UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted Amornrit Siripan’s

motion for a temporary restraining order challenging his re-detention by Immigration and Customs

Enforcement. The court found that Siripan was likely to succeed on claims that ICE failed to comply

with applicable regulations governing revocation of supervised release, including requirements for a

changed-circumstances determination and a prompt informal interview. The court ordered his

immediate release, restrained respondents from re-arresting or re-detaining him absent compliance

with constitutional and regulatory protections, waived a security bond, and ordered respondents to

show cause why a preliminary injunction should not issue.
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Petitioner moved for a temporary restraining order while pursuing a 28

U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition challenging his immigration detention.

A temporary restraining order is governed by a standard substantially
identical to that for a preliminary injunction. The movant must show a
likelihood of success on the merits, a likelihood of irreparable harm,
that the balance of equities favors relief, and that an injunction is in the

public interest.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Siripan was likely to succeed on his claim that ICE violated 8 C.F.R. §§ 241.13(i) and 241.4(1)
by revoking his release and re-detaining him without a documented changed-circumstances

determination showing a significant likelihood of removal in the reasonably foreseeable future.

2. Whether Siripan was likely to succeed on his claim that ICE failed to provide the prompt informal
interview required by 8 C.F.R. §§ 241.13(i)(3) and 241.4(1)(1).

3. Whether the four Winter factors supported issuance of a temporary restraining order.

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

HOLDINGS

1. For purposes of the temporary restraining order, Siripan demonstrated a likelihood of success on his
claim that ICE violated 8 C.F.R. § 241.13(i)(2) by revoking his release without evidence that, because of
changed circumstances existing before re-detention, his removal was significantly likely in the

reasonably foreseeable future.

2. For purposes of the temporary restraining order, Siripan demonstrated a likelihood of success on his
claim that ICE failed to provide the prompt informal interview required by 8 C.F.R. §§ 241.13(i)(3) and
241.40)(1).

3. All four Winter factors favored temporary injunctive relief, so the court granted Siripan's motion for a

temporary restraining order.

4. No security bond was required under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The standard governing the issuing of a temporary restraining order is “substantially identical” to the

standard for issuing a preliminary injunction.” (at 2)

“As mandated by Congress, the default status after the 90-day removal period is therefore release on

conditions, not detention.” (at 6)
“Government agencies are required to follow their own regulations.” (at 7)

“Respondents cannot reasonably assert that the public and government will be harmed in any legally
cognizable sense by being enjoined from violating Petitioner’s due process rights, which is the case here.” (at
9)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Amornrit Siripan, a 73-year-old Thai national and lawful permanent resident, was ordered removed to Thailand
in 2004 based on criminal convictions and was released from immigration custody on an order of supervision in
2005. ICE re-detained him on October 14, 2025, after an appointment, stating that Thailand was reviewing his
case for a travel document while also stating that removal was not imminent. The record did not show that ICE
had made a pre-detention determination that changed circumstances created a significant likelihood of removal
in the reasonably foreseeable future, or that ICE had provided the prompt informal interview required after

revocation of supervised release.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Siripan filed a § 2241 petition and a concurrent motion for a temporary restraining order on December 18, 2025.
Respondents filed an opposition on December 22, 2025. The court granted temporary injunctive relief, ordered
Siripan's immediate release, barred re-arrest or re-detention absent compliance with constitutional and regulatory

protections, and ordered Respondents to show cause why a preliminary injunction should not issue.
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