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Blackie’s House of Beef, Inc. v. Castillo

–

 



Respondents’ amended 

pursuant to the Court’s order. In addition, Respondents

respond to the arguments raised in Petitioner’s application for a temporary 

restraining order (<TRO=), to which Respondents failed to timely respond.  

 

Contrary to Petitioner’s contention, the Respondents have not demonstrated 

(<Moss Decl.=), 

830 notation, <HUMANITARIAN PAROLE= under the section 

titled, <Released from ICE custody on the following condition(s): Other= was done in 

Furthermore, the box before the section <Released from ICE custody on the following 



condition(s): Other= is not checked and not applicable. 

 Petitioner’s Emergency Motion 

Petitioner’s emergency motion seeking a 

an <extraordinary remedy, which should be granted only in limited circumstances.= 

–

he first two factors are <are the most critical.= 

Here, Petitioner’s emergency motion 

Petitioner’s motion would only unnecessarily prolong his immigration proceedings.  

<particularly heavy burden= and show a <substantial=4 4



merits and an <indisputably clear= right to relief. 

(<[O]ver and above the showing required to maintain 

merits and that [one’s] right to relief is indisputably clear[.]= (quotation omitted)). 

Blackie’s House of Beef, Inc. v. Castillo

1221 (D.C. Cir. 1981) (<The Supreme Court has recognized the public interest in 

enforcement of the immigration laws is significant.= (collecting cases)); 

(<There is always a public interest in prompt 

of United States law.= (

’s detention

, as discussed in Respondents’ opening brief.  

Petitioner cannot show a <substantial likelihood of 

success on the merits= or right to relief which is <indisputably clear.=  

would only delay Petitioner’s removal proceedings. Indeed, Petitioner’s 



Declaration of Brooks E. Doyne (<Doyne Decl.=), Exhibit A (Order of the Immigration 

Hearing). Granting Petitioner’s emergent motion would 

Petitioner’s 

 Petitioner’s 

Petitioner’s contention that his transfer violated ICE Directive 11022.1 is

was taken into custody and held at Elizabeth Contract Detention Facility (<ECDF=). 

(< Decl.=), at 



or any ICE employee, (d) at ICE’s d

appropriate detention facility based on the detainee’s individual 

Congress <vested DHS with the 

discretion to set the place of detention= for immigration detainees, while 

simultaneously <limit[ing] federal district courts’ jurisdiction to review decisions or 

1231(g)(1).=  

8 U.S.C. § 1231(g) (<The Attorney General shall 

decision on removal.=); 

2011) (recognizing <ICE necessarily has the authority to determine the location of 

detention of an alien in deportation proceedings … and therefore, to transfer aliens 

from one detention center to another.= (quotations omitted)



 

this Court should not entertain Petitioner’s arguments.

 




