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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants petitioner J.C.E.P.'s

motion for a temporary restraining order challenging his immigration detention. The court concludes

that petitioner is likely to succeed on his procedural due process claim because he was detained after

several years of parole without a custody hearing and because the government is unlikely to establish
that mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) applies. The order addresses petitioner’s
liberty interest, the procedures required under the Mathews v. Eldridge framework, and the statutory
distinction between 8 U.S.C. §§ 1225 and 1226.
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Petitioner sought habeas relief and a temporary restraining order
challenging his immigration detention. After briefing, the district court
granted the temporary restraining order, ordered his immediate release,
prohibited re-detention absent specified process, and ordered
respondents to show cause why a preliminary injunction should not

issue.

Temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction standards are
substantially similar. The court applied the Winter factors: likelihood
of success on the merits, likelihood of irreparable harm, balance of
equities, and public interest. Because the government was the
opposing party, the balance-of-equities and public-interest factors

merged. The court also applied the Mathews v. Eldridge three-factor



test to determine the process due before revocation of parole and re-

detention.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether petitioner was likely to succeed on his claim that his detention was improperly imposed under
the mandatory-detention provision of 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A) rather than under the discretionary
detention and parole framework of 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) and (b).

2. Whether due process required notice and a pre-deprivation bond hearing before the government could

revoke petitioner's parole and re-detain him under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(b).

3. Whether a habeas court could order release and prohibit re-detention unless specified constitutional

procedures were provided.

4. Whether petitioner satisfied the requirements for a temporary restraining order.

HOLDINGS

1. Petitioner was likely to succeed in showing that his release on immigration parole created a protected

liberty interest in continued liberty under the Fifth Amendment Due Process Clause.

2. Petitioner was likely to succeed on his claim that he was not subject to mandatory detention under 8
U.S.C. § 1225(b)(2)(A).

3. Petitioner was likely to succeed on his claim that due process required notice and an opportunity for a

pre-deprivation bond hearing before his parole could be revoked and he could be re-detained.

4. The court had authority in a habeas action to order petitioner's release and prohibit re-detention unless

constitutional requirements were satisfied.

5. Petitioner satisfied the requirements for temporary injunctive relief by showing likely success on his
procedural due process claim, irreparable harm, and that the balance of equities and public interest

favored relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Respondents are ordered to immediately release petitioner from custody. Respondents may not re-detain

petitioner without a pre-deprivation bond hearing before a neutral arbiter at which the government must



prove by clear and convincing evidence that petitioner is a flight risk or danger to the community such that

his physical custody is required.” (at 16)

“A habeas corpus action is the proper vehicle for an alien to challenge his detention and, in granting relief,
the federal court may order that the petitioner may not be detained unless certain constitutional requirements

are met, including those mandated by the Due Process clause.” (at 16)

“Freedom from imprisonment—from government custody, detention, or other forms of physical restraint—Ilies

at the heart of the liberty that [the Due Process] Clause protects.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

J.C.E.P,, a citizen and national of Mexico, entered the United States in 2019 and was placed on parole while

removal proceedings were initiated. He alleges that he complied with his release conditions, attended required

immigration proceedings and check-ins, and incurred no criminal infractions while living with his spouse and

children, working, and developing community ties. ICE arrested him at a scheduled appointment on September

25, 2025, and detained him at facilities in California. He had a pending application for asylum and withholding

of removal scheduled for hearing on January 9, 2026.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

J.C.E.P. entered the United States in 2019, was released on parole, and remained in removal proceedings. ICE

arrested him on September 25, 2025, after he reported to an ICE office. He filed a habeas petition, a motion for

temporary restraining order, and a motion to proceed under a pseudonym on November 14, 2025. Respondents

opposed the restraining order, petitioner replied, and the parties consented to proceed before a magistrate judge.
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