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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maine grants Christian Yair De La Cruz
Guillermo’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus. The court holds that 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), rather than
the mandatory-detention provisions of § 1225(b)(2), governs his detention and requires the
government to provide a bond hearing within fourteen days. The court also orders the government to
produce the warrant authorizing his arrest.
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DISPOSITION granted

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petition for a writ of habeas corpus challenging immigration detention
and seeking a bond hearing; the parties stipulated that there were no
factual disputes and submitted the matter on their briefs without oral
argument.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the stipulated facts pleaded in the verified petition
and accompanying attachments and resolved the habeas petition on the
parties' briefing. For the procedural due-process claim, the court
applied the three-factor balancing test from Mathews v. Eldridge. The
petitioner bore the burden of showing by a preponderance of the
evidence that his detention violated the Fifth Amendment Due Process
Clause.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; precedential status unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court had habeas jurisdiction because Guillermo was physically present in the District of
Maine when his petition was filed.

2. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)'s mandatory-detention scheme applied to Guillermo, a noncitizen who
had resided continuously in the United States since 2023.

3. Whether detention without a bond hearing violated Guillermo's procedural due-process rights under the
Fifth Amendment.

4. Whether respondents were required to produce the warrant authorizing Guillermo's arrest under 8 U.S.C.
§ 1226(a).

HOLDINGS

1. The court retained jurisdiction over Guillermo's habeas petition because he was physically present in the
District of Maine and in custody there when the petition was filed.

2. Section 1225(b)(2)'s mandatory-detention scheme did not apply to Guillermo because he was a
noncitizen already residing in the United States and was not actively seeking admission. He was instead
subject to discretionary detention under § 1226(a).

3. Because Guillermo was detained under § 1226(a), he was entitled to a bond hearing before an
Immigration Judge. Respondents' continued detention of him without a bond hearing violated the Fifth
Amendment Due Process Clause.

4. Respondents were required to produce the warrant authorizing Guillermo's January 15, 2026 arrest.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“with respect to habeas petitions ‘designed to relieve an individual from oppressive confinement,’ the
traditional rule has always been that the Great Writ is ‘issuable only in the district of confinement.’” (III.A)

“§ 1225(b)(2) “authorizes the Government to detain certain aliens seeking admission into the country under,”
while § 1226(a) “authorizes the Government to detain certain aliens already in the country pending the
outcome of removal proceedings.”” (III.B.1)



“Freedom from imprisonment—from government custody, detention, or other forms of physical restraint—lies
at the heart of the liberty that the [Fifth Amendment's Due Process Clause] protects” (III.B.3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Guillermo, a citizen of Mexico, entered the United States without inspection on or about July 21, 2023, and
resided in the United States thereafter. ICE arrested him at a construction worksite in Bethel, Maine, on January
15, 2026. The government detained him under the mandatory-detention provision of 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2),
while Guillermo argued that, as a noncitizen already residing in the United States, he was subject to
discretionary detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) and entitled to a bond hearing. Respondents did not contest his
allegation that he was arrested without a warrant and made no showing that he posed a danger or flight risk.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement arrested Guillermo on January 15, 2026. He filed a verified habeas
petition on January 22, 2026, and the court issued emergency orders concerning transfer and access to counsel.
After respondents conceded that Guillermo was physically present in the District of Maine when the petition was
filed and that the court retained jurisdiction, the court ordered respondents to show cause. Respondents opposed
the petition but conceded that the case was not substantially distinguishable from recent decisions rejecting the
Department of Homeland Security's interpretation of 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2). The court granted the petition,
ordered a bond hearing within fourteen days, enjoined denial of a hearing based on § 1225(b)(2), and ordered
production of the arrest warrant.

DISPOSITION

granted

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Respondents must provide Guillermo a bond hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a)(2) within fourteen
days, may not deny the hearing on the ground that § 1225(b)(2) applies, must file a status report within five days
after the hearing, and must produce the arrest warrant by January 30, 2026.
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