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WASHINGTON
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Washington denied as moot the petitioner's

motion to expedite the government's response because the court's scheduling order already provided

expedited deadlines. The court denied the petitioner's motion for a temporary restraining order, with

leave to refile, finding that he had not shown a likelihood of success on the merits or likely irreparable

harm from a transfer.
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Petitioner filed a proposed petition for a writ of habeas corpus, a
motion for a temporary restraining order, and a motion to expedite the
government's response. The district court addressed both motions

before Respondents filed their return.

A TRO is an extraordinary remedy governed by the four Winter
factors: likelihood of success on the merits, likelihood of irreparable
harm absent relief, balance of equities, and the public interest. All four

elements must be satisfied.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the motion to expedite the government's response should be granted when the court's existing

scheduling order already provided the requested relief.

2. Whether Petitioner was entitled to a temporary restraining order preventing his transfer from Tacoma

based on the Winter factors.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to expedite was denied as moot because the existing scheduling order already provided the
requested expedited schedule.

2. The motion for a TRO was denied because Petitioner failed to establish the required likelihood of

success on the merits and likelihood of irreparable harm.

3. A future TRO motion must provide sufficient information concerning Petitioner's circumstances and the

reasons for relief and must comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65 and Local Civil Rule 65.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A party seeking a TRO must establish: (1) a likelihood of success on the merits; (2) a likelihood of
irreparable harm in the absence of the preliminary relief; (3) a balancing of equities tips in favor of the

injunction; and (4) the injunction is in the public interest.” (at 2)

“Motions for temporary restraining orders should be reserved for matters where the petitioner alleges

imminent, irreparable harm, such as imminent removal from the United States.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioner was apparently detained by immigration authorities in Tacoma, Washington and sought habeas relief.
He asked the court to prohibit his transfer from Tacoma until he was removed from the United States or released,
but he provided no information showing a likelihood of success on the habeas petition or that the government

planned to move him.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On January 16, 2026, Petitioner filed an application to proceed in forma pauperis, a proposed federal habeas
petition, and several motions, including motions for a TRO and to expedite the government's response. The court
granted in forma pauperis status, entered a scheduling order requiring Respondents' return by January 30, 2026,
and required advance notice before Petitioner could be moved or removed. The habeas petition was served

electronically on Respondents. The court denied the motion to expedite as moot and denied the TRO with leave
to refile.
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