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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia dismissed Troy B. Edwards’s 28
U.S.C. § 2241 petition challenging his immigration detention and seeking an individualized bond
hearing. The court held that the bond-hearing claim was not ripe because Edwards had not submitted a
written bond request to an Immigration Judge and had not been denied such a hearing. The court also
concluded that his approximately nine-month detention had not yet become impermissibly prolonged
and denied a subsequent request concerning his bond appeal.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241, including an
individualized bond hearing, challenging his detention by Immigration
and Customs Enforcement. Respondents opposed the petition, and the
court considered dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(1) for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction based on ripeness.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(1) motion, the petitioner bears the burden of
establishing federal jurisdiction. A factual attack may permit the court
to consider evidence outside the pleadings and resolve disputed
jurisdictional facts. Ripeness is evaluated by considering the fitness of
the issues for judicial decision and the hardship to the parties of
withholding review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Edwards's § 2241 claim that he had been denied an individualized bond hearing was ripe when
he had not properly requested a bond hearing from an Immigration Judge.

2. Whether Edwards's detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1226 had become impermissibly prolonged and
unconstitutional.

3. Whether the court could consider a new prolonged-detention claim raised for the first time in Edwards's
response.

HOLDINGS

1. A § 2241 claim alleging denial of an individualized immigration bond hearing is not ripe when the
detainee has not filed a written request for a bond hearing with an Immigration Judge and therefore has
not been denied such a hearing.

2. On the record presented, Edwards's detention of less than nine months while his removal proceedings
remained pending was not impermissibly prolonged and did not yet require a bond hearing.

3. A petitioner may not add a new claim or legal theory for the first time in a responsive brief rather than
through an amended pleading.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim for relief “is not ripe for adjudication if it rests upon contingent future events that may not occur as
anticipated, or indeed may not occur at all.”” (at 7)

“new legal theories must be added by way of amended pleadings, not by arguments asserted in legal briefs”
(at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Edwards, a lawful permanent resident and citizen of Trinidad and Tobago, was detained by ICE on July 24, 2025
after being charged with removability based on aggravated-felony convictions for perjury and sexual assault
involving object sexual penetration. The Immigration Court sustained removability, ordered him removed, and
Edwards appealed to the Board of Immigration Appeals, where the appeal remained pending. Although Edwards
sought a bond hearing from the BIA, the record showed that he had not filed a written bond motion with an
Immigration Judge.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Edwards filed a § 2241 petition on March 27, 2026. The court directed Respondents to address whether the case
materially differed from Duarte Escobar v. Perry. Respondents filed an opposition, Edwards filed a response, and
the court dismissed the petition without reaching the merits because the bond-hearing claim was not ripe; the
court also denied Edwards's later filing seeking to relinquish or terminate his bond request.

DISPOSITION
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