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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted J.A.M.C.'s ex parte
motion for a temporary restraining order concerning his immigration detention. The court ordered his
release and prohibited re-detention without a pre-deprivation hearing before a neutral decisionmaker,
with the government required to establish by clear and convincing evidence that detention was
necessary. The order also set a schedule for briefing and a preliminary-injunction hearing and
remained effective until November 21, 2025.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus and an ex parte
motion for a temporary restraining order challenging his immigration
detention. The court granted the temporary restraining order and
ordered his release and a pre-deprivation hearing before any re-
detention.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A temporary restraining order is evaluated under the substantially
identical standard applicable to a preliminary injunction: likelihood of
success on the merits, likelihood of irreparable harm, balance of
equities, and the public interest. An ex parte TRO additionally requires
specific facts showing immediate and irreparable injury before the
opposing party can be heard, together with counsel's written
certification regarding notice efforts.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; temporary restraining order issued by a federal district
court
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether J.A.M.C. satisfied the requirements for an ex parte temporary restraining order.

2. Whether a noncitizen conditionally released on immigration bond has a protected liberty interest in
remaining out of immigration custody.

3. Whether re-detaining J.A.M.C. without a pre-deprivation hearing violated procedural due process under
the Fifth Amendment.

4. Whether the court should require immediate release, prohibit re-detention without a hearing, and
dispense with security under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c).

HOLDINGS

1. J.A.M.C. satisfied the requirements for an ex parte temporary restraining order because the record
showed immediate and irreparable injury from continued detention before defendants could be heard,
and counsel had attempted to provide notice.

2. A noncitizen conditionally released into the United States on immigration bond has a significant liberty
interest in remaining out of immigration custody.

3. J.A.M.C. was likely to succeed on his procedural due process claim because the government could not
re-detain him without first providing a hearing before a neutral decisionmaker at which it established by
clear and convincing evidence that bond revocation and detention were necessary to prevent flight or
protect the public.

4. The court exercised its discretion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c) to dispense with security
because there was no realistic likelihood of harm to respondents from the injunction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“J.A.M.C. is ORDERED released from custody and are ENJOINED AND RESTRAINED from re-detaining
J.A.M.C. without providing him with a pre-deprivation hearing before a neutral decisionmaker at which the
government establishes by clear and convincing evidence that revocation of his previously-granted bond is
appropriate because detention is necessary to prevent his flight or to protect the public.” (Conclusion)

“Petitioners seeking such relief must establish that (1) they are “likely to succeed on the merits”; (2) they are
“likely to suffer irreparable harm in the absence of preliminary relief”; (3) “the balance of equities tips in
[their] favor”; and (4) “an injunction is in the public interest.”” (Legal Standards)



“A noncitizen like J.A.M.C. who was conditionally released into the United States has a significant liberty
interest in remaining out of immigration custody.” (Analysis)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

J.A.M.C. arrived in the United States in 1991 at age three and has lived there, apart from a brief absence, since
that time. He has three United States citizen children, including two children diagnosed with autism, supports
them financially and emotionally, and works as a barber. After DHS detained him for entering without
inspection, an immigration judge released him on a $10,000 bond with GPS monitoring, but ICE later detained
him at a scheduled check-in based on an alleged Labor Day GPS-monitoring violation; J.A.M.C. asserted that
the trip had been authorized.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

ICE detained J.A.M.C. on November 7, 2025, allegedly for violating the GPS-monitoring terms of his
previously granted immigration bond. J.A.M.C. filed a habeas petition and moved ex parte for temporary
injunctive relief the same day. The district court granted the motion, ordered his release, prohibited re-detention
without a hearing, dispensed with bond, and ordered defendants to show cause why a preliminary injunction
should not issue.
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