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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky grants Junel Methelus’s petition
for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. The court holds that immigration officials violated
his due process rights by detaining him without properly terminating his parole and concludes that his
detention is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), rather than mandatory detention under § 1225(b)(2). The
court determines that a constitutionally adequate individualized bond hearing, with the government
bearing the burden of proof by clear and convincing evidence, is the appropriate remedy.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Boone County jailer was a proper respondent in Methelus's § 2241 habeas petition.

2. Whether DHS and ICE lawfully terminated Methelus's parole before transferring him to immigration
detention.

3. Whether the expiration of parole returned Methelus to the status of an arriving alien subject to
mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2), or instead placed his detention under the discretionary
framework of 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a).

4. Whether Methelus's continued detention without an individualized bond hearing violated the Fifth
Amendment Due Process Clause.

5. What remedy was appropriate for the unlawful detention and due process violation.

HOLDINGS

1. The Boone County jailer was a proper respondent because he exercised day-to-day control over the
facility where Methelus was detained.

2. DHS and ICE violated Methelus's rights by detaining him before properly terminating his parole through
written notice and an individualized determination.

3. The expiration of Methelus's parole did not return him to the status of an arriving alien subject to
mandatory detention under § 1225(b)(2); his detention was governed by the discretionary detention
framework of 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a).

4. Methelus's continued detention under § 1226(a) without an individualized bond hearing violated the
Fifth Amendment, and he was entitled to a constitutionally adequate bond hearing at which the
government bore the burden of proving dangerousness or flight risk by clear and convincing evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, because the Warrant was short on any actionable language and ICE provided no additional
charging document, the Court finds that the February 13, 2026 Warrant did not provide effective written
notice of the termination of Petitioner’s parole, in violation of the 8 U.S.C. § 1182(d)(5)(A).” (Analysis §
III.B)

“While Respondents are correct in stating that the Government may constitutionally detain deportable
noncitizens during the pendency of removal proceedings, courts all across the country, including this Court,
have found that a noncitizen’s detention violates the due process rights afforded to him by the Fifth
Amendment when he was detained without access to an individualized hearing.” (Analysis § III.D)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Junel Methelus, a Haitian citizen, was paroled into the United States on February 25, 2024, for two years while
pursuing asylum and Temporary Protected Status. After local traffic-related charges in Kentucky, he was
transferred to ICE custody on February 13, 2026, before his parole period expired. ICE served an I-200 arrest
warrant, but the warrant did not mention parole termination, and the record contained no written notice or
individualized determination terminating parole. While the petition was pending, the parole period automatically
expired, and Methelus remained detained without an individualized bond hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Methelus filed a § 2241 habeas petition after being transferred from local custody to ICE detention. The
respondents filed responses, and Methelus filed a reply. The district court granted the petition, ordered
immediate release or, alternatively, a constitutionally adequate bond hearing, and required a compliance status
report.

DISPOSITION
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Respondents must immediately release Methelus or, alternatively, provide a constitutionally adequate bond
hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) within seven days of the order, with the government bearing the burden of
proof by clear and convincing evidence. Respondents must file a status report by June 12, 2026 certifying
compliance and stating the hearing outcome and reasons for any denial of bond.
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