UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OHIO, EASTERN DIVISION

Jamshid Tokhirov v. Mahoning County Justice Center, et al.

Tokhirov - No. 4:26-cv-912 - Decided April 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio dismissed Jamshid Tokhirov’s 28

U.S.C. § 2241 petition seeking release from immigration detention or an individualized bond hearing.

The court concluded that it lacked jurisdiction under the Immigration and Nationality Act to review

the challenged detention and bond-related issues. Alternatively, the court held that Tokhirov had not

exhausted available administrative remedies before the Board of Immigration Appeals.
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Pro se petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241
seeking immediate release from immigration detention or an

individualized bond hearing.

Initial habeas-petition screening under 28 U.S.C. § 2243 and Rule 4 of
the Rules Governing Section 2254 Cases, applied to § 2241 petitions
through Rule 1(b); allegations are accepted as true and construed in the
petitioner's favor, but dismissal is required when the petition plainly

shows that the petitioner is not entitled to relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court had jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and 8 U.S.C. § 1252 to review
Tokhirov's constitutional and statutory challenges to his immigration detention and request for a bond

hearing while his removal appeal was pending.

2. Whether, assuming jurisdiction existed, prudential exhaustion required Tokhirov to pursue his pending

appeal before the Board of Immigration Appeals before seeking habeas relief.

3. Whether exhaustion should be excused as futile.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court lacked jurisdiction to review Tokhirov's petition because his constitutional and
statutory challenges to detention and entitlement to a bond hearing were intertwined with interpretation
and application of the immigration detention and removal statutes, matters that 8 U.S.C. § 1252 limits or

commits to the statutory review process.

2. Even if the district court possessed jurisdiction, prudential exhaustion required Tokhirov to pursue his

pending appeal to the Board of Immigration Appeals before seeking habeas relief.

3. Tokhirov failed to establish that exhaustion was futile or that prudential reasons justified excusing

exhaustion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For these reasons, the Court lacks jurisdiction over the petition but if it had jurisdiction would require
exhaustion as a prudential matter. Accordingly, the Court DISMISSES the petition for a writ of habeas
corpus.” (12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Tokhirov, a citizen and national of Uzbekistan, had been unlawfully present in the United States since 2023 and
had been detained in immigration custody since August 10, 2025. An immigration judge ordered him removed to
Uzbekistan on November 14, 2024, and his appeal to the Board of Immigration Appeals remained pending. He
alleged that he had no criminal history, had appeared at all immigration hearings, and was being detained
without an individualized bond determination, despite the alleged prolonged, indefinite, and unnecessary nature

of his detention.
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An immigration judge ordered Tokhirov removed to Uzbekistan on November 14, 2024. Tokhirov timely
appealed to the Board of Immigration Appeals, and that appeal remained pending when he filed this § 2241
petition on April 17, 2026. The district court dismissed the petition, concluding that it lacked jurisdiction and,

alternatively, that prudential exhaustion required dismissal while the BIA appeal remained pending.
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