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| '1._PETIT-IDN FOR TEMPORARY - _
RESTRAINING ORDER

1, .ﬁwy@/p‘ T lizasligu Conf i, make the following statémients under oath and sibject -

-to the penalty of perjury:



SR | ennmgsv Rodrlguez {385, Ct. 830, 835-841 (2018) (holding that 8 U..S. C.
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_JURISDICTION

; 28 UlS. Fo% 2241 federal courts authonty to hear habeas clajms by non cmzen cha]lengmg

- lmmlgratmn law. Thls actton arises under the Due Process Clause of the F}.fth Amendment of t]:le U S

o Cchnst:ttunon Junsd1ctmns proper under 8 U S C §§133 [federal quesuonl 241[habeas corp_usl U 5. |

Const Aft 1, §2 (suspensmn Clause); and 5 S C §702 (Admmlstrauve Procedure Act) This court b |

" --may grant relief under the habeas colpus statues, 28 U. S. C. §2241 et seq., the Declaratory Judgment

Act, 28U.5.C §2201 et seq., and theAlantsAct, 281J. S: C. §1651.

o 2 -'congress has preserved judicial review of challenges to pro]onged nnmlgratlon detention. See.

do ﬁot Bar Feview of challenges to prolenged-immigration detentton), see also 1d At 876(Breyer, J.

" Qissenting). (‘' U. 8. C. §1952(b)(9)... by its terms applies only with respect of an order or removal”) -
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o F]rst for the depnvauon of substantive
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They are the legal custodian of petitioner. They are named in thEII‘ off]aal capacrty
5, ﬁeapondent Acting or Current Field Office Director of ICE with Administrative jurisdiction

over petitioner’s case, They are a Jegal custodian of petitioner, and are named in their official capacity, .

II ARGUMENT

A I am hkely to succeed on the Merrts

ws Thmugh the Haheas petmon I petmoned I show I am hkely to prevaﬂ and succeed on the ments of

¥ my petmon because the balance of eqr.utres tlps toward my favor and 11"5 in publlc mterest that the court

a shall grant the petition for Temporary Restralmng order or at least prehmmary Inju.ncuon

-As I already clalmed in my habeas corpus pennon my wrongful detenaon is xmpermlsmble under

: Zad\_rgdas v, Davis. 533 U. S 678 (2001). In addmon, my detentmn is unperrmsmhle because
"Resnonderi:ts have failed to comiply with regulations goveming defention of persor'rs subject to removal
procedure govermng the agency, the Constitution, and INA.

1. I erl erely Succeed On my Clarm that Current Detennon Violates Zadgydas

SIEdV Nlelsen 2018WL 1876907 at *G (N D Cal Oct 21 2025) (cmng authonnes,

S g};enza v Momz 2025 WL 2734704 at*3 (D Mass Sept. 25, 2025) (“Most courts to con51der the E

. " lssue have concluded that the Zadﬂda penod is cumulaiave, monvated in part, hy a concern r_hat the
_' '_ federal government could ‘otherwise detam non cmzens mdefmltely Therefore my petltlon to Hebeas

o Corpus is vahd because ICE vmlated my Due- Process protectlon in the Frfth amendment

due-process determon in wolaUOn of the Fr_Fth amendment and o

K second for the deprrvatron of procedural due process detentlon in vrolatlon of the F1fth amendment

* 2. Twill Likelyy Succéed On His Claim That Respondents Violited Govéfiiing'Regulations

* As 1o my claim ‘that ICE violated its own regulations in detaining/ re- detaining e in without a
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unquestionably constitutes meparable injury.” Melendres v. A;pam, 695E. 3 d 990, 1002 [9“’ Cir

872 F. 3d 976. 995, 1000 (9" Cir 2017) (holding that

v

' '2012)§ 'see’ also Hernandez v. Sessions
-~ “[u]nlawful detention” by immigration officials constituted “irreparable harm”). -

Under the Second Winter factor, the Court may considers whether I am “hkely 10 suffer o

meparable hann in the absence of [mjuncnve] rehef » Winter, 555 U. S. at 20. Iwould like to argue .
that I am expenenmng unlawful detennon, Whlch is a clear m‘eparable hBI'[[l szen the Court’s .. . .. .
fmdmg that I wﬂl remam in detentmn seemmgly mdeﬁmtely, I A hkely to succeed on at least one of

my claJms I have estabhshed an m:eparable harm in the form of unlawful detennnn Therefore, , — I_

the Second Wmter factor favors me.

C.The Balance of Equities and the Public’s Interests Favor Grant of the Petition
" The .consideraﬁon of the balance of equities and the public interest in an injunctioh mérge when

the govgmment isa pany Yang v. Kaiser, No. 2:25 — C.V DAD AC (HC), 2025 WL 2791778,

' 'D Cal Au} : 20_2025 (citing’ Drakes Bav Ovster Co \'A Jewell 747F 3 d 1073 1092 =T

19“‘ Cn‘ 2014) (cmng Nken v, Holder 556 U S 418 435 ( 2009)). -

“It is always in the pubhc interest tQ prevem the wolaﬂon of a party 5 censtatuﬂonal nghts

Cir 2012 furthermore, “[jlust & as the pubhc has an

o mterest m the orderly and eff1c1ent adrmmstraucm of this. country s mmugranon laws, the pubhc has a

» Heat: 2025 WL

: strong mterest in upholdmg prncedural protecuons against un]awful detenuon

993221, at*6 (mtemal quotatmn marks omitted). Here the cemral issue is’ whether my de_t'enno_n; is .

- g0verendb'y B.U S C §1225 orSU 5. Co §1226 -and where-the cun'entunlawflﬂ detentmn . =

v101ates my ¢ consntunonal nght to due process The balance of equmes favor msuance of a TRO.

1 have estabhshed not only that my l.hreatened 111_]ur1es outwelgh the ha.rms that a TRO would cause

Respondents but also that a TRO would serve rhe public mterest ensurmg due process maintains an
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trial court, and the court may elect to require no security at all”, BellSouth Telecommumcatmns, Inc. v.

MCIMetro Access Transmission Serv, LL.C, 425 F 3d 964, 971 ( 11 Cir 2005). Having considered the
matter, the court will exercise its discretion not to r_ed_uire security at this time. See Saint Remy v. Bondi

No. 3:26-cv-28-MMH-SJH, 2026 U. 8. Dist LEXIS 53322, at*3 (M.D. Fla. Jan 12. 2026). That said,

this issue may be revisited at any time, and a monetary security may be imposed should an application -

be made in the interest of justice.

III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons and the reasons set forth in my petitions, this court shqu'ld_ grant me

 the petition for TRO; or at the very-least grant a preliminary injunction, providing that

1. RaépendentS- SHALL IMMEDIATELY RELEASE me under appropriate conditions of

supemsmn set forthin 8 C. F. R §241.5;

=X Respnndents are ENJ OIN'ED AND RES'I‘RAINED from re-detammg me. -,

REsﬁéCfEﬁ]ly submitt.ed',' Gl
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