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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Missouri grants Saparali Yrysbaev’s
petition for a writ of habeas corpus challenging his detention following the revocation of his
immigration parole without prior written notice. The court concludes that it has jurisdiction and that
Respondents violated procedural due process by revoking parole without demonstrating changed
circumstances or providing adequate process. The court orders Yrysbaev’s immediate release subject
to his preexisting parole conditions and enjoins his relocation outside the court’s jurisdiction before
compliance with the order.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241
challenging his immigration detention and the termination of his
humanitarian parole without prior written notice or a hearing. The
district court granted the petition, ordered his immediate release
subject to the conditions of his preexisting parole, and issued limited
injunctive relief against relocation outside the district.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the procedural due process framework requiring a
protected liberty or property interest and denial of adequate procedural
protections. For the requested temporary restraining order, it applied
the Dataphase four-factor test: likelihood of success, irreparable harm,
balance of harms, and the public interest.
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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 a
§ 2241 petition challenging allegedly unlawful immigration detention.

2. Whether the government violated procedural due process by revoking Yrysbaev's parole and detaining
him without prior written notice, a hearing, or an individualized legal justification based on changed
circumstances.

3. Whether limited temporary injunctive relief was appropriate to prevent respondents from relocating
Yrysbaev outside the district before complying with the release and hearing-related requirements.

4. Whether Yrysbaev could pursue attorneys' fees and costs under the Equal Access to Justice Act.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court had jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 because the petition challenged unlawful
detention and parole revocation, not the validity of a removal order, expedited-removal system, or the
government's decision to seek removal.

2. The government violated Yrysbaev's procedural due process rights by revoking his parole and detaining
him without prior written notice, an opportunity to be heard, and a sufficient individualized change in
circumstances justifying the revocation.

3. A temporary restraining order was appropriate to prevent respondents from relocating Yrysbaev outside
the district before complying with the order because the merits, irreparable harm, balance of harms, and
public-interest factors favored relief.

4. Because Yrysbaev prevailed and the court found that the government's position was not substantially
justified, he may pursue reasonable attorneys' fees and costs under the Equal Access to Justice Act,
subject to the statute's application and filing requirements.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A procedural due process claim has two elements: (1) a deprivation of a constitutionally protected liberty or
property interest, and (2) a denial of adequate procedural protections.” (Discussion § II)

“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.” (Discussion § II)



“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.” (Discussion § II)

“The Court concludes Respondents revoked Petitioner's parole without a showing of change in circumstances,
his right to procedural due process has been violated, and he is entitled to immediate release.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Yrysbaev entered the United States with his spouse in April 2023 through a scheduled CBP One humanitarian
parole appointment and was paroled under INA § 212(d)(5) through April 14, 2024. He complied with his
immigration-court obligations, pursued an asylum claim, maintained employment authorization and a fixed
residence, and had no history of failing to appear. ICE detained him on October 10, 2025, while he was working
as an Uber driver at O'Hare International Airport, and revoked or terminated his parole without prior written
notice or an identified change in circumstances.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Yrysbaev was detained by ICE on October 10, 2025, while working at O'Hare International Airport and was
transferred to the Greene County Jail in Missouri. He filed a verified § 2241 habeas petition against federal
immigration officials and the Greene County Sheriff. The court rejected the government's jurisdictional
arguments, found that parole had been revoked without sufficient individualized justification or procedural
protections, granted habeas relief, and enjoined relocation outside the court's jurisdiction pending compliance
with the order.

DISPOSITION
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. Respondents were ordered to immediately release Yrysbaev subject to the conditions of
his preexisting parole, provide accommodations until arrangements could be made for his return to the location
of arrest or another agreed location, and refrain from relocating him outside the court's jurisdiction before
complying with the order.
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