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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky denies Ricardo Perez Ramirez’s

habeas petition challenging his detention without a bond hearing during removal proceedings. The
court holds that 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A), rather than § 1226(a), governs because Ramirez entered the

United States without inspection and is therefore deemed an applicant for admission, making his

detention mandatory. The court also rejects his Fifth Amendment due process claim and concludes that

a nationwide class action judgment from the Central District of California does not bind the court.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A), rather than 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), governs the detention of a noncitizen
who entered the United States without inspection and was later apprehended during removal

proceedings.
2. Whether § 1225(b)(2)(A) requires mandatory detention without a bond hearing for such a noncitizen.

3. Whether mandatory detention under § 1225(b)(2)(A) violates the petitioner's Fifth Amendment due-

process rights.

4. Whether relief issued in Maldonado Bautista v. Santacruz required the Eastern District of Kentucky to

order a bond hearing for the petitioner.

HOLDINGS

1. A noncitizen present in the United States who has not been admitted is deemed an applicant for
admission under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(a)(1). Because Ramirez entered without inspection and was not
admitted, § 1225(b)(2)(A), rather than § 1226(a), governs his detention.

2. Section 1225(b)(2)(A) requires mandatory detention during removal proceedings when an immigration
officer determines that an applicant for admission is not clearly and beyond a doubt entitled to be
admitted; it does not provide a right to a bond hearing.

3. Applying § 1225(b)(2)(A) to unadmitted noncitizens does not render § 1226(c) or the Laken Riley Act
superfluous because those provisions impose a distinct temporal requirement concerning when covered

noncitizens must be taken into custody.

4. The petitioner's detention under § 1225(b)(2)(A) did not violate the Fifth Amendment because he

received the process Congress provided for noncitizens in his position.

5. The Central District of California's orders in Maldonado Bautista did not bind the Eastern District of

Kentucky or require a bond hearing for Ramirez.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“But he is not entitled to a bond hearing. To the contrary, the applicable statutory language provides that he

“shall be detained” during removal proceedings.” (Opening paragraph)
“The plain language of the statute permits no other conclusion.” (Section I1.A)

“However, their right to due process goes no further than the process Congress has chosen to give them.”
(Section I1.B)



“So the Central District of California plainly did not order any kind of relief that would bind this Court,

which means that its opinions in Maldonado Bautista can have no more than persuasive authority.” (Section
11.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ricardo Perez Ramirez, a Mexican citizen, entered the United States without inspection in 2005. ICE
apprehended and detained him on September 2, 2025, and served him with a Notice to Appear charging
removability based on his unlawful entry. During removal proceedings, Ramirez sought cancellation of removal
and a bond hearing, but DHS detained him without bond.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ramirez, a Mexican citizen detained by ICE after being charged with removability for entering the United States
without inspection, filed a habeas petition seeking release or a bond hearing. After the parties filed responses and
a reply, Ramirez submitted supplemental authority concerning a nationwide class action in the Central District of
California. The Eastern District of Kentucky denied the petition and stated that a separate judgment would be

entered.
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