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DISTRICT JUDGE RICHARD A. JONES 

MAGISTRATE JUDGE THERESA L FRICKE 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

AT SEATTLE 

DABONA TANG, ) No. CV25-1473-RAJ-TLF 

) 
Petitioner, , 

) MR. TANG’S RESPONSE TO 
V. ) MOTION TO STRIKE 

) 
PAMELA BONDI, Attorney General of ) 
the United States; et al., ) 

) 
Respondents. ) 

) 

Respondents’ motion to strike, dkt 17, complains that Mr. Tang’s motion for a 

preliminary injunction is wasteful because it forces consideration of the issues on two 

tracks: (1) a preliminary determination of whether he is likely to succeed and (2) a later 

order on his petition. The Court should deny Respondents’ request to strike the motion. 

First, respondents’ objection misunderstands the purpose of Mr. Tang’s motion. 

Some consideration of the merits is inherent in every request for emergency relief. But 

if Mr. Tang is likely to succeed in his claim of unlawful arrest — and 29 recent district 

court opinions suggest he has raised at least serious questions — every day of unlawful 

imprisonment causes him additional irreparable harm. A preliminary injunction is 

essential. 

Furthermore, though respondents argue the “status quo” is Mr. Tang’s detention 

after his unlawful arrest, courts disagree. See Nguyen v. Scott, No. 2:25-CV-01398, 

2025 WL 2419288, at *10 (W.D. Wash. Aug. 21, 2025) (addressing argument and 

collecting cases). Mr. Tang’s motion for a preliminary injunction seeks to preserve the 
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“the last uncontested status which preceded the pending controversy.” GoTo.com, Inc. 

v. Walt Disney, Co., 202 F.3d 1199, 1210 (9th Cir. 2000). That status is his release 

before his unlawful arrest. 

Mr. Tang agrees, however, that it would be ideal to address his unlawful arrest 

and detention in a single hearing. But respondents opposed Mr. Tang’s request to 

expedite consideration, dkt. 7, and the magistrate did not grant the relief Mr. Tang 

sought.' Mr. Tang has no alternative but to request emergency relief. 

Courts have heard preliminary injunctions in different ways. In E.A. 7.-B. v. 

Wamsley, No. C25-1192-KKE, 2025 WL 2402130 (August 19, 2025), Judge Evanson 

expedited consideration of the habeas petition, rather than holding a separate hearing on 

the request for a preliminary injunction. By contrast, in Nguyen 2025 WL 2419288, at 

*13, Judge Cartwright ordered the petitioner’s release after the preliminary injunction 

hearing and issued an Order to Show Cause why the final Petition should not be 

granted. Either approach would resolve Respondents concern about proceeding on two 

tracks. But so far as counsel can determine, no court has accepted respondents’ view 

that victims of unlawful arrest should remain imprisoned for extra months because 

considering their claims earlier would “waste taxpayer resources.” Dkt 17 at 3. 

The Court therefore should deny Respondents’ motion to strike, schedule such 

argument as would be helpful to the Court in the coming week, and order Mr. Tang’s 

immediate release. 

DATED this 29th day of August 2025. 

Respectfully submitted, 

s/ Gregory Murphy 

Attorney for Dabona Tang 

''Mr. Tang asked for his case to be heard within five days. The Magistrate Judge 
shortened the time for consideration to seven weeks. 
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I certify this document contains 433 words in compliance with the Local Civil Rules. 
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