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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California confirms its grant of
Petitioners’ application for a temporary restraining order concerning their warrantless arrests and
expedited removal proceedings. The order prohibits Respondents from removing Petitioners from the
United States or relocating them to a detention facility outside the Southern District of California
while the litigation proceeds. The Court finds serious questions regarding alleged Fourth and Fifth
Amendment violations, irreparable harm, and the balance of equities, and sets additional hearings and
a status conference.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioners brought a petition for writ of habeas corpus challenging
their immigration detention, warrantless arrests, and expedited
removal orders, and sought a temporary restraining order prohibiting
their removal and transfer outside the Southern District of California.
The court held a hearing and confirmed its prior oral grant of the TRO.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A TRO is evaluated under the same standard as a preliminary
injunction. Relief may issue under the Winter test upon a showing of
likely success on the merits, likely irreparable harm, a favorable
balance of equities, and consistency with the public interest, or under
the Ninth Circuit's serious-questions sliding-scale variant.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district-court order granting and confirming a temporary
restraining order; persuasive value only and not a final merits decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether petitioners satisfied the standard for a temporary restraining order prohibiting their removal
from the United States and relocation outside the Southern District of California.

2. Whether the record raised serious questions regarding the lawfulness of petitioners' warrantless stops
and arrests under the Fourth Amendment.

3. Whether the record raised serious questions regarding the application of expedited removal and the
availability of Fifth Amendment procedural due process protections to noncitizens encountered in the
interior of the United States.

4. Whether the requested injunction was sufficiently narrow under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(d).

HOLDINGS

1. Petitioners satisfied the TRO standard because the record presented serious questions on the merits,
likely irreparable harm from removal, and equities and public-interest considerations that tipped sharply
in their favor.

2. The record raised serious questions whether petitioners' encounters with Border Patrol agents were
consensual and, if not, whether the agents had reasonable suspicion supported by specific and articulable
facts to justify the detentions.

3. The record raised serious questions whether petitioners, who were encountered in the interior of the
United States, were entitled to constitutional protections and whether expedited removal was properly
applied to them.

4. The TRO was properly limited to prohibiting respondents from removing petitioners from the United
States or relocating them to a detention facility outside the Southern District of California pending
resolution of the litigation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A party seeking a preliminary injunction must meet one of two variants of the same standard.” (at 3)

“In short, the facts set out in the I-213 Forms are inadequate to determine if the encounters were consensual
and, if not, whether there was reasonable suspicion to justify the detentions.” (at 4)



“The public interest in enforcement of immigration laws, although significant, does not override the public
interest in protecting the safeguards of the Constitution.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioners, three noncitizens from Guatemala, were detained by ICE after warrantless arrests by Border Patrol
agents on April 22, 2025, in a Home Depot parking lot in Pomona, approximately 191 miles north of the
Calexico port of entry. The parties disputed whether petitioners were subjected to investigatory detentions
without reasonable suspicion or instead engaged in consensual encounters after agents observed people fleeing.
Petitioners were issued expedited removal orders under 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(1), and asserted that they had been
present in the United States for more than two years and were at imminent risk of removal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioners were arrested by Border Patrol agents in Pomona, California, detained by Immigration and Customs
Enforcement, and issued expedited removal orders. They filed a habeas petition and an application for a TRO.
After a May 16, 2025 hearing, the court granted the TRO, scheduled further evidentiary and preliminary-
injunction hearings, and issued this order confirming the ruling.
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