UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN, SOUTHERN DIVISION
Hector Cid-Barrios v. Kevin Raycraft, Director of Enforcement and
Removal Operations, Detroit Field Office, U.S. Immigration and
Customs Enforcement, Kristi Noem, Secretary, U.S. Department of
Homeland Security, Pamela Bondi, U.S. Attorney General, and

Executive Office for Immigration Review

Cid-Barrios v. Raycraft, No. 25-13630 (E.D. Mich. Dec. 24, 2025) - No. 2:25-cv-13630 - Decided December 24,
2025

SUMMARY

The court holds that the ICE Detroit Field Office director is the proper immediate custodian and
respondent for a detained noncitizen’s 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition under binding Sixth Circuit
precedent. Applying Rumsfeld v. Padilla, the court concludes that the petition must be filed in the
district of confinement, which is the Western District of Michigan because the petitioner is detained in
Baldwin, Michigan. The court orders the case transferred from the Eastern District of Michigan to the

Western District of Michigan.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the governing habeas jurisdiction and venue
principles under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and Rumsfeld v. Padilla, along with



the mandatory transfer standard under 28 U.S.C. § 1631.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the proper respondent in a § 2241 habeas petition by an immigration detainee is the ICE

regional or district director rather than the warden or administrator of the detention facility.

2. Whether a core habeas petition challenging present physical confinement must be filed in the federal

district containing the place of confinement.

3. Whether transfer under 28 U.S.C. § 1631, rather than dismissal, was the appropriate remedy for filing

the petition in the wrong district.

HOLDINGS

1. Under binding Sixth Circuit precedent, the ICE official responsible for the district in which the
noncitizen is detained is the immediate custodian and proper respondent to a § 2241 petition challenging
immigration detention; the administrator of the contract detention facility is not the required respondent.

2. A core § 2241 habeas petition challenging present physical confinement must be filed in the single
federal district that includes the place of confinement and has territorial jurisdiction over the proper

respondent.

3. When a § 2241 petition is filed in a district lacking the proper territorial jurisdiction, the court should
transfer the action under 28 U.S.C. § 1631 when another federal court could exercise jurisdiction and

transfer is in the interest of justice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“that a detained alien generally must designate his immediate custodian — the INS District Director for the

district where he is being detained — as the respondent to his habeas corpus petition™ (at 5)

“for core habeas petitions challenging present physical confinement, jurisdiction lies in only one district: the
district of confinement.” (at 9)

“Although the petitioner properly named the ICE Acting District Director as a respondent to his habeas

corpus petition, because he is confined within the territory of Michigan’s Western District, he should have



filed the petition in that court.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hector Cid-Barrios, a Mexican citizen who had lived in the United States for more than twenty-five years, was
detained by ICE beginning approximately October 7, 2025, at the North Lake Processing Center in Baldwin,
Michigan. He had no criminal history, had a domestic partner and four United States-born children, and had
submitted a Form I-601A provisional waiver application. After requesting a bond hearing and receiving no

scheduled hearing, he filed a § 2241 petition seeking a bond hearing or release.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cid-Barrios filed a § 2241 habeas petition in the Eastern District of Michigan while detained at the North Lake
Processing Center in Baldwin, Michigan. The court ordered the parties to show cause why the case should not be
transferred because Baldwin is in the Western District of Michigan. After receiving the parties' responses and an
amicus brief, the court held that Raycraft was the proper respondent under binding Sixth Circuit precedent but

that the petition had to be filed in the district of confinement, and transferred the case under 28 U.S.C. § 1631.
DISPOSITION

transferred

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Clerk was ordered to transfer the case to the United States District Court for the Western District of

Michigan.
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