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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants Rakhim Rasulovich
Shoimov’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus challenging his immigration detention. The court holds
that 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), rather than the mandatory-detention provision in 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A),
governs his re-detention and that due process required a pre-deprivation bond hearing. The court
orders his immediate release and bars re-detention unless the government establishes by clear and
convincing evidence at a hearing before a neutral decisionmaker that he is a flight risk or danger to the
community.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Shoimov was subject to mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) or discretionary
detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a).

2. Whether re-detaining Shoimov after his prior release without a pre-deprivation bond hearing violated the
Due Process Clause.

3. Whether the facility warden was the proper respondent in a core habeas challenge to present physical
confinement.

HOLDINGS

1. The warden of the facility where the petitioner is physically confined is the proper respondent in a core
habeas challenge to present detention; the other named officials were dismissed.

2. Shoimov was detained under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), not mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)
(A), because he had resided in the United States for more than two years after being released under §
1226 and was not arrested upon arrival.

3. A noncitizen previously released under § 1226(a) has a protected liberty interest in continued release and
must receive a pre-deprivation bond hearing before re-detention, where the government seeks to justify
custody based on flight risk or danger to the community.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because petitioner is currently detained at the California City Detention Facility, the Warden, Christopher
Chestnut, is the proper respondent.” (at 3)

“This Court also rejects the new interpretation of 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) by respondent, and finds that
petitioner is detained under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) and its implementing regulations” (at 8)

“An essential principle of due process is that a deprivation of life, liberty, or property be preceded by notice
and opportunity for hearing appropriate to the nature of the case.” (at 13)

“Respondent is ENJOINED AND RESTRAINED from re-detaining petitioner unless the government
demonstrates, by clear and convincing evidence at a pre-deprivation bond hearing before a neutral
decisionmaker, that petitioner is a flight risk or danger to the community such that his physical custody is
legally justified.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Shoimov, a native of Uzbekistan, entered the United States in February 2023 and was placed in removal
proceedings after being found near the United States-Mexico border. Immigration authorities detained him under
8 U.S.C. § 1226 and released him on his own recognizance, allowing him to remain outside custody for more
than two years. ICE re-detained him during a routine check-in on October 15, 2025, without providing an
individualized bond hearing, and the government did not contend that he was a flight risk or danger to the
community.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Shoimov entered the United States in February 2023, was detained under 8 U.S.C. § 1226, and was released on
his own recognizance. After ICE re-detained him on October 15, 2025, an immigration judge denied his custody-
redetermination request. Shoimov filed this § 2241 habeas petition on November 20, 2025. The district court
granted the petition, dismissed the improperly named respondents other than the facility warden, ordered
immediate release, and barred re-detention absent a qualifying pre-deprivation bond hearing.

DISPOSITION

writ_granted

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The respondent must release Shoimov immediately. Respondent is enjoined and restrained from re-detaining him
unless the government demonstrates, by clear and convincing evidence at a pre-deprivation bond hearing before
a neutral decisionmaker, that he is a flight risk or danger to the community. The parties must file a joint status
report within seven days.
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