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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky denies Santos Exequiel Mejia’s
habeas petition challenging his detention without a bond hearing during removal proceedings. The
court holds that, because Mejia entered the United States without admission, he is an applicant for
admission under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(a)(1), making his detention subject to the mandatory-detention
provision of § 1225(b)(2)(A) rather than the bond provisions of § 1226(a).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mejia's detention during removal proceedings is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A),
requiring mandatory detention without bond, or by 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), which permits release on bond or
conditional parole.

2. Whether § 1225(b)(2)(A) applies to a noncitizen who entered without inspection and has been present in
the United States for years, rather than only to an arriving noncitizen.

3. Whether the phrase 'seeking admission' imposes an additional requirement beyond being an 'applicant
for admission' under § 1225(b)(2)(A).

4. Whether applying § 1225(b)(2)(A) to Mejia renders 8 U.S.C. § 1226(c) or the Laken Riley Act
superfluous.

5. Whether detention without a bond hearing violates Mejia's Fifth Amendment due-process rights.

6. Whether the judgment in Maldonado Bautista v. Santacruz required this court to order Mejia's release or
a bond hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. A noncitizen who is present in the United States without having been admitted is deemed an 'applicant
for admission' under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(a)(1). When an immigration officer determines that the noncitizen
is not clearly and beyond a doubt entitled to admission, § 1225(b)(2)(A) requires detention during
removal proceedings and does not authorize a bond hearing.

2. Section 1225(b)(2)(A) is not limited to aliens physically arriving in the United States; it applies to the
broader category of noncitizens deemed applicants for admission, including noncitizens present in the
United States without admission.

3. The phrase 'alien seeking admission' in § 1225(b)(2)(A) does not impose an independent requirement
separate from being an 'applicant for admission'; an alien deemed an applicant for admission is
necessarily seeking admission.

4. Applying § 1225(b)(2)(A) to unadmitted noncitizens does not render § 1226(c) or the Laken Riley Act
superfluous because those provisions impose a temporal requirement concerning when covered
noncitizens must be taken into federal custody.

5. Mejia's detention without a bond hearing does not violate the Fifth Amendment because he is receiving
the process Congress provided for noncitizens subject to mandatory detention under § 1225(b)(2)(A).

6. The Central District of California's rulings in Maldonado Bautista did not bind this court or require relief
for Mejia because those rulings did not order nationwide habeas relief or nationwide release and bond
hearings for detainees outside that district.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“But he is not entitled to a bond hearing. To the contrary, the applicable statutory language provides that he
“shall be detained” during removal proceedings.” (at 1)

“To the contrary, a straightforward application of the plain language of the relevant statute compels the
conclusion that he must be detained during his removal proceedings.” (II.A)

“And in no case can a title “undo or limit that which the text makes plain.”” (II.A.1)

“Thus, he has no valid due-process claim under the Fifth Amendment.” (II.B)

“For the foregoing reasons, Petitioner Santos Exequiel Mejia’s Petition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus, [Dkt.
1], is hereby DENIED and will be dismissed with prejudice.” (III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Santos Exequiel Mejia, a Honduran citizen, entered the United States without inspection in May 2021 and was
never admitted or paroled. In October 2025, a deportation officer issued him a Notice to Appear charging him
with being present in the United States without admission or parole, and DHS detained him without bond during
removal proceedings. Mejia sought habeas relief, contending that he was entitled to a bond hearing under 8
U.S.C. § 1226(a) and that detention without a hearing violated due process.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mejia filed a habeas petition on December 23, 2025, arguing that his detention was governed by 8 U.S.C. §
1226(a), which permits a bond hearing, rather than 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2), which requires detention. He also
asserted that detention without bond violated the Fifth Amendment and argued that a nationwide class judgment
in Maldonado Bautista required his release or a bond hearing. The court rejected those arguments, denied the
petition, and ordered that it be dismissed with prejudice.
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