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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California ordered respondents to answer a
§ 2241 habeas petition filed by an immigration detainee. The order set deadlines for the answer and
reply, granted the petitioner’s motion to proceed under a pseudonym, and directed the parties to
address whether a prior ruling concerning pre-deprivation hearings constituted law of the case. The
court also prohibited transferring the petitioner outside the district pending further order.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner, an immigration detainee proceeding through counsel, filed a
petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. On
preliminary review, the court directed respondents to file an answer or
return and permitted petitioner to reply.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Preliminary review under Rule 4 of the Rules Governing Habeas
Corpus Cases Under Section 2254, as applied to a § 2241 petition; the
court must determine whether the petition warrants an answer or other
response.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; interlocutory procedural order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the petition warranted an answer or return under preliminary habeas review because petitioner
may be entitled to relief if the alleged constitutional violation is established.

2. Whether the prior determination that the Due Process Clause does not require a pre-deprivation hearing
for a noncitizen re-detained under 8 C.F.R. § 241.4 or § 241.13 is law of the case.

3. Whether petitioner should be permitted to proceed under a pseudonym.

4. Whether transfer of petitioner outside the judicial district should be restricted to preserve the court's
jurisdiction over the pending § 2241 petition.

HOLDINGS

1. Because petitioner may be entitled to relief if the alleged constitutional violation is proved, respondents
must file an answer or return addressing the petition.

2. Pending further order, respondents may not transfer petitioner to another detention center outside the
judicial district because the restriction is necessary to preserve the court's jurisdiction over the pending §
2241 petition.

3. Petitioner's motion to proceed under a pseudonym was granted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because petitioner may be entitled to the requested relief if the claimed violation of constitutional rights is
proved, respondents will be directed to show cause why the writ should not be granted” (1)

“In order to ensure this court’s jurisdiction to resolve the pending § 2241 petition, respondent shall not
transfer petitioner to another detention center outside of this judicial district, pending further order of the
court.” (2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

J.R.M.J. is an immigration detainee who filed a § 2241 habeas petition alleging a violation of constitutional
rights. The opinion indicates that petitioner had been re-detained under either 8 C.F.R. § 241.4 or § 241.13 and
that a prior order denying a temporary restraining order addressed whether the Due Process Clause requires a
pre-deprivation hearing. The court required the parties to address whether that prior determination constitutes
law of the case.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The § 2241 petition was referred to Magistrate Judge Sean C. Riordan on November 26, 2025. The court
conducted preliminary review under Rule 4 of the Rules Governing Habeas Corpus Cases Under Section 2254,
as applied to the § 2241 petition, and found that petitioner may be entitled to relief if the alleged constitutional



violation is proved. The court also granted petitioner's motion to proceed under a pseudonym and restricted
transfer of petitioner outside the district pending further order.
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