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PETITIONER’ S MOTION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 65(b), Petitioner Washington Murillo Castillo (<Petitioner=), 
hereby requests a temporary restraining order (<TRO=) pending adjudication of their Petition for a 
Writ of Habeas Corpus and an order to show cause why a preliminary injunction should not issue 
pending the final disposition of their habeas petition. The habeas petition was filed on October 18, 
2025.

As set in the memorandum of law, Petitioner is likely to succeed on the merits of their claim. 
Petitioner is unlawfully detained under Section 1225(b)(1), despite evidence that he was paroled into 
the United States. 

Petitioner has been unlawfully detained for close to 5 months, away from his wife and 
children. Mr. Murillo-Castillo’s case is materially similar to this District’s decision in Rivas 
Rodriguez v. Rokosky, where the Court held that the issuance of a parole pursuant to DHS’s 
discretion under § 1182(d)(5)(A) meant that Respondents could no longer subject him to mandatory 
detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(1). Rivas Rodríguez v. Rokosky, 1:25-cv-17419-CPO, at *3 
(D.N.J. Dec. 3, 2025). In holding that Rodriguez’s mandatory detention was foreclosed under § 
1225(b)(1), the court found that the plain language under § 1225(b)(1)(A)(iii)(II), limiting it to those 
“who have not been admitted or paroled into the United States,” could not include the petitioner 
who had been paroled into the country. Id. 



21

nThe Rodriguez court further found that because “Petitioner’s arrest and detention were blatantly 
unlawful from the start, the only commensurate and appropriate remedy to even partially restore 
[Petitioner] is to immediate[ly] release him and enjoin the Government from further similar 
transgressions,” Rivas Rodriguez v. Rokosky, 1:25-cv-17419-CPO at *5 (quoting Martinez v. 
McAleenan, 385 F. Supp. 3d 349, 366, 371-73 (S.D.N.Y. 2019)(“[T]he Supreme Court has 
repeatedly upheld prisoners’ rights to challenge the constitutionality of their detentions, and 
allow[ed] courts to implement corrective remedies, regardless of whether there were other bases 
for the petitioners to be subsequently detained.”). In the Rodriguez case, the Court declined to 
allow Respondents to “transform an unlawful detention into a lawful one through alternative, 
retrospective, post hoc justification…” Rivas Rodriguez v. Rokosky, 1:25-cv-17419-CPO at *5. 

And in this case, where Respondents have unlawfully detained Petitioner for close to 5 months, 
release is the proper remedy  to stop grave continuing injury and further irreparable 
harm to Petitioner, 
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