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Address: Golden States Annex Detention Facility JuL 10 2026
611 Frontage road
Mc Farland, CA 93250
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CLERK U.S. DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

BY s
PRO SE R , o DEPUTY CLERK

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT . .
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

| _Q((d) ._(bo\m‘e\ |
omtz e QOM&Z

Petitioner,

V.

Warden of the @ oAl én “ / 2o cv Z ‘-g/ yﬂ/‘?ﬂ fﬂ//%B

Lxole Anae o | Case No..

~ Attorney General of the . ,
United States; - v o : PETITION FOR TEMPORARY
-, & . ’ RESTRAINING ORDER
Secretary, United States : TR
‘Department of Homeland
Security;

. Acting Director,
Immigration and Custom

Enforcement

Respondents,

I Q( lo b) Qﬁ«v\'ie\ ﬁmt’i— 6\0"\22 , make the following statements under oath and subject

to the penalty of perjury:
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I. LEGAL DISCUSSION

TRO must be entered before the Respondenst have an adequate-opportunity to respond. Dragodas U.

S. A. Inc. v. Oldcastle Infrastructure. Inc. no. 20-cv-20601 2020 U. S. Dist LEXIS 25054 2020 WL
- 733037 at *2 (D. D. Fla. Feb 13. 2020). To obtain a Temporary Restraining order I establish that:
(1) The likelihood of success on the Merits is high.

- (a)I havea substantlal private interest in my own liberty that is unquestionably affected by ¥ o
: Respondent’s action detammg me unlawfully. The amount of time I spent at hberty underscore the
gravity of its loss. I have srgmfrcant prtvate interest that has been affected by t}us wrongful detentior. .~

(b) the nsk of erroneous deprivation of my hberty interest is con51derable, because c1v11
1mrm§rat10n detentron is “non pumtrve in purpose and effect.” A specral Justlfrcatton rnustl outw'et'gh.rny |
| protected hberty mterest for my detennon to comport wrth Due Process T
| '(c) The government mteresttn detalnmg me w1thout a Jud1c1a1 nonce ora pre deprrvatlon hearmga is o

. low. The effort and cost requ1red to prov1de me w1th procedural safeguard is mmmal

i $ ._-5.¢ 4 _‘~,;,‘.4 sl X B A e R R R L .

(2) TRO is necessary to prevent Irreparable mjury -
TRO may be ordered because of the hkehhood of Irreparable harm in the abcense of the .

| pre]nmnary rehef | | - ‘ | S
- (3) that the threatened mjury outwelghs the harm TRO would cause the other htlgant
The balance of equmes tips heavrly in my favor because mée case is not drstmgmshed from many
¥ --others that this court already granted a TRO Although I not1ce that to be awarded a TRO isa L
X, memorable mercy from thlS court and ail aré not ehgrble for the extraordmary remedy for rehletf i
however I must petltron for TRO to seek nnmedrate release -
(3) That an injunction is in the public interest.

It is in public interest that my rights are not violated day after day and the TRO would not be

adverse to the public.
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JURISDICTION

1 ~28U. S. C. §2241 federal courts .authortty to hear habeas clalms by non c1t17en challengmg o
'trnrmgratron law.. This actlon arises under the Due Process Clause of the thth Amendment of the U S |
“ L' C Constltutton Junsdrctlons -proper under 28. U S C §§133 (federal questlon) 241(1_1abeas cor_'pus) U S
' .. -Const Art. 1,8 2; (suspension Clause); and 5 U S. C §702 (Adrnmlstratlve Procedure Act). Thrs court A
g '.rnay grant relief. under the: habeas corpus statues, 28 U. S. C. §2241 et seq., the Declaratory Judgment |

Act, 28 U. S. C §2201 et seq., and the All Writs Act, 28 U. S. C. §1651.

s+ 2. congress hds:preserved judicial review of challenges to prolonged immigration detention. See . -

. _:Jennings v.'Rodriguez,'138S. Ct. 830, 839-841 (2018) (holding that 8 U. S. C. §§1226 (e), 1252(b)(9)

do not bar review of challenges to prolonged immigration detention); see also id. At 876(Breyer, J.,.. - .
-dissenting). (“8 U. S. C..§1252(b)(9)... by its terms applies only with respect of an order or removal”)

3
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(internal quotation marks and brackets omitted). |
3. Federal Ruile of Civil Procedure 65(b)- Authority to issue Temporary Restraining Order (TRO)
4. All Writs Act, 28 U. S. C. § 1651(a) empowers federal court to issue.alll writs necessary or
appropriate in aid of their respective jurisdiction. .
5 8U.S.C. 81231 (a)(6) and Fifth Amendment’s Due Process Clause - Basis for petitioner’s

challenge to his continued detention.

VENUE

Venue is proper in this Dlstrlct because thlS is the dtstnct 1n wh1ch petmoner confmed

See Doe v. Garland, 109 F. 4" 1188, 1197- 99 19"‘ cn' 20241

PARTIES

.1 or1.71 amra non citizen currently detamed at Golden State Annex by. Respondents pendmg ongomg

. _removal proceedmés o Bt sk o e o
2 Respondent yvarden of éOldEI’l States Annex 'detention .center.is petitioner’s intrnediate :custodian
' .at the fac1hty where petmoner is detamed See Doe 108 E. 4" at 1194—97

3. Respondent Acnng or Current Attorney General of the Umted States is the most semor offlmal

in the U: S. Department ‘of Justtee(“DOJ”) They have the authonty to 1nterpret the mmugratlon laws 2
Aand adjudtcate removal cases. They delegate tlns responsrblhty to the Executlve offlce for Imrmgratton
Rev1ew (“EOIR”), Wthh admuustrates the unmtgratlon courts and the Board of Imm1gratton Appeals
(“BIA”) They are named in their off1c1a1 capac1ty - | o

4 Respondent Secretary of the U. S. department of Homeland Security (“DHS”), an agency of the

Umted States, is responsible for the adrmmstratlon of the unmlgratlon laws. 8 U. S. C. §1103 (a).

4
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They are the legal custodian of petitioner. They are named in their official capacity.
5. Respondent Acting or Current Field Office Director of ICE with Administrative jurisdiction

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

IL. ARGUMENT

A. I am lrkely to succeed on the Merlts.

Through the Habeas petition I petitioned I shov;r I am likely to prevailva‘nd succeed on the merits of
my petition because the balance of equities. tips toward m;r favor and it’s in public interest that the court
shall grant the petition for Temporary Restraining order or,at'least preliminary InjunctiOn ;

As I already claimed in my habeas corpus petition, my wrongful detention is irnoermissible under
Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U. S. 678 (2001). In addttion, my detention is impermissible because
Respondents have failed to comply with regulations governing detention of persons subject to removal
procedure govermng the agency, the Constitution, and INA.

1 I Wlll leely Succeed On my Clalm that Current Detentron Vlolates Zadyydas

1ed V. N1elsen, 2018 WL 1876907, at *6 (N D Cal. Oct 21, 2025) (cmng authormes
rg‘uelnz;a V. Monrz, 2025 WL 2734704, at*3_’_(‘]i). Mass. Se_g_t,_ ,2‘5!.,29.2.5_)‘(‘?1\'19.“ courts to cous_rder ’tlh_ef: |
issue _have‘conclude'ddlat the Zadﬂda's;,‘period is cnmulati\-r_e,: :rnotiyated, mpart,by a concem,tllat the
a:federal ‘g_o\-remmentcould otherwise detain non cjd;ens mdeflmtely T'hle_re_tore my petltlon F‘.’_ He_beas
Corpus is vahd because ICE violated my Due- Process protectlon in the Flfth amendment . ‘
. Frrst for the deprrvanon of substantlve due-process detentlon in v101at10n of the B lfth amendment and

. second for the depnvatron of procedural due-process detennon in vrolatmn of the Flfth amendment

2. T will Likely Succeed On His Claim That Respondeiits Violated Governirig Regulations

As to my claim that ICE violated its own regulations in detaining/ re- detaining me in withouta
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written warrant and pre- detention hearing Respondents failed to show a clear provision to detain me .
ICE failed to comply its own laws-and regulation by violating my right not to have bond ina bond
hearing in front of neutral decision maker and by not following the rules and regulation set by ICE.
- So I have shown ;tll_at ICE’s unlawful detention violated the law because ICE did not comply with

its own regulations under section 241.13(i)(2); Hoac, 2025 WL 199771, at*4;

~ . See also Bui v. Warden Otay Mesa Detention Center Facility, et al., 2025 WL 2988356, at*5 (S. D.
Cal. Oct. 23,2025[ (granting petition and ordering release where respondent failed to follow its own
~ regulations in revokmg release); Constantinovici v. Bondi, F.Supp.3d_ 2025 WL '2898985

S. D. Cal. Oct 10 2025 Same i Sun v. Noem 2025 WL 2800037 S. D Cal Se_t'30_2025

(grantmg TRO for release where respondent failed to follow its own regulanons 1n revokmg release)

B. I suffer Irreparable Harm Everyday Iam IIIegaIly Detamed

The Nmth C1rcu1t has recogmzed “the 1rreparable harms unposed on anyone Sllb_]ECt to nnnugratlon

lon, _ D Wash 2025 (cmng Hemandez
§essronsI 872 F 3 d 976 995( 9“' Cir. 2017))' B N |
The Court concludes that ICE’s failure to follow its own regulatrons resulted in 1rreparablev harm‘
Govemment agencres are reqmred to follow thelr own regulanons United States V. Ramos, 623 F, 3
672, 683 (9“‘ Cir.. 2010) (‘1t is a well known maxim that agencres must comply w1th therr own -
regulatrons ) (c1tat10ns and quotatron marks om1tted) A
: “Both §241 4 and 241 13 were intended to prov1de due process proteenons to [non cmzens] follov»ung
the rernoval penod as they are considered for continued detenuon ” McSweeney, 2025 WL 2998376, at
' (mtemal crtatron and quotanon marks ormtted) ICE and DHS depnved me of these due process
protections when farled to provide me .wrth sufficient not1ce' or a prompt interview to respond to the

reasons for wrongfully detain me. “it is well established that the deprivation of constitutional rights

6
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unquestionabiy constitutes irreparable injury.” Melendres v. Arpaio, 695 F. 3 d 990. 1002 (9" Cir

2012); see also_Hernandez v. Sessions, 872 F. 3d 976. 995, 1000 (9" Cir 2017) (holding that

“[u]nlawful detention” by immigration officials constituted “irreparable harm™).

Under the Second Winter factor, the Court may considers whether I am “likely to suffer

irreparable harm in the absence of [injunctive] relief.” Winter, 555 U. S. at 20. I would like to argue

- that I am experiencing unlawful detention, Which is a clear irréparable harm. Given the Court’s

finding that I will remain in detention seemingly indefinitely, I am likely to succeed on at Jeast one of

* * my.claims, I have established an irrepérable harm in the ,fo:rm of unlawful detention. Therefore,

~ the Se_co_n’d Winter factor favors me.

'C. The Balance of Equities and the Public’s Interests Favor Grant of the Petition

-'The consideration of the balance of equities and the public interest in an injunction merge when

_'the government is a party. Yang v. Kaiser, No. 2:25 - CV?—- DAD—AC (HC), 2025 WL 2791778
at*10(E. D Cal. Aug. 20, 2025) (citing Drékes‘»‘BayZOyster Co. v. Jewell, 747 F. 3d1073,1092

’ (9"’.C§rl.l‘20:14). _(eitiﬁg lNkep v. .Hold'er, 556 U. S. 418, 435 (2009)).
. “Itls alwayslin _the qu]ic .in_terest to ‘,preve'nt th_e _\(iolatien_ -ef a pa’rty’é{. constltunonalrlghts”

Melendres v. Arpaio, 695 F. 3 d 990, 1002 (9" Cir 2012). furthermore, “[jlust as the public has qﬁ ,

.
wN i
il

+ interest in the orderly and efﬁcierit adrhinistration of this country’s immigration laws, the public has a

..strong interest-in. uphpldiplglpyocedural protections: ag_ainst.unlawfu] detention.” Ho_'lac.‘ 2025 WL
‘ :19937‘7.1~',_atl’".(.5 (i‘mel_v'i‘leltqu'tat-ion marks omiﬁed). Here; the central issue is whether my. Qeter}tiqn is |
: go.verend b’y 8. U S. G. §'1225 or8 U S. C.. §1226, and.vwhere. tﬁe current udanul glet_er_x;i,p'p .
v101ates my consntuuonal rlght to due process The balance of equmes favor issuance of a TRO,
I have estabhshed not only that my threatened i lIlJllI‘lES outwelgh the harms that a TRO would cause

Respondents but also that a TRO would serve the public interest: ensuring due process maintains an

7
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appropriate balance of interests. See Zadvydas, 533 U. S. at 690; Mejia v. Noem no.

NPM, 2025 U. S. Dist LEXIS 217352, at *7, 2025 WL 3078656, at *3 (M. D. Fla. Nov 4. 20205)

1127. 1145 (9" Cir 2013

Moreover when “the impact of an 1nJunctron reaches beyond the parttes carrymg with ita potentlal
‘ for publtc consequences the public interest w111 be relevant to whether the dlStI'lCt court grant ‘

g prehmmary 1n]unct10n 2 Hemandez 872 F 3d at 996 the Nmth Circuit has recognized that “nerther

equity nor.public’s interest are furthered by allowmg v1olat10ns of federal law to continue.” Galvez V.

Jaddou, 52 f. 4%:821.:832 (9" Cir 202.2)(hold1ng_that_the _drstrrct court did not abuse in dlscretlonrn B
'ﬁndin_g the balance of hardships weighed in favor of plaintiffs who credibly alleged that the
-~ government was violating the INA). The p_ublic.inte_rest h_as a strong interest in upholding procedural
protections against unlawful detention. '
The harm to Respondent here is minimal. Nothlng prevents the Government from re-detammg o
. ‘me if the Govemment sansﬁes the procedural requ1rements and shows the lawful detention is: requrred, ¥ o

.warranted Moreover a party “cannotlreasonably assert that 1t is harmed in any legally cogmzable sense: . .

ke&vUSImmr&Mﬁ&w?%FZdﬂS:

727 (9" Cir, 2023)..

| D. Securrty | _

‘ Ftnally, ederal rule of Civil Procedure 65(c) specrfres that the court “ may issue a . ATenrporary B T T .I
Restraining Order.only: if the movant g1ves security in an amount that the court consrder proper to pay

the cost and damages sustained by any party found to have been wrongfillly enjoined or restrained. _Iﬁ

R. CivP. 65(c). Security is typically required, hut” the amount ...is a matter within the discretion of the
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trial court, and the comt%ay elect to require no security at all”, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. v.

MCIMetro Access Transmission Serv, LLC. 425 F 3d 964, 971 (11™ Cir 2005). Having considered the

matter, the court will exercise its discretion not to require security at this time. See Saint Remy v. Bondi

No. 3:26-cv-28-MMH-SJH, 2026 U. S. 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.

IIL. CONCLUSION .

- For the foregoing reasons aﬁd the reasons set forth’ in my petitions, this éourt should grant me
- the petition for TRO, or at the very least ‘grﬁnt a pfelirninary injunc__tiqn,ﬁ_rovidi_ng that |

1. Respondents SHALL IMMEDIATELY RELEASE me under appropriate conditions of
‘supervision set forth in 8 C. F. R. §241.5;

-+« :2. Respondents are ENJOINED AND RESTRAINED from re-detaining me. .

" Respectfully submitted,”

.. ‘.vs.ignamm: —K_

Date: . (97,/ﬂ?/§é :




