
IFTIKHAR AHMED,

Petitioner,

‘I.

DIRECTORERIC TAYLOR,

Respondent.

KEVIN MCNULTY, U.S.D.J.

I. INTRODUCTION

The petitioner, Ifflkhar Ahmed,wasan immigrationdetaineewhen lie filed aprose

petition for writ of habeascorpuspursuantto 28 U.S.C. § 2241.The petition challengeshis

immigrationdetentionandseekshis releaseor that a bondhearingbe ordered.Mr. AhmedWas

deportedon June 13, 2017; lie is no longer in immigrationdetention.The habeaspetition will

thereforebe deniedas moot.

II. BACKGROUND

Mr. Ahmed is a native and citizen of Pakistan.Accordingto the habeaspetition, he

enteredthe United Statesin 1991. In 1997, an ImmigrationJudgeorderedhim removed.Mr.

Ahmed departedthe United Statesin August, 1997. However, in 1998, Mr. Ahmed returnedto

the United States.He was ultimately placedinto immigrationdetentionon January12, 2016.

Mr. Ahmed filed this habeaspetition in June,2017.The governmentfiled a responseto

the habeaspetition on August 2,2017.The governmentassertsthat the habeaspetition shouldbe

deniedas moot becauseMr. Ahmedwas removedfrom the UnitedStateson June13, 2017.
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Ill. DISCUSSION

Mr. Ahmed is no longer in immigrationdetentionas he was removedfrom the United

Stateson June 13, 2017.The governmenthasprovideddocumentationto supportits claim that

Mr. Ahmed was removedby attachinga copy of the ICE-205 font. (SeeDkt. No. 7-1) Thus,Mr.

Ahmedhasreceivedthe relief he seeksin his habeaspetition, namely,no longerbeing in

immigrationdetention.Thereis no reasonto think that he will be placedin immigration

detentionagainas he hasbeenremovedfrom the United States.Accordingly, his habeaspetition

seekinghis releasefrom immigrationdetentionis moot as he “has achievedthe result he sought

in his habeaspetition and his changein circumstanceshas ‘forestalledany occasionfor

meaningfulrelieE” Nunesi’. Decker,480 F. App’x 173, 175 (3d Cir. 2012) (quotingArtway1’.

At!y Gen., 81 F.3d 1235, 1246 (3d Cir. 1996)) (othercitation omitted);seealso Lindaasnilyi

Attorney Generalof UnitedStates,186 F. App’x 294, 296 (3d Cir. 2006) (habeaspetition

challengingimmigration detentionis moot dueto deportationfrom the United States);Tjandrav.

Ashcroft, 110 F. App’x 290 (3d Cir. 2004) (finding appealfrom denial of habeaspetition that

challengedimmigration custodywhile petition for reviewwaspendingmoot in light of

petitioner’sremoval from the United States);Pinoth v. Holder.No. 14-1803,2015 WL 2015 WL

404489,at l (M.D. Pa. Jan.29, 2015) (denyinghabeaspetition that raisedZadvydasclaim as

moot wherepetitionerwas removedfrom the United States);Nguyenv. Ho/c/er,No. 13-0838,

2013 WL 5728671,at *1..2 (M.D. Pa. Oct. 22, 2013) (same).



IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoingreasons,the habeaspetition vi1l be deniedas moot. An appropriate

orderwill be entered.

DATED: August3,2017
K INMCNULTY
United StatesDistrict Judge
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