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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants a preliminary injunction

in an immigration habeas action brought by J.O.L.R., an asylum seeker who was re-detained after

previously being released into the United States. The court concludes that petitioner has a protected

liberty interest in his conditional release and is likely entitled under the Due Process Clause to a pre-

deprivation bond hearing before a neutral adjudicator. The court also determines that the government

should bear the burden of proving by clear and convincing evidence that petitioner is a flight risk or

danger to the community.
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Petitioner sought habeas relief and moved for a temporary restraining
order after immigration officials re-detained him without a pre-
deprivation bond hearing. The court converted the temporary
restraining order motion into a motion for preliminary injunction and

granted the preliminary injunction.

Preliminary injunction under Winter v. Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc.: likelihood of success on the merits, likelihood of
irreparable harm, balance of equities, and public interest. The court
also applied the Mathews v. Eldridge factors to determine the process

due before re-detention.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a noncitizen who was conditionally released into the United States during removal proceedings

possesses a protected liberty interest in continued release.

2. Whether the Due Process Clause requires a pre-deprivation bond hearing before the government may re-

detain such a noncitizen.

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 petitioner satisfied the requirements for a preliminary injunction.

HOLDINGS

1. A noncitizen who was conditionally released into the United States for more than a year while pursuing

removal-related relief possesses a protected liberty interest in continued release.

2. The Due Process Clause requires a pre-deprivation bond hearing before the government may re-detain a

noncitizen who was conditionally released into the United States, absent evidence of urgent concerns.

3. The government must prove by clear and convincing evidence at the bond hearing that the noncitizen is

a flight risk or danger to the community such that detention is justified.

4. Petitioner satisfied the preliminary-injunction requirements because he was likely to succeed on his due-
process claim, detention without a required hearing caused irreparable constitutional injury, and the

balance of equities and public interest favored relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Due Process Clause protects petitioner, a person inside the United States, from unlawful detention.” (at
7)

“On balance, the Mathews factors show that petitioner is entitled to a bond hearing, which should have been

provided before petitioner was detained.” (at 12)



“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
14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

J.O.L.R,, a 23-year-old asylum seeker from Guatemala, entered the United States after fleeing violence based on
his sexual orientation. Following a credible-fear finding, immigration officials placed him in removal
proceedings, determined under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) that he was neither a danger nor a flight risk, and released
him in September 2024 subject to reporting and monitoring requirements. After he had lived in the United States
for more than a year, pursued asylum and withholding claims, maintained family and community ties, and
remained free of a criminal record, ICE re-detained him at a scheduled appointment without providing a hearing
before a neutral decisionmaker. The court found that the factual dispute over alleged reporting violations did not

need to be resolved because the constitutional issue was whether a hearing was required before re-detention.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

J.O.L.R. filed a habeas petition and an ex parte motion for a temporary restraining order on September 22, 2025.
The court granted temporary relief and ordered his release on September 23, 2025. After briefing, a response, a
reply, and an October 7, 2025 hearing, the court granted a preliminary injunction and issued the written order on
October 10, 2025.
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