
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Kaifeng Wang v. Todd Lyons, et al.
Wang · No. 25-cv-10794-WHO · Decided December 18, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted Kaifeng Wang’s ex
parte motion for a temporary restraining order challenging his ongoing ICE detention. The court
ordered Wang’s immediate release and barred his re-detention without a pre-deprivation hearing
before a neutral decisionmaker, with the government required to establish by clear and convincing
evidence that detention is necessary to prevent flight or protect the public. The order remained
effective until January 15, 2026, and set a preliminary-injunction hearing for January 8, 2026.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner-plaintiff moved ex parte for a temporary restraining order
requiring his release from immigration detention and prohibiting his
re-detention without a hearing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction factors under
Winter v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.; for an ex parte
TRO, Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(b)(1) requires specific facts
showing immediate and irreparable injury before the opposing party
can be heard and written certification of efforts to provide notice.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential interlocutory district-court order granting a temporary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

1. Whether Wang satisfied the requirements for an ex parte temporary restraining order.

2. Whether Wang demonstrated a likelihood of success on his claim that continued immigration detention
without a hearing violated procedural due process under the Fifth Amendment.

3. Whether the requested relief was necessary to prevent irreparable harm and preserve the status quo.

4. Whether Wang could be released and protected from re-detention unless the government first established
by clear and convincing evidence before a neutral decisionmaker that detention was necessary to prevent
flight or protect the public.

5. Whether security under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c) should be required.

HOLDINGS

1. Wang satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(b)(1) because counsel's affidavit showed immediate
and irreparable injury from continued detention before defendants could be heard, and counsel certified
efforts to provide notice.

2. Wang demonstrated a likelihood of success on his claim that his continued immigration detention
without a hearing violated procedural due process under the Fifth Amendment.

3. Defendants were enjoined from re-detaining Wang unless they first provided a hearing before a neutral
decisionmaker at which the government established by clear and convincing evidence that detention was
necessary to prevent flight or protect the public.

4. Wang demonstrated irreparable harm because continued detention likely constituted an unconstitutional
deprivation of physical liberty.

5. The balance of equities and public interest favored granting the TRO because the government's potential
harm from a short delay in detention was minimal compared with Wang's ongoing constitutional injury.

6. The court waived the filing of a bond under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“I ORDER defendants to release Wang from his ongoing detention and prohibit defendant from re-arresting
or otherwise re-detaining Wang without first providing him a hearing before an immigration judge at which
the government establishes by clear and convincing evidence that revocation of his previously-granted interim
parole is appropriate because detention is necessary to prevent his flight or to protect the public.” (at 1)

“Noncitizens like Wang who are conditionally released into the United States have a significant liberty
interest in remaining out of immigration custody.” (at 3)



“Taken together, the strength of Wang’s liberty interest, the high likelihood of erroneous deprivation, and the
government’s minimal countervailing interest demonstrate that Wang is likely to succeed on the merits of his
procedural due process claim.” (at 4)

“Defendants are ORDERED to immediately release Wang from custody and are ENJOINED AND
RESTRAINED from re-detaining Wang without providing him a pre-deprivation hearing before a neutral
decisionmaker at which the government establishes by clear and convincing evidence that detention is
appropriate to prevent his flight or to protect the public.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wang, a native and citizen of China, entered the United States without inspection on November 7, 2024. ICE
granted him one year of interim parole on December 18, 2024, and he later filed an asylum application based on
alleged past persecution by Chinese police. ICE detained him during a routine immigration check-in on
December 18, 2025, without providing a bond hearing, completed expedited-removal order, or other comparable
procedural protection.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wang was detained by ICE on December 18, 2025, during a routine immigration check-in. He filed this action
and moved ex parte for a temporary restraining order. The district court granted the motion, ordered his
immediate release, enjoined re-detention absent a pre-deprivation hearing, waived a bond requirement, and
ordered defendants to show cause why a preliminary injunction should not issue.
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