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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maine denied A.M.’s petition for a writ of habeas
corpus and emergency motion seeking release from immigration detention. The court held that,
because A.M. had been paroled into the United States without being admitted and remained subject to
detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2), he was not presently entitled to a bond hearing under due
process principles. The court also rejected his equal protection challenge and dismissed the matter
without a hearing.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and moved for
emergency temporary and preliminary injunctive relief, seeking
release from immigration detention or a bond hearing. The court
denied both requests without an evidentiary hearing and dismissed the
matter.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The petitioner bears the burden of proving that detention violates the
Constitution, federal law, or a treaty. The court evaluated the due-
process claim under the Mathews v. Eldridge balancing framework
and the alienage-based equal-protection claim under rational-basis
review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether A.M.'s detention without a prompt bond hearing violated the Due Process Clause because he
was not returned to custody immediately after the expiration of his parole.

2. Whether A.M. was detained in violation of equal protection because his arrest allegedly resulted from
anti-Afghan statements and enforcement policies following a shooting involving an Afghan national.

3. Whether the court should order A.M.'s immediate release or compel a bond or parole hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. Because A.M. was never admitted to the United States and remained an arriving alien seeking admission
who had been paroled under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(d)(5), he remained subject to detention under § 1225(b)(2)
after his parole expired. His detention without an immediate bond hearing did not, on the record and at
the relatively early stage of detention presented, violate due process.

2. The approximately three-month period between expiration of A.M.'s parole and his return to custody
was reasonable and did not create a due-process right to release or a bond hearing.

3. The record did not establish an equal-protection violation. Alienage-based distinctions in this
immigration context are subject to rational-basis review, and the government offered plausible reasons
for increased scrutiny of Afghan nationals that were sufficient to sustain the arrest and detention.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under federal law, Petitioner has never been admitted into the United States and, instead, has been paroled
under section 1182(d)(5) for a period of years subject to a condition that he be detained upon expiration of
parole for purposes of attending to his removal” (Discussion, Part A)

“The happenstance that INS took him into custody pursuant to a warrant should not have the talismanic effect
of unwinding Petitioner’s entire inspection, admission seeking, and parole history.” (Discussion, Part A)

“On this record, I find the Government’s position sufficient to justify Petitioner’s arrest.” (Discussion, Part B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A.M., an Afghan citizen and national, entered the United States after receiving approval associated with a
Special Immigrant Visa but was paroled rather than admitted under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(d)(5). His parole, initially
granted for two years and later extended, expired on September 6, 2025. USCIS denied his adjustment-of-status
application on September 8, 2025, and he was arrested on December 5, 2025, after an immigration officer issued



a warrant based on probable cause that he was removable. He had no criminal convictions and had lived in the
Boston area with his family for approximately four years when he filed the habeas petition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A.M. was arrested by immigration authorities on December 5, 2025, after USCIS denied his application for
adjustment of status and issued a Notice to Appear in removal proceedings. He filed a § 2241 habeas petition on
December 11, 2025. The court issued an order to show cause, received the federal respondents' return and
response and the petitioner's reply, and resolved the matter on the legal record without a hearing.
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