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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California grants Hector H.G.’s motion for
a temporary restraining order challenging his immigration detention. The Court orders his immediate
release, requires constitutional safeguards before any re-arrest or re-detention, grants in forma pauperis
status and appointed counsel, and issues an order to show cause regarding a preliminary injunction.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus challenging his
immigration detention. The court construed the pleading as a motion
for a temporary restraining order and granted the TRO, along with
petitioner's motions to proceed in forma pauperis and for appointed
counsel.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A TRO requires a showing that the movant is likely to succeed on the
merits, likely to suffer irreparable harm absent relief, that the balance
of equities favors relief, and that an injunction is in the public interest.
The court also applied the procedural due process framework requiring
identification of a protected liberty interest and evaluation of the
procedures required under the three Mathews v. Eldridge factors.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district court order granting a temporary restraining
order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether petitioner was entitled to a temporary restraining order against his immigration detention.

2. Whether petitioner was likely to succeed on a procedural due process claim based on detention without a
bond or custody redetermination hearing.

3. Whether the court could order petitioner's immediate release and prohibit re-arrest or re-detention absent
specified constitutional protections.

4. Whether the bond requirement under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c) should be waived.

HOLDINGS

1. Petitioner satisfied the applicable TRO requirements because he showed a likelihood of success on the
merits, irreparable harm, that the balance of equities favored him, and that relief was in the public
interest.

2. Petitioner was likely entitled to procedural due process consisting of a hearing before a neutral decision-
maker to determine whether his detention was warranted.

3. The court ordered petitioner released immediately and enjoined respondents from re-arresting or re-
detaining him absent constitutional protections, including seven days' notice and a hearing before a
neutral fact-finder under specified conditions.

4. The court waived the security requirement under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“On balance, the Court finds the Matthews factors demonstrate Petitioner is entitled to due process – a
hearing to determine whether his detention was warranted.” (at 4)

“Therefore, the Court GRANTS Petitioner’s request for immediate release.” (at 6)

“Respondents are ENJOINED and RESTRAINED from re-arresting or re-detaining Petitioner absent
compliance with constitutional protections, including seven-days’ notice and a hearing before a neutral fact-
finder” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioner, an asylum seeker who entered the United States on June 5, 2024, was released by ICE on his own
recognizance subject to reporting conditions and electronic monitoring. He reportedly complied with those
conditions for more than a year before ICE detained him at a scheduled in-person check-in on October 29, 2025,
allegedly because he submitted required photographs late. He was not given a pre-deprivation or prompt post-



deprivation opportunity to contest the detention before a neutral decision-maker, and the detention separated him
from his partner and three minor children.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner was detained by ICE after appearing for a scheduled check-in and filed this action challenging the
lawfulness of his detention. The district court construed the petition as a TRO motion, found that the Winter
factors favored petitioner, ordered his immediate release, imposed constitutional prerequisites on any re-arrest or
re-detention, and ordered respondents to show cause why a preliminary injunction should not issue.
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