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ERIC GRANT 
United States Attorney 
JAMES CONOLLY 
Assistant United States Attorney 
501 I Street, Suite 10-100 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

E-mail: audrey.hemesath@usdoj.gov 
Telephone: (916) 554-2700 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

JOSSIE ARANGUREN-PACHECO, No. 1:25-cv-1901-DC-CKD 

Petitioner, RESPONSE TO ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

v. 

KRISTI NOEM, ef al., 

Respondents. 

RE PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

On December 22, 2025, the Court granted Petitioner Jossie Aranguren-Pacheco’s motion for a 

temporary restraining order and issued an Order to Show Cause why the Court should not issue a 

preliminary injunction on the same terms. ECF No. 10. Respondents’ opposition to the Petitioner’s 

motion for temporary restraining order (ECF No. 9) included the same position and arguments 

Respondents would present to oppose a motion for a preliminary injunction and therefore submit on 

their earlier opposition in response to the Court’s OSC. 

Dated: January 12, 2026 Respectfully submitted, 

ERIC GRANT 
United States Attorney 

By: — /s/ JAMES CONOLLY 
JAMES CONOLLY 
Assistant United States Attorney 
Attorneys for Respondents 
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DAVID SUTTON (CA SBN 257630) 

Public Defender 
CARLA GOMEZ (CA SBN 197693), 

Deputy Public Defender/Immigration Attorney 

Marin County Public Defender 
3501 Civic Center Dr #127, 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

Telephone: (415) 473-6321 
Email: carla.gomez@marincounty.gov 

Pro Bono Attorneys for Petitioner 
JOSSIE ARANGUREN PACHECO 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

JOSSIE ARANGUREN PACHECO, Case No. 1:25-cv-1901-DC-CKD 

Petitioner, PETITIONER'S REPLY TO 
RESPONDENT’S RESPONSE 

v. TO ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
RE: PRELIMINARY 

KRISTI NOEM, in her official ae , | INJUNCTION 

Secretary of Homeland Security; PA Hon. Dena Coggins 
BONDI in her official capacity, 
Attorney General of the United States; 
CHRISTOPHER CHESTNUT, in his 
official capacity, Warden, California 
cin Deeneon Facility, SERGIO | 
ALBARRAN, in his Official capacity, 
Field Office Director of the San 
Francisco Field Office, U.S. Immigration 

and Custom Enforcement (ICE); TODD 
M. LYONS, in his official capacity, 
Acting Director of ICE, 

Respondents. 

REPLY TO OPP, FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 
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THE PETITIONER HAS FAILED TO SHOW CAUSE WHY THE COURT 

SHOULD NOT GRANT A PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION ON THE SAME 

TERMS AS THE TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 

On December 22, 2025, the Court granted Petitioner Jossie Aranguren-Pacheco’s 

Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order (TRO) and issued an Order to Show Cause 

(OSC) why the Court should not issue a preliminary injunction on the same terms. (See 

ECF10). In that order, the Court issued the following minute order: 

In Respondents’ [9] Opposition to Petitioner’s [3] Motion for Temporary 

Restraining Order, Respondents acknowledge that this Court’s recent decisions 

in Labrador-Prato v. Noem et al., No. 1:25-cv-01598-DC-SCR, 2025 WL 

3458802 (E.D. Cal. Dec. 2, 2025), and Selis Tinoco v. Noem et al., No. 1:25-cv- 

01762-DC-JDP, 2025 WL 3567862 (E.D. Cal. Dec. 14, 2025), address largely 

the same issues and are in the same procedural posture as this case. The only 

distinguishing fact identified by Respondents is that Petitioner was arrested for 

DUI and shoplifting, which Respondents assert are more serious offenses than 

the DUI charge in Selis Tinoco. Respondents, however, do not explain why that 

distinction is material to the Court’s analysis. Moreover, Respondents 

acknowledge that the Court in Selis Tinoco held that such criminal allegations 

and any release violations are matters properly considered by an immigration 

judge at a bond hearing when determining danger to the community or flight 

tisk. (Doc. No. [9] at 2.) The same reasoning applies here. Accordingly, pursuant 

to the Court’s reasoning in Labrador-Prato, Petitioner’s [3] Motion for 

Temporary Restraining Order is GRANTED. 

In response to the OSC, Respondents submitted on their prior opposition to the TRO 

filed on December 21, 2025. (ECF 14). Petitioner incorporates by reference the 

arguments and supporting exhibits set forth in his Motion for Temporary Restraining 

Order (ECF 3), as well as his Reply to Respondent’s Opposition (ECF 11). The Reply 

to Respondent’s Opposition was filed on December 23, 2025 — after the TRO was 

granted. The facts and legal issues remain unchanged, and the Court’s findings in its 

prior order (ECF 10) continue to support injunctive relief. 

REPLY TO OPP. FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

Case No: 1:25-1901-DC-CKD 
2 



—
 

o
o
 

m
n
n
 

n
u
n
 

f
F
 

W
 

W
N
 

N
O
 

wo
 

NY
 

NY
 

NY
 

NY
 

NY
 

NY
 

NO
 

KH
 

HR
 

KR
 

F
P
 

KF
 

FP
 

FP
 

Fe
 

RF
 

eS
 

C
o
N
 

N
D
 

U
N
 

B
P
 
W
N
 

K
H
 
D
O
 

B
N
 

D
U
N
 

FF
 
W
N
 

YF
 

CO
 

Case 1:25-cv-01901-DC-CKD Document1i6 Filed 01/13/26 Page 3 of 3 

CONCLUSION 

Since the Court has already determined that Petitioner satisfied the requirements for a 

TRO, and because Respondents offer no new factual or legal basis to alter that 

conclusion, a preliminary injunction should issue on the same terms. See Stuhlbarg Int'l 

Sales Co. v. John D. Brush & Co., 240 F.3d 832, 839 n.7 (9th Cir. 2001) (standards for 

TRO and preliminary injunction are “substantially identical”). 

Dated: January 13, 2026 Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Carla V. Gomez 

Carla V. Gomez 
Deputy Public Defender 

REPLY TO OPP. FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

Case No: 1:25-1901-DC-CKD 
3 


