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CALIFORNIA

R.A.N.O. v. Wofford, et al.

R.A.N.O. - No. 1:25-cv-01535-KES-EPG (HC) - Decided January 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted R.A.N.O.’s first
amended petition for a writ of habeas corpus challenging his re-detention after three years of
humanitarian parole. The court held that petitioner possessed a protected liberty interest in continued
release and was entitled to a bond hearing under the Due Process Clause. The court further determined

that the government must bear the burden of proof and that a pre-deprivation hearing was required.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a noncitizen who entered the United States, was detained, and was later released on

humanitarian parole possesses a protected liberty interest in remaining out of immigration custody.

2. Whether due process requires a pre-deprivation bond hearing before the government may re-detain such
a noncitizen pending removal proceedings.

3. Whether the government must prove by clear and convincing evidence at that hearing that the noncitizen

is a flight risk or danger to the community.

4. Whether habeas relief may require immediate release and prospective protection against re-detention
without constitutionally adequate process.

HOLDINGS

1. A noncitizen who was released from immigration detention on humanitarian parole and remained at

liberty for an extended period possesses a protected liberty interest in remaining out of custody.

2. The government may not re-detain petitioner pending removal proceedings without first providing a pre-

deprivation bond hearing before a neutral decisionmaker.

3. At the pre-deprivation bond hearing, the government must demonstrate by clear and convincing
evidence that petitioner is a flight risk or danger to the community such that physical custody is legally

justified.

4. Habeas relief was available to secure petitioner's immediate release and to prevent future re-detention

without a constitutionally adequate pre-deprivation hearing.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Respondents are ORDERED to release petitioner immediately. Respondents are ENJOINED AND
RESTRAINED from re-detaining petitioner unless they demonstrate, by clear and convincing evidence at a
pre-deprivation bond hearing before a neutral decisionmaker, that petitioner is a flight risk or danger to the

community such that his physical custody is legally justified.” (at 12-13)

“The Court similarly finds that petitioner has a due process right to challenge his re-detention pending his
removal proceedings.” (at 10)

“On balance, the Mathews factors show that petitioner is entitled to a bond hearing.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

R.A.N.O., an asylum-seeker from Nicaragua, entered the United States in October 2022, was detained, and was
released two days later on humanitarian parole. He remained at liberty for approximately three years, established
community and family ties, worked with valid authorization, pursued asylum in removal proceedings, and
maintained a clean criminal record. Although the government alleged missed, delayed, or improperly completed
ISAP check-ins, the record did not show that ICE warned him of noncompliance before directing him to report

in person and re-detaining him on October 29, 2025.
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R.A.N.O. filed an original habeas petition and motion for a temporary restraining order on November 10, 2025.

He filed a first amended petition and amended temporary-restraining-order motion on November 19, 2025. After

briefing, the district court granted the first amended petition, ordered immediate release, and enjoined re-

detention absent a pre-deprivation bond hearing satisfying the specified burden and decisionmaking

requirements.
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