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CLERK UA DISTRICT COURT 
McFarland, CA 23250 EASTERN @iSRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

PRO SE 
ee ~~ DEPUTY CLERK 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

% | [Your name] | 

| Petitioner, £26W05185 Dap sce (te) 

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; MARKWAYNE MULLIN, Secretary 

of the Department of Homeland Security; DAVID 

VENTURELLA, Acting Director of Immigration 

and Customs Enforcement; ICE/ERO, Fresno Field 

Office of Bureau of Immigration and Customs 

Enforcement 

Respondents, 

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

_ yemedy Petitioner’s unlawful detention by Respondents, as follows: 
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INTRODUCTION 

ge Te Petitioner is currently detained by immigration and customs Enforcement 

(“IGE”) atthe Golden sigte ANN X_[eseriba el nombre del centro de detencion donde 

esta detenidojdetention center pending removal proceedings. ) ANS 

2. Petitioner has been detained in immigration custody for over 

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

whether a federal judge or immigration judge (“1J”)—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 tisk of flight or danger 

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

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

Be 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 J shall order Petitioner’s release on appropriate 

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

see Sie ee ee 

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

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

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

available at https://www.uscourts.gow/sites/defanlt/files/18-cy-1-suggestion cacm. 0.pdf;see also Jorge M.E v. 

Jennings, 534 F. Supp. 3d 1050 n.1 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 14,2021). 
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JURISDICTION 

6, Petitioner is detained in the custody of Respondents at Go Idea state Annex 

. [eseriba el nombre del centro de detencion donde esta detenido] détention center. 

‘ 7.) . Dhis action arises under the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment of the 

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

't . corpus); U.S; Const. Art. I, § 2; (Suspension Clause); and 5 U.S.C § 702 (Administrative 

|| :-Proéerture Act. 'Fhis Gourt may grant relief under the habeas coxpus statutes, 28 U.S.C § 2241 et 

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

§ 1651. 

8 Congress has preserved judicial review of challenges to Prolonged immigration 

detention. See Jennings v. Rodriguez, 138 S. Ct. 830, 839-841 (2018) (holding that 8 U.S.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 

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

VENUE 

9. 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 (oe 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 

show cause (“OSC”) to Respondents “forthwith,” unless Petitioner i is not entitled to relief. 28 

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

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

(emphasis added). 

11, - Courts have long recognized the significance of the habeas statute in protecting 

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

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

added); see alsoYong v. INS, 208 F.3d 1116, 1120 (9" Gir. 2000) (explaining that habeas statute 
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expeditious determination of petitions). 

ped ‘PARTIES aa bat 

12, Petitioner is a noncitizen-currently detained by Respondents pending ongoing . . 

removal proceedings. Petitionier was born in’ {country of birth/pais:de nacimiento] + 

43.: Respondent Warden of the @Olde state ANME Xu, ~ 1. is Petitioner's 

jmmediate custodian at the Facility where Petitioner is detained:See-Doe, 108 F.4th at 1194-97. 

. Resporident secretary of the U.S Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”), an 2 14. 

agency of the United States, is resporisible for the administration of the immigration laws.:8 

US.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 

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 immigration courts 

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

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 ‘ 

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, 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

18,. ° Petitioner is a noncitizen currently detainéd by Respondents pending immigration 

removal proceedings. Petitioner is pursuing the following claims.in removal proceedings.[escriba 

todos las aplicaciones de alivio que usted esta presentando en su caso,de deportacion]: 
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ae --+ see + Tet aes nee 

Petitioner has feen detained 3 in DHS eustndy ae ne. ALG ppatefecha} 19.. 

... 20... Petitioner has not been provided a bond hearing before.a vega 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 Petitioner with - 

a:-bond hearing to determine whether Petitioner's detention is justified. See 8 U.S.C. §§ 1225(b); 

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

a neutral decisionmaker. 7 . 

.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 

23. Additional facts to — Petitioner’s eitgileenent to relief are 
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_LEGAL BACKGROUND 

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

process of law in deportation proceedings.” Demore v, 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 restraint—lies at the heart of liberty” that the 
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Romero Romero v. Wo 

26, 2021) (holdi
ng that the 

was “not compatible with due 

ding that the petitioner’s 

36.  Insum, th 
plying these standards in this 

courts ap 

ing before a neutral 

If No. 20-CV- 
before a neutral adjudicat 

eatedly held that prolonge 

cedural.due process. Sée, 8-2 

*2, #5 (ND. Cal. Jan. 

hearing 

Circuit have rep 

adjudicator violates pro 

-TSH, 202] WL 254435, at 

petitioner’s 

ar without a custody hearing 

1, *2, *4 (hol 

08031 

nition of just over one ye 

process” 

dete: 

and granting habeas); Jimenez, 2 

detention of j 

020 WL 510347, at * 

ustody hearing violated his 

8-CV-05321-JSC,
 2019 WL 3 

tion for just over one year wi 

ust over one year without a cl 
due process rights and 

Bonnar, No. 1 
30906, at *1, +5 WD. 

ithout a 

Garland, 

Gonzalez v. 

g that the petitioner’s detent 

is due process rights and grantin; 

023 WL 5836048, at *6 (E.D. Cal. 2023); 

TLN-AC, 2023 WL 4014649 (B.D. Cal. 2023). 

granting habeas); 

Cal. Jan. 25, 2019) (holdin, g habeas); see also Singh v. 

custody hearing violates hi 

No.1 .73-cv-01043-EP
G-HC, 2 

Sho v. Current or 

No. 1:21-cv-01812- 
Acting Field Office Director, 

ould so hold as well. 
This Court shi 

37. Rodriguez Diaz v. Garland, 53 
does not disturb this 

F.4% 1189 (9th Cir. 2022), 

the detention of 

the Mathews test to hold that 

g USC. § 1226(2), did not vi 

(b) and 1226(6), § 1226(a) 

d hearing at the outset of: 

the Ninth Circuit applied 
olate 

result. In Rodriguez Diaz, 

anoncitizen detained under a different detention statute, 

at 1195. Unlike Sections 1225 

dural due process. 53 Fa 

cive an individualized bon: proce 

that detained individuals rec 

rings upon a material change in circumstances. 
See 8 

rovides for further bond hea 

Rodriguez Diaz was predicate 

rocess under § 1226(a). 53°F 4 

mandates 

.d on the immediate 
detention and p 

th at 1202 
CFR. § 4003,19(e)- The panel’s decision in 

ility of this administrative p 
protections that 

and ongoing availabi 

(“Section 1226(a) and it 
provide extensive procedural 

are unavailable 
under other 

S implementing 
regulations 

driguez Diaz, 

detention provisions - - - .), Unlike the petitioner in Ro. 

5 to individualized 
review of his detention. 

Petitioner has no ‘statutory acces: 

hat apply 4 reasonablenes
s test have considered four non- 

38. Alternatively, 
courts f 

exhaustive factors in determining 
whether detention is reasonable. German Santos v. Warden 
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0-22 (3d Cir. 2020). ‘The reasonablene
ss inguiry is 

nt factor is the duration 0: 

2019 WL 330906, at 

-just over one year without a 

f detention.” Id. at 

#1, *5 (ND. 

lity, 965 F.3d 203, 21 

“The most importa 

nar, No. 1 g-CV-05321 -JSC, 

petitioner’s detention for 

Pike Cnly. Corr. Fae 

“highly fact-specific.” Id. at 210. 

e also Gonzalez ¥. Boni 

019) (concluding that the 

ighed. strongly in favor of 

granting habeas). Duratio 

ikely to continue; 

(1) whether detention is li 

f confinement are meaningfully
 different from crim! 

211; se 

Cal. Jan. 25, 2 
finding detention unreasonable, and violated his 

1 the other 
custody hearing wel 

.s for the delay, 
n is evaluated along with “a 

due process rights and (2) reason: 

circumstances,
” including 

and (3) whether the conditions 0 

inal 

punishment. Id. at 211. 
detained fora substantial len, eth of time, supra

 20 

39. AS noted, Petitioner has been 

tion is likely to continue 2: s Petitioner asserts their right to seek 

not be punished for pursuin 

9-CV-07623-JD, 
2020 WL 9: 

gest that [Petitioner] coul 

14 “Jepitimate 

5633, at *3 

id shorten 

and Petitioner’s deten' 

qr. Noncitizens should 

immigration relief, supra 

¢ Masood v. Barr, No. 1 

sto seek relief. Se 
proceeding: 

(ND. Cal. Jan. 8, 2020) (“ft ill suits the United States to sug 

his detention by giving up these rights and abandoning his asylum application.”)-
 Thus, courts 

citizen when they obtained it in good faith to 

2 Gomez, 2023 WL ontinuance against the non' 

btain counsel. See Hernande: should not count a ¢ 

including efforts to 0 
] case, es} do not 

prepare their removal 

“The duration an 
e requests [for continuance

! 

erty interest in his yelease 0! 

Petitioner's © 

demon: 

d frequency of thes 
ontinued 

2802230, at #4 (' 
r his irreparable injury of ¢ 

nish his significant libs ces at a 
confinement and experien 

strate that their condition:
 

shment, See supra 4910. 

dimi 
»), Moreover s of 

detention without a bond hearing. 

facility operate
d by a private, for-profit prison contractor, 

confinement are not meaningful
ly different from 

those of criminal punii 

tention BY Clear 

24, 32. it Must Justify Ongoing De' 

The Governme
n 

ctions to ensure CG: At Any Hearin
g, 

‘And Convincing Evidence, 

Ata bond hearing, 

warranted: the governm| 

s certain minim
um prote 

duc process require: 
proof by 

nt must bear the purden of 
40. e 

that 2 noncitizen’s 
detention is 
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tinued detention, taking into consideration 
available 

cing evidence to justify co’ 

and, if the governme
n 

to pay a bond must be considered in determining # 

41. ° To justify pro! 

the noncitizen’s ability 

clear and convin' 
t cannot meet its burden, 

ion; of release. 

ntion, 
bear the 

e noncitizen js a danger oT flight risk. 

955: F.3d 

alternatives to detent 
he appropriate conditions 

longed immigrati
on dete! the government 

must 

onvincing evidence that th 

‘of proof by clear and c 

1203 (9th Cir. 201 1); Ale 
id 1196, 

'd on other grounds 
by Garland v. 

man Gonzalez V. Barr, 
burden 

142 8. Ct 

See Singh v. Holder, 638 F.3 

762, 781 (9th Cir. 2020), rev 

2037, 213 L. Ed. 2d 102 (2022) 

{standard] onto § 1226(a) as matter of statutory 

burden of proo 

undercut our constitutiona
l due process hold: 

Aleman Gonzalez, 

(“Jennings’s rejection of layering [the clear arid convincing
 

construction cannot .- + 

2023 WL 4014649, at *5 

a constitutional
ly ing in Singh-'y; Sho, 

nt shall bear the burden in 

holding that the governme! 
ion); Singh, 2023 

ya different statutory provisi 

L 1934509, at *2 
CV-03759-JD, 2023 W 

2023 WL 

No, 23-CV- 

(applying Singh and 

required bond hearin: 

*9 (same); Doe v. Garland, 

Pham y. Becerra, 

Hernandez Gomez v. Becerra, 

g to remedy detention unde! 

WL 5836048, at 
No. 3:22- 

2023) (same); 
No. 93-CV-0

1288-CRB, 

(ND. Cal. Jan. 10, 

Mar. 31, 2023) (same); 
Leivav- 

4, 2023) (same); ‘Mariine
z 

LE.S-:¥. 
#9) (NLD. Cal. May 26, 2023); 

2023) (same); 

2744397, at *7 (ND. Cal. 

30-WHO, 2023 WL 2802. #4 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 

02027-CRB, 2023 WL 3688097, at 

LF, 2023 WL 6317617, at 

-JCS, 2023 WL 6519272, at 

3 WL 6232236, at *9 (ND. Cal. 

2023 WL 6226374, at 

230, at 

#10 (NID. Cal. Sept 22, 
013: 

rra, No. 23-CV- 

#8 (ND. Cal. Get. 4, Bece 

ra, No. 23-CV-03
783-B: 

Grewal v. Becerra, No. 2: 
Bece: 

Singh 

2023) (s 

Sept. 25, 

#4 (N.D. Cal, Sept. 25, 

WL 5352897, at #7 (ND. Cal 

where the Supreme 

3-CV-03621 

No. 23-CV-03
724-5 CS, 202 

CVv-01025-AMO
, 

y. Garland, No. 23: 

sand, No. 23-CV-02529-AM
O, 

Rodriguez Picazo V. Gar! 

ame); Gomez y. Becerra, 

2023) (same); Henriquez 

2023) (same); 

|. Aug. 21, 2023) (same). 

Court has permitted civil d 2023 etention in.other contexts, it has 

by at least clear and convineing 
42. 

ent bore the purden of proof 

481 U.S- 739 750, 752 (1987) (upholding pre-trial 

relied on the fact that the Governin 

United States ¥. Salerno, convincing evidence” an
d 

“full-blown adversary hearin, 
“clear and evidence. See 

3” requiring 

detention after a 
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§. 71, 81-83 (1992) (striking down 

dvydas, 533 U.S. at 692 (fi 

they placed burden 03 

ucha ¥. Louisiana, 
504 Ue 

len on the detainee); Za “a neutral decisionmaker” 
"); Fou nding 

scheme that placed burdi 

post-final-order
 custody review 

peoeens dei civil detention 
ficient because,

 inter alia, 

the burden of proof by clear and 
detainee). 

ec-factor palancing test from 
43, The requirement that the government 

bear 

rted by application of the th 

(1976). First, “ar individual’ 

estionably substantial.” 

d, the risk of error is great 

g evidence js also suppo 

idge, 424 U.S. 319, 335 
's private interest in 

ed detention’ is *unqui 

hh, 638 F. 3d at 1208). Secon¢,’ 

trained attorneys and detai 

See Santosky v. Kramer, 45: 

tal termination proceedings because 

arents subject to 

sand “[ihe 

convinein, 

See Rodriguez Diaz, 53 

where the 

unrepresente
d 

Mathews v. Eldr' 

‘freedom from prolon 

4th at 1207 (citing Sing! 

ernment is represented by 

lack English proficiency. 

incing evidence at paren! 

combine to magnify the risk of erroneous 

termination proceedings are often poor, uneduci 

gov 

ined noncitizens are often 

5 U.S. 745, 763 (1982) (requiring 

and may “qumerous factors 

clear and conv: 
factfinding” including that “p 

or.members of iminority group! 

ated, 

detained noncitizens
 

ntested”)- Moreover, 

per their ability to obtain le; 

e supra] 32. Third, placing the 

has 

be expert on the issues CO! 

aditions that severely ham 

pare for a bond hearing. 

State’s attorney usually will gal 

carcerated in prison-like co! 

and pre] 
are int Se 

assistance, 
as the governm

ent 
ce to it, gather evidence, 

‘on that it can use to make its inimal cost or inconvenien 

e government imposes mu 

purden on tht 
ords and other informati 

access to the noncitizen’
s immigration rec 

tention. ention. 
case for continued 

de: 

D. Due Process Re 

44, - Due process also requires consideration of 

zen’s appearan 

reasonably related to this pul 

ask of flight. See Bell v. 

stitutionally punitive if itis 

ention progra
m—the 

jon OF Alternative
s To Det 

equires Consideratio
 

. The primary 

alternatives to detention. 

ce during civil removal 

pose of immigration 
detention is to ensure 2 nonciti 

ings. Zadvyda
s, §33 U.S, 8 

ative conditions of rele 

8-39 (1 979) (civil pretrial 

its legitimate purpose). 

pu 
pose if 

Wolfish, 
proceed! 

at 697. Detention is not 

there are alter 
ase that could mitigate m 

441 U.S. 520, 53) 
ial detention may 

be uncon 

Ice’ 5 alternatives t0 det 

excessive in relation to 
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chieved extraordinary success in ensuring 

rates close to 100 percent. 

sregulted in a 99% 

pearance Program—
has 2 

ings, reaching compliance 
Herreandez 

Cir. 2017) (observing that ISAP 

Intensive Supervision Ap 

earance at removal proceed! 

872 F.3d 976, 991 (9th 

attendance rate at all EOIR hearings anda 

alternatives to detention 

app: 

y, Sessions, al hearings”). Thus, 

95% attendance rate at fin 

letermining whether prolonged incarceration is 

must be considered 
in d 

warranted. 

45. Due process Tikewise requires consideration ofa noncitizen’s ability to pay 4 

inability to post money bail’ is impermissible 
ifthe 

the alternate forms of 
“Detention of an indigent ‘for 

4 1053, 1058 (Sth 
bond. 

onably be assured by one of 

earance at trial could reas 

872 F.3d at 990 (quoting 

refore; when determining th 

due process requires 

» Id; see also Martinez
 v. Clark, 

ate interest in protecting the 

individual’s ‘app 
Pugh v. Rainwater, 572 F.2 

© appropriate conditions of release for 
release.” Hernand

ez, 

Cir. 1978) (én banc)). The! 

le detained for jmmigration 

stances and alternative cond 

9th Cir. 2022) (While the 

2 the appearanc
e of noncit 

“consideration 
of financial 

purposes; 36 F.4th 
peop: 

tions of release. 

circum: 
government had a legitim 

1219, 1231 ( 
izens in immigration proceedings, We held [in 

J circumstances 

out consideration of financial public and ensurin 

I? ina bond determination Hernandez] that detain: 

and alternative release condi 

ing an indigent alien with 
‘reasonably 

itions was ‘unlikely to res) 

timate interests.’ (citation omitted).”). 

CLAIM FOR REL
IEF © 

(ON OF THE DUE PROC
ESS CLAUSE OF THE FIFTH AMENDMEN

T TO 

\ 
THE U.S. CONSTITUTION 

es by reference the paragraphs 
above. 

alleges and incorporat 

Amendment forbids the gov! 

» U.S. Const. amend. V- 

mires that the 

related to the government'
s legi 

VIOLATI 

46. _ Petitioner re~ ernment from 

Process Clause of the Fifth 

47, The Due 
ss of law. 

f liberty “withou
t due proce: 

ged detention, due process req) 
depriving any “person” Oo! 

titioner’s ongoing prolon: 

neutral decisio
nmaker, 48;  Tojustify Pel 

jdualized hearing before a 

rand convincing evidenc 

that 

ent establish, at an indiv’ 
¢ of flight risk or danger, 

governm 

ention is. justified by clea 
petitioner’s det 

16 



Case 1:26-cv-051 R ; at A 7 P. 7 
: -05185- = 9-DAD-SC! Document 1 iled 07/06/26 ‘age 17 of 1 of 18 

alternatives to detention could sufficiently mitiga
te that risk. 

ion without a hearing 1 |] taking into account whethe: 

Petitioner’s ongoing prolonged detent! 

49. — For these reasons, 
2 

3 |] violates due process. 

4 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

5 || WHEREFORE, Pofitioner respectfully requests that this Court: 
| 

6 1) Assume jurisdiction over this matter; 

| 

7 2) Issue a Writ of Habeas Corpus, hold a hearing before this Court if warranted, 
| 

8 determine that Petitioner’s detention is not justified because the government has | 

9 not established by clear and convincing 
evidence that Petitioner presents @ risk of 

10 flight or danger in light of available alternatives to detention, and order 
| 

il Petitioner’s release (with appropriate conditions of supervision if necessary), 
| 

12 taking into account Petitioner’s ability to pay 4 bond; , 

13 3) In the alternative, issue a Writ of Habeas Corpus and order Petitioner’s release 

14 within 30 days unless Respondent schedule a hearing before an immigration 

15 judge where: (1) to continue detention, the government must establish by clear 

is a risk of flight or danger, even . i 

and convincing evidence that Petitioner present 

16 
d 

n of alternatives to detention that could mitigate any risk that 

17 after consideratio 

18 Petitioner's release would present; and (2) if the government cannot meet its 

19 burden, the immigration judge order Petitioner’s release on appropriate 

20 
conditions of supervision, taking into account Petitioner’s ability to pay 4 bond; 

21 4) Issue a declaration that Petitioner’s ongoing prolonged detention violates the Due 

22 
Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment; 

23 5) Award Petitioner his costs and reasonable attorneys’ fees in this action.as 

24 
provided for by the Equal Access to Justice Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2412; and 

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

26 

27 
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