UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Mamadou Ba v. Kevin Raycraft, et al.

Ba - No. 2:25-cv-14093 - Decided March 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan grants Mamadou Ba’s petition

for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. The court holds that Ba’s detention is governed by

the discretionary detention framework in 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), rather than mandatory detention under §

1225(b)(2)(A), and therefore violates due process because Ba was not given an individualized bond

hearing. The court dismisses the claims against the Secretary of Homeland Security and DHS, retains

ICE Field Office Director Kevin Raycraft as a respondent, and orders Ba’s immediate release or a

bond hearing.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an ICE field office director, rather than the detainee's immediate physical custodian, is a proper

respondent in a habeas petition brought by a noncitizen facing removal proceedings.

2. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) authorizes mandatory detention of a noncitizen who has been present
in the United States for years, was not apprehended while seeking admission, and was not determined

inadmissible by an examining immigration officer.

3. Whether Ba's detention without an individualized bond hearing violated the Fifth Amendment Due
Process Clause.

HOLDINGS

1. An ICE field office director who controls the petitioner's release is a proper respondent in a habeas
action brought by a noncitizen detained pending removal proceedings; the court therefore retained

Raycraft as a respondent and dismissed Noem and DHS.

2. Section 1225(b)(2)(A) does not authorize mandatory detention of a noncitizen already residing in the
United States who was not presenting for admission, was not actively seeking admission, and was not
determined inadmissible by an examining immigration officer.

3. Because § 1225(b)(2)(A) does not apply, § 1226(a) governs Ba's detention and entitles him to request an

individualized custody or bond determination before an immigration judge.

4. Detaining Ba under § 1225(b)(2)(A) without an individualized bond hearing violates the Fifth
Amendment Due Process Clause.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons stated above, under the plain language of § 1225(b)(2)(A), “applicants for admission” do
not include noncitizens already in the United States who, like Ba, were not seeking admission and were not

determined inadmissible by an examining immigration officer.” (Section IV.B.i)

“Therefore, without first evaluating [Ba’s] risk of flight or dangerousness, his detention is a violation of his
due process rights.” (Section 1V.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ba, a citizen of Senegal, entered the United States on November 5, 2023, allegedly without inspection. ICE

arrested him on October 1, 2025, and detained him at Monroe County Jail while removal proceedings were



pending. He was charged as inadmissible under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(6)(A)(i), and the government detained him
under § 1225(b)(2)(A) without an individualized bond hearing. An immigration judge later ordered him removed

to Uganda after pretermitting and denying his asylum application.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ba filed a § 2241 habeas petition challenging his detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) without a bond
hearing. The court held that Raycraft was a proper respondent but dismissed Noem and DHS, granted the
petition, enjoined detention under § 1225(b)(2)(A), and ordered Ba released or given an individualized bond
hearing under § 1226(a).

DISPOSITION

writ_granted

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Respondents must immediately release Ba or provide him with an individualized bond hearing under 8 U.S.C. §
1226(a) before an immigration judge on or before March 12, 2026. Respondents must file a status report by

March 19, 2026 certifying compliance and describing any bond hearing and its outcome.
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