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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania granted Bharatkumar
Chaudhari’s habeas petition challenging his detention without a bond hearing under 8 U.S.C. §
1225(b)(2). The court held that, because Chaudhari had been present in the United States for several
years, his detention was governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), which requires a bond hearing, rather than §
1225(b)(2). The court ordered his release and enjoined the government from detaining him under §
1225(b)(2).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2) authorizes detention without a bond hearing of a noncitizen who entered
the United States without authorization years earlier and is living in the interior during removal
proceedings.

2. Whether Chaudhari's detention is instead governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), which requires a bond
hearing.

3. Whether habeas relief should take the form of an order requiring a bond hearing or an order requiring
release and enjoining detention under § 1225(b)(2).

HOLDINGS

1. Section 1225(b)(2) does not authorize detention without a bond hearing of a noncitizen who entered the
United States without authorization years earlier and has been present in the country for several years;
the provision applies to aliens at the country's border or otherwise actively seeking admission.

2. Chaudhari's detention is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), rather than § 1225(b)(2), and therefore the
government may not continue detaining him without the process required by § 1226(a), including a bond
hearing.

3. The appropriate relief is a writ of habeas corpus requiring the government to release Chaudhari and an
injunction prohibiting the government from detaining him under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court joins hundreds of other judges around the country in holding that this form of detention without a
bond hearing is unlawful.”

“The best reading of the statute is that “seeking admission” has independent effect by limiting the scope of
the statute to people who are actively “seeking admission” to the United States.”

“A writ of habeas corpus will issue requiring the government to release petitioner and enjoining the
government from detaining him under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2).”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Chaudhari entered the United States near Lukeville, Arizona, on or about August 19, 2022, was briefly detained,
and was then released on recognizance after receiving a notice to appear charging him as removable. He later
applied for asylum based on claimed fear of persecution in India. ICE arrested him on November 7, 2025, and
DHS detained him at Pike County Correctional Facility without a bond hearing under a July 8, 2025 policy
treating persons who entered without admission as subject to mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2).

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Chaudhari filed a habeas petition on February 2, 2026, asserting that his detention was governed by 8 U.S.C. §
1226(a), which requires a bond hearing. The government responded that detention was lawful under 8 U.S.C. §



1225(b)(2)(A), and Chaudhari filed a reply. The district court granted the petition, ordered Chaudhari released,
and enjoined future detention under § 1225(b)(2).
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