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FILED 
UNITED STA 

DENVER CoLonanoouRT 
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO MAR 23 2026 
JEFFREY P. COLWELL 

CLERK 

Civil Action No. 
(To be supplied by the court) 

ARMED AYMERSALEM , Applicant, 

Vv. JUaun Batta2zay~: Wardeu 

Rebert Hagauw-: A FOOL 
Todd Lyons: Wtrector of ice 

i: evo.) _, Respondent. 

ame of warden, superintendent, jailer, or other custodian 

(Note: If you are attacking the validity of a state conviction or sentence and not the execution of 

your sentence, you must file an application for a writ of habeas corpus pursuant lo 28 U.S.C. § 

2254. If you are attacking the validity of a judgment entered in a federal court, you must file a 

motion pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2255 in the federal court that entered the judgment.) 

APPLICATION FOR A WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS 

PURSUANT TO 28 U.S.C. § 2241 

NOTICE 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5.2 addresses the privacy and security concerns resulting from 

public access to electronic court files. Under this rule, papers filed with the court should not 

contain: an individual’s full social security number or full birth date; the full name of a person 

known to be a minor; or a complete financial account number. A filing may include only: the 

last four digits of a social security number; the year of an individual’s birth; a minor’s initials; 

and the last four digits of a financial account number. 

A. APPLICANT INFORMATION 

You must notify the court of any changes to your address where case-related papers may be 

served by filing a notice of change of address. Failure to keep a current address on file with the 

court may result in dismissal of your case. 
LE 

Awed Alweisaicm ee cc. Aucoca. Costenct 
(Applicant’s name, prisoner identification number, and complete mailing address) 

Wetentiou Facility , 3120 Kl. Oatiancl Stree} Aurora Co, 86010 
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Indicate whether you are a prisoner or other confined person as follows: (check one) 

Pretrial detainee 

Civilly committed detainee 

Immigration detainee 

Convicted and sentenced state prisoner 

Convicted and sentenced federal prisoner 

Other: (Please explain) 1
1
 |
 

B. | RESPONDENT INFORMATION 
‘ Rober+ Ragen ; AFORI 

Juan Barjazar + Warden 

Todd Nous = Director of ice Pamela Rondi: AHornen Genera 
(Respondent’s name and complete mailing address) - 

Tee Avurera Contract Detention Facility 

BiSo Nocth Obtclaucd Street, Aurora Co, Rooio 

Cc. STATEMENT OF CLAIMS 

State clearly and concisely every claim you are asserting in this action. For each claim, specify’ 

the right that allegedly has been violated und all facts that support your claim. Ifadditional 

space is needed to describe any claim or to assert additional claims, use extra paper to continue 

that claim or to assert the additional claim(s). Please indicate that additional paper is attached 

and label the additional pages regarding the statement of claims as “C. STATEMENT OF 

CLAIMS.” 

CLAIM ONE: is rgui lacely th 
the rease 2 reseeable Foture- My detention no Unger Secves “ice 

Purposes aud Vioiotes the Fife [5] Amendment aud 
the Lwmwigration Nofroratiry Ac+ (INA). 

Supporting’ facts :- 
ZT have been wnlawfoiy detained since O8-04-24- X had w, Finer 

igs aa 

hearing On 0B-1g- 2026 and Tw syiut detained ta Aurore ice padbsine Paci rit 

7 Ps ve bunays been Cooperating With INA rures and reguiatins and Icey ett 
Sport Me ber T doit see any possiblities om reasan +o Why © Suavid be 

defamed Wore thon the perwitied peed og me Tf Ice is Unable te Process 

eportation or +o rewoe we because Ice is Unliwely te remove me Gr the 

reasonable fureseeable future: 

Please kindy review the atached Wemoranduur of law Ga Soppert 
oF Ay pektirn. 

2
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ClAim TWO. My Probuged clefeudma Visrerbes tag wi gat the 

Ave Process Clause: 

—Svppochug Facts: — have beem herd fin the detestron Far Ge Wore 

m F iy a 

in ins ha 

2 Py F e 

Please Jeindlg review the attached “Meworanduu, of Lal) ta sveport of my 

Pete pep 

ClA\y Three: My indefivite unlawfur Contuued clefertina Witost 

@ bend -heacine wWiolates the cleteution state Anau Coust hipped, Civil 

Qui uw vioets » 

Svpparhivey  Facts:- 

Tve attached 8 Wemaruudun. Of Lar? bo Soppurt Wi pedir 

please de Ga bg yeviels i+" 
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D. PRIOR APPLICATIONS 
Have you ever filed a lawsuit, other than this lawsuit, in any federal court in which you raised 
or could have raised the claim(s) raised in this action? __ Yes X_ No (check one). 

If your answer is “Yes,” complete this section of the form. If you have filed more than one 
prior application, use additional paper to provide the requested information for each prior 
application. Please indicate that additional paper is attached and label the additional pages 
regarding previous lawsuits as “‘D. PRIOR APPLICATIONS.” 

Name and location of court: 

Case number: 

Type of proceeding: 

List the claim(s) raised: 

Date and result: (Attach a copy of 
the decision if available) 

Result on appeal, if appealed: 

E. ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 

WARNING: You must exhaust administrative and/or state remedies before filing an action in 

federal court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241. Your case may be dismissed if you have not 
exhausted administrative and/or state remedies. If additional space is needed to explain 

exhaustion, use extra paper to do so. Please indicate that additional paper is attached and label 

the additional pages regarding exhaustion as “E. ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES.” 

Explain the steps you have taken to exhaust administrative and/or state remedies: 

3 2 court to WEE stand Wy covrent sift Hat I I kind, ase th t 4] 
ey He SUppert Me te erhovst aduinisiratve aud (or cde net lrave Qu atoru 

resources om 
Stazpe remedies ee and Also T 30 vot have ony legar 

aduice -
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F. REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

State the relief you are requesting or what you want the court to do. If additional space is needed 

1o identify the relief you are requesting, use extra paper to request relief. Please indicate that 

additional paper is attached and label the additional pages regarding relief.as “F. REQUEST 

FOR RELIEF.” 

x leindty request +he 

and ocder Unmediate rerease 
a 7 mM mov 

a bond heanng at lnohiele pir Sees mus Y 

evideace thar Wy Confiny efew _ 9) a iootee aecosnd Paes 

I also respectfully ask the cour¢ to vse iy's | Avtotry u 

bo ocder the Respardents to File a rete within Z days unless they Can 

Sheo good cause for addijmmat twe- . . 

4 cudiczal review of the claunr herem aud reqes 
Tu order to permit fou judica 

revep TD tend! vetuet that te Court arder Respondents Not +0 trenster me 

ouside the Godtsdé chro. og this Court PEK Considerataus OF this Yet 

G. APPLICANT’S SIGNATURE 

court +o grant we the Writ OF Raleeas Carpys 

war detention - Or atperuatue to ocd er 

e by Clear aud Convienciny 

I declare under penalty of perjury that I am the applicant in this action, that I have read this 

application, and that the information in this application is true and correct. See 28 U.S.C. § 

1746; 18 U.S.C. § 1621. 

Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11, by signing below, I also certify to the best of my 

knowledge, information, and belief that this application: (1) is not being presented for an 

improper purpose, such as to harass, cause unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of 

litigation; (2) is supported by existing law or by a nonfrivolous argument for extending or 

modifying existing law; (3) the factual contentions have evidentiary support or, if specifically so 

identified, will likely have evidentiary support after a reasonable opportunity for further 

investigation or discovery; and (4) the application otherwise complies with the requirements of 

Rule 11. 

C= 
(Applicant's signature) 

O3- +94- 2026 
~ (Date) 

(Form Revised December 2017)
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Name: ANMED AHMEDSALEM) 
—EES>S 

Alien Registration No. sd / 

Pro Se Petitioner-Detained 

Detention Center: L.C¢. Aproece Contract 

Detention, Facility, Colorada 

Address: 2130. N-OQaiclaud Sfceet 

Co, 05010 
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INTRODUCTION 

ARMED SALE petitions this Court Petitioner, AtMED 

for a Writ of Habeas Corpus to remedy Petitioner’s indefinite detention by Respondents. 

Petitioner submits this Memorandum of Law in Support of the Petition for a Writ of 

Habeas Corpus. 

As the Supreme Court held in Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678 (2001), noncitizens 

cannot be detained indefinitely if the government is unable to carry out their removal. 

Instead, detention after a final order of removal is authorized only when removal is 

reasonably foreseeable. As a guide to courts, the Court in Zadvydas established a 

presumption that detention after a final order of removal was permissible for six months. 

Detention after a final order may be unlawful even when six months have not passed, 

particularly if it is clear that the United States will not be able to effect a noncitizens’s 

removal, But after that six months period, once a noncitizen provides “good reason to 

believe that there is not significant likelihood of removal in he reasonably foreseeable 

future, the Govemment must respond with evidence sufficient to rebut that showing.” 

And the longer a noncitizen has been detained, the stronger the government’s showing 

must be. 

Petitioner is entitled to release under the framework of Zadvydas unless the goverment 

promptly demonstrate that there is a significant likelihood of removal in the reasonably 

foreseeable future, 

Petitioner respectfully request that the Court use its authority under 28 U.S.C. § 2243 To 

order the Respondents to file a return within three days, unless they can show good cause 

2
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for additional time. See 20 U.S.C. § 2243 (stating that an Order to Show Cause why 

petition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus should be denied is returnable “within three day 

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

In order to permit full judicial review of the claim herein and requested relief, Petitioner 

respectfully requests that the Court orders Respondents not to transfer Petitioner outside 

the jurisdiction of this Court pending considerations of this petition. 

STATEMENTS OF FACTS 

ae - 
6. _ Petitioner was born in: Bee Republic of Drcuancentc< oF e es ia 

Petitioner entered the United States on or about: _O1- OT>- Boz 

An Immigration Judge ordered Petitioner removed from the United States on or about: 

49 -OS8-2°2S$ 

Regarding Appeals: hlauted -o cmppecs) tue cys clecisian 
9. 

Z_however cov idit Lecuuse, 2 “tama Stidut lave Cnowgt. 

Qs stauc? Fico Otto cues Or act: QF lewal Suppsrt: 
—_ TT 

10. Petitioner has cooperated fully with all of ICE’s efforts to remove Petitioner. Petitioner 

has cooperated with ICE in the following ways: _z have fui Coopersted 

Qinsl stiu coe voting! Witt, DCES Cf tory +e remove Me, Seyerot 

Aires: To even. ave provicied Cel he esStioual clhecuwments 

Gaclodings Wy bictt. Cortrsicate be atria Qo. -+rave. 

So- 
Clocu ment - Bor TCé Us tii) Unsvcess fil +5 clo 
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11, 

12. 

13. 

14, 

Nonetheless, ICE has been unable to remove Petitioner from thé United States. ICE is 

ove Petitioner in the reasonably foreseeable future because: T lave 
unlikely to rem 

° WA r o 

H ° s} bhi +: e , | é [ve na 

Le 
ae . 

Cooperated With their terms ¢ Couditibas bw zoe is Wulile ele bo 

wn foreseeable Fuhic & 
emo eo We Unrate reasonabt ; 

Regarding Petitioner Detention: 1 heave bee. tp heid tn te detestinn 

-oo,- 2024 bkihich 1s Qluost 1s Wontks - Lhe 

Center Siuce Of 

pot ¢ cmp ynicotedt With ws Fails = that period of twee. G Salidl 

Wiowths lave “_ mai win Fina) Ord ev- of Revo al, [he 

1 Ts cone , Twa bein ersi Duileiiay Polhia Chel vicomstijial' 

Cemay & 

I release, Petitioner will be supported 

particular, e ov. Win eee 6 las 

© and assist we Wu Sleltec, Food Guid diinies, 

Case Vevrag went Qu other 

Suppor HVe Secvices- Please Icindlig yeviel j.2 o+tackesl 

T 
1 

+e Wer 5 verertine eters: 

by family and friends in the United States. In 

asrreec 

+o Welcow. 

\ 

cloc 

ARGUMENT 

This action arises under the Constitution of the United States and the Immigration and 

Nationality Act (“INA”) §§ 101-507, 8 U.S.C. § 1101-1537, amended by the Illegal 

Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-208, 110 

Stat. 3009-1570.
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This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2241, The Suspension Clause, U.S. Cons! 

Art. 1 § 9, cl 2, and 28 U.S.C. § 1331, as Petitioner is presently in custody under color 0; 

the authority of the United States, and Petitioner’s custody is in violation of the 

Constitution, laws, or treaties of the United States. See Zadvydas, 566 U.S, 678. This 

Court may grant relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 (Habeas Corpus), 5 U.S.C. § 702 

(establishing the right of review for a person suffering a legal wrong due to agency 

action), and 28 U.S.C. § 1651 (All Writs Act). 

The Due Process Clause applies to all persons in the United States, ““whether their 

presence here is lawful, unlawful, temporary or permanent.” Zadvydas, 533 U.S. at 693. In 

Zadvydas, the Supreme Court emphasized, “[flreedom from imprisonment—from 

government custody, detention, or other forms of physical lies at the heart of the liberty 

that [the Due Process] Clause protects.” 533 U.S. at 690 (citing Foucha v. Louisiana, 504 

U.S. 71, 80 (1992). The Court noted, “[a] statute permitting indefinite detention of an 

alien would raise a serious constitutional problem,” Jd.; see also Plyer v. Doe, 457 US. 

202, 210 (1982) (“Aliens, even aliens whose presence in this country is unlawful, have 

Jong been recognized as “persons” guaranteed due process of law by the Fifth and 

Fourteenth Amendments”). 

Under 8 U.S.C. § 1231(a)(2), noncitizens subject to final orders of removal “shall” be 

detained during the first 90 days—the “semoval period”--and they “shall” be removed 

during that period under § 1231(a)(1). Under 8 U.S.C. § 1231(a)(6), the government 

“may” continue detention beyond the 90-days removal period if a noncitizen falls within 

certain broad categories of removability or is determined “to be a risk to the community or 

unlikely to comply with the order of removal.” 8 U.S.C. § 1231(a)(6).
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18. 

19. 

In Zadvydas, the Supreme Court construed 8 U.S.C. § 1231(a)(6) to authorize detention 

only where it is significantly likely that removal wil] occur in the reasonably foreseeable 

in order to avoid the serious due process Concerns that would be presented by 
future, 

n indefinite period of time. Zadvydas, 533 U.S. at CITE. After a 
permitting detention for ai 

noncitizen meets his o her initial burden to show that no such likelihood of removal exists, 

the burden shifts to the government to “respond with evidence sufficient to rebut [the 

alien) showing, “Id. At 701. 

Courts have rejected conclusory claims by ICE ag 

concrete factual information about scheduled flights or repatriation agreements, that 

removal is imminent. “[A] theoretical possibility of eventually being removed does not 

satisfy the government’s burden once the removal period has expired and the petitioner 

ents which claim, without submitting 

establishes good reason to believe his removal is not significantly likely in the reasonably 

foreseeable future.” Balza v. Barr, No. 6:20-CV-00866, 2020 WL 6143643, at *5 (W.D. La. 

Sept. 17, 2020) (internal quotation and citation omitted). “[I]f [ICE] has no idea of when 

it might reasonably expect [Petitioner] to be repatriated, [a] Court certainly cannot 

conclude that [a] removal is likely to occur—or even that it might occur—in the 

reasonably foreseeable future.” Id. at *5 (imeral quotation marks and citation omitted). 

See also, Gomez Barco v. Witte, No. 6:20-CV-00497, 2020 WL 7393786 (W.D. La. Dec. 

16, 2020) (ordering release of a petitioner who was detained longer than six months 

because ICE had not be able to secure necessary travel document, nothing that the ICE 

officer “clearly has no factual basis for his ‘belief’ that there is not foreseeable 

impediment of Petitioner’s removal or that her removal is imminent,” and that there was 

not foundation for the “expectation” that the COVID-19 related travel restrictions in place 

would soon be lifted); Balza v. Barr, No. 6:20-CV-00866,2020 WL 6064881 (W.D. La. 

6
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Oct. 14, 2020) (same).’ In granting Ms. Balza’s release, the Court considered and rejected 

a conclusory declaration by a local ICE Assistant Field Officer that removal was 

imminent. Id. at *5. In Alexis v. Smith, the Petitioner, Mr. Alexis, had been in detention for 

almost a year and subject to a removal order for over a year. An ICE official testified to an 

informal agreement that permitted removals but acknowledged that there were far fewer 

aftermath of the 2010 hurricane. The Haitian government had an 
removals to Haiti in the 

en that would be resolved. The 
issue with identity documents and it was unknown wht 

magistrate did not credit ICE’s vague statements that it was “endeavoring to rectify the 

issue” and conclude there was no end in sight for detention, and recommended release. 

‘The District Court Judge agreed and ordered release. ICE then released Mr. Alexis on an 

Order of Supervised release and moved to get the judgment vacated on mootness, which it 

was. However, this does not invalidate the reasoning and conclusions of the Magistrate 

Judge and District Court Judge on this subject, and this case is still imformative and 

persuasive to the body of law on this subject. Alexis v. Smith, No. CIV.A. 11-0309, 2011 

WL 3924247 (WD. La. Aug. 3, 2011) report and recommendations adopted, No. CIVA 

11-0309, 2011 WL 3954945 (W.D. La. Sept. 6, 2011), vacated, No. CV 11-0309, 2011 WL 

13386020 (W.D. La. Sept. 15, 2011). 

Courts in this Districts have—pursuant to Zadvydas—released individuals who have been 
20. 

detained for over six months. See. e.g. Gomez Barco, 2020 WL 7393786 (ordering 

released of an immigrant detained who was a native and citizen of Venezaaela who was 

iher dlatrcts courts in the Fifth Circuit and Elsewhere have similarly granted Habeas relief when the moncitizen has 

shown that there is no significant likelihood of ‘removal in the reasonably foreseeable future. See, €.9., Carreno v. Gillis, 

No. 5:20-cv-44-KS-MTP, 2020 WL 8366735 (S.D. Miss. Dec. 16, 2020) (granting habeas relief to petitioner detained 

tely sixteen months due to ‘a lack of diplomatic relations with Venezuela); All v. Dep't of F¥omeland Sec., 

ting habeas relief to petitioner initially detained for three years, released and 
travel) restrictions to Pakistan); Saharifi v. 451 F, Supp. 3D 703 (S.D. Tex, 2020) (grant 

detained again for four months when petitioner could not be removed due to 

MTP, 2020 WL 7379211 (S.D. Miss. Oct. 9, 2020) (granting habeas relief to petitioner 

d a travel document request for more than seven Gillis, No. 5:20-cv-5-DCB-! 

detained for seventeen months after Iranian officials failed to respon 

months). 

7
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detained Jonger than six month because ICE had not been able to secure necessary travel 

2020 WL 6143643, at *5 (ordering release of petitioner and nothing 
documents); Balza, 

Petitioner’s removal need mot necessarily be 
that “[a}fter more than a year of detention, 

imminent, but it cannot be speculative”) (internal quotation marks omitted). 

21, Under Zadvydas, courts have found that there is no significant likelihood of removal and 

granted relief where: 

* No county will accept the petitioner. See, e.g. Jabir v. Ashcroft, No. 03-2480, 2004 WL 

60318 (E.D. La. Jan. 8, 2004) (granting habeas relief to petitioner detained for more 

onths after numerous countries refused to repatriate the petitioner).’ 
than fourteen m 

es to issue a travel document, See. e.g., Alexis v. 
‘The Petitioner’s country of origin refus 

Smith, No. 11-0309, 2011 WL 3924247 (WD. La. Aug. 3, 2011) (granting habeas 

release to petitioner detained for approximately one year due to the Haitian government 

rejecting the quality of identity documents provided); Fermine v. Dir. Of Immigr. 

Custom Enft, No. 2:06-cv-1578, 2007 WL 2284606 (W.D. La. May 23, 2007) 

(granting habeas relief to petitioner detained for fifteen months due to Trinidad’s 

refusal to issue travel documents); Lijadu v. Gonzales, No. 06-1208, 2006 WL 3933850 

(WD. La. Dec. 18, 2006) (granting habeas relief to petitioner detained nineteen months 

because Nigeria refused to issue travel documents due to petitioner’s HIV status). 

at *4 (WD.N.Y, Jan. 2, 2019) (ordering release of 
‘Sessions, No. 18-CV-586-FPG, 2019 WL 78984, 

jes with he has any affiliation will not accept 2 See also Hassoun v. 
petitioner detained fourteen months after petitioner showed “that the countri 

'v, Love, No. 4:CV-06-1804, 2007 WL 5063231 (M.D. Pa. Jan. 12, 2007); Abel-Muhti v. Ashcroft, 314 F. 

release of petitioner detained approximately two years afier refusal of several him”), Yusupov 
Supp. 2d 418 (M.D. Pa. 2004) (ordering 

countries to accept petitioner). 

3. See also Ka v. Bureau of Immigr, & Custom Enft, No. B-07-197, 2008 WL 11462867, at *8 (S.D. Tex. June 24, 2008) 

(ordering release of petitioner detained twelve months after Senegal “refuses to issue Ka a travel document because he 

d{id] not have proper identity documentation”); Moreira v. Gonzales, No. CIVA CV05-588 A, 2006 WL, 3861972 (W.D. 

Ls, Nov. 2, 2006) (granting habeas relief to petitioner detained for three years because Cape Verde advised that it would 

not accept the petitioner for repatriation); Khan v. Gonzales, 481 F. Supp. 2d 638 (W.D. Tex. 2006).
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oval agreement between the United States and a country. In this 
° There is not rem 

scenarios, courts have found that the Jack of a normal agreement regarding repatriation, 

and lack of a functioning government support 4 finding 
lack of diplomatic relationship, 

oval, See, e.g. Negusse v. Gonzales, No. 06- 
that there is no significant likelihood of rem 

1382, 2007 WL 708615 (W.D. La. Mar. 1, 2007) (granting habeas relief to petitioner 

year because the United States did not have a 
detained for approximately one 

sue travel documents 
repatriation agreement with Ethiopia and Ethiopia would not is: 

because one of the petitioner’s parents was not Ethiopian).‘ 

© There is either no response from a country designated for removal or @ significant delay in 

receiving a response. See. €. 9. Gonzales-Rondon v. Gillis, 5:19-cv-109-IDCB-MTP, 2020 

WL 3428983 (S.D. Miss. June 23, 2020) (granting habeas relief to petitioner detained 

thirteen months where there was no response from Venezuelan officials.® 

ICE fails to take action to secure travel documents for a prolonged period. See, e.g. Senor, 

401 F. Supp. 3d at 430-31 (granting habeas relief after ICE initially requested travel 

documents but where “there [wa]s no identification from the record that anyone ha[d] taken 

Gomez Barco, 2020 WL 7393786, Islam v: Kane, No. CV-11-515-PHX-PGR (LOA), 2011 WL 4374226, at *3 

30, 2011) (ordering release of petitioner detained ten months where petitioner evidence that 

Bangladesh “is one of fifteen Teast likely to issue travel documents”); Carreno, 2020 WL 

2020 WL 7223258 (S.D. Miss. Sept. 2, 2020) (granting 
Abduelle v. 8366735, Simoza Rangel v. Gillis, 

Ieee ae ef to petitioner detained for sixieen months due to lack of diplomatic relation with Venezuela); 

Gonzales, 422 F, Supp. 2d 774 (WD. Tex. 2006) (concluding that the pet! 

not reasonably foreseeable afier being detained for more than one year when injunction restricted the government's 

ability to remove the petitioner to Somalia). 
¥ 

5 Seealso Sharif, 2020 WL 7379211; Aung v. Barr, No. 20-CV-681-LJV, 

Edwards v. Barr, No. 4:20cv350-WS-MAR, 2020 WL 6747737 (N.D. Fla. 

06215 RAW, 2020 WL 3972319 (WD.N.Y. July 14, 2020); Rodriguez ‘Del Rio v. Price, No. EP-20-CV-00217-FM, 2020 

WL 7680560 (W.D. Tex. Nov. 3, 2020); Singh v. Whitaker, 362 F. Supp. 3d 93 

08-0672-CG-C, 2009 WL 1035354 (S.D. Ala. Mar. 19, 2009) (holding that petitioner met his initial burden where he 

was held in ICE custody for more than ten m of his removal order with no indication from the 

Pakistan Embassy that travel documents ‘would be issued); Lawrikov v. Kollus, 

@. Ariz. July 27, 2009); Reld v. ‘Crawfort, No, 06-02436 PHX-JWS (MEA), 2007 WL 1063413 (D. 

'2004 WL 1920719 (M.D. Pa. Aug. 13, 2004); Shefqet. Ashcroft, 
Ariz. Jan. 31, 2007); 
No. 02C 7737, 2003 WL 1964290 (N.D. 

4 Seealso 
@D. Ariz. Aug. 

9
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any further action in the eight months since that time. . .to facilitate Senor’s receipt of the 

necessary travel documents”).° 

the period of time that would be considered the “reasonably 
22. As the length of detention grows, 

533 U.S. at 701 (stating that as the Jength of time 
foreseeable future” shrinks. See e.9., Zadvydas, 

foreseeable future’ conversely would be to 
in detention grows “what counts as the ‘reasonably 

shrink”); Senor, 401 F. Supp. 3d at 430 (‘[T]he passage of time combined with 

triating [a detainee] than they were once they first took him into 

‘the’ government 

[being] no closer to . . . repal 

“initial burden.””); Lawrikow, 2009 WL 2905549, at *12. 
custody’ [is) sufficient to meet that 

and petitioner is unlikely to be removed in the 
23. Petitioner’s continued detention is unlawful, 

violates the statute and she is 
reasonably foreseeable future. Therefore, Petitioner’s detention 

entitled to immediate release. 

The Due Process Clause of the Fifth 
Petitioner’s detention also violates the Due Process Clause. 

Amendment forbids the government from depriving any “person” of liberty “without due 

“Freedom from imprisonment—from govemment 

the heart of the liberty” that the 

24, 

"process of law.” U.S. Const. Amend. V. 

custody, detention or other form of physical restraint—lies at 

Due Process Clause protects. Zadvydas, 533 U.S. at 690 (citing Founcha v. Louisiana, 504 U.S. 

71, 80 (1992). Civil immigration detention violates due process if it is not reasonably related to 

its statutory purpose. See, id. (citing Jackson v. Indiana, 406 U.S. 715, 738 (1972)). In the 

immigration context, the Supreme Court has recognized only two valid purposes for civil 

detention: to mitigate the risk of flight and prevent danger to the community. Id. Petitioner's 

prolonged civil detention, which has lasted well beyond the end of the removal period, and 

25, 2012) (ordering 
2012 WL 1432229, at *4 (W.D. Wash. Apr. 

ate removal... ‘Chun Yat Ma v. Asher, No. C11-1797 MIP, 

petitioner’s release where the government failed “to provide any documentation of efforts. . . to effectui 

[for] nearly six months”). 

10
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which is likely to continue indefinitely, is no longer reasonably related to the primary statutor 

purpose of ensuring imminent removal. Thus, Petitioner’s detention violates Petitioner’s right tc 

due process. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, Petitioner’s indefinite detention violates the detention statute and is 

unconstitutional. Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court order Respondents to show cause 

should not be granted “within three days unless for good cause additional time, not 
why 

t a hearing on this Petition within five days of the 
exceeding twenty days, is allowed,” and se 

return, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2243 and grant the Writ of Habeas Corpus ordering Respondents 

to immediately release Petitioner from their custody. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Name: Aliwed Almedsalent 

___———__ SE 
Detention Center: TCE Ayrocn Contract detention 

Pockienis 
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CASA MARIANELLA 
821 Gunter Street ¢ Austin, TX 78702 

Tel: (512) 385-5571 e Fax: (512) 842-9360 
supportletters@casamarianella.org 

‘www.casamarianella.org 

November 4, 2024 

Ahmed Ahmedsalem 
A#249135201 

Country of Origin: Mauritania 

Denver CDF 
3130 N Oakland St. 
Aurora, CO 80010 

To whom it may concern: 

Casa Marianella agrees to receive Ahmed Ahmedsalem. Casa Marianella is a shelter that serves 

immigrants, asylum-seekers, and asylees. We provide housing, case management, transportation 

(including bus fare from detention), and other supportive services to such individuals, We are located at 

821 Gunter Street, Austin, Texas 78702, and our office phone number is (512) 385-5571. Our phone 

line is often busy; to confirm sponsorship of Ahmed Ahmedsalem, it is best to contact the shelter's 

Support Letter Team at supportletters@casamarianella.org, with the individual's name and A# as 

the subject. Casa Marianella is not open to the public, and we do not accept everyone who applies to stay 

with us. We have a strict screening process of individuals that contact us while in ICE custody, and 

Ahmed Ahmedsalem clearly meets all of our criteria. 

Casa Marianella has been operating since 1986 and has welcomed residents from over 40 

countries. Casa Marianella offers a wide variety of services to both residents and the greater immigrant 

community in Austin. Casa Marianella staff, who are present on site at all times, are trained and 

experienced in working with immigrants and refugees. I, Jennifer Long, am the director of Casa 

Marianella. I also provide case management services to residents in order to support them in pursuing 

their legal immigration cases. 

Upon arriving, each resident of Casa Marianella has access to a case manager who can support 

the individual in various capacities: obtaining services in the community, monitoring their behavior and 

well-being in the shelter, and ensuring that the individual attends ICE appointments and court dates. Casa 

Marianella can also connect residents to medical care and legal assistance. I am willing to provide case 

management to Ahmed Ahmedsalem during his time at Casa Marianella. 
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Residents of Casa Marianella are expected to abide by strict house rules and participate in upkeep 

of the house. The residents participate in household chores every day and are expected to keep their bed 

and belongings clean and orderly. The shelter has a strict curfew the residents must abide by, and each 

resident is required to attend a nightly meeting. While living at Casa Marianella, Ahmed Ahmedsalem 

will be expected to abide by house rules, abstain from drugs and alcohol, and refrain from the use of 

violence in any form. 

Casa Marianella specializes in working with and managing asylum seekers while their 

immigration claims are pending, and we have extensive experience in this area. Casa Marianella staff 

assist residents in building self-sufficiency. In recent years, over 90% of residents who have exited the 

shelter have successfully transitioned into permanent housing. 

In addition to shelter, case management, transportation to ICE appointments and hearings, and 

access to legal and medical resources, residents at Casa Marianella can receive clothing and food. If they 

do not already speak English, residents are required to attend English classes four nights per week, 

Casa Marianella’s mission is to provide hospitality to immigrants and refugees. We appreciate the 

opportunity to serve refugees in need of housing during their immigration process. Thank you for your 

attention to this urgent matter. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Casa Marianella 

Swom and signed before me this qh day of Noyewloers 2024 by Onin Ae am 

Public Notary, TX 
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INA LICON, M 
DOLORES PAULI 

Notary Public, State of Texas} 

Comm. Expires 07-08-2026 

Notary 1D 433849763 

Sry, Seu, 


