UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
KENTUCKY, NORTHERN DIVISION AT COVINGTON

Dalila Doribel Marroquin v. Kristi Noem, et al.

Civil Action No. 26-45-DLB - No. Civil Action No. 26-45-DLB - Decided March 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky denies Dalila Doribel

Marroquin’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus challenging her immigration detention and the denial

of bond. The court concludes that Marroquin is detained under the discretionary detention framework
of 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), but that 8 U.S.C. § 1226(e) precludes judicial review of her challenge because it

contests the Immigration Judge’s weighing of evidence rather than the statutory framework or the

fairness of the hearing. The court entered the memorandum order and opinion on March 2, 2026.
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Civil Action No. 26-45-DLB
denied

Petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241
challenging immigration detention and seeking immediate release or a

new bond hearing.

The petitioner bears the burden of establishing entitlement to federal
habeas relief and proving the facts necessary to show a constitutional
violation. The court treated jurisdiction as a threshold issue and
reviewed the statutory question concerning the scope of 8 U.S.C. §
1226(e).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1226(e) deprived the district court of jurisdiction to review Marroquin's challenge to

the Immigration Judge's discretionary denial of bond.

2. Whether Marroquin presented a cognizable challenge to the statutory detention framework or instead

merely challenged the Immigration Judge's weighing of the evidence.

HOLDINGS

1.8 U.S.C. § 1226(e) bars judicial review of a discretionary Immigration Judge decision regarding

detention, release, or bond when the petitioner challenges the result reached in her particular case.

2. Marroquin did not raise a cognizable challenge to the INA's statutory framework or the extent of the
government's detention authority; she challenged only the correctness of the Immigration Judge's
discretionary bond decision.

3. A noncitizen who entered the United States without inspection and remained present for years before
being arrested by ICE is subject to the discretionary detention scheme of 8 U.S.C. § 1226 rather than the
mandatory detention scheme of § 1225(b)(2).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, "district courts do not have jurisdiction to review discretionary decisions made by an 1J

regarding bond."” (Section I11.B)

“Because Marroquin challenges a discretionary application of § 1226(a) and fails to raise a cognizable
challenge to the underlying statutory framework or the extent of the Government's detention authority, §
1226(e) precludes this Court's review.” (Section I11.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Marroquin, a Guatemalan citizen, entered the United States without inspection more than twenty years before
the case and continuously resided there, including with her three U.S.-citizen sons. After she was cited for
driving and driver's-license-related offenses, ICE detained her and initiated removal proceedings; she was not
subject to a final removal order. She received a bond redetermination hearing, presented evidence concerning her
family, residence, employment, community ties, and criminal history, but the Immigration Judge denied bond
based on danger and flight-risk findings.
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