UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

IOWA

Francisco Coronel Mejia v. Brian D. Gardner, et al.

No. C26-64-LTS-MAR - No. No. C26-64-LTS-MAR - Decided June 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of lowa denied Francisco Coronel Mejia’s

petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and his motion for interim relief. The court
held that an alien detained under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) has no constitutional right to an individualized

bond hearing under the circumstances presented. It also rejected his substantive due process challenge,

while noting that prolonged or indefinite detention could raise different constitutional concerns.
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dismissed

Petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and
motion for a show-cause order and preliminary injunction challenging

immigration detention without an individualized bond hearing.

A habeas petitioner must prove by a preponderance of the evidence
that detention is unlawful. Habeas relief is available when a person is
in custody in violation of the Constitution or laws or treaties of the
United States.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an alien detained under the mandatory-detention scheme of 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) has a

procedural due process right to an individualized bond hearing during removal proceedings.

2. Whether continued civil detention under § 1225(b)(2), without an individualized bond hearing, violates

substantive due process.

3. Whether the petitioner's detention was unlawful under 28 U.S.C. § 2241.

HOLDINGS

1. An alien who unlawfully entered the United States, was never inspected or admitted, and is detained
under § 1225(b)(2) does not have a constitutional right to an individualized bond hearing while removal

proceedings remain pending.

2. The petitioner's detention did not presently violate substantive due process because he had no deeply
rooted fundamental right to release into the United States while removal proceedings were pending

without having been lawfully admitted.

3. The petitioner was not entitled to habeas corpus relief or interim relief because his detention was
constitutionally permissible at that time.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“At this time, however, Coronel Mejia’s detention is constitutionally permissible.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Francisco Coronel Mejia, a Mexican national, asserted that he entered the United States as a two-year-old in
2004 and had continuously resided there since, although he was never inspected, admitted, or paroled. He was
arrested after a January 31, 2026, traffic stop revealed that he lacked a valid driver's license and was then
transferred to ICE custody, where he remained held in the Linn County Jail. His removal proceedings were
ongoing, and an Immigration Judge denied his request for a bond redetermination hearing on jurisdictional

grounds.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Coronel Mejia was detained by Immigration and Customs Enforcement after a traffic stop and sought a bond
redetermination hearing, which an Immigration Judge denied for lack of jurisdiction. He filed a § 2241 habeas
petition and motion for interim relief. After the court ordered responses and supplemental briefing on substantive

due process, the court denied both the habeas petition and the motion for interim relief.
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