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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan granted Oscar Eligio Amaya’s
petition for a writ of habeas corpus and dismissed all respondents except ICE Field Office Director
Kevin Raycraft. The court held that 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), rather than § 1225(b)(2), governs Amaya’s
detention and ordered Raycraft to provide a bond hearing or release Amaya by December 17, 2025.
The court also granted the ACLU of Michigan leave to file an amicus curiae brief and ordered a status
report.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner filed a combined petition for a writ of habeas corpus and
complaint for declaratory and injunctive relief challenging his
immigration detention without a bond hearing. Respondents opposed
the petition, challenged jurisdiction and venue, and argued that
detention was mandatory under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and
exercised discretion over prudential administrative exhaustion. It
interpreted the detention provisions of the Immigration and Nationality
Act de novo.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal district court had jurisdiction over Amaya's immigration habeas petition in the
Eastern District of Michigan when the warden of the county jail where he was detained was not named
as a respondent.

2. Whether respondents other than the ICE Detroit Field Office Director were proper respondents to the
immigration habeas petition.

3. Whether the court should require Amaya to exhaust administrative remedies by appealing the
immigration judge's denial of bond before seeking habeas relief.

4. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2), which provides for mandatory detention of certain aliens seeking
admission, governed Amaya's detention, or whether 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) governed because he had long
been present in the United States and was facing removal.

5. Whether Amaya's detention without a bond hearing violated federal law.

HOLDINGS

1. The Eastern District of Michigan had jurisdiction over the petition, and the ICE Detroit Field Office
Director, Kevin Raycraft, was a proper respondent because he exercised operational control over
Amaya's immigration detention within the district.

2. The court would not require Amaya to exhaust administrative remedies before seeking habeas relief.

3. 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), rather than 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2), governed Amaya's detention because he had long
been present in the United States and was not seeking admission.

4. Because Amaya was detained under § 1226(a) and had not received a bond hearing, his custody violated
federal law, entitling him to habeas relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Section 1225(b)(2)(A) “applies to aliens undergoing inspection, which generally occurs at the United States’
border, when they are seeking lawful entry into the United States” and is not applicable to Petitioner.”
(Section III.E)

“Respondent Raycraft is ORDERED to provide Petitioner with a bond hearing pursuant to § 1226(a) on or
before December 17, 2025 or otherwise release him by that same date” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Oscar Eligio Amaya is a citizen of El Salvador who had lived in the United States since approximately 2007,
residing in Michigan with his U.S.-citizen wife and children. He had no criminal history. ICE and/or CBP
detained him at a Michigan worksite after determining that he had entered the United States near Arizona
approximately eighteen years earlier without admission or parole. DHS initiated removal proceedings and
charged him under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(6)(A)(i), while respondents detained him without a bond hearing under 8
U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2).

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

DHS initiated removal proceedings against Amaya in the Detroit Immigration Court and detained him at the
Calhoun County Jail. Amaya filed this federal habeas action under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. The district court granted
the ACLU leave to file an amicus brief, rejected respondents' jurisdictional and exhaustion arguments, dismissed
all respondents except Kevin Raycraft, granted the habeas petition, and ordered Raycraft to provide a bond
hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) or release Amaya.

DISPOSITION

writ_granted

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. Respondent Kevin Raycraft was ordered to provide Amaya with a bond hearing under 8
U.S.C. § 1226(a) on or before December 17, 2025, or otherwise release him by that date, and to file a status
report by December 19, 2025 certifying compliance and stating the result of any bond hearing.
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