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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California orders the respondents to show
cause why sanctions should not issue for failing to timely comply with a temporary restraining order
requiring bond hearings or release for two petitioners. The court also orders the petitioners to show
cause why the habeas case should not be dismissed as moot because all petitioners received bond
hearings and related proceedings may provide declaratory relief. The court sets deadlines for responses
and a February 6, 2026 hearing.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioners filed a 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition and an ex parte
application for a temporary restraining order seeking release,



individualized bond hearings, and related declaratory and transfer-
relief. After issuing a TRO requiring bond hearings or release, the
court ordered show cause regarding dismissal of the petition as moot
and sanctions for respondents' alleged noncompliance.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mootness was considered sua sponte; the court determined whether
intervening events had deprived it of the ability to redress petitioners'
injuries.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court order; persuasive value only.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether petitioners' request for a preliminary injunction requiring release or individualized bond
hearings was moot after all petitioners received the opportunity for bond hearings.

2. Whether the petition should be dismissed as moot in light of the completed bond hearings and
potentially overlapping declaratory relief in Maldonado Bautista v. Santacruz.

3. Whether respondents should be required to show cause why sanctions should not issue for failing to
comply with the TRO.

HOLDINGS

1. The request for a preliminary injunction seeking release or bond hearings was moot because all
petitioners had received the opportunity for a bond hearing, leaving no effective interim relief for the
court to provide.



2. The court did not impose sanctions in this order but required respondents to show cause why sanctions
should not issue for failing to provide two petitioners bond hearings or release them by the TRO
deadline.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A case becomes moot when interim relief or events have deprived the court of the ability to redress the
party’s injuries.” (at 2)

“Further, a court has an obligation to consider mootness sua sponte, and it should deny the requested relief
when it is superfluous.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The eight petitioners were detained in immigration custody and sought release or individualized bond hearings
under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a), along with a declaration that detention under § 1225(b)(2) was unlawful. The court's
TRO required respondents to provide bond hearings by December 8, 2025, or release the petitioners. Six
petitioners were offered hearings by the deadline, and the remaining two received hearings four days late. By the
December 15 hearing, all petitioners had received the opportunity for bond hearings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioners filed the habeas petition and TRO application on November 24, 2025. After a December 1 hearing,
the court issued a TRO requiring respondents to provide bond hearings under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(a) by December 8
or release the petitioners. Six petitioners were offered hearings by the deadline, while the remaining two
received hearings on December 12. The court denied the preliminary-injunction request as moot because all
petitioners had received the opportunity for bond hearings, and on December 16 ordered show cause regarding
dismissal of the petition as moot and sanctions for the TRO violation.
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