UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

FLORIDA, FORT MYERS DIVISION

Ernesto Alfonso Perez v. Matthew Mordant et al.

No. 2:25-cv-00947-SPC-DNF (M.D. Fla. Dec. 2, 2025) - No. 2:25-cv-00947-SPC-DNF - Decided December 3,

2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida granted Ernesto Alfonso Perez’s

petition for a writ of habeas corpus. The court held that Perez’s expedited-removal designation, parole

revocation, and resulting detention violated the Fifth Amendment and the Administrative Procedure

Act. The court ordered the respondents to release Perez within 24 hours and directed the Clerk to close

the case.
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Petition for a writ of habeas corpus challenging immigration detention,

expedited-removal designation, and revocation of parole.

The court applied the Mathews v. Eldridge balancing framework to
procedural due process, reviewed the parole-revocation decision under
the APA's arbitrary-and-capricious standard, and independently
considered its habeas jurisdiction under the Suspension Clause.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Immigration and Nationality Act stripped the district court of jurisdiction over Perez's

habeas challenge to his expedited-removal designation, parole revocation, and detention.

2. Whether the Suspension Clause preserved habeas jurisdiction despite the INA's jurisdiction-stripping

provisions.
3. Whether Perez was required to exhaust administrative remedies.

4. Whether revoking Perez's parole, designating him for expedited removal, and detaining him without

reasonable notice and a meaningful opportunity to be heard violated procedural due process.

5. Whether ICE's parole revocation and detention decisions were arbitrary and capricious under the

Administrative Procedure Act.

HOLDINGS

1. Even assuming 8 U.S.C. § 1252(a)(2)(A) applied to Perez's claims, the Suspension Clause prevented that
provision, or any other INA provision, from stripping the district court of jurisdiction to hear his habeas

challenge to the legality of his detention.

2. Perez was not required to exhaust administrative remedies because he challenged the legality of his
current detention, rather than the immigration judge's dismissal of his removal proceedings, and the INA
provided no administrative review for the challenged expedited-removal, parole-revocation, and

detention decisions.

3. ICE violated Perez's Fifth Amendment procedural due process rights by revoking his parole, designating
him for expedited removal, and detaining him without reasonable notice and a meaningful opportunity to
be heard.

4. ICE's revocation of Perez's parole, detention of him, and designation of him for expedited removal were

arbitrary and capricious and unlawful under the Administrative Procedure Act.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, the Suspension Clause prevents section 1252(a)(2)(A) or any other section of the INA from stripping

the Court of jurisdiction over this habeas action.” (Section C)

“The Court finds that ICE violated Alfonso Perez’s right to due process by revoking his parole, designating
him for expedited removal, and detaining him without reasonable notice and a meaningful opportunity to be
heard.” (Section E.1)



“Alfonso Perez’s detention is unlawful because it is based on a set of arbitrary and capricious decisions in
violation of the APA.” (Section E.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Perez, a native and citizen of Cuba, entered the United States on August 8, 2022, and was released on
recognizance after DHS determined that he did not appear to pose a national-security, border-security, or public-
safety threat. He applied for asylum, withholding of removal, and Convention Against Torture protection, and
attended his October 8, 2025 removal hearing. Instead of adjudicating his applications, the immigration judge
granted DHS's motion to dismiss the removal proceedings; ICE then arrested Perez at the courthouse, revoked
his parole, designated him for expedited removal, and detained him without providing a meaningful opportunity

to challenge the legality or necessity of the detention.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Perez entered the United States in 2022, was placed in section 240 removal proceedings, and was released on
recognizance. After DHS moved to dismiss those proceedings at an October 8, 2025 hearing, an immigration
judge granted the motion; ICE then arrested Perez at the courthouse, designated him for expedited removal,
revoked his parole, and detained him. Perez filed a habeas petition alleging violations of the Fifth Amendment
and the Administrative Procedure Act. The district court granted the petition, ordered release within 24 hours,

directed the respondents to facilitate his transportation from custody, entered judgment, and closed the case.
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