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1 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
2 WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
SAN ANTONIO DIVISION

4 Antonio Delgado-Jaimes,
5 Petitioner,
6 V.
7 Pamela J. Bondi, Attorney General of the United States
8 Reynaldo Castro, Warden, South Texas Ice Processing Center;
9 Sylvester Ortega, Field Office Director, ICE;
1¢ Todd M. Lyons, Director, Ice;

11 Kristi Noem, Secretary, Department of Homeland Security,
12

13 EMERGENCY MOTION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER AND

14 PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION

15

16 Designation as EMERGENCY is warranted. Each day of custody inflicts irreparable harm:

N0.5:25-cv-01434-XR

SO OO W Y U0 W W WS

17 Petitioner’s ‘physical Tiberty is restrained; health is disrupred; and the Govérniment has threatened

18 removal steps without affording the country-specific protections and procedures required by law, No
19 adequate remedy exists absent immediate intervention. Petitioner therefore respectfully requests that
20 the Court; (1) enjoin removal and any transfer from this Division pending resolution; (2) restore
21 Petitioner to supervised release; (3) set the matter for an expedited hearing at the Court’s earliest
22 availability; and (4) under Rule 65(c), waive security or set a nominal bond given the constitutional
23 claims asserted against the Government. Mr. Delgado Jaimes has been held in ICE custody for 118

24 days — since July 17, 2025, He filed his Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus on November 5, 2025.

25 Petitioner Antonio Delgado-Jaimes, by and through undersigned counsel, respectfully moves this
26 Court for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction ordering his immediate release
27 from unlawful detention at the South Texas Detention Facility in Pearsall, Texas. This Motion seeks
28 emergency relief to halt an ongoing deprivation of liberty that violates federal regulations, exceeds
29 statutory authority, and contravenes constitutional guarantees of due process. This motion is

30 supported by the following facts and legal authorities,
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31 For over eight years (2017-2025), Petitioner lived in Rodgers, Texas, under an Order of Supervision
32 without incident—attending every government mandated check-in, committing no crimes, after in
33 2017 the Pearsall immigration judge (“1J”) grant of Withholding of Removal protection under 8
34 U.S.C. §1231(b)(3) (which remains in force and bars removal to Mexico). On July 17, 2025,
35 Immigration and Customs Enforcement detained him at a scheduled office visit—without written
36 notice of revocation, without the mandatory informal interview, and without any individualized
37 finding or signature by an official with delegated revocation authority—and has provided no
38 country-specific reasonable-fear process for any third-country removal. See 8 C.F.R. §§

39 241.4(1)(1)~(2), 241.13, 208.31, 1208.31(g), and 1241.8(c).

--42.During this time, he has provided for his family, which includes two U.S. eitizen children. His sudden oo oo
(=4 ¥

41 detention has caused significant irreparable harm to his family, including the recent birth of his
42 second child on V.‘ 2025, whom he has not been able to meet. The government has provided
43 no indication that removal is imminent. No receiving country has agreed to accept him, and ICE has
44 made no progress in securing travel documents, Under these circumstances, continued detention is
45 both unlawful and arbitrary, and immediate judicial intervention is warranted. These facts and the

46 supporting record are set out in the habeas petition, which is incorporated here.
47 FACTUAL BACKGROUND

48 Petitioner incorporates by reference all factual allegations set forth in his Petition for Writ of Habeas

49 Corpus filed on November 5, 2025.
50 LEGAL STANDARD

61 1. The purpose of a TRO is to preserve the status quo and prevent irreparable harm until the court

52 makes a final decision on injunctive relief. A temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction
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53 may be granted where the moving party demonstrates: (1) a likelihood of success on the merits; (2) a
54 substantial threat of irreparable harm; (3) that the balance of equities favors the moving party; and (4)

s5 that the injunction serves the public interest.'

56 2. A preliminary injunction is appropriate when: (1) the movant has shown a substantial likelthood of
57 success on the merits; (2) there is a substantial threat that the movant will suffer irreparable harm if
58 the injunction is denied; (3) the threatened injury to the movant outweighs the threatened harm to the
59 opposing party; and (4) granting the injunction will not disserve the public interest, Winter v. Natural
60 Res. Def. Council, 555 U.S. 7, 20 (2008); Tex. Med. Providers Performing Abortion Servs, v. Lakey,

61 667 F.3d 570, 574 (5th Cir. 2012).

-.62.3. . When. the. government. is. the opposing. party,.the third. and. fourth- factors merge because-“the il

63 Government's interest in enforcing its laws is always substantial.” Nken v. Holder, 556 U.S, 418, 435
64 (2009).
65 4. All four elements must be demonstrated to obtain injunctive relief, Lakey, 667 F.3d at 574.

66 ARGUMENT
67 I, Likelihood of Success on the Merits

68 5. Petitioner is likely to succeed on his habeas petition because his detention is unlawful, He has
69 demonstrated a substantial—indeed overwhelming—likelihood of success on multiple independent
70 grounds: (1) ICE violated mandatory procedural requirements for revoking supervised release; (2)
71 Petitioner's detention violates Zadvydas because removal is not reasonably foresecable; and (3) ICE
72 exceeded its authority by attempting to nullify judicially granted Withholding of Removal protection.
73 Each ground independently warrants granting the requested relief. See Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S.

74 678 (2001),

! Winter v. Nat. Res. Def. Council, Inc., 565 U.S. 7, 20 (2008); see Enrique Bernat F., S.A. v. Guadalajara, Inc.,
75 210 F.3d 439, 442 (5th Cir. 2000).
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76 ICE Violated Mandatory Procedural Reguirements for Revoking Supervised Release

77 The record shows a wholesale failure to comply: no revocation signed by an official with proper
78 delegated authority; no contemporaneous written notice stating that supervision was revoked or why
79 (in fact, only approximately two months after his detention, around the end of August 2025, did
se Respondents conduct a cursory post hoc revocation, without his counsel present, see ECF No. 1 at
81 page 5. According to the Petitioner, the post hoc “revocation documents” provided do not indicate
82 any reasons why they decided to revoke his order of supervision. In addition, said notice has not been
83 provided to the Petitioner’s counsel. The respondents have not provided a significant likelihood of

84 removal in the reasonably foreseeable future, and still to date, after four months, have provided no

..as5.evidence of it See ECE No. ] Exhibit 11, ..o

86 6. Rather, removal is no more likely now after more than eight years on supervision and eight years
87 after his final removal order. Nor has ICE identified any violation of supervision conditions. The
88 Respondents have tried to browbeat and threaten him with lengthy detention in order to try to coerce

89 him to sign stating he is no longer in fear of Mexico, which he has refused to do.

90 7. Revocation authority is vested by 8 C.F.R. § 241.4(1)(2) in the Executive Associate Director for
91 ERO, and--only if referral is not reasonably possible—the Field Office Director. Here, the plain
92 language requires a “District Director” o issue the revocation. The Petitioner requires proof that the
93 officer who issued said document has the authority to do so. A Deputy Field Office Director is not a
94 named official in the regulation. Naming the decisionmakers excludes others; a notice or decision
95 issued by a deportation officer (or signed “for” a superior) is ultra vires under Accardi (United Siates

96 ex rel. Accardi v. Shaughnessy, 347 U.S. 260 (1954)).

97 1) Revocation of release— (1) Violation of conditions of release. Any alien described in
98 paragraph (a) or (b)(1) of this section who has been released under an order of




Case 5:25-cv-01434-XR  Document4  Filed 11/12/25 Page 6 of 32

99 supervision or other conditions of release who violates the conditions of release may be
100 returned to custody. Any such alien who violates the conditions of an order of supervision
101 is subject to the penalties described in section 243(b) of the Act. Upon revocation, the
102 alien will be notified of the reasons for revocation of his or her release or parole. The
103 alien will be afforded an initial informal interview promptly after his or her return to
104 Service custody to afford the alien an opportunity to respond to the reasons for revocation
105 stated in the notification.

106 (2) Determination by the Service, The Executive Associate Commissioner shall have
197 authority, in the exercise of discretion, to revoke release and return to Service custody an
108 alien previously approved for release under the procedures in this section, A district
109 director may also revoke release of an alien when, in the district directot's opinion,
110 revocation is in the public interest and circumstances do not reasonably permit referral of
111 the case to the Executive Associate Commissioner. Release may be revoked in the
112 exercise of discretion when, in the opinion of the revoking official:

113

114 (i) The purposes of release have been served;

115 (ii) The alien violates any condition of release;

116 (iii) It is appropriate to enforce a removal order or to commence removal pzoceedmgs
AETo ..aaa;pet an algen Q. .
118 (iv) The conduct of the ahen or any other Clrcumstance, mdicates that reiease wouid no
119 longer be appropriate.

120

121 (3) Timing of review when release is revoked. If the alien is not released from custody
122 following the informal interview provided for in paragraph (1)(1) of this section, the
123 HQPDU Director shall schedule the review process in the case of an alien whose
124 previous release or parole from immigration custody pursuant to a decision of either the
125 district director, Director of the Detention and Removal Field Office, or Executive
126 Associate Commissioner under the procedures in this section has been or is subject to
127 being revoked. The normal review process will commence with notification to the alien
128 of a records review and scheduling of an interview, which will ordinarily be expected to
129 occur within approximately three months after release is revoked. That custody review
130 will include a final evaluation of any contested facts relevant to the revocation and a
131 determination whether the facts as determined warrant revocation and further denial of
132 release. Thereafter, custody reviews will be conducted annually under the provisions of
133 paragraphs (i), (j), and (k) of this section.

134 § 2414 Continued detention of inadmissible, criminal, and other aliens beyond the
135 removal period.

136 The regulation specifically requires notification of “the reasons for the revocation . . and an
137 opportunity to respond to “the reasons for the notification stated in the notification.” Respondents do
138 not adequate reasons. 8 C.ER. § 241.4(1) requires notice and an interview be given to the alien
139 “promptly” upon return to custody”. Moreover, the ICE revocation notice contains no ailegation that

140 Petitioner violated a condition of supervision. The Notice simply informs him that his case has been




Case 5:25-cv-01434-XR  Document4  Filed 11/12/25 Page 7 of 32

141 reviewed and it has been determined that he will be kept in the custody of the U.S. Immigration and

142 Customs Enforcement (ICE) at this time.

143 The Respondents’ action is w/tra vires under Accardi. Also, simply reciting the regulatory language is
144 not enough —An agency must also show that it actually considered the relevant factor—simply
145 “[s]tating that a factor was considered ... is not a substitute for considering it.> These are not
146 technicalities; they are the core safeguards that prevent arbitrary detention. Federal agencies are
147 bound by their own regulations, which have the force and effect of law, and disregard renders
148 decisions invalid, Gulf States Mfis., Inc. v. NLRB, 579 F.2d 1298, 1308 (5th Cir. 1978); see Gov’ of

149 Canal Zone v. Brooks, 427 F.2d 346, 347 (5th Cir, 1970) (per curiam).

~15e 8. ICE’s failure to comply with these self-imposed procedural safeguards renders Petitioner’s

151 detention unlawful and void. United States ex rel. Accardi v. Shaughnessy, 347 U.S. 260 (1954).

152 Detention Violates Zadvydas Because Removal Is Not Reasonably Foreseeable

163 9. The Supreme Court held in Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678 (2001), that due process prohibits
154 indefinite post-removal-order detention. The Court established that detention is limited to the period

155 reasonably necessary to bring about the removal. Id. at 699.

156 10. The Court specifically stated: "if removal is not reasonably foreseeable, the court should hold

157 continued detention unreasonable and no longer authorized by statute." Id. at 699-700.

158 11. After a presumptively reasonable six-month period, the burden shifts to the Government to prove

159 that removal is reasonably foreseeable. Id. at 701,

160 12. However, even within the six-month period, whether detention is constitutional hinges on whether

161 removal is reasonably likely in the foreseeable future. Ali v. Dep't of Homeland Sec., 451 F. Supp. 3d

? Getty v. Fed. Sav. & Loan Ins. Corp., 805 F.2d 1050, 1055 (D.C. Cir. 1986).




Case 5:25-cv-01434-XR  Document4  Filed 11/12/25 Page 8 of 32

162 703, 707 (S.D. Tex. 2020) (the “six-month presumption is not a bright line” and Zadvydas “did not
163 require a detainee to remain in detention for six months . . . before a habeas court could find that the

164 detention is unconstitutional®).

165 13, Petitioner's judicially-granted Withholding protection, which remains in full force and effect, bars
166 his removal to Mexico—the country specified in his removal order and the only country to which he

167 has any claim of citizenship or legal status.

168 14, ICE cannot lawfully remove Petitioner to Mexico without first formally terminating his
169 withholding of removal protection through proceedings before an Immigration Judge. ICE has not

179 initiated any such proceedings and has given no indication that it intends to do so. This legal barrier

172 protection in 2017, ICE has suggested possible removal to a third country but has taken no lawful
173 steps toward such removal. ICE has not initiated proceedings to terminate Petitionet's withholding
174 protection through an 1J; ICE has not provided the required reasonable fear screening under § C.F.R.
1'?5 §1208.31; ICE has not obtained cooperation from any other third country; ICE has not requested
176 Petitioner's assistance in obtaining travel documents; ICE has provided no evidence that any country
177 has agreed to accept Petitioner or that travel documents are being processed; ICE has not even
178 officially informed Petitioner which country it intends to remove him to.

179 15. The government's track record demonstrates that removal is not foresecable: Petitioner's removal
180 order dates to 2017—over eight years ago. For over eight years, the government has been unable to
181 identify any third country willing to accept Petitioner, Considering all of these factors—the
182 insurmountable withholding protection barrier, the procedural requirements that must be satisfied, the
183 government's eight-year failure to identify a willing third country, the lack of any current removal

184 efforts—there is no significant likelihood of Petitioner's removal in the reasonably foreseeable future.
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185 16. Petitioner has demonstrated good reason to believe there is no significant likelihood of removal in
186 the reasonably foresecable future. The Government cannot meet its burden to prove otherwise,

187 Petitioner therefore has a substantial likelihood of success on his Zadvydas claim.

188 17. Under deeply rooted principles of administrative law, not to mention common sense, government
189 agencies are generally required to follow their own regulations.” Fed. Defs. of New York, Inc. v. Fed.
19@ Bureau of Prisons, 954 F.3d 118, 130 (2d Cir. 2020); see also Gulf States Mjrs., Inc. v. Nat'l Labor
191 Relations Bd., 579 F.2d 1298, 1308 (5th Cir. 1978) (“It is well settled that an Executive Agency of the
192 Government is bound by its own regulations, which have the force and effect of law, and the failure

193 of an agency to follow its regulations renders its decision invalid.”); Gov't of Canal Zone v. Brooks,

... 194 427 F.2d 346, 347 (5th Cir. 1970) (per curiam) (“It is equally well established that it is a denial of due .. . ... . .

195 process for any government agency to fail to follow its own regulations providing for procedural
196 safeguards to persons involved in adjudicative processes before it.”). Multiple courts have held that
197 the government's failure to follow its own immigration regulations may warrant the release of a
198 detained noncitizen. See, e.g., Bonitto, 547 F. Supp. 2d at 756; Zhu v. Genalo, No. 1:25-cv-06523
199 (JLR), 2025 WL 2452352 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 26, 2025); Guillermo MR. v. Kaiser, No.
2@ 25-cv-05436-RFL, — F.Supp.3d ——, 2025 WL 1983677 (N.D. Cal. July 17, 2025); Ceesay v.
201 Kurzdorfer, 781 F. Supp. 3d 137, 165 (W.DN.Y, 2025); Rombot v. Souza, 296 F. Supp. 3d 383, 389
202 (D. Mass. 2017) (“While ICE does have significant discretion to detain, release, or revoke aliens, the
203 agency must still follow its own regulations, procedures, and prior written commitments.”), The
204 government's position that it can choose, based on a change in administration, not to comply with

205 its own regulations is unprecedented. Villanueva v. Tate, 2025 WL 2774610, at *7 (S.D.Tex., 2025).

206 IL Petitioner Will Suffer Irreparable Harm Absent Injunctive Relief
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207 1. The loss of physical liberty—the most fundamental of all freedoms-—constitutes irreparable harm
208 per se. “Freedom from imprisonment—{rom government custody, detention, or other forms of
209 physical restraint—Ilies at the heart of the liberty that [the Due Process] Clause protects.” Zadvydas,

219 533 U.S. at 690,

211 2, Each day Petitioner remains detained without due process constitutes a continuing violation of his

212 constitutional rights. These violations cannot be remedied by money damages after the fact.

213 3, Petitioner is the sole provider for his family, and his wife is currently in the postpartum period.
214 Their newborn daughter, born in October after the Petitioner’s detention, has not yet met her father.

215 The family is relying on donations to meet their basic needs, a situation that is not sustainable in the

217 4, For eight years, Petitioner maintained stability through supervised release: Living with family who
218 provide support; Accessing health care and medications; Maintaining employment authorization & a

219 driver’s license; Complying with all requirements.

220 5. His unlawful detention destroys this stability and causes immense hardship on himself, his wife
221 and children. This harm cannot be undone. And because § 241.4(1) safeguards are liberty-protective,
222 continued custody imposed without those safeguards is itself an ongoing constitutional injury not

223 compensable by damages.

224 6. He will suffer irreparable harm were he to remain detained afier being deprived of his liberty and
225 subjected to unlawful incarceration by immigration authorities without being provided the
226 constitutionally adequate process that this motion for a temporary restraining order seeks. Detainees
227 in ICE custody are held in “prison-like conditions.” Preap v. Johnson, 831 F.3d 1193, 1195 (9th Cir.

228 2016). As the Supreme Court has explained, “[t]he time spent in jail awaiting trial has a detrimental
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229 impact on the individual. It often means loss of a job; it disrupts family life; and it enforces idleness.”
230 Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S, 514, 532-33 (1972); accord Nat'l Ctr. for Immigrants Rights, Inc. v. LN.S.,
231 743 F.2d 1365, 1369 (9th Cir. 1984). Moreover, the Ninth Circuit has recognized in “concrete terms
232 the irreparable harms imposed on anyone subject to immigration detention” including “subpar
233 medical and psychiatric care in ICE detention facilities, the economic burdens imposed on detainees
234 and their families as a result of detention, and the collateral harms to children of detainees whose

235 parents are detained.” Hernandez, 872 F.3d at 995.

236 7. The government itself has documented alarmingly poor conditions in ICE detention centers. See,

237 ¢.g., DHS, Office of Inspector General (OIG), Summary of Unannounced Inspections of ICE

239 and safety standards; staffing shortages affecting the level of care detainees received for suicide
240 watch, and detainees being held in administrative segregation in unauthorized restraints, without
241 being allowed time outside their cell, and with no documentation that they were provided health care
242 or three meals a day). See also “Concerns Grow Over Dire Conditions in Immigrant Detention: Mass
243 immigration arrests have led to overcrowding in detention facilities, with reports of unsanitary and
244 iphwmane conditions,” Miriam Jordan and Jazmine Ulloa, New York Times, July 1, 2025, available at
245 https://www.nytimes.com/2025/06/28/us/immigrant-detention-conditions,html (visitor reported that
246 several detainees complained that they had been given few opportunities to shower, had been limited
247 to two bottles of drinking water per day and were unable to flush their toilets for days at a time.) See
248 also “Under Trump Policy, Bonds for Immigrants Facing Deportation Are Vanishing,” Miriam
249 Jordan, New York Times, September 24, 2025,
250 https://www.nytimes.com/2025/09/24/us/immigrants-trump-detention.htm! (“[DJenying bonds is just
251 the latest move by this administration to pressure people into giving up and leaving the United States,

252 including many who would likely win their case to stay,” said Madeline Lohman, a director at the

..238 Facilities Conducted in.Fiscal Years 2020-2023.(2024). (reporting violations of environmental health .. .

10
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253 Advocates for Human Rights, a nonprofit in Minneapolis that monitors the immigration court that

254 covers Minnesota, North Dakota and South Dakota.”) .

255 8, In addition, see Austin Kocher, “‘You Have Arrived in Hell’: New Evidence Confirms Torture of
256 Deported Venezuelans in El Salvador,” Substack {(Nov. 12, 2025),
257 https://austinkocher.substack.com/p/you-have-arrived-in-hell. In his November 12, 2025 article,
258 Austin Kocher reports on an 81-page investigation by Human Rights Watch (HRW) and Cristosal
259 documenting the systematic torture of 252 Venezuelans deported by the Trump administration to El
260 Salvador’s CECOT mega-prison in March and April 2025, According to the report, nearly half of

261 those deported had no criminal record, and many were asylum seekers whose cases were pending in

..262 U.S. immigration. courts. The research-—based on_more. than 190 interviews, forensic.review, and . ... ...

263 corroboration by UC Berkeley’s Human Rights Center—found that detainees were beaten,
264 psychologically abused, sexually assaulted, and held incommunicado for months under conditions

265 that meet the international definition of torture and enforced disappearance.

266 9, Kocher emphasizes that these abuses were systematic and foreseeable, not isolated incidents, and
267 that the United States is legally and morally complicit for funding the detentions and transferring
268 people to known conditions of torture, violating the principle of non-refoulement. The U.S.
269 knowingly disregarded its own State Department reports warning of inhumane conditions in El
270 Salvador’s prisons. The piece concludes that torture and enforced disappearance can never be
271 justified as immigration enforcement tools and calls for accountability from both U.S. and Salvadoran
272 governments, See Exhibit I attached. Here, the Respondents are doing exactly that. They are
273 enforcing a new policy of detaining individuals indiscriminately, with the intent to break them down

274 emotionally so they will either sign their own deportation to a country where they fear persecution

11
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275 and death, or accept removal to any other place where they are equally at risk of losing their lives or

276 being ultimately refouled to their country of origin, where they face grave danger.

217 IIL. The Balance of Hardships Tips Sharply in Favor of Petitioner

278 10. Petitioner suffers the most severe hardship possible under our constitutional system— deprivation

279 of physical liberty—in violation of constitutional and regulatory requirements. He experiences:

280 A. Ongoing violation of fundamental constitutional rights;
281 B. Separation from family and established support systems;
282 C. Destruction of the stability maintained for eight years;
283 D. Loss of income for himself and his family;
e B Loss of a major event inhis Tife (the it of his daughiter);
285 F. Indefinite detention with no foreseeable end date.

286 11. Ordering Petitioner's release or providing a bond hearing imposes minimal burden on the

287 Government.

288 12. Restoring Petitioner to supervised release returns him to the very status he maintained without
289 incident for eight years (2017-2025). The Government already determined in 2017 that he was
290 neither dangerous nor a flight risk; nothing since suggests otherwise. He has no criminal record since
291 release, never absconded, appeared for every check-in, lives with his wife and children in Rodgers,

292 and has a community there,

293 13. The Government’s legitimate interest is in [awful detention only—not detention procured in
294 defiance of statute or rule. It may not detain where removal is not reasonably foreseeable, may not
295 ignore its own liberty-protective regulations, and may not swap process for a policy slogan.

296 Villanueva v. Tate, No. H-25-3364 2025 WL 2774610 *5 (S.D. Tex. Sept. 26, 2025).
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297 14. The equities are lopsided. Physical freedom is a core constitutional value; its loss is a “grievous”
298 harm that weighs heavily in any balance. Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 U.S. 471, 481 (1972). Against
299 Petitioner’s continued unlawful confinement and ongoing constitutional injury, the Government can
300 claim only a minimal administrative burden from restoring lawful supervision. The balance tips

301 sharply—indeed, overwhelmingly—in Petitioner’s favor.
302 IV. Granting the Injunction Serves the Public Interest

303 15. The public has a profound interest in ensuring that government agencies comply with
304 constitutional requirements and respect fundamental rights, Allowing ICE to detain individuals

305 without following mandatory procedural requirements undermines the rule of law.

306 16. Federal agencies must follow their own regulations. The public interest is served by compelling
3e7 ICE to comply with mandatory procedural requirements in 8 C.ER. §§ 241.4(1) and 241.13. Agencies
3e8 cannot be permitted to ignore regulatory safeguards designed to protect individual liberty simply
309 because enforcement priorities have changed. For eight years, Petitioner successfully complied with
310 supervised release—attending every check-in, committing no crimes, maintaining stable residence,
311 and cooperating fully with ICE. This demonstrates that supervised release can be an effective

312 alternative to detention.

313 18, The public interest is served by using the least restrictive means necessary to achieve immigration
314 enforcement objectives, Unnecessary detention imposes significant costs on taxpayers; causes
315 unnecessary hardship to individuals and families; strains detention resources that could be used for
316 individuals who actually pose dangers or flight risks; and undermines public confidence in the

317 fairness of the immigration system.
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318 19. The public interest strongly-—indeed overwhelmingly—favors granting the injunction: Every
319 relevant public interest consideration supports granting injunctive relief. There is no legitimate public

32¢ interest in maintaining untawful detention.
321 PROPOSED INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
322 Petitioner respectfully asks the Court to grant the following preliminary relief:

323 1. Order immediate release to the prior Order of Supervision (or substantively equivalent conditions),

324 consistent with 8 U.S.C. § 1231(a)(3) and ICE’s eight-year course of supervised compliance.

325 2. Declare that ICE’s revocation and detention violated binding regulations—8 C.F.R. §§ 241.4(]),

o

22624113, and the country-specific protections i §§-1208:31 & 1241.8(e)and violated due process, -~ s

327 3. DHS may not attempt third-country removal without first providing country-specific notice and the
328 reasonable-fear process (including de novo IJ review upon request) mandated by 8 C.FR. §

329 1208.31(g).

330 4. Enjoin any transfer from the current facility during the pendency of this case and require 48-hours’

331 written notice to counsel before any attempted removal action.
332 Respectfully submitted on November 12, 2025,

333
334 /s/ Georgia Santos Laurent

335 Georgia Santos Laurent

336 Attorney for Petitioner

337 SanLaurent Law Group

338 13785 Research Blvd, Suite 125

339 Austin, TX

340 FL Bar No. 0289377

341 Admitted and Qualified to Practice as an Attorney in the Western District of Texas
342 georgia@sanlaurentlaw.com

343 512-693-9343

344
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