UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

TENNESSEE

Saray Ruiz Linares v. Christopher Bullock

Ruiz Linares - No. 2:26-cv-02205-SHL-atc - Decided April 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Tennessee granted Saray Ruiz Linares’s 28

U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition challenging her detention without a bond hearing. The court held that 8
U.S.C. § 1226(a), rather than the mandatory-detention provision in § 1225(b)(2)(A), governed her

detention because she had been continuously present in the United States for more than three years.

The court ordered her immediate release and enjoined the respondent from detaining her under §

1225(b)(2)(A).
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Petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241

challenging immigration detention without a bond hearing.

The court exercised habeas review under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and applied
prudential exhaustion principles, statutory interpretation based on text
and context, and the Mathews v. Eldridge balancing test for due

process.
Unpublished federal district court order; persuasive authority only.

Saray Ruiz Linares v. Christopher Bullock, in his official capacity as
Field Office Director of Enforcement and Removal Operations, New
Orleans Field Office
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether prudential exhaustion of administrative remedies should be required or excused for the § 2241

challenge to detention without a bond hearing.

2. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) or § 1226(a) governs the detention of a noncitizen who has been
continuously present in the United States for more than two years and was arrested away from the
border.

3. Whether detention without a bond hearing violated Ruiz Linares's Fifth Amendment due process rights.

4. Whether the detention violated the Fourth or Eighth Amendments.

HOLDINGS

1. Exhaustion was excused because the petition presented a purely legal question, delay threatened
prolonged potentially unlawful detention and hardship, and resort to the administrative process would be

futile in light of the BIA's stated position.

2. The detention of an undocumented immigrant who had been continuously present in the United States
for more than two years and was arrested away from the border was governed by § 1226(a), not §
1225(b)(2)(A).

3. Ruiz Linares's detention without a bond hearing violated the Fifth Amendment Due Process Clause.

4. The petition was granted; Ruiz Linares was entitled to immediate release, and the respondent was
enjoined from detaining her under § 1225(b)(2)(A).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, given the plain language of §§ 1225 and 1226, the arrest and detention of an illegal immigrant who
has been continuously present in the United States for more than two years is governed by § 1226(a), and is

subject to the discretionary bond process in that provision.” (Analysis, Part II)

“Respondent is ordered to release Ruiz Linares immediately. Respondent is ENJOINED from pursuing Ruiz
Linares’s detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A).” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ruiz Linares, a Colombian citizen, entered the United States with her parents in February 2022, when she was
sixteen. She lived in the United States for more than three years, worked, maintained a vehicle and driver's

license, attended church, and had no criminal history. Immigration authorities arrested her on February 10, 2026,
and detained her at the West Tennessee Detention Facility without providing a bond hearing under a policy

treating her as an applicant for admission subject to mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A).
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Ruiz Linares filed a § 2241 petition seeking immediate release from immigration detention. The respondent
opposed the petition, arguing principally that administrative remedies had not been exhausted and that
mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) applied. The court excused exhaustion, held that § 1226(a)
governed the detention, concluded that detention without the process required by that statute and the Fifth

Amendment was unlawful, granted the petition, ordered immediate release, and enjoined detention under §
1225(b)(2)(A).
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