UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF HAWAII

Yujing Shentu v. Director, ICE Honolulu Field Office

Civil No. 26-00137 DKW-RT (D. Haw. Apr. 27, 2026) - No. Civil No. 26-00137 DKW-RT - Decided April 27,
2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Hawaii dismissed Yujing Shentu’s petition under 28
U.S.C. § 2241 for lack of jurisdiction because she was not in custody when the petition was filed. The
court concluded that GPS monitoring and the threat of future detention did not satisfy the habeas

statute’s custody requirement and denied the remaining requests for relief as moot.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and filed

related requests for emergency injunctive relief, in camera review, and
suppression. The district court dismissed the petition for lack of

jurisdiction because Petitioner was not in custody when the petition

was filed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Jurisdictional requirements for habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241,
including whether the petitioner was in custody when the petition was
filed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Court had jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 when Shentu was not in physical custody

and was not subject to a final order of removal.

2. Whether GPS monitoring and the threat of future detention satisfied the in-custody requirement for

federal habeas jurisdiction.

3. Whether Shentu's remaining requests for relief should be denied as moot after dismissal of the petition.

HOLDINGS

1. A petitioner who is not in custody when a § 2241 petition is filed does not satisfy the statute's in-custody
requirement, and the district court therefore lacks jurisdiction over the petition.

2. Electronic monitoring and the threat of future confinement, without more, do not satisfy the in-custody

requirement for a § 2241 petition.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In short, nothing in Shentu’s memorandum undermines the Court’s conclusion that it lacks jurisdiction to

consider the petition because Shentu is not “in custody” under 28 U.S.C. § 2241.”

“The Petition, ECF No. 1, is therefore DISMISSED for lack of jurisdiction, and all other pending requests for
relief in this action are DENIED as moot.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Shentu was not in physical custody and was not subject to a final order of removal when she filed her § 2241
petition. She argued that GPS monitoring and the threat of future detention satisfied the statute's in-custody
requirement. The Court rejected those arguments, concluding that neither electronic monitoring nor a threat of

confinement established custody for purposes of § 2241.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Shentu filed a § 2241 habeas petition challenging matters related to her immigration detention and submitted
several additional requests for relief. Respondent opposed the filings and argued that the Court lacked
jurisdiction because Shentu was not in custody. After an April 8, 2026 hearing, the Court held its jurisdictional
ruling in abeyance to allow Shentu to respond; after considering her April 15 memorandum, the Court dismissed

the petition and denied the remaining requests as moot.
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