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SUMMARY

This Proposed Findings and Recommended Disposition addresses Vladimir Matcharashvili’s 28
U.S.C. § 2241 petition and complaint for emergency injunctive relief challenging his mandatory
immigration detention. The court recommends granting relief on both the INA and Fifth Amendment
due process claims, concluding that 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) does not apply to his detention and that
he should receive a bond hearing. The document also recommends rejecting or denying certain
requested relief, including relief based on failure to exhaust administrative remedies.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. §
2241 and a complaint seeking emergency injunctive relief, challenging
his detention without a bond hearing. The magistrate judge issued
proposed findings and a recommended disposition, recommending that
the petition be granted on the statutory and procedural-due-process
claims and that relief be granted in part and denied in part.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied independent judgment to interpret the INA, declined
to defer to the BIA's statutory interpretation, and considered prudential
exhaustion under the futility exception. The proposed findings were
subject to de novo review of properly objected-to portions by the
presiding district judge.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential proposed findings and recommended disposition
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the petition should be denied for failure to exhaust administrative remedies.

2. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A), which mandates detention of certain applicants for admission
seeking admission, authorized the detention of a noncitizen who had entered the United States years
earlier and had filed an asylum application.

3. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), rather than § 1225(b)(2)(A), governed Matcharashvili's detention and
entitled him to an individualized bond hearing.

4. Whether detention for more than two months without a bond hearing violated the Fifth Amendment's
procedural Due Process Clause.

5. What relief was appropriate, including whether the court should order immediate release, a prompt bond
hearing, and an injunction against transfer outside the district.

HOLDINGS

1. Respondents waived their exhaustion argument by failing to present its merits and by improperly
attempting to incorporate arguments from a separate case. Alternatively, exhaustion was futile because
the BIA's decision in Matter of Yajure Hurtado would have required an immigration judge to deny a
bond request for lack of jurisdiction.

2. Section 1225(b)(2)(A) does not apply to a noncitizen who entered the United States years earlier and
was not presently seeking admission at the time of detention. The filing of an asylum application seeks
lawful status, not admission.

3. Because Matcharashvili was already present in the United States and was not seeking admission when
ICE detained him, his detention was governed by § 1226(a), which entitles him to an individualized
bond hearing.

4. Detaining Matcharashvili for more than two months without the bond hearing required by § 1226
violated the Fifth Amendment's procedural Due Process Clause.

5. The appropriate remedy was a prompt individualized bond hearing before an immigration judge within
seven days, rather than immediate release; if Respondents could not or would not comply with § 1226,
they should release Matcharashvili.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The provision limits mandatory detention only to those applicants for admission who are also seeking
admission.” (Section V.B)



“Because “seeking admission” requires actively requesting admission, the filing of an application for asylum
does not amount to “seeking admission” within the meaning of § 1225(b)(2)(A).” (Section V.B)

“Consequently, Respondents’ detention of Petitioner for more than two months without the requisite bond
hearing violates both his statutory rights and his procedural due process rights.” (Section V.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Matcharashvili, a citizen of Georgia with no criminal history, had lived in the United States for several years and
had a pending asylum application before the New York Immigration Court. ICE arrested him in Minneapolis in
early January 2026 while he was working as a truck driver and detained him at the Cibola County Correctional
Center in New Mexico. He had been detained for more than two months without a bond hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Matcharashvili filed the action on January 27, 2026. Respondents filed an abbreviated response and incorporated
arguments from a response in a different case; Matcharashvili replied. The magistrate judge recommended
rejecting exhaustion as waived and, alternatively, finding exhaustion futile, then recommended granting the
petition in part and denying specified remedies. The parties were notified that they could object within fourteen
days under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1).

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. The magistrate judge recommended that the presiding district judge grant the petition as
to both causes of action, enjoin transfer outside the district during the proceeding, declare the detention
unlawful, and issue a writ requiring an individualized bond hearing before an immigration judge within seven
days. If Respondents could not or would not comply with § 1226, they should release Petitioner.
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