UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
FLORIDA, FORT MYERS DIVISION

Joel Isidro Ochoa Armijo v. Director, Miami Field Office,

Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Director, Immigration and

Customs Enforcement, Secretary, Department of Homeland Security,

United States Attorney General, Director, Enforcement and Removal

Operations, U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement

No. 2:25-cv-1049-KCD-DNF (M.D. Fla. Dec. 15, 2025) - No. No. 2:25-cv-1049-KCD-DNF - Decided

December 15, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida held that Joel Isidro Ochoa Armijo's
detention was governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1226 rather than § 1225 because he had been present in the

United States for many years. The court granted habeas relief in part and ordered the defendants to

provide Armijo the statutory process required under § 1226, including a bond hearing, but denied his

request for immediate release. The court declined to reach his Fifth Amendment claim because

statutory relief was available.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Armijo's detention was governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) or by the discretionary detention
scheme in § 1226(a).

2. Whether a noncitizen detained under § 1226(a) is entitled to a bond hearing.
3. Whether the named government defendants were proper parties to the habeas action.
4. Whether the court should order Armijo's immediate release.

5. Whether it was necessary to decide Armijo's Fifth Amendment challenge to his detention after granting
relief under the INA.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Armijo had been present in the United States for years, his detention was governed by 8 U.S.C.
§ 1226 rather than § 1225.

2. As a noncitizen detained under § 1226(a), Armijo was entitled to a bond hearing and the statutory
process required by § 1226.

3. The court rejected the defendants' argument that they were not proper parties.

4. Armijo was not entitled to immediate release; the appropriate relief was a bond hearing and the statutory

process required by § 1226(a).

5. The court did not decide the Fifth Amendment detention claim because relief was granted based on the

court's interpretation and application of § 1226(a).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“[Sections] 1225(b)(1) and (b)(2) thus mandate detention of applicants for admission until certain

proceedings have concluded.”



“Federal regulations provide that aliens detained under § 1226(a) receive bond hearings at the outset of

detention.”

“[Section] 1226(a)(1) grants the executive branch discretion to determine whether to detain or release a

noncitizen who is facing removal proceedings.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Armijo illegally entered the United States more than twenty years before the case and had no lawful immigration
status. ICE detained him at Alligator Alcatraz in the Middle District of Florida and treated him as detained under

8 U.S.C. § 1225. Removal proceedings were pending based on his alleged unlawful entry. He sought release or,
alternatively, a bond hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Armijo filed a habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 challenging his detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225 and
asserting that detention without a bond hearing violated the INA and the Fifth Amendment. The Government
responded and argued, among other things, that the named defendants were not proper parties. The district court
granted the petition in part and denied it in part, ordering a bond hearing and the statutory process required under

§ 1226 while denying immediate release and declining to reach the Fifth Amendment claim.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Defendants must provide Armijo with the statutory process required under 8 U.S.C. § 1226, including a bond

hearing. The court denied all other relief, including immediate release, and closed the case.
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