UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Lenar Johanan Lopez Lopez v. Kevin Raycraft, et al.

Lopez - No. 2:25-cv-13802 - Decided December 22, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan grants in part and denies in part

Lenar Johanan Lopez Lopez’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. The court

holds that Lopez’s detention is governed by the discretionary detention framework of 8 U.S.C. §

1226(a), rather than the mandatory detention provision in § 1225(b)(2)(A), and orders an

individualized bond hearing or release. The court also declines to require administrative exhaustion,

retains certain respondents, and dismisses others.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Raycraft, Dunbar, and Bondi were proper respondents and whether the Eastern District of

Michigan had habeas jurisdiction without transferring the case to the Western District of Michigan.

2. Whether prudential exhaustion of administrative remedies was required before Lopez could pursue his §
2241 habeas petition.

3. Whether Lopez's detention was governed by the mandatory-detention provision in 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)
(A) or the discretionary detention framework in § 1226(a).

4. Whether detention without an individualized bond hearing violated Lopez's Fifth Amendment due-

process rights.

5. Whether Lopez was entitled to immediate release or, instead, an individualized bond hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. Raycraft, Dunbar, and Bondi were properly named respondents, while Noem, DHS, and EOIR were
dismissed; because Raycraft remained a proper respondent, transfer to the Western District of Michigan

was unnecessary.

2. Prudential exhaustion was unnecessary and was waived because the issues were purely legal,
administrative review was futile, the agency had predetermined the disputed detention issue, and delay
would cause hardship.

3. Section 1226(a), not the mandatory-detention provision in § 1225(b)(2)(A), governed Lopez's detention
because he was apprehended inside the United States while removal proceedings were pending and was

not an applicant for admission actively seeking admission before an examining immigration officer.

4. Detaining Lopez without an individualized bond hearing violated the Fifth Amendment Due Process

Clause.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As § 1225(b)(2)(A) applies only to those noncitizens who are actively “seeking admission” to the United
States, it cannot, according to its ordinary meaning, apply to [petitioner], because he has already been

residing in the United States for several years.” (Section IV.D.i)

“If § 1225(b)(2) already mandated detention of any alien who has not been admitted, regardless of how long
they have been here, then adding § 1226(c)(1)(E) to the statutory scheme was pointless” (Section I'V.D.ii)

“Therefore, without first evaluating [Lopez’s] risk of flight or dangerousness, his detention is a violation of

his due process rights.” (Section IV.E)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lopez is an 18-year-old citizen of Nicaragua who allegedly entered the United States without inspection as an
unaccompanied child on February 2, 2024. After living in Tennessee and later Detroit, he was arrested by ICE at
a construction site in Troy, Michigan, on September 29, 2025, and detained at North Lake Correctional Facility.
He had no criminal history, was employed in construction, and was charged with inadmissibility under 8 U.S.C.
§ 1182(a)(6)(A)(i). An immigration judge allegedly indicated that the judge lacked jurisdiction to grant him

bond, and Lopez received no individualized bond hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lopez filed a § 2241 habeas petition on November 26, 2025, while detained by ICE at North Lake Correctional
Facility and facing removal proceedings. The parties briefed the petition, and the court held a hearing on
December 17, 2025, at which it issued a bench order granting relief in part and denying relief in part. The court
dismissed several respondents, declined to transfer the case to the Western District of Michigan, waived
prudential exhaustion, and ordered an individualized bond hearing or release while denying immediate release

without prejudice.
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