UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
KENTUCKY, PADUCAH DIVISION

Ernesto Gerardo Zepeda Ramirez v. Adam Smith, et al.; Noel Isai

Samayoa v. Adam Smith, et al.

Nos. 5:25-cv-186-BJB and 5:25-cv-190-BJB (W.D. Ky. Jan. 28, 2026) - No. Nos. 5:25-cv-186-BJB and 5:25-cv-

190-BJB - Decided January 28, 2026

SUMMARY

In consolidated habeas proceedings, the Western District of Kentucky considers whether a nationwide

class judgment in Bautista v. Santacruz precludes federal immigration officials from relying on 8

U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) to detain two long-term undocumented immigrants without bond hearings. The

court concludes that the final, though appealed, Bautista judgment has preclusive effect against the

federal respondents and that the Government has not identified another lawful basis for detention. The

court allows the Government to file a supplemental response before ordering the petitioners’ release.
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Petitioners sought federal habeas relief from immigration detention.
After the Government relied on a new policy treating them as subject
to mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2), Petitioners
argued that a nationwide class judgment in Bautista v. Santacruz

precluded that detention rationale.

The court applied federal claim- and issue-preclusion principles to the
effect of a final declaratory judgment and considered whether the
Government had identified a lawful basis for detention under 28
U.S.C. § 2243.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a final nationwide class declaratory judgment in Bautista v. Santacruz precluded the
Government from relitigating its mandatory-detention interpretation of 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) in these

habeas cases.

2. Whether the pendency of the Government's appeal from Bautista eliminated or suspended the judgment's

preclusive effect.

3. Whether the Government's collateral attacks on the rendering court's jurisdiction, the nationwide scope

of the class declaration, and the propriety of declaratory relief permitted this court to disregard Bautista.

4. Whether the Government had identified any lawful basis for continuing Petitioners' detention apart from

the mandatory-detention rationale rejected in Bautista.

HOLDINGS

1. A valid and final judgment on the merits precludes the same parties or their privies from relitigating
issues that were or could have been raised, and this court must honor Bautista's judgment as to issues

fully and fairly litigated by the Government.

2. The Government's appeal from Bautista does not eliminate the judgment's preclusive effect unless and

until the judgment is vacated or stayed by a court with appellate authority.

3. A trial court in a second forum may not use the Government's previously litigated jurisdictional
objections to disregard a final judgment; jurisdictional issues fully and fairly litigated and finally

determined in the rendering court are themselves generally precluded from collateral attack.

4. The Government may not satisfy its burden under 28 U.S.C. § 2243 by relying on the mandatory-
detention interpretation of § 1225(b)(2) that Bautista rejected, although it may identify another lawful

basis for detention.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A final judgment on the merits of an action precludes the parties or their privies from relitigating issues that

were or could have been raised in that action.” (Opinion at preclusion discussion)



“A judgment merely voidable because based upon an erroneous view of the law is not open to collateral

attack, but can be corrected only by a direct review.” (Opinion at preclusion discussion)

“Otherwise—unless and until the Bautista judgment is vacated or stayed by a court with appellate
jurisdiction—the Government remains a party to a final judgment that precludes it from relitigating the issues
decided, and this Court must honor that judgment so long as it has not been vacated.” (Opinion at

conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ramirez, a Mexican citizen who entered the United States without inspection around 2007, and Samayoa, a
Guatemalan citizen who entered without inspection in 2002, had lived in the United States for many years. After
ICE changed its policy, officers arrested both men and detained them at Christian County Jail while their
removal proceedings continued. The Government relied principally on its interpretation of 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)
as requiring mandatory detention without a bond hearing. A California district court had entered a nationwide
class judgment declaring that policy unlawful and holding that § 1226(a) governed detention of class members

not otherwise subject to specified mandatory-detention provisions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ramirez and Samayoa filed separate habeas petitions while detained at Christian County Jail during removal
proceedings. The Government opposed relief and argued, among other things, that the California Bautista
judgment had no preclusive effect outside the Central District of California. The court held that Bautista
remained binding on the Government unless vacated or stayed, but allowed the Government a short opportunity

to identify another lawful basis for detention or an additional reason why Bautista should not apply.
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