
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
TEXAS, HOUSTON DIVISION

Abraham Flores Carranza v. Raymond Thompson, et al.
Carranza v. Thompson · No. 4:26-CV-01896 · Decided March 25, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas denied and dismissed without
prejudice Abraham Flores Carranza’s 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition challenging his mandatory
immigration detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b). The court held that the petitioner’s statutory
arguments were foreclosed by Fifth Circuit precedent and that his due process claim was precluded at
that stage by Supreme Court precedent permitting detention during removal proceedings.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner filed a 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition challenging his
continued immigration detention and seeking a bond hearing. The
district court dismissed the petition without prejudice and denied the
petition as stated in its dismissal order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On preliminary review, a habeas petition may be summarily dismissed
if it plainly appears from the petition and attached exhibits that the
petitioner is not entitled to relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Carranza was entitled to a bond hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) rather than mandatory
detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b).

2. Whether Carranza's detention as an applicant for admission violated the Fifth Amendment Due Process
Clause.

3. Whether the class action in Maldonado Bautista v. Santacruz provided a basis for habeas relief.

HOLDINGS

1. Carranza was not entitled to habeas relief based on his contention that he should receive a discretionary
bond hearing under § 1226(a); his statutory arguments concerning §§ 1225 and 1226 were foreclosed by
Buenrostro-Mendez v. Bondi.

2. At this juncture, Carranza's due process challenge to detention was precluded by Demore v. Kim because
detention during removal proceedings is constitutionally permissible.

3. Carranza's reliance on Maldonado Bautista did not entitle him to relief because the arguments supporting
that reliance were based on an interpretation of §§ 1225 and 1226 rejected in Buenrostro-Mendez.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Detention during removal proceedings is a constitutionally permissible part of that process.” (2/3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Carranza is a noncitizen who entered the United States without inspection around 2011. He was apprehended in
February 2026 and held by ICE without bond as an applicant for admission under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b). He argued
that he was entitled to discretionary bond under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), had been miscategorized under § 1225(b)
(2), and was being detained in violation of the Fifth Amendment Due Process Clause.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Carranza, a detainee in ICE custody, filed a § 2241 petition challenging detention without bond and asserting
that he was improperly detained under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b) rather than 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a). The court conducted
preliminary review on the pleadings under Rule 4 of the Rules Governing § 2254 Cases and dismissed the
petition without prejudice, denying other pending motions as moot.
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