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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Michigan grants Wilmer Antonio Ibarguen
Rodriguez's petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. The court holds that
prudential exhaustion is not required, or alternatively should be waived, and concludes that the
government failed to follow the statutory and regulatory requirements for terminating Rodriguez's
parole before arresting and detaining him. The court also analyzes his Fifth Amendment due process
challenge to the detention.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 challenging his
immigration detention and requesting release. After ordering
Respondents to show cause, the court granted the petition, ordered
release subject to the conditions of Petitioner's parole, enjoined re-
detention absent a material change in circumstances and compliance
with due process, and dismissed several respondents.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the § 2241 detention challenge and applied
prudential-exhaustion principles, including whether exhaustion was
required or should be waived. For the due-process claim, the court
applied the three-factor balancing test from Mathews v. Eldridge.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether prudential administrative exhaustion should be required before adjudicating Petitioner's § 2241
challenge to his immigration detention.

2. Whether Respondents lawfully terminated Petitioner's parole under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(d)(5)(A) and 8
C.F.R. § 212.5(e)(2)(i) before arresting and detaining him.

3. Whether Petitioner's detention violated the Fifth Amendment Due Process Clause because he did not
receive an individualized determination concerning revocation of his parole.

4. Which respondents were proper parties to Petitioner's habeas action under the immediate-custodian rule
and its recognized exceptions.

HOLDINGS

1. Prudential administrative exhaustion was not required, and alternatively any exhaustion requirement
should be waived, because the petition presented principally legal and constitutional questions,
administrative review was unlikely to provide relief, and delay would impose hardship.

2. The government may not revoke or terminate Petitioner's parole, and then detain him on that basis,
without satisfying the statutory and regulatory requirements governing termination of parole.

3. Petitioner's current detention violated the Fifth Amendment because due process required an
individualized determination concerning revocation of his parole, and the Mathews factors weighed in
his favor.

4. The court retained the Secretary of Homeland Security as a respondent because an exception to the
immediate-custodian rule could apply if transfer authority were used to evade habeas review, but
dismissed the Department of Homeland Security, the Attorney General, and the Executive Office for
Immigration Review.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Upon consideration of these factors, this Court concludes that prudential exhaustion should not be required
in Petitioner’s case.” (Section IV)

“The Court will order Respondents to release Petitioner from custody, subject to any conditions that existed
under Petitioner’s § 1182(d)(5)(A) parole.” (Conclusion)

“The Court will also enjoin Respondents from re-detaining Petitioner absent a material change in
circumstances unless the requirements of due process have been satisfied.” (Conclusion)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioner, a Venezuelan citizen, applied for admission at a Texas port of entry in December 2024 and was
charged as inadmissible for lacking valid entry documents. He was paroled into the United States under 8 U.S.C.
§ 1182(d)(5)(A), with parole indicated as non-categorical parole and expiring December 7, 2026; he had work
authorization, a pending asylum application, and no criminal history. ICE arrested and detained him on
November 19, 2025, after encountering him during surveillance directed at another noncitizen. The record did
not show that the government had terminated his parole in compliance with the governing statute and regulation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner filed a counseled § 2241 petition challenging the lawfulness of his detention. The court issued a show-
cause order on February 10, 2026; Respondents responded on February 13, and Petitioner replied the same day.
The court granted habeas relief and entered related release, injunction, reporting, and respondent-dismissal
orders.
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