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District Judge Tiffany M. Cartwright

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

AT SEATTLE
‘GUADALUPE JARA DOMINGUEZ, Case No. 2:25-¢v-02351-TMC
Petitioner, FEDERAL RESPONDENTS'
V. RETURN MEMORANDUM
[LAURA HERMOSILO, etal., Noted for Consideration:
December 4, 2025
Respondents,

Petitioner Guadalupe Jara Dominguez sceks habeas relief from his mandatory
hnnﬁguﬁmdﬂmﬂimUS.lmmignﬂmtndCLmnm:EnfommmtdanimhjmmmmmB
U.S.C. § 1225(b). Federal RnpmmdcnnwhnwicdgoﬂmﬂﬂsCamgmmednmmuyjudgmcm
knd found that detention pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1225(bX(2) of the defined class in Rocriguer
Vazguez v. Bostock is unlewful. Rodriguez Yazquez v. Bostock, No. 3 25-cv-05240-TMC, 2025
WL 2782499 (W.D. Wash. Sept. 30, 2025). That decision is presently on appeal. Rodriguer
Vaxquez v Bostock, No. 3:25—cv-05240—TMC, Dkt 71.

A, 8US.C. § 12250h)

Whilke acknowledging the Court’s decision In Rodriguer Vazquez, Federal Rospondents
continue to believe Petitioner is subject to mandatory detention pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b).
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See Vargas Lopez v. Trump, — F. Supp. 3d —, 2025 WL 2780351 (D. Neb. Sept. 30, 2025)
(hokding petitioner detained under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)2)); Sixtos Chaver v. Noem, — F. Supp.
Bd —, 2025 WL 2730228 (S.D. Cal. Sept. 24, 2025) (same). Noncitizens who arc apprehended
shortly after illegally croasing the border and who are determined to be inadmissible due to
lacking a visa or valid entry documentation, 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)}(7XA), may be removed
pmmmmMMmmMMMlm&qmmMm@ptyfmmylman
Tear of persocution in their hame country. 8 U.S.C. §§ 1225b)1XAXD, (iiixI1). “The purpose
ofﬂ'ncxprovisiomistoctpcditcﬂ]crmwulfmntthn'rtodStlln:ofn]icmwhoindisputab-ly
Liuvemwﬂw-inﬁontobcldmincdtoﬂmcUnitcdStntu,whjlcprwidlngmopporumityfor
:mchmnlimvmochhmuylmntohﬂcthomﬁuofhhorhcrchhnpmm;ﬂymundb'y
officers with full profeasional training in adjudicating agylum claims.” H.R. Conf Rep. No. 828,
104th Cong., 2d Sess. 209 (1996).

Applicants for admission fall into one of two categories. Section 1225(bX1) covers
moncitizens ﬂﬁﬂﬂ]ydciu‘mhwdtobehndmiuibchmﬁlmLmlﬂamhﬂon,orhckof
vdiddocmhﬁommdcminoﬂxrmmiﬁ:mxdcﬁgmmdbyﬂwAummerﬂlnha
discretion. Separately, Section IM{b)(Z)muuaumh.nJJ]:rmiﬁmtthjumnﬂ
applicants for admission not covered by Section 1225(b)(1) (with spocific excoptions not
relevant here). See Jenmings v. Rodriguer, 583 U.S. 281, 287 (2018),

Congress has determined that all noncitizens subject to Section 1225(b) are subject to
mmdltmydcimﬂonRﬁglrdhuofwhcdmlmiﬂmfdhm\dﬂSccﬁon 1225(bX1) or
(b)(2), the solo means of release is “temporary parcle from § 1225(b) detontion ‘for urgent
Jrumanitarian reasons or significant public bonefit,” § 1182(AX5XA).” Jernings, 583 U.S. st 283,
Further, several provisions at 8 U.S.C. § 1252 preclude roviow, First, 8 U.S.C. § 1252(g)
[bars review of Petitioner’s claims because they arise from the government’s decision to
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commence removal proceedings. Second, 8 U.S.C. § 1252(bX9) bars the Court from hearing
Petitioner’s claims because his claims challenge the decision and action to detain him, which
MMﬂomﬂwmvmwm’ldwiMmmmmomwmmmm“najmmkm
- - - to remove an alion from the United States.” Third and Lastly, 8 U.S.C. § 1252(cX3) applics
and limits “{jludicial review of determinations under section 1225(b) of this title and its
implementstion.” The plain language of the sintute precludes judiclal review for noncitizens
determined to be detained pursuant to Section 1225(bX2) and applies to a “detormination under
section 1225(b)” and to ity implementation.

B. Petitioner Jara Dominguez
Ml&mholdﬂﬂﬁu,ﬂuuh:bcmmbmdddmimﬁmm%ﬁﬂow'sun.[@hu
1dvimd&m1PcdﬂoncrhurmhldabmﬂPnrmgbcfm&whnmjgmﬁmJtﬂinmdﬂw
knnﬁgmﬂon]udgckmyﬂmnmkcmyﬁndmwgndingbuﬁcﬁmbﬂﬁymthjlcm.
Aocordmgty.mhpcﬁﬂonhnmﬂpcfa&ﬁjCoun'lmm{dauimmDmkﬂuv.Momgm434
US. 193, 199, (1988) (“Ripeness is an Articke IIT doctrine designed to ensure that courts
adjudicltcEvecaxsoroonﬁnvmiumddonoi‘immldvhoryopinjom[m]dochmﬁghhm
hypothetical cases.’™); Bishop Paiute Tribe v. Imyo Cty, 863 F.3d 1144, 1153 (Sth Cir. 2017)
{alteration in original) (quoting Thomas v. Anchorage Equal Rights Comom'n, 720 F.3d 1134,
ll38(9thCir.2000)(mbmc))('Foram.ntobcdpc,ith;rmn1inuuﬂ1u1mdoﬁrﬁtc
mmm,mthypod}cdalouhsuwt"). Even if the Court were to consider the case,
Pdiﬂonuhuﬁibdmuxhnmdwndmlnismﬁwmnoﬁuwﬂhbhmhmmmopdjﬂon
should thorefore be dismissed. Leonardo v Crawford, 646 F.3d 1157, 1160 (9th Cir. 2011)
(“W}mapdjﬁowdoumuhwnmm-dMiammﬁmﬂymw
-nithcrdimi-ud'rcﬂubm]pcﬂﬁmvﬁﬂnoMpwjudjccorsmydtplncwdinpmﬁlﬂnopcﬁthw
}madnu.qndmnediu.m}m:cthrﬁmhcmuodﬂ;malmRodn’gwMtndm etal, v
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Raycrafi, et al., 2025 WL 3157796, at *11 (N.D. Ohio Nov. 12, 2025) (finding that
-dmhﬁmﬁvcm}umjonmquhtmnandeﬁrﬁbmnpaiﬁum‘slppaldmum
the Immigration Judge’s bond denial based on finding mandatory detention under Section 1225
mﬂmdpmdingbcfmﬂmerdofhm@ﬂonAwulgpoﬂ-imofMdﬁuonq‘m
[Hurtado, 29 1&N Dec. 216 (BLA 2025)).
A}turmﬁvoly,wiﬁkchcrﬂRupondumdomtqmcﬁthﬂwRaﬁngPhqm
dochionmdmtﬂllwlghingﬁwiropﬁmjonhowmpmcooiﬁrydomtoppmcthh
Pctitimmbcmgmidaudlmmbaofd}cBmdDmthhn‘forpurpmuoftlﬁjliﬁg-,t.iom
Hﬂowmwmmgmﬂd}chabnspc&ﬁonvdmmcpmwthoﬁtbnmdwqmm;ﬁm
relief is not release, as Petitioner requests. Pet. at 12 (“Prayer for Relief™). Instead, this Court
should order the [nnnigmﬁon]udgcmpmﬁchdiﬁoncrlbmdhwingmmttoSU.S.C.
§1226(a), consistent with the Court"s judgement in Rodriguez, 2025 WL 2782499, at *27.

L/

[/

L/

uﬁﬂmbumb}cammmaUS.CllMc},llZli{'b)(l),crlIBlltﬂnthmﬂnncmﬂmh
hwmahﬁﬁu'mmﬁmmm,t‘&
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DATED this 3rd day of December, 2025
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Rexpectfully submitted,

CHARLES NEIL FLOYD
United States Attorney

& Katherine G Colling

KATHERINE G. COLLINS, CA #3159%03
Assistant United States Attorney

United States Attorney’s Office

Western District of Washington

700 Stewart Street, Suite 5220

Seattle, Washington 98101-1271

Phone: 206-553-7970

Fax: 206-553-4067

Emall: kethegine.collins @uadoi.gov
Attorneys for Federal Respondents

I certify that this memorandum contatns 936
words, in compliance with the Local Civil Rules
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