
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
LOUISIANA, SHREVEPORT DIVISION

Jose David Barraza Guzman v. S. Maurice Hicks, Jr., Heriberto
Tellez, et al.

Barraza Guzman · No. Civil Action No. 26-1058 · Decided April 7, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Louisiana denied Jose David Barraza
Guzman's motion for a temporary restraining order in connection with his habeas petition challenging
his immigration detention. The court concluded that the requested release would effectively resolve
the habeas petition without full briefing, that it lacked jurisdiction to stay removal under 8 U.S.C. §
1252(g), and that speculative concerns about transfer or re-arrest did not establish irreparable injury.
The memorandum order was signed on April 7, 2026.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner moved for a temporary restraining order while his petition
for a writ of habeas corpus challenging immigration detention was
pending.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A temporary restraining order requires a substantial likelihood of
success on the merits, a substantial threat of irreparable injury, a
balance of threatened harms favoring relief, and consistency with the
public interest. Granting or denying a TRO rests within the district
court's discretion.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether petitioner was entitled to a temporary restraining order granting relief that substantially
duplicated the ultimate relief sought in his habeas petition.

2. Whether the district court had jurisdiction to enjoin petitioner's removal from the United States.

3. Whether petitioner demonstrated irreparable injury sufficient to justify an order prohibiting his transfer
or re-arrest.

HOLDINGS

1. The court denied emergency injunctive relief because the requested release and detention-related relief
substantially mirrored the ultimate relief sought in the habeas petition and would effectively decide the
habeas case before full briefing and development of the record.

2. The court lacked jurisdiction to grant petitioner's request for a stay of removal because such a request
constituted a challenge to a removal order and fell within the jurisdictional bar of 8 U.S.C. § 1252(g).

3. Petitioner was not entitled to an order prohibiting his transfer or re-arrest because speculation and
conclusory allegations of irreparable injury were insufficient, and he did not show that such relief was
necessary to preserve the court's ability to adjudicate the habeas petition.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Seeking injunctive relief that mirrors the relief requested in the habeas petition is nothing more than a
motion to decide the habeas petition now.”

“The Court declines to shortcut the habeas process through emergency injunctive relief.”

“federal courts lack jurisdiction over claims connected directly and immediately with a decision or action by
the Attorney General to commence proceedings, adjudicate cases, or execute removal orders.”

“Mere speculation or conclusory allegations of an irreparable injury are insufficient to entitle a movant to
injunctive relief.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jose David Barraza Guzman, a native of El Salvador, was detained at Jackson Parish Correctional Center after
immigration authorities re-arrested him in October 2025. He alleged that he had previously been released on
recognizance and later received deferred action and employment authorization based on a bona fide
determination of his U-visa application. His habeas petition challenged the legality of his detention and sought



release or a constitutionally sufficient custody determination, while his TRO motion sought substantially the
same relief and also sought to prevent removal, transfer, or re-arrest.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Barraza Guzman filed a habeas petition and a motion for a temporary restraining order on April 6, 2026. He
sought immediate release, a custody determination, and orders preventing his removal, transfer, or re-arrest. The
district court denied the motion, concluding that the requested relief largely duplicated the ultimate habeas relief,
that it lacked jurisdiction over a stay of removal, and that the transfer and re-arrest claims did not establish
irreparable injury.
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