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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 

Santiago Villasefior Ponce, 

Case No. 1:25-cv-00844 
Petitioner, 

v. District Judge Douglas R. Cole 

Director of Cincinnati Field Office 
United States Immigration And Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) et al. 

Magistrate Karen L. Litkovitz 

Respondents. 
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MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

The Sixth Circuit, on May 11, 2026, in a consolidated appeal, found that §1225(b)(2)(A) does 

not apply to noncitizens like the petitioner. See Lopez-Campos et al. v. Raycraft, et al No 25- 

1965/1969/1978/1982 at 6 (6" Cir. May 11, 2026). The Sixth Circuit stated that for a noncitizen 

to be “seeking admission” under §1225(b)(2)(A), the noncitizen must be actively in search of 

lawful entry into the United States via inspection and authorization by an immigration officer. Id 

at 8. Noncitizens who did not attempt lawful entry into the United States and are actively 

avoiding being inspected for lawful entry are not seeking admission and thus are not subject to 

§1225(b)(2)(A)’s mandatory detention scheme. Jd. Noncitizens who are within the interior of the 

United States are not seeking admission, as their claims for relief are presented before an 

immigration judge, who is expressly not an immigration officer. Jd at 17.
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The Sixth Circuit further held that noncitizens within the interior of the United States are entitled 

to the protections of the Due Process Clause. /d at 21. The Sixth Circuit held that the 

government’s detention of petitioners without bond under §1226(a) was a deprivation of liberty 

that violated petitioner’s due process rights. Jd at 24. The Sixth Circuit held that district courts 

did not err in holding that petitioners were due individualized bond hearings in light of the 

significant time they have spent within the interior of the United States. The same principle 

applies to the petitioner here, who has resided for over twenty years and has not sought 

admission within the United States. This court should reconsider its previous habeas denial order 

from April 1, 2026 and grant the petitioner’s habeas petition after new law was issued from the 

Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Respectfully submitted, 

s/ Krishna J Mahadevan 
Jorge H Martinez Attorney at Law 

Attorney for Petitioner 

5770 Gateway Blvd Suite 202 

Mason, OH 45040 
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