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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California grants in part Ramudin
Mohammadi’s habeas petition challenging his immigration detention and the alleged revocation of his
humanitarian parole. The court holds that 8 U.S.C. § 1225 does not govern his detention and orders an
individualized bond hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a). The court reserves ruling on the procedural due
process and Administrative Procedure Act claims and orders supplemental briefing regarding the
original terms of Mohammadi’s parole.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether 8 U.S.C. § 1252 deprived the district court of jurisdiction over Mohammadi's habeas and
related claims.

2. Whether Mohammadi was required to exhaust administrative remedies before seeking habeas relief.

3. Whether Mohammadi's detention was governed by the mandatory-detention provisions of 8 U.S.C. §
1225 or by 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a).

4. Whether the record established that Mohammadi's humanitarian parole had expired or had been lawfully
revoked under the governing regulation.

HOLDINGS

1. The jurisdiction-stripping provisions of 8 U.S.C. § 1252 did not deprive the district court of jurisdiction
over Mohammadi's claims, and any further administrative-exhaustion requirement was waived.

2. Section 1225 did not apply to Mohammadi's detention. Because he had resided in the United States for
more than four years after being paroled into the country, his detention was governed by 8 U.S.C. §
1226(a), and he was entitled to an individualized bond hearing before an immigration judge.

3. The court did not decide whether Mohammadi's parole had expired or had been properly revoked
because the evidentiary record was inconclusive. The court ordered supplemental briefing and reserved
ruling on that issue.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, the Court finds that the jurisdiction stripping provisions of 8 U.S.C. § 1252 do not strip it of
jurisdiction to hear Petitioner’s claims and that any further administrative exhaustion requirements are
waived in light of Matter of Yajure Hurtado.” (at 2)

“Accordingly, the Court holds that 8 U.S.C. § 1225 does not apply to Petitioner’s detention and Petitioner is
entitled to an individualized bond hearing by an IJ, who may not deny bond on the basis that 8 U.S.C. §
1225(b) governs Petitioner’s detention.” (at 5)



“Given this record, the Court cannot determine the actual conditions of Petitioner’s original parole as they
existed before Petitioner was re-detained on November 28, 2025.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mohammadi, an Afghan citizen, entered the United States through the Operation Allies Welcome program on
August 28, 2021, and was paroled for humanitarian purposes under 8 U.S.C. § 1182(d)(5). He applied for
asylum in January 2023, and his application remained pending. On November 28, 2025, he was apprehended at
Camp Pendleton, transferred to ICE custody, detained at Otay Mesa Detention Center, and served with a Notice
to Appear the following day. The parties disputed whether his parole had expired after four years or whether it
was terminated in a manner requiring notice and an individualized determination.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mohammadi filed a § 2241 habeas petition after being apprehended and detained by Immigration and Customs
Enforcement. Respondents filed a return, and Mohammadi filed a traverse. The court granted the petition in part
by ordering an individualized bond hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), while reserving judgment on the legality
of parole termination and ordering supplemental briefing concerning the original terms of parole.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Respondents must provide Mohammadi with a bond determination hearing under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) within ten
days. Respondents may not deny bond on the basis that § 1225(b)(2) governs his detention. Respondents must
file a notice of compliance within five days after the hearing, and both parties must file supplemental briefing by
January 2, 2026, regarding the original conditions and duration of Mohammadi's humanitarian parole.
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