’ 31. 

locked down facility, wil 

“(T]he circumstances ©’ 

2 Jennings, 138 S.C! support network
; 

so far as 

jails. 

qvez—Alvarez V- Warden York Cnty. Prison, 783 F.3d 46 

Sopo v. US. Att'y Gen., 82 

4 390, 397-98 (3d Cir. 1999); 

nditions of thei confineme: 

9, 478 (3d Cir. 2015); Ngo v- 
fo those in many prisons and 

5 F.3d 1199, 1218, 1221 (11 
ch 

F3 

2016). “And in some cases the co! 

“invasive pro 

long wait 

mt are inappropriately
 poor” 

and mistreatment, 
é. Bs 

cedures, substandard care, 

and, in the case 

including, for example, 

s for medical care and hygiene products, 

indiscriminate strip searches, 

accord 



acument 1 Filed 07/06/26 as Yocument 1 Filed 07/06/26 Page 10 of 18 

ffee with another detainee.” 

sharing 4 CUP of 0! 

ff. of Inspector Gen., 
multiday lock down for 

nting) (citing Press Rel 
t and of one detainee, 4 jease, 

138 S. Ct. at 861 (Breyer J,, disse! 

DHS OIG Inspectic 

ilities (Dec. 14,2017); see also Tom Dre
i 

conditions in 

Jennings: 
th Detainee 

Treatmew 

Dept. of Homeland
 Sec., 

on Cites Concerns Wi 

isbach, Gover
nment’ tsown

 

(Aug. 16, 2023» 5:01 

‘unsafe and 

erespraying of mentally 
ill 

to detainee deaths” conta
ined in 

25 Office for : 

Care at ICE ‘Detention Fac 

egligent 
IGE detention, NP

R 

Z mental health care), 
und ‘barbaric! an

d 'n 

miedical care (includin, experts fo 

AM) (reporting on the sipegligent” 

racist abuse of detainees,
 

some cases, contributed filthy’ conditions, 
inappropriate 

peppt 

ther problems 
that, ins 

detainees and o! 

prepared by experts 
Homeland Security 

Liberties after examini
ng detention facilities bet

ween 2017 and 2019). 

ie Annex Detention Fa 

(including cockroaches, 

inspection reports 
from the Departme

nt of 

receiving food 

Civil Rights and Civil 
and other foreign

 cility have deseribed 

Individuals at Golden Stat 
flies, and spiders), hair, 

contaminate
d with insects 

objects. See Californi
a Collaborativ

e for Immigran
t Justice, | avidiad Sor 

Jus ustice: The Denial of 

‘on Detention,
 atp.7 

Nutrition in Immigratic 

r 80% of detained individuals w
ho responded to one survey 

tention Facility, ove 

Mesa Verde De 

ims balances: (1) the private 

ch interest said they had received 
expired food. Id. 

32. The Mathews
 test for procedura

l due process 
clai 

ous deprivation of su 

Mathews v. 

No. 1:2]- 

‘on; (2) the risk of erron! 

d by governmental
 acti 

safeguards; 
and (3) the governme

nt interest. 

0 SHO v- Current or Acting Fie
ld Off. Dir., interest threa

tene 

and the value of | additional
 or substitu

te s2! 

Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 335 (1976); se@ als 

Cv-01812 TLN AC, 2023 WL 40
14649, at *3 (B.D. Cal. June 15, 2023), report and * 

ted, No. 1% 21-CV-181
2-TLN-AC: 

2023 WL 4109421 ED. Cal, Jun 

etitioner’s due process claims and collecting 

requitin; 

can justify their ongoing
 detention. 

First, Petitioner indisputably 
has 2 weighty interest in their | 

e21, 

recommendat
ion adop' 

cases 

2023) (applying Ma
thew: 

doing the sare). Here, 

WS Factors to a habeas Pp 

Petitioner’s favors 
g this Court to promptly 

each factor weighs
 in 

nether the governme
nt 

aring to evaluate W! iberty, the core 

hold a he 

33. 

10 



terest at stake here. Zadvydas, 533 U.S. a! 

private in 

the heart of the liberty [the Due P 

‘Gnoarceratio
n-like conditions,” 

immigration 
detention, because 

rights. Rajnish v. Jennings: 

22, 2020): 
. 

34. Second, Petiti
oner will suffer the 

without an individualized
 evidentiary 

hearing. Th 

igh, as they have been detained since 

ICE] without any eval 

que comenz6 
su detenci6n 

por 
is hi 

justify detention under their individ 

deprivation of liberty in the absence O' 

Diouf, 634 F.3d at 1092. Conversely; 

an individualize
d evaluation of the justifi 

have provided virtually no procedural safe 

*3 (ND. Cal, Jan. 30, 

ar without & bond hearing): 2020 WL 510347, 
2020) (gran 

detained for one ye 

35. Third, the gov 
been 

ernment’s interest is 

without providing an
y neutral review. See Mathews: 

stake here is not ‘the government’ 

ent’s ability t0 continue to detain them for 

e Marroguin
 Ambriz v. Barr, 420 F. Supp- 

Garland, No: 522-CV
-00869-EID

. 2022 WL 21 329 

's ability to continu 

governm 

review. Se 

cost of providing 
an individualize

d in 

has repeatedly 
concede 

The government
 

1, 2019); Singh v. Barr, 

762,777 N: .D. Ca! 

Marroquin 
Ambriz, 420 F. Supp. 3d at 964. 

1 690 (“Freed
om frol 

TOcess Clause] protects. 

> has an overwhel
ming inte! 

erroneous risk of depr! 

e risk of erroneous 
dep! 

ualized circumstances.
 

fa hearing before an! 

“the probable value of ad 

cation for his detention—
 

feguards at all 

very low in continuin;
 

1.10 

months on en 

quiry is minimal. 
Se 

d this fact. See Lope 

400 F. SupP- 3d 10! 

m imprisonment
. . lies at 

s being held in 

»), Petitioner, wh
o i 

the length 
of his 

interest here, regardless of 

ic” fundamen
tal 

#6 (ND. Cal. Dee. 

{vation of their liberty 

rivation of their Liberty 

[esoriba el mes py afio en 

uation of ‘whether the governme
nt can 

“(T]he risk of an erroneous
 

eutral decisionmaker
 is substantial.” 

ditiorial procedural sa
feguards 

is high, because Re
spondents 

2» Jimenez V- Wolf, No. 19-0v-07996
-NC, 

had 
ting habeas petition for person who 

gto detain Petitioner 

424 U.S. at 335. The specific interest at 

detain Petitioner, put rather the 

4 without any 

3d 953; 964 (N.D- Cal. 2019); Henri
quez v- 

19, at *5 (N-D- Cal. June 14, 2022)- The 

022 WL 2132919 at *5. 

62. F. Supp. 34 

individualiz
ed 

e Henriquez,
 

2 Reyes V- Bonnar, 3' 

05, 1021 (8.D. Cal. 2019); 



co
 

ow
 

a 
A 

Ww
W 

eB
 
w
w
 

Ss
 

Case 1:26-cv-05 
S -05178-JILT- 

7 , _ 
= 

— TEPG “Document” Filed 07/06/26” Page 12 of 

—_ 
oe 

age 12 of 18 

sh that Petitioner js entitled to an evidentia
ry 

36. Insum, the Mathews 
factors establi 

ndards in this 

fr. Unsurprisin
gly, courts applying these sta 

eatedly held that prolonged detention witho! 

Romero 
process. See, €.8- 

45 (ND. Cal. Jan. 26, 20: 

“not com! 

g that the petitioner’s 

process rights and 

#5 (ND. 
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ates procedural
 due 

WL 254435, at "2, 

detention of, just over one year without 
a cust 

and granting habeas); Jimenez, 2020 WL 51034 

yr without 2 custody hei 

n of just over one yea 

No. 18-CV-05321
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burden of pro . Aleman Gonzalez A 

See Singh v. Ho 

762, 783 (9th Cir. 2020), rev 
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val proceedin
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Cir. 1978) (en banc). There
fore, when dett 

people detained for im! 

stances and alternat 
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Petitioner’s release would pres 

burden, the immigration judg
e or 

conditions of supervision, 
taking intd 

4) Issue a declar 

Process Clause of 

5) Award Petitioner his ct 

provided for by the Equal 

6) Grant such further relief as the 

17 

-Case1:26-cv-05178-JLT-EPG ~ Document 1 

ion could sufficiently mitigate 

Petitioner’s ongoing prolonj 

5 Corpus, hold a hearing befo 

tention is not justified becans 

vineing evidence that Petitioner 

Iternatives to detention, 

(with appropriate conditio 
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propriate 

pay 4 bond; 

account Petitioner’s ability to 

es the Due 
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