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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Missouri grants Javokhir Islomov’s
petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. The court holds that the petitioner’s
parole was revoked and detention imposed without constitutionally adequate notice, a hearing, or
individualized justification, and orders his immediate release. The court also enjoins respondents from
relocating him outside the court’s jurisdiction before complying with the order and permits an
application for attorneys’ fees under the EAJA.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 8 U.S.C. §§ 1252(e)(3), 1252(g), or 1252(b)(9) deprived the district court of jurisdiction over
Islomov's § 2241 challenge to his detention.

2. Whether terminating Islomov's parole and detaining him without prior written notice, a sufficient change
in circumstances, or individualized legal justification violated procedural due process.

3. Whether the court should issue temporary injunctive relief prohibiting respondents from relocating
Islomov outside the district before complying with the order.

4. Whether Islomov could pursue attorney fees and costs under the Equal Access to Justice Act.

HOLDINGS

1. The court had jurisdiction under § 2241 because Islomov challenged the lawfulness of his detention, not
a statute, regulation, written policy, removal order, or removal process subject to the cited jurisdiction-
stripping provisions.

2. The government violated Islomov's procedural due process rights by revoking his parole and detaining
him without prior written notice, a sufficient change in circumstances, or individualized legal
justification for the detention.

3. A temporary restraining order was appropriate to prevent respondents from relocating Islomov outside
the district before complying with the habeas order.

4. Islomov may pursue reasonable attorney fees and costs under the EAJA by submitting an application
within thirty days of final judgment, subject to the statute's eligibility requirements.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Freedom from imprisonment—from government custody, detention, or other forms of physical restraint—lies
at the heart of the liberty that the [Due Process] Clause protects.”

“The essence of due process is the requirement that 'a person in jeopardy of a serious loss [be given] notice of
the case against him and the opportunity to meet it.”

“The opportunity to be heard must be meaningful, that is, an opportunity granted at a meaningful time and in
a meaningful manner.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Islomov entered the United States without authorization nearly four years before the order, had a pending asylum
application, and possessed work authorization valid through 2030. He had been paroled and lived with his
spouse in Philadelphia while removal proceedings were pending. DHS apprehended him on February 20, 2026,



while he was driving a work truck in Indiana, terminated his parole without prior written notice, and detained
him in the Greene County Jail in Springfield, Missouri. The court found no evidence of a material change in
circumstances, flight risk, or individualized legal justification for the detention.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Islomov filed a verified § 2241 habeas petition after DHS apprehended and detained him while his asylum
application and work authorization remained pending and valid. Respondents argued that statutory restrictions
on judicial review deprived the district court of jurisdiction. The court rejected that argument, granted the habeas
petition, ordered immediate release, and enjoined relocation outside the district before compliance with the
order.
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