UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Quoc Chi Hoac v. Moises Becerra, et al.

Quoc Chi Hoac v. Moises Becerra, No. 2:25-cv-01740-DC-JDP (E.D. Cal. July 16, 2025) - No. 2:25-cv-01740-
DC-JDP - Decided July 16, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted Quoc Chi Hoac’s motion
for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction concerning his detention by Immigration
and Customs Enforcement. The court found Hoac was likely to succeed on claims that his release was
not properly revoked under 8 C.F.R. § 241.13 and that his removal to Vietnam was not reasonably
foreseeable. The court ordered his immediate release and enjoined respondents from re-detaining or

removing him to a third country without notice and an opportunity to be heard.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and moved for

a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction challenging
his re-detention by ICE. The court treated the renewed motions as a
single motion for preliminary injunction and granted interim injunctive

relief.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction are governed
by substantially identical standards. The movant must show a
likelihood of success on the merits, a likelihood of irreparable harm
absent relief, that the balance of equities favors the movant, and that

an injunction is in the public interest.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Petitioner's renewed motion for temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction was

duplicative of his previously denied motion.

2. Whether Petitioner was likely to succeed on his claim that ICE unlawfully revoked his release and re-

detained him without complying with 8 C.F.R. § 241.13(i)(3)'s informal-interview requirement.

3. Whether Respondents showed changed circumstances establishing a significant likelihood that Petitioner

would be removed to Vietnam in the reasonably foreseeable future under 8 C.F.R. § 241.13(i)(2).

4. Whether the Winter factors, including irreparable harm, the balance of equities, and the public interest,

supported preliminary injunctive relief.

5. Whether immediate release was necessary to restore the status quo preceding Petitioner's allegedly

unlawful re-detention.

HOLDINGS

1. The renewed motions were not duplicative because they followed an amended petition and sought relief

substantively different from the relief considered in the initial order.

2. Petitioner was likely to succeed on his claim that his re-detention was unlawful because Respondents did
not show that ICE provided the informal interview and opportunity to respond required by 8 C.E.R. §
241.13(31)(3).

3. Petitioner was likely to succeed on his claim that Respondents could not demonstrate changed
circumstances establishing a significant likelihood of removal to Vietnam in the reasonably foreseeable

future.

4. The Winter factors favored granting a preliminary injunction because Petitioner showed a likelihood of
success, irreparable harm from continued detention, equities favoring release, and a public interest in

preventing unlawful detention.

5. Immediate release was required to restore the status quo ante because Petitioner had been on supervised

release before the challenged re-detention.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The plain language of § 241.13(i)(2), does not allow a court, in the first instance, to make an individualized

finding that a changed circumstances has occurred.” (Analysis, section B.1)
“Respondents are ORDERED to immediately release Petitioner from Respondents’ custody;” (Conclusion)

“Respondents are ENJOINED AND RESTRAINED from re-detaining or removing Petitioner to a third

country without notice and an opportunity to be heard;” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Petitioner, a Vietnamese national subject to a final removal order, had been released under supervision in 2023
and remained on supervised release for nearly two years. ICE re-detained him on June 4, 2025, while a travel-
document request was still being processed; as of July 11, 2025, no travel document to Vietnam had been
obtained. Respondents did not establish that Petitioner received the informal interview required after revocation
of release, and they did not provide sufficient evidence that changed circumstances made removal to Vietnam
significantly likely in the reasonably foreseeable future. Before re-detention, Petitioner had complied with

supervision, attended weekly ICE meetings, maintained employment, and reestablished family and housing ties.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner filed a § 2241 habeas petition and an initial motion for a temporary restraining order on June 20, 2025.
The court denied the initial motion on June 30 because the requested relief would have required the court to
make the initial changed-circumstances determination before any re-detention. Petitioner then filed an amended
petition and renewed motions seeking substantively different relief. The court granted the renewed motions,
ordered immediate release, enjoined re-detention or removal to a third country without notice and an opportunity

to be heard, and stated that it would set an expedited briefing schedule on the habeas petition.
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