UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA

Zhou v. Lyons

No. 2:25-cv-01186-TLN-JDP (E.D. Cal. Apr. 24, 2025) - No. 2:25-cv-01186-TLN-JDP - Decided April 24, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted Jake Zhou’s motion for a
temporary restraining order challenging the termination of his SEVIS record and F-1 student status.
The court found that Zhou was likely to succeed on his Administrative Procedure Act claim and would
suffer irreparable harm absent relief. The order enjoined enforcement of the SEVIS termination,
waived the bond requirement, and required the defendant to show cause why a preliminary injunction

should not issue.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought a temporary restraining order under Federal Rule of

Civil Procedure 65 while challenging the termination of his SEVIS

record and F-1 student status under the Administrative Procedure Act.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For temporary injunctive relief, the court applied the four Winter
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whether the agency considered relevant factors and articulated a

rational connection between the facts and its decision.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff demonstrated a likelihood of success on his APA claim challenging ICE's termination
of his SEVIS record and F-1 status.

2. Whether Plaintiff demonstrated likely irreparable harm, a favorable balance of equities, and a public

interest sufficient to warrant a temporary restraining order.

3. Whether the court should waive the bond requirement under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65.

HOLDINGS

1. ICE's termination of Plaintiff's SEVIS record effectively terminated his F-1 status, constituted the
consummation of the agency's decision-making process with immediate legal consequences, and was

final agency action reviewable under the APA.

2. Plaintiff sufficiently demonstrated a likelihood of success because ICE's stated reasons for terminating
his SEVIS record—an alleged criminal-record identification and/or visa revocation—were likely not
authorized regulatory grounds for terminating his F-1 status and rendered the decision arbitrary and

capricious and an abuse of discretion.

3. Plaintiff established a likelihood of success, likely irreparable harm, a sufficiently favorable balance of
equities, and a public interest supporting preservation of the status quo; the court therefore granted a

temporary restraining order.

4. The court waived the bond requirement because there was no realistic likelihood of harm to Defendant
from the TRO and Plaintiff had demonstrated a likelihood of success.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The “arbitrary” or “capricious” standard of review is narrow, and “a court is not to substitute its judgment
for that of the agency, . . . but instead to assess only whether the decision was ‘based on a consideration of the

relevant factors and whether there has been a clear error of judgment.””” (at 5)

“Plaintiff's Motion fora TRO is GRANTED. (ECF No. 2.) Pending determination on the motion for
preliminary injunction, Defendant is: enjoined from terminating Plaintiff's SEVIS record; required to set aside
its SEVIS record termination determination; prohibited from detaining or removing Plaintiff based on the
SEVIS determination; and enjoined from directly or indirectly enforcing, implementing, or otherwise taking

action or imposing any legal consequence as a result of the termination of his SEVIS record.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff, a Chinese national and F-1 student, entered the United States after obtaining an F-1 visa and pursued
graduate studies at USC and UC Davis. After a 2019 detention arising from an argument, the matter was
dismissed and Plaintiff alleges he has no criminal record. ICE terminated Plaintiff's SEVIS record in April 2025,
citing identification in a criminal-record check and/or visa revocation, without notice or an opportunity to
respond. Plaintiff alleged that the termination ended his F-1 status and jeopardized his doctorate, research,

employment, immigration status, reputation, and continued presence in the United States.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an APA complaint and moved for a temporary restraining order on April 24, 2025. The court
granted the TRO, ordered Defendant to set aside the SEVIS termination and refrain from enforcing its legal
consequences, required Defendant to show cause why a preliminary injunction should not issue, and extended

the TRO for 28 days or until resolution of the preliminary-injunction request, whichever came first.
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