
PETITIONER’S REPLY TO RESPONDENT’S 

Gov’t Br. (ECF No. 19). They argue that Petitioner failed to 

before filing his petition. Gov’t Br. at 4 –

(<BIA=) would be futile.



(<IJ=) denied Petitioner’s bond after 

concluding that Petitioner was an <applicant for admission= subject to mandatory 

(< =)

< =

, holding that DHS’s 

(< =)

Parties’ Advisories, ECF No. 18 (Gov’t) & 



Gov’t Br. at 4. 

–

lack authority to conduct bond hearings for individuals in Petitioner’s 



Gov’t Br. –

within Texas, have rejected DHS’s application of § 1225(b)(2)(A) to interior arrests and 

–

–

–

mmigration and Nationality Act (<I =)

1225 appears in a statutory provision titled <Inspection by immigration officers; 

l for hearing.= 8 U.S.C. § 1225. 

1225(b)(2) applies only where <the examining immigration 



entitled to be admitted.= 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2). 

By contrast, § 1226 appears in a provision titled <Apprehension and detention of 

aliens.= 8 U.S.C. § 1226. It governs custody decisions after a noncitizen has been 

<pending a decision on whether the alien is to be removed from the United States.= 8 

Finally, Respondents’ reliance on the canon that a specific statute controls over a 

general one is misplaced. Gov’t Br. at 7. That canon applies only where two provisions 

because it is <more specific= would collapse two statutory schemes that Congress 



DHS’s interpretation would collapse Section 

Respondents’ argument depends on treating the definition of <applicant for 

admission= in § 1225(a)(1) as dispositive for all detention questions. District courts have 

–

–

ourt rejected DHS’s interpretation as 

th the statutory text and Congress’s recent amendments to § 1226, and 

(2025), confirms the flaw in Respondents’ reasoning. If § 1225(b)(2) already required 



mailto:cc@carrillobrux.com
mailto:cm@carrillobrux.com

