UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
KENTUCKY, NORTHERN DIVISION

Ramiro Ramirez-Mendez v. Samuel Olson, et al.

Civil Action No. 26-17-DLB (E.D. Ky. Apr. 2, 2026) - No. Civil Action No. 26-17-DLB - Decided April 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky grants Ramiro Ramirez-
Mendez’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. The court holds that his
continued immigration detention without a constitutionally adequate custody redetermination hearing
violated the Fifth Amendment, despite his conceded detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2). The court
orders his immediate release or a bond hearing before an immigration judge within seven days and

requires a compliance status report.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 from continued

immigration detention without a constitutionally adequate custody

redetermination or bond hearing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the three-factor procedural due process balancing
test from Mathews v. Eldridge: the private interest affected, the risk of
erroneous deprivation and value of additional safeguards, and the

government’s interest and administrative burdens.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Petitioner’s detention violated the Fourth Amendment because he was detained without a

warrant, reasonable suspicion, or probable cause.

2. Whether continued mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2), without an individualized custody
redetermination or bond hearing after years of parole, violated Petitioner’s Fifth Amendment procedural

due process rights.

3. What relief was appropriate for the unconstitutional continued detention.

HOLDINGS

1. Even assuming Petitioner’s arrest or detention violated the Fourth Amendment, the alleged violation did
not entitle him to habeas relief because an unlawful arrest does not require suppression of the person,

identity, or body of a respondent in a civil immigration proceeding.

2. A noncitizen who was previously paroled into the United States has a protected liberty interest in
remaining free from detention, and continued nonpunitive immigration detention without an
individualized custody redetermination hearing violates the Fifth Amendment when the government has

not provided an adequate justification tied to flight risk or danger.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the foregoing reasons, Petitioner's continued detention without a custody redetermination hearing is
unlawful and a violation of his Fifth Amendment rights.” (10)

“Non-punitive detention in the immigration context violates the Due Process Clause”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ramiro Ramirez-Mendez, a Mexican citizen, was paroled into the United States in June 2018 and subsequently
applied for asylum, withholding of removal, and Convention Against Torture protection as a derivative applicant
under his mother’s application. He obtained employment authorization, complied with the conditions of his
release, and had no criminal history. After he was arrested as a passenger in a vehicle stop on August 28, 2025,
ICE detained him; an Immigration Judge denied a custody redetermination based on lack of jurisdiction, and
Ramirez-Mendez remained detained for more than six months without a bond hearing. His applications for

asylum, withholding of removal, and CAT protection were later denied, and he was ordered removed to Mexico.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ramiro Ramirez-Mendez filed a § 2241 petition challenging his detention by immigration authorities after an
Immigration Judge denied a custody redetermination on the ground that the judge lacked jurisdiction under
Matter of Yajure Hurtado. Respondents filed responses, and Petitioner filed a reply. The district court granted the



petition and ordered Respondents either to release Petitioner or provide a constitutionally adequate bond hearing

before an Immigration Judge within seven days.

DISPOSITION

writ_granted

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Respondents must immediately release Petitioner or, alternatively, provide him with a constitutionally adequate
bond hearing before an Immigration Judge within seven days of the order. Respondents must file a status report

by April 16, 2026, certifying compliance and reporting the outcome and reasons for any denial of bond.
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