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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Kentucky granted Ali Mamoud’s petition
for a writ of habeas corpus. The court held that 8 U.S.C. § 1226, rather than § 1225(b)(2), governed
his detention and that his continued detention without an individualized bond hearing violated due
process. The court ordered Mamoud’s immediate release, subject to a bond hearing before a neutral
immigration judge, and required the government to certify compliance.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus challenging his immigration
detention under 8 U.S.C. §§ 1225 and 1226 and asserting a violation
of the Fifth Amendment Due Process Clause. The district court granted
the petition, ordered immediate release, and required a bond hearing
before a neutral immigration judge before any re-detention.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the three-part Mathews v. Eldridge balancing test to
determine whether continued civil detention violated procedural due
process.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE The opinion is a federal district court memorandum opinion and is not
binding outside the case, though it may have persuasive value.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mamoud's detention was governed by the mandatory-detention provisions of 8 U.S.C. §
1225(b)(2)(A) or the detention provisions of 8 U.S.C. § 1226.

2. Whether Mamoud's continued detention without a merits bond hearing violated the Fifth Amendment
Due Process Clause and the Immigration and Nationality Act.

3. Whether the proper habeas remedy was immediate release and a bond hearing before a neutral
immigration judge before any re-detention.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 1226, rather than § 1225(b)(2), governed Mamoud's detention because he was not seeking
admission and was arrested pursuant to an I-200 warrant issued under § 1226.

2. Mamoud's continued detention under § 1226 without a merits bond hearing violated the Fifth
Amendment Due Process Clause and the INA.

3. The proper remedy for Mamoud's unlawful detention was immediate release and a bond hearing on the
merits before a neutral immigration judge before any re-detention.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"Freedom from imprisonment—from government custody, detention, or other forms of physical restraint—
lies at the heart of the very liberty that [the Due Process Clause] protects."” (Section II.B.1)

“"Habeas has traditionally been a means to secure release from unlawful detention."” (Section III)

“"Rather, [Petitioner’s rights] are violated because he has been detained without a hearing that accords with
due process."” (Section III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ali Mamoud is a 23-year-old native and citizen of Ghana who entered the United States without inspection in
March 2023 and was later released with conditions and issued a Notice to Appear. He applied for asylum in
March 2024, and his application remained pending while he participated in removal proceedings. On January 6,
2026, ICE arrested him at a required check-in appointment, issued an I-200 warrant, and detained him at
Hopkins County Jail. He had no criminal convictions or charges and had not received a merits bond hearing
before an immigration judge.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mamoud was arrested by ICE at a required check-in appointment on January 6, 2026, issued an I-200 warrant,
and detained at Hopkins County Jail while in removal proceedings. He filed a habeas petition; the respondents
opposed it by incorporating arguments made in related Sixth Circuit litigation. The parties agreed that no
evidentiary hearing was necessary, and the district court adjudicated the petition on the papers.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The United States was ordered to release Mamoud immediately, provide a bond hearing on the merits before a
neutral immigration judge pursuant to § 1226 before any re-detention, and certify compliance on the docket by
April 18, 2026.
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