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NOTICE OF MOTION 

 
Petitioner L.E.L.L. hereby renews his application to this Honorable Court for a temporary 

restraining order enjoining Respondents Department of Homeland Security (DHS), U.S. Immigration 

and Customs Enforcement (ICE), and Todd Blanche, in his official capacity as the U.S. Attorney 

General, from (1) continuing to detain him in unreasonably prolonged and harmful custody; and (2) 

removing or transferring Petitioner from the United States, or from his current place of detention, 

pending resolution of this Habeas Petition. Petitioner further requests that, upon release, Respondents be 

barred from re-detaining him absent a new and lawful basis supported by materially changed 

circumstances. 

This renewed motion is based on materially changed and worsening circumstances that arose 

after Petitioner’s prior TRO request was denied on February 22, 2026, including Petitioner’s serious 

illness in late April and early May 2026, his prolonged isolation in quarantine, inadequate medical care, 

deprivation of adequate food, and continued symptoms that remain untreated despite repeated requests. 

This renewed motion is presented promptly following these events, and because continued detention 

while the habeas merits remain pending continues to inflict immediate and irreparable harm. 

If the Court deems oral argument necessary, Petitioner requests to appear by video. 

 

Respectfully submitted this 12th day of June, 2026. 

By counsel, 

 

/s/ Natalia Vieira Santanna 
Natalia Vieira Santanna 
Attorney for Petitioner 
CA BAR No. 337502 
PO Box 7528, Oakland, CA, 94601 
Phone: (510) 922-0154  
Email: natalia@santannalaw.com  
 

/s/ Otavio Haverroth Silva 
Otavio Haverroth Silva  
Attorney for Petitioner 
Bar #343486  (California) 
PO Box 90487 
Phone: (510) 241-9336 
Email: otavio@legalhs.com  
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INTRODUCTION 

The Petitioner, L.E.L.L., has been in civil detention by U.S. Immigration and Customs 

Enforcement (“ICE”) since August 6, 2025, a period that now exceeds ten months, without a final 

determination on the merits of his habeas petition. During that time, he has suffered worsening physical 

and psychological harm in detention. His prior TRO request was denied as untimely on February 22, 

2026, and the Court referred the matter to the assigned magistrate judge for a merits determination. In 

the intervening months, Petitioner’s circumstances have materially and dramatically worsened.  

In late April and early May 2026, Petitioner contracted a serious contagious illness and was 

confined to a medical isolation unit for approximately eight days. During that period, he experienced 

high fever, intense headaches, skin lesions covering his face, head, arms, and trunk, and was denied 

adequate food, denied phone access to his family, and subjected to cold temperatures with inadequate 

bedding. He was not evaluated by a physician until near the end of his isolation. Upon release from 

quarantine, his bedding and towel were not replaced for several days despite his illness. He continues to 

experience headaches and fears that his symptoms will return or worsen without adequate medical 

attention.  

These new facts are not peripheral. They directly establish the irreparable harm Petitioner 

continues to suffer in custody and further demonstrate that his detention has become not only 

unreasonably prolonged, but actively dangerous to his health. Combined with the legal arguments 

presented in the original motion, which Petitioner incorporates herein by reference, the balance of 

equities and the public interest now weigh even more strongly in his favor. 

L.E.L.L. is currently subject to a final order of removal entered on January 12, 2026. The result 

of a hearing at which the Immigration Court incorrectly determined that no form of relief had been filed, 

notwithstanding that Form I-589 had been submitted for filing four days earlier, on January 8, 2026. A 

Motion to Reopen, an alternative request for sua sponte relief, and a request for a stay of removal were 

filed on February 1, 2026, and an appeal to the Board of Immigration Appeals was filed on February 12, 

2026. Both proceedings remain pending. 

The Petitioner does not challenge the merits of any removal order. He challenges only the fact 

and duration of his custody, a matter properly cognizable in habeas. See Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 

678, 687–88 (2001) (habeas is the appropriate procedural vehicle to challenge unlawful executive 

detention). The deprivation of constitutional rights "unquestionably constitutes irreparable injury." Elrod 

v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 373 (1976); see also Hernandez v. Sessions, 872 F.3d 976, 994–95 (9th Cir. 

2017) (applying that principle to conclude that a likelihood of unconstitutional deprivation of physical 

liberty necessarily satisfies the irreparable harm prong). Here, detention has already exceeded the 

bounds of reasonableness, and Petitioner's recent illness has rendered continued confinement actively 

dangerous.   
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Any apparent delay in seeking this renewed emergency relief reflects the substantial obstacles 

Petitioner faced in retaining counsel and pursuing habeas relief from within immigration detention, and 

not any lack of diligence on his part. This renewed request is made promptly following the material 

deterioration in Petitioner's condition that occurred during and after his quarantine.  

Confronted with substantially identical facts and legal issues, this and other courts in this circuit 

have recently granted the exact relief Petitioner seeks. See J.O.L.R. v Wofford, 2025 WL 2718631 * 11 

(E.D. Cal Sept. 23, 2025); R.D.T.M. v Wofford, 2025 WL 2617255 * 11 (E.D. Cal Sept. 9, 2025); Garro 

Pinchi v. Noem, 2025 WL 1853763, *4 (N.D. Cal. July 4, 2025), converted to preliminary injunction at 

Singh v. Andrews, 2025 WL 1918679, *10 (E.D. Cal. July 11, 2025) (granting preliminary injunction).  

This renewed request for emergency relief is based on materially changed and worsening 

circumstances that arose after Petitioner’s prior TRO request was denied, specifically, Petitioner’s recent 

serious illness, prolonged isolation in quarantine, inadequate medical care, deprivation of adequate food, 

and continued symptoms that have not been treated despite repeated requests. Petitioner seeks this 

renewed TRO promptly after these events and because continued detention while the habeas merits 

remain pending continues to inflict immediate and irreparable harm. 

Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court issue an ex parte temporary restraining order 

immediately releasing him from custody, and, to maintain this Court’s jurisdiction, issuing a stay of 

removal pending resolution of the habeas petition. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS AND CASE 

L.E.L.L. is a citizen of Ecuador who entered the United States on May 22, 2023, at age sixteen, 

without inspection, and immediately established residence in Albany, New York with family members. 

He worked full-time and maintained continuous community ties until his arrest. He has no criminal 

history in either country. The procedural history of this case,  including Petitioner's background, the 

circumstances of his entry, the government's failure to identify and process him as an unaccompanied 

minor, his bond hearing, his successive transfers, the master hearings, the erroneous removal order of 

January 12, 2026, and the pending Motion to Reopen and BIA appeal, is set forth in Petitioner's original 

habeas petition and incorporated herein by reference. 

Petitioner has remained continuously detained since August 6, 2025. This renewed motion is 

based on materially changed circumstances that have arisen since the Court's denial of the prior TRO 

request on February 22, 2026. 

The following facts were not available at the time of the prior TRO and constitute materially 

changed circumstances that warrant renewed emergency consideration. 

Around the end of April 2026, Petitioner began experiencing serious symptoms including strong 

headaches, dizziness, weakness, nosebleeds, chest pain, and high fever. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 4. For 
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approximately three days, he suffered without medical attention before he was taken to receive care. See 

Supp. Aff. ¶ 6. Upon evaluation, a blood test was administered, and Petitioner was subsequently 

diagnosed with varicella (chickenpox). See Supp. Aff. ¶¶ 7, 15. Laboratory testing confirmed a positive 

VZV Real Time PCR result, and serological testing revealed that Petitioner had no prior immunity to the 

varicella-zoster virus, rendering the infection significantly more dangerous in an adult. See Medical 

Records, Exh. 1, Lab Reports dated May 1 and May 5, 2026. He was placed in medical isolation, where 

he remained for approximately nine to ten days. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 8. 

Upon evaluation on May 1, 2026, medical records document a fever of 103.6°F (39.8°C), 

tachycardia at 100 beats per minute, elevated blood pressure of 136/88 mmHg, visible shaking, and 

flushed face, prompting emergency cooling measures. Medical records further document widespread 

maculopapular lesions with vesicles and pustules covering his face, scalp, torso, back, arms, and legs, 

with documented risk of secondary infection due to skin breakdown. See Medical Records, Exh. 1, 

Nursing Notes dated April 30–May 6, 2026. 

The quarantine room was small, dark, and extremely cold, with air conditioning kept on 

throughout. Petitioner was given only one thin blanket and spent long hours shaking from the cold. See 

Supp. Aff. ¶ 9. During this period, officers frequently refused to open the door, citing the contagious 

nature of his illness, and food was often pushed under the door rather than delivered. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 

10. On many days, Petitioner did not receive breakfast or other meals. When food was provided, it was 

of consistently poor quality, and on at least one occasion included meat that appeared raw. Petitioner 

observed noticeable weight loss during the isolation period. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 11. He was also denied 

phone access throughout quarantine and was unable to contact his family for the entire duration of his 

isolation. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 12. 

At its highest point, Petitioner's fever was severe. He had never felt that ill before and was 

frightened. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 19. A physician did not evaluate him until approximately the eighth or ninth 

day of isolation, near the end of the quarantine period. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 21. Medical staff also noted 

abnormal blood pressure readings during that time. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 20. Overnight checks occurred 

approximately every five minutes, making sleep nearly impossible and worsening both Petitioner's 

physical condition and anxiety. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 22. Petitioner's bedding, towel, and clothing were not 

replaced during quarantine; upon release on a Friday, clean linens were not provided until approximately 

the following Wednesday. See Supp. Aff. ¶¶ 23–24. 

Despite documented anxiety, fear, and psychological distress during isolation, including 

complete inability to communicate with family for over a week, no mental health evaluation, screening, 

or referral was ever provided. A review of Petitioner's medical records confirms that no mental health 

professional evaluated him during or after his quarantine, and that no formal screening for depression, 

anxiety, or psychological impact of isolation was conducted. See Medical Records, Exh. 1, Nursing 
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Assessment Forms dated May 1–8, 2026; Supp. Aff. ¶ 13. 

Upon release from quarantine, Petitioner continued to experience persistent headaches and 

recurrent nosebleeds. He requested further medical attention but did not receive care. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 

27. On May 19, 2026, more than ten days after his release, he submitted a sick call request due to 

continued headaches, watery and itchy eyes, and nosebleeds, indicating that the effects of his illness 

remained unresolved. See Medical Records, Exh. 1, Sick Call Request and Nursing Note dated May 19, 

2026; Supp. Aff. ¶ 28. 

Separately, Petitioner has an unresolved vision problem that was identified by medical staff at 

Mesa Verde. He was referred to an eye specialist on multiple occasions, but those appointments were 

never fulfilled. He has received no diagnosis, no treatment, and no explanation of the risks of continued 

delay. See Supp. Aff. ¶ 16; Medical Records, Exh. 1, Optometry Referral dated December 23, 2025.  

Petitioner has now been detained for more than ten months, during which time no bond has been 

granted, no merits determination has been issued on his habeas petition, and his Motion to Reopen and 

BIA appeal remain pending. The illness and conditions described above did not occur in the abstract, 

they occurred within a detention that has already been deemed prolonged by this Court's referral to the 

magistrate judge for a merits determination. Petitioner is not a flight risk, has no criminal history, and 

has family in Albany prepared to receive him. Each additional day of confinement carries the real and 

demonstrated risk of further physical harm to a young man whose health has already been compromised 

by the conditions of his custody.  

LEGAL ARGUMENT 

L.E.L.L. is entitled to a temporary restraining order if he establishes that he is “likely to succeed 

on the merits, . . . likely to suffer irreparable harm in the absence of preliminary relief, that the balance 

of equities tips in [his] favor, and that an injunction is in the public interest.” Winter v. Nat. Res. Def. 

Council, Inc., 555 U.S. 7, 20 (2008); Stuhlbarg Int’l Sales Co. v. John D. Brush & Co., 240 F.3d 832, 

839 n.7 (9th Cir. 2001) (noting that preliminary injunction and temporary restraining order standards are 

“substantially identical”).  

Even if L.E.L.L. does not show a likelihood of success on the merits, the Court may still grant a 

temporary restraining order if he raises “serious questions” as to the merits of his claims, the balance of 

hardships tips “sharply” in his favor, and the remaining equitable factors are satisfied. Alliance for the 

Wild Rockies v. Cottrell, 632 F.3d 1127 (9th Cir. 2011). As set forth in more detail below, L.E.L.L. 

overwhelmingly satisfies both standards.  

Furthermore, the requirements for issuing a temporary restraining order without notice are met 

here. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 65(b). This renewed motion is filed promptly following a material deterioration 

in Petitioner's circumstances, specifically, the serious illness, prolonged quarantine, and ongoing 
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medical concerns described above, which arose after the Court's denial of the prior TRO request on 

February 22, 2026. L.E.L.L. notified respondents’ counsel on February 13, 2026, that he would be filing 

this renewed motion  by email to the U.S. Attorney’s Office email address for habeas petition filings. 

The specific facts set forth above demonstrate that immediate and irreparable injury may result before 

Respondents can be heard in opposition. See Pinchi v. Noem, No. 25-cv-05632-RML, 2025 WL 

1853763, at *4 (N.D. Cal. July 4, 2025); J.O.L.R. v Wofford, 2025 WL 2718631 * 11 (E.D. Cal Sept. 23, 

2025); R.D.T.M. v Wofford, 2025 WL 2617255 * 11 (E.D. Cal Sept. 9, 2025)(granting ex parte 

temporary restraining order in similar circumstances). 

I. Petitioner Warrants a Temporary Restraining Order 

A temporary restraining order should be granted when “immediate and irreparable injury, loss, 

or damage” will result to the movant in the absence of emergency relief. Fed. R. Civ. P. 65(b). Its 

purpose is to prevent irreparable harm before a preliminary-injunction hearing is held. Granny Goose 

Foods, Inc. v. Bhd. of Teamsters & Auto Truck Drivers Local No. 70 of Alameda Cnty., 415 U.S. 423, 

439 (1974). Although the Court denied Petitioner's prior TRO request on February 22, 2026, a court 

retains authority to grant emergency relief upon a showing of materially changed circumstances that 

were not before it at the time of the prior denial. See Sissoko v. Rocha, 440 F.3d 1145, 1153-54 (9th Cir. 

2006). ("A motion for reconsideration should not be granted, absent highly unusual circumstances, 

unless the district court is presented with newly discovered evidence, committed clear error, or if there is 

an intervening change in the controlling law."); see also City of Los Angeles v. Santa Monica Baykeeper, 

254 F.3d 882, 889 (9th Cir. 2001) (quoting Melancon v. Ins. Co. of N. Am., 659 F.2d 548, 553 (5th Cir. 

1981)); see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(b). (“as long as a district court has jurisdiction over the case, then it 

possesses the inherent procedural power to reconsider, rescind, or modify an interlocutory order for 

cause seen by it to be sufficient.”).  

Since February 2026, Petitioner's circumstances have materially and dramatically worsened: he 

contracted a serious contagious illness, was confined to medical isolation for approximately nine to ten 

days under conditions that deprived him of adequate food, warmth, sleep, and communication with his 

family, and received physician evaluation only near the end of his quarantine. He continues to 

experience symptoms without adequate follow-up care, and an unresolved vision condition has gone 

untreated throughout his detention. These new facts, considered alongside the legal arguments 

incorporated from the original motion, satisfy each of the four factors required for emergency relief 

under Winter v. Natural Resources Defense Council, 555 U.S. 7, 20 (2008), and independently establish 

that immediate intervention is warranted.   

a. Petitioner is likely to succeed in the merits of his Habeas Claim  
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Immigration civil detention violates due process when its duration is no longer reasonable under 

the Fifth Amendment. In Demore v. Kim, the Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of detention 

based on the premise of brevity (“roughly a month and a half” in most cases, and about five months in 

the minority of cases involving an appeal). 538 U.S. 510, 529–30 (2003). In Zadvydas v. Davis, the 

Court recognized six months as a relevant benchmark of reasonableness in civil custody. 533 U.S. 678, 

701 (2001). Likewise, the Ninth Circuit reaffirmed that, after approximately six months, custody enters 

the realm of prolonged detention. Rodriguez Diaz v. Garland, 53 F.4th 1189, 1091 (9th Cir. 2022) (citing 

Diouf v. Napolitano, 634 F.3d 1081, 1091 (9th Cir. 2011)). 

This understanding – that six months constitutes a substantial period of confinement and marks 

the point at which additional process is required to justify continued detention – is rooted in legal 

tradition. With few exceptions, “at the close of the eighteenth century, in America, crimes triable 

without a jury were, for the most part, punishable by no more than six months’ imprisonment.” Duncan 

v. Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145, 161 & n.34 (1968). Consistent with that tradition, the Supreme Court treated 

six months as the confinement limit for a criminal offense that a federal court may impose without jury 

guarantees. Cheff v. Schnackenberg, 384 U.S. 373, 380 (1966) (plurality opinion). The Court has also 

adopted six months as a benchmark in other civil-detention contexts. See McNeil v. Dir., Patuxent Inst., 

407 U.S. 245, 249, 250–52 (1972) (recognizing six months as the outer limit for confinement without 

individualized inquiry in civil commitment). The Court has likewise recognized the need for clear 

constitutional line-drawing rules in other settings. See Maryland v. Shatzer, 559 U.S. 98, 110 (2010) (14 

days after invocation of Miranda rights before renewed interrogation); Cnty. of Riverside v. McLaughlin, 

500 U.S. 44, 55–56 (1991) (probable-cause hearing within 48 hours of a warrantless arrest). 

Although neither the Supreme Court nor the Ninth Circuit has adopted a single categorical rule 

for all cases, courts widely recognize that immigration detention without individualized justification 

becomes unconstitutional “at some point.” Banda v. McAleenan, 385 F. Supp. 3d 1099, 1116 (W.D. 

Wash. 2019); Maliwat, 2025 WL 2256711, at* 3. 

To identify that point, district courts apply a fact-specific reasonableness analysis, considering: 

(1) total length of detention; (2) likely future duration; (3) conditions of confinement; (4) delays 

attributable to the detainee; (5) delays attributable to the government; and (6) likelihood of removal at 

the end of proceedings. Banda, 385 F. Supp. 3d at 1117. In that analysis, total time in custody is the 

most important factor: the longer the detention, the harder it is to justify continued civil custody. Id. at 

1118; Murillo-Chavez v. Garland, No. C22-303, 2022 WL 16555994, at *5 (W.D. Wash. Aug. 30, 

2022). Persuasive Third Circuit authority follows the same approach. German Santos v. Warden Pike 

Cnty. Corr. Facility, 965 F.3d 203 (3d Cir. 2020); Chavez-Alvarez v. Warden York Cnty. Prison, 783 F.3d 

469 (3d Cir. 2015). 

Applying these factors to the present circumstances, the continued detention of Petitioner 
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has become not merely prolonged, it has become dangerous, unreasonable and punitive.  

Petitioner has been continuously detained since August 6, 2025. As of the filing of this renewed 

motion, that period exceeds ten months. This duration is nearly double the six-month benchmark 

recognized in Zadvydas, and well beyond the outer limits contemplated in Demore. At this stage, the 

presumption of constitutionality that attaches to brief civil detention has been entirely exhausted, and the 

burden shifts decisively to the government to justify the ongoing deprivation of liberty.  

The proceedings that triggered Petitioner's detention are far from over. Petitioner's appeal to the 

Board of Immigration Appeals remains pending, and the stay of removal issued by this Court pursuant 

to its Minute Order of February 22, 2026, remains in effect. The BIA's average processing time for 

appeals of this nature is estimated at six to seven months. See Molina Ochoa v. Noem, 2025 WL 

3125846 (2025). The habeas petition on the merits has also not been resolved. Accordingly, the period 

of future detention is not speculative, it is concrete and substantial, and will extend Petitioner's total time 

in civil custody to well over a year. 

The conditions of Petitioner's detention, which independently supported habeas relief before, 

have materially worsened since the filing of the prior TRO.  

As set forth in detail in the Statement of Facts above, Petitioner contracted varicella in late April 

2026 and, for approximately three days, received no medical attention despite experiencing high fever, 

severe headaches, nosebleeds, chest pain, and weakness. When he was finally evaluated, medical 

records documented a fever of 103.6°F, tachycardia, elevated blood pressure, visible shaking, and no 

prior immunity to the varicella-zoster virus, rendering his infection as an adult particularly dangerous. 

He spent nine days in harsh isolation, with inadequate and sometimes withheld food, no phone access, 

constant overnight checks that made sleep nearly impossible, and no change of bedding or clothing for 

days after his release. He received no mental health evaluation despite documented psychological 

distress. Post-quarantine, he continues to experience headaches, nosebleeds, and watery eyes, and his 

pre-existing vision condition has gone without specialist evaluation despite multiple referrals. These 

facts are not peripheral to this proceeding, they are the direct product of his continued detention and 

compound its constitutional infirmity with each passing day.     

Taken together, five of the six Banda factors weigh decisively in Petitioner's favor. The total 

length of detention exceeds ten months; the likely future duration will extend civil custody to well over 

a year; the conditions of confinement, now including documented infectious illness, medical neglect, 

nutritional and sleep deprivation, and unaddressed ongoing symptoms, are independently harmful and, 

in combination, punitive in character; no delays are attributable to Petitioner; and the government has 

offered no individualized justification for continued detention. In Toktosunov v. Wamsley, No. 

2:25-cv-1724, 2025 WL 3492858, at *5 (W.D. Wash. Dec. 5, 2025), the court granted habeas relief 

where four of six factors favored the petitioner and concluded that continued detention had become 
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incompatible with due process. Petitioner's showing here is stronger on every metric: a longer period of 

custody, demonstrably harsher conditions, and medical vulnerability now supported by clinical 

documentation in the record. Petitioner is therefore likely to succeed on the merits of his habeas claim.  

The remedy for unconstitutional civil detention is settled: habeas relief requiring the cessation 

of unlawful confinement. Zadvydas, 533 U.S. at 690, 701; Harvest v. Castro, 531 F.3d 737, 741 (9th Cir. 

2008). This factor weighs strongly in favor of the issuance of a temporary restraining order.  

b. Petitioner Will Suffer Irreparable Harm Absent Injunctive Relief. 

L.E.L.L. will continue to suffer irreparable harm if he remains detained. He has been deprived 

of his physical liberty for more than ten months in civil custody that is already manifestly unreasonable 

and prolonged. Each additional day of detention non-compensably deepens the harm to his physical 

health, psychological integrity, and effective exercise of his right to present a defense. It is precisely to 

safeguard these constitutional guarantees that the present temporary restraining order is sought. 

Detainees in ICE custody are held in "prison-like conditions." Preap v. Johnson, 831 F.3d 1193, 

1195 (9th Cir. 2016). As the Supreme Court has explained, "[t]he time spent in jail awaiting trial has a 

detrimental impact on the individual. It often means loss of a job; it disrupts family life; and it enforces 

idleness." Barker v. Wingo, 407 U.S. 514, 532–33 (1972); accord Nat'l Ctr. for Immigrants Rights, Inc. 

v. I.N.S., 743 F.2d 1365, 1369 (9th Cir. 1984). Moreover, the Ninth Circuit has recognized in "concrete 

terms the irreparable harms imposed on anyone subject to immigration detention," including "subpar 

medical and psychiatric care in ICE detention facilities, the economic burdens imposed on detainees and 

their families as a result of detention, and the collateral harms to children of detainees whose parents are 

detained." Hernandez, 872 F.3d at 995. The government itself has documented alarmingly poor 

conditions in ICE detention centers. See, e.g., DHS, Office of Inspector General (OIG), Summary of 

Unannounced Inspections of ICE Facilities Conducted in Fiscal Years 2020–2023 (2024) (reporting 

violations of environmental health and safety standards; staffing shortages affecting the level of care 

detainees received for suicide watch; and detainees being held in administrative segregation without 

being allowed time outside their cell and with no documentation that they were provided health care). 

In this case, the irreparable harm suffered by Petitioner is not a matter of inference or statistical 

likelihood, it is a matter of documented fact. As set forth in the Statement of Facts above and supported 

by clinical records in the record, L.E.L.L. contracted varicella while in government custody and, for 

approximately three days, received no medical attention despite experiencing a high fever, severe 

headaches, nosebleeds, chest pain, and weakness. When he was finally evaluated, medical records 

documented a fever of 103.6°F, tachycardia, elevated blood pressure, and no prior immunity to the 

varicella-zoster virus. He was then confined in a cold isolation cell for nine days, deprived of adequate 

nutrition, denied phone access, subjected to overnight checks every five minutes that made sleep nearly 
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impossible, and provided no mental health evaluation despite documented psychological distress. More 

than a month after his quarantine ended, he continues to experience headaches, nosebleeds, and watery 

eyes, and his pre-existing vision condition remains untreated. These harms, physical, psychological, and 

relational, are not compensable by any monetary remedy and will not be undone by a later order. They 

are, by definition, irreparable. 

Before L.E.L.L. was detained, he lived with his siblings and cousins in Albany, New York, 

working long hours in roofing to support himself and to send money to his mother in Ecuador, who has 

serious health problems, and his younger brother, who depends on him financially. He has no criminal 

convictions and has never been arrested for any criminal offense in either Ecuador or the United States. 

He was the primary financial provider for his family in Ecuador and a crucial source of emotional and 

financial support for his sister and four-year-old niece in Albany. His detention has caused him intense 

emotional suffering, knowing that his mother and brother are struggling to cover medical expenses and 

basic necessities, and that his sister has been forced to work in construction while his niece cries for his 

return every day. Every additional day that L.E.L.L. spends in detention subjects him and his family to 

even greater irreparable harm, harm that his deteriorating health makes more urgent, not less, with every 

passing week. 

It is clear that "the deprivation of constitutional rights 'unquestionably constitutes irreparable 

injury.'" Melendres v. Arpaio, 695 F.3d 990, 1002 (9th Cir. 2012) (quoting Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 

373 (1976)). Thus, a temporary restraining order is necessary to prevent L.E.L.L. from suffering further 

and compounding irreparable harm as a result of unlawful, unjust, and demonstrably dangerous 

prolonged detention. 

c. Petitioner Has a Protected Liberty Interest in His Physical Liberty 

The Fifth Amendment’s Due Process Clause protects L.E.L.L.’s liberty from arbitrary 

immigration custody: “Freedom from imprisonment – from government custody, detention, or other 

forms of physical restraint – lies at the heart of the liberty that [the Due Process] Clause protects.” 

Zadvydas v. Davis, 533 U.S. 678, 690 (2001). This protection extends to “all ‘persons’ within the United 

States, including aliens, whether their presence here is lawful, unlawful, temporary, or permanent.” Id. 

Since his entry on May 22, 2023, L.E.L.L. spent over two years as a productive and law-abiding 

member of his community. He resided in Albany, New York, with his sister, brother, and cousins, 

providing the primary financial support for his family both in the United States and in Ecuador. He 

maintained a clean criminal record, worked steadily in construction, and was an active member of his 

local church. He entered the United States as an unaccompanied minor at age sixteen, a status that 

triggers distinct legal obligations and heightened constitutional protections, and was never properly 

identified or processed as such by the government. These deep community and family ties, combined 
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with the circumstances of his entry and the government's own procedural failure, create a substantial and 

cognizable liberty interest in his continued freedom.  

Because L.E.L.L. was apprehended in the interior of the United States after establishing a stable 

life, his detention must be justified by more than the mere existence of a removal order. As the Ninth 

Circuit has held, the government’s authority to detain noncitizens is not limitless and must comply with 

the fundamental protections of the Fifth Amendment. See Rodriguez v. Marin, 909 F.3d 252, 256 (9th 

Cir. 2018); Singh v. Holder, 638 F.3d 1196, 1203 (9th Cir. 2011). As a person who was in fact free of 

physical confinement for years before his arrest, L.E.L.L. possesses a protected liberty interest that 

demands robust due process safeguards. That interest is not diminished by the passage of time, it is 

amplified. After more than ten months of continuous civil detention, during which Petitioner contracted 

a serious infectious disease, was subjected to prolonged medical isolation, suffered documented neglect, 

and continues to experience unresolved health consequences, the deprivation of his physical liberty has 

ceased to be a regulatory measure and has become a form of punishment that the Fifth Amendment 

expressly prohibits.  

d. Petitioner’s Private Interest in His Liberty is Profound and Outweighs the 
Government’s Interest in Continued Detention 

The private interest at stake in this case is one of the most profound recognized by the U.S. legal 

system: the fundamental right to be free from bodily restraint. Foucha v. Louisiana, 504 U.S. 71, 80 

(1992). For L.E.L.L., this interest is not merely theoretical. It represents his ability to support his family, 

live with his relatives, pursue his asylum claim in meaningful freedom, and,as now made undeniable by 

the record, protect his physical health and bodily integrity from the demonstrated dangers of prolonged 

civil confinement. 

Under the balancing test established in Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976), the Court 

must weigh L.E.L.L.'s profound interest in his liberty against the government's interest in detaining him. 

That balance tilts decisively in Petitioner's favor. The government's interest in effectuating removal is 

substantially diminished where, as here: (1) Petitioner has no criminal history in either the United States 

or Ecuador; (2) he has a stable residence and strong family ties in Albany, New York, that mitigate any 

flight risk; and (3) his removal is not imminently possible, given his pending appeal before the BIA, the 

unresolved habeas petition, and the stay of removal issued by this Court in its Minute Order of February 

22, 2026. Where removal cannot be effectuated in the foreseeable future, continued detention serves no 

cognizable regulatory purpose and cannot be justified under the Mathews framework. 

The conditions of Petitioner's confinement further confirm that his detention has become 

punitive in character. As detailed in the Statement of Facts and supported by clinical documentation in 

the record, L.E.L.L. contracted varicella while in government custody, suffered a dangerously high fever 
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without timely medical intervention, was held in harsh isolation for nine days under conditions that 

deprived him of adequate nutrition, sleep, hygiene, and communication with his family, and received no 

mental health evaluation despite documented psychological distress. He continues to suffer from 

headaches, nosebleeds, and watery eyes, and his pre-existing vision condition remains unaddressed 

despite multiple referrals. These are not incidental consequences of lawful custody, they are the direct 

and foreseeable result of a detention that has been permitted to extend far beyond any reasonable 

regulatory justification. Because "civil detention for the purpose of deportation may not become 

punitive," Zadvydas, 533 U.S. at 690, and because the record now contains clinical evidence that 

Petitioner's confinement has caused him active and ongoing physical harm, the punitive character of his 

detention is no longer a matter of inference, it is a matter of documented fact. As L.E.L.L. poses neither 

a danger to the community nor a meaningful flight risk, his private interest in liberty must prevail. 

e. The Balance of Equities and the Public Interest Favor Granting this 
Temporary Restraining Order. 

The balance of equities and the public interest undoubtedly favor granting this temporary 

restraining order.  

First, the balance of hardships strongly favors L.E.L.L.. The government cannot suffer harm 

from an injunction that prevents it from engaging in an unlawful practice. See Zepeda v. I.N.S., 753 F.2d 

719, 727 (9th Cir. 1983) (“[T]he INS cannot reasonably assert that it is harmed in any legally cognizable 

sense by being enjoined from constitutional violations.”). Therefore, the government cannot allege 

cognizable harm arising from a temporary restraining order that requires it to comply with the 

Constitution. Any burden imposed by requiring the ICE to release L.E.L.L. from unlawful custody and 

by requiring it to refrain from re-arresting him is de minimis and clearly outweighed by the substantial, 

and now clinically documented, harm he will continue to suffer if he remains detained. See Lopez v. 

Heckler, 713 F.2d 1432, 1437 (9th Cir. 1983) (“Society’s interest lies on the side of affording fair 

procedures to all persons, even though the expenditure of governmental funds is required.”).  

That harm is no longer speculative: the record reflects that Petitioner contracted a serious 

infectious disease while in government custody, suffered a dangerously high fever without timely 

medical care, was held in conditions that compromised his nutrition, sleep, hygiene, and ability to 

communicate with his family, and continues to experience unresolved health consequences more than a 

month after his quarantine ended. The government's interest in maintaining civil custody cannot be 

measured against a negligible burden. It must be measured against these concrete and ongoing injuries, 

which will only deepen with each additional day of confinement.  

A temporary restraining order is equally in the public interest. First and most importantly, “it 

would not be equitable or in the public’s interest to allow [a party] . . . to violate the requirements of 
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federal law, especially when there are no adequate remedies available.” Ariz. Dream Act Coal. v. 

Brewer, 757 F.3d 1053, 1069 (9th Cir. 2014) (quoting Valle del Sol Inc. v. Whiting, 732 F.3d 1006, 1029 

(9th Cir. 2013)). If a temporary restraining order is not entered, the government would effectively be 

granted permission to detain L.E.L.L. in violation of the requirements of Due Process Clause, and to do 

so in conditions that have already caused him documented physical harm. The public interest is not 

served by a detention regime that exposes civil detainees to infectious disease, denies them timely 

medical care, subjects them to prolonged isolation, and fails to provide mental health evaluation 

even when psychological distress is documented. “The public interest and the balance of the equities 

favor ‘prevent[ing] the violation of a party’s constitutional rights.’” Ariz. Dream Act Coal., 757 F.3d at 

1069 (quoting Melendres, 695 F.3d at 1002); see also Hernandez, 872 F.3d at 996 (“The public interest 

benefits from an injunction that ensures that individuals are not deprived of their liberty and held in 

immigration detention because of bonds established by a likely unconstitutional process.”); cf. 

Preminger v. Principi, 422 F.3d 815, 826 (9th Cir. 2005) (“Generally, public interest concerns are 

implicated when a constitutional right has been violated, because all citizens have a stake in upholding 

the Constitution.”). 

Therefore, the public interest overwhelmingly favors entering this temporary restraining order. 

L.E.L.L. is not a danger to the community, poses no meaningful flight risk, and has already suffered 

serious and documented harm as a direct consequence of his prolonged civil confinement. Continued 

detention serves no regulatory purpose that could plausibly outweigh these injuries. Every factor of the 

Winter test favors relief.  

CONCLUSION 

For all the above reasons, this Court should find that L.E.L.L. warrants a temporary restraining 

order and a preliminary injunction ordering that Respondents (1) release him from his unlawful custody; 

and (2) maintain and enforce the existing stay of removal issued by this Court on February 22, 2026, 

enjoining Respondents from removing or transferring L.E.L.L. outside this District pending resolution 

of his habeas petition.  

Petitioner has now been held in civil detention for more than ten months, has suffered serious 

and clinically documented physical harm while in government custody, and faces the concrete prospect 

of continued confinement for many months more while his BIA appeal and habeas petition remain 

pending. No factor of the Winter test supports continued detention. The relief requested is narrow, 

constitutionally compelled, and urgent.  

 

Respectfully submitted this 12th day of June, 2026. 

By counsel, 
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/s/Natalia Vieira Santanna 
Natalia Vieira Santanna 
Attorney for Petitioner 
CA BAR No. 337502 
PO Box 7528, Oakland, CA 94601 
Phone: (510) 922-0154  
Email: natalia@santannalaw.com  

/s/ Otavio Haverroth Silva 
Otavio Haverroth Silva  
Attorney for Petitioner 
CA BAR No. 343486  
PO Box 90487, San Diego, CA 92169 
Phone: (510) 241-9336 
Email: otavio@yousalaw.com  
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I, Natalia Vieira Santanna, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California and before this Court. 

I am the managing attorney at Santanna Law Offices, PC. I have been practicing immigration 

law since 2012.  

2. For the past thirteen years, my practice has focused on representing clients in removal 

defense proceedings before the Executive Office for Immigration Review, including both 

detained and non-detained individuals. My experience also includes representing clients in 

federal habeas corpus proceedings before the United States District Courts.  

3. The facts stated in this declaration are true and of my own personal knowledge, except 

as to any matters stated on information and belief, and as to those matters, I am informed and 

believe them to be true.   

4. On June 15, 2026, the undersigned notified the U.S. Attorney's Office that Petitioner 

would be filing this renewed motion, by email to the U.S. Attorney's Office email address for 

habeas petition filings. Based on the prior opposition to the original TRO and the consistent 

litigation position taken by the United States Attorney's Office for the Eastern District of 

California and the U.S. Department of Justice's Office of Immigration Litigation in similar 

proceedings, I assume Respondents would oppose this renewed motion.  

5. I am the attorney of record for Luis Ernesto Lliguishusca Loja (A# 240-159-856), 

Petitioner in the above-captioned proceedings. I represent Mr. Lliguishusca Loja jointly with 

co-counsel Otavio Haverroth Silva, Esq., of HS Law Corp (doing business as YOUSA Law 

Firm). The Federal Habeas Corpus petition filed on behalf of Mr. Lliguishusca Loja remains 

pending before this Court and has not been resolved on the merits. On February 22, 2026, this 

Court denied Petitioner's first Motion for Temporary Restraining Order as untimely under Local 
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Rule 231(b), and ordered that Petitioner shall not be removed or transferred out of the District 

pending further order of the Court.  

6. Since the denial of the first TRO, Petitioner's circumstances have materially worsened. 

In late April and early May 2026, through communications with the legal team handling 

day-to-day contact with Mr. Lliguishusca Loja, I was informed that Petitioner had contracted 

varicella while detained at Mesa Verde ICE Processing Center and had been placed in medical 

isolation for approximately nine days, from April 30 to May 8, 2026. As of the date of this 

declaration, Mr. Lliguishusca Loja has been in civil immigration detention for over ten months 

without a merits determination on his habeas petition.  

7. Upon reviewing the medical records obtained from Mesa Verde, I was informed and 

believe that the following was clinically documented: a confirmed varicella diagnosis by VZV 

Real Time PCR, with a non-reactive IgG antibody indicating no prior immunity; a recorded 

fever of 103.6°F with elevated blood pressure, tachycardia, and visible shaking requiring 

emergency cooling measures; prescription of seven medications; headaches documented at 8/10 

pain intensity; and a follow-up sick call on May 19, 2026, for persistent headaches, watery and 

itchy eyes, and nosebleeds. No mental health evaluation, referral, or screening was conducted 

during or after the isolation period, despite documented signs of psychological distress.  

8. In support of Petitioner's Renewed Ex Parte Motion for Temporary Restraining Order, I 

submit the following documents, which are true and correct copies:  

EXHIBIT 1: Petitioner’s Medical Records; 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing statement is true and correct to the best 
of my own personal knowledge.  Executed this on the 15th day of June, 2026. 

 
s/ Natalia Vieira Santanna 

      Natalia Vieira Santanna 
Declarant 
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I, Luis Ernesto Lliguishusca Loja, declare as follows: 

1. I gave this information to my lawyer, who understands Spanish and spoke with me in 

Spanish. He read to me everything that was written, and I understood it. I promise to 

tell the truth. 

2. On February 12, 2026, I made a declaration in this habeas corpus case. In that 

declaration, I talked about my life and what I had been through in detention up to that 

time. Now I make this new declaration to explain things that happened after that, 

when I got very sick and was placed in quarantine. I make this declaration because my 

health is still at risk while I remain detained, and because I believe my situation needs 

to be reviewed. 

 



 

3. I am still detained at Mesa Verde in California. I have been in custody since August 6, 

2025. My habeas case has not been decided yet. The Court denied my prior emergency 

request, and my request for a preliminary injunction has not been decided yet. Because 

of this, my detention keeps getting longer, with no certain end date. Every extra day I 

stay detained makes my physical health and my mental health worse. 

4. Around the end of April 2026, I started feeling very sick. I do not remember the exact 

date. For about three days, I had strong symptoms like headaches, dizziness, 

weakness, nosebleeds, chest pain, and fever. Later, I also got spots or a rash on my 

skin all over my body.  

5. The spots were everywhere, on my face, my head, my arms, and all over my chest and 

back. They were like bumps that turned into scabs. It was very uncomfortable and I 

felt embarrassed and scared because I did not understand what was happening to me.  

6. Even though I was very sick, I did not get medical care right away. I only told the 

officers about my situation after I had already been suffering for about three days. 

Only after that did they take me to medical. 

7. When I finally got a medical visit, they did a blood test. I do not know what they were 

looking for in the test. No one explained the results in a way I could understand. In all 

of my medical appointments, I needed an interpreter to understand what was being 

said to me, and sometimes the explanations were very short or incomplete. 

8. After the medical visit, they put me in quarantine. I was in quarantine for about nine 

or ten days. I do not remember the exact date I got out, but I believe it was on a Friday 

in early May 2026. 

9. The quarantine room was very small, dark, and very cold. The air conditioning stayed 

on, and I did not have enough blankets. They only gave me one thin blanket. I spent 

many hours shaking from the cold. 

 



 

10. While I was in quarantine, the officers often did not want to open the door. They said 

my illness was very contagious. Sometimes, they pushed food under the door instead 

of opening it. 

11. During quarantine, I spent days without enough food. On many days, I did not get 

breakfast. Other times, I got no food because the officers said they did not want to 

open the door. When I did get food, it was always the same and low quality, often 

beans. I also remember being served meat that looked raw. I also noticed that I lost 

weight during that time. My clothes felt looser. I believe this was because I was not 

getting enough food during those days. 

12. During quarantine, they would not let me call my family. I asked the officers many 

times to make phone calls, but they would not allow it. I felt completely alone and 

desperate, especially because I was sick, I did not know what was happening to me, 

and I could not let my family know.  

13. This gave me a lot of anxiety because I always talked to my sister often. During 

quarantine, suddenly I could not talk to her anymore. I was very afraid that my family, 

especially my sister, would suffer because they had no news about me. I was afraid 

they would not know where I was, if I was okay, or what was happening to me while I 

was isolated and sick. 

14. My family only learned what happened to me after I got out of quarantine and was 

able to talk to them. Until that moment, they did not know I was sick, that I had been 

put in quarantine, or why I stopped calling. 

15. After my illness was evaluated by the medical staff, I was told or came to understand 

that I had chickenpox. I later learned that blood tests were done to check for this 

infection, and that I was placed under special isolation rules because of how 

contagious the illness is. 

 



 

16. I also have been having problems with my vision since I have been detained. The 

medical staff told me I needed to see an eye doctor. I was supposed to go to that 

appointment more than once, but it never happened. I still have not been seen by an 

eye doctor. My vision has not improved, and no one has explained to me what is 

wrong with my eyes or what will happen if I do not get the care I need. 

17. The medical treatment I received was very limited. They gave me pills for pain, which 

I took three times a day. They also gave me an antiviral pill that I had to take twice a 

day. For the spots and the itching on my skin, they gave me a lotion that I was 

supposed to apply four times a day. They also gave me something for the itching that I 

took three times a day, as a pill. I also received eye drops that I had to put in my eyes 

four times a day. Later, they gave me packets to mix in water and drink twice a day.  

18. They also told me not to scratch the spots because they could get infected if I did. It 

was very hard not to scratch because it itched so much, especially at night. 

19. Even with all these medications, I still had symptoms that felt serious to me, 

especially chest pain, fever, dizziness, weakness, and nosebleeds, and I did not feel 

like I was being properly cared for. At one point, my fever got very high. I felt like my 

body was burning. I was very scared because I had never felt that sick before in my 

life.  

20. I also felt pressure and tension in my head and my body that I had never felt before. I 

do not know the exact numbers, but when the nurses checked my blood pressure 

during that time, I could tell from their reaction that something was not right. 

21. The doctor did not check me often. The doctor only came back near the end of 

quarantine, around the eighth or ninth day, to see if I was better. 

 



 

22. Even during quarantine, officers disturbed my sleep all the time. At night, they did 

checks or searches about every five minutes. Because of this, it was almost impossible 

to sleep. This made my sickness and my anxiety worse. 

23. The hygiene conditions were very bad. My sheets and my towel had not been changed 

since I arrived at Mesa Verde. Even after I got sick and was placed in quarantine, I 

kept using the same sheets, the same towel, and the same clothes. 

24. After I got out of quarantine, I still did not get clean bedding or a clean towel right 

away. I got out on a Friday, and my sheets and towel were only washed several days 

later, around the next Wednesday. 

25. The quarantine room had a toilet and a shower, but there was a window where other 

people could see me showering. This made me feel humiliated and unsafe. 

26. I was not the only person who got sick. In the area where I stay, there were at least 

four people with symptoms. There were also sick people in other cells. Even so, not 

everyone with symptoms was placed in quarantine. 

27. My cell has about 28 people. When someone gets sick in a closed place like this, the 

illness spreads easily. 

28. After I got out of quarantine, I still had strong headaches. I asked again to be taken to 

the doctor, but I did not get medical care. I also had another nosebleed after 

quarantine. This scared me because I felt like I was getting sick again or that I never 

truly got better. 

29. I am very worried about my health now. I still have headaches. I am afraid the 

symptoms will come back or get worse. I also do not trust that I will get medical care 

on time if I get very sick again here. 

I say that what I wrote here is true, according to what I know and remember.  

Executed this 24th day of May, 2026. 

 



 

 

/s/ Luis Ernesto Lliguishusca Loja 
                                                                    Luis Ernesto Lliguishusca Loja 

Declarant 
 

 

I, André Penna Mello, telephone number 415 425-2508, mailing address P.O. Box 90487, 

San Diego, CA 92169, certify that the professional translation of this document from 

Spanish to English has been performed by myself, a qualified translator fluent in both 

languages, and that the following is an accurate and complete translation of the 

document. 
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DECLARACIÓN JURADA SUPLEMENTARIA  
 

Yo, Luis Ernesto Lliguishusca Loja, declaro lo siguiente: 

1. Proporcioné esta información a mi abogado, quien entiende español y habló 
conmigo en español. Él me leyó todo lo que fue escrito, y yo lo entendí. Prometo 
decir la verdad. 

2. El 12 de febrero de 2026, hice una declaración en este proceso de habeas corpus. 
En aquella declaración, hablé sobre mi vida y sobre lo que había pasado en 
detención hasta ese momento. Ahora, hago esta nueva declaración para contar 
hechos que ocurrieron después de eso, cuando me enfermé mucho y fui puesto en 
cuarentena. Hago esta declaración porque mi salud sigue estando en riesgo 
mientras continúo detenido, y porque creo que mi situación necesita ser revisada. 

3. Sigo detenido en Mesa Verde, en California. Estoy detenido desde el 6 de agosto de 
2025. Mi proceso de habeas corpus aún no ha sido decidido. El Tribunal negó mi 
solicitud urgente anterior, y mi solicitud de medida cautelar aún no ha sido decidida. 
Por eso, mi detención sigue haciéndose cada vez más larga, sin una fecha cierta 
para terminar. Cada día más que permanezco detenido empeora mi salud física y mi 
salud mental. 

4. Alrededor de finales de abril de 2026, comencé a sentirme muy enfermo. No 
recuerdo la fecha exacta. Durante aproximadamente tres días, tuve síntomas fuertes 
como dolores de cabeza, mareos, debilidad, sangrados nasales, dolor en el pecho y 
fiebre. Más tarde, también me aparecieron manchas o una erupción en la piel por 
todo el cuerpo. 

5. Las manchas estaban por todas partes: en la cara, la cabeza, los brazos y todo el 
pecho y la espalda. Eran como pequeñas protuberancias que luego se convertían en 
costras. Era muy incómodo y me sentía avergonzado y asustado porque no entendía 
qué me estaba pasando. 

6. Aunque estaba muy enfermo, no recibí atención médica de inmediato. Solo informé 
a los oficiales sobre mi situación después de haber estado sufriendo durante unos 
tres días. Fue únicamente después de eso que me llevaron al área médica. 

7. Cuando finalmente tuve una consulta médica, me realizaron un análisis de sangre. 
No sé qué estaban buscando con esa prueba. Nadie me explicó los resultados de 
una manera que pudiera entender. En todas mis citas médicas necesité un intérprete 
para comprender lo que me decían, y a veces las explicaciones eran muy breves o 
incompletas. 

8. Después de la consulta médica, me pusieron en cuarentena. Permanecí en 
cuarentena durante aproximadamente nueve o diez días. No recuerdo la fecha 
exacta en que salí, pero creo que fue un viernes a principios de mayo de 2026. 

9. La habitación de cuarentena era muy pequeña, oscura y extremadamente fría. El 
aire acondicionado permanecía encendido y no tenía suficientes mantas. Solo me 
dieron una manta delgada. Pasé muchas horas temblando de frío. 

10. Mientras estuve en cuarentena, los oficiales con frecuencia no querían abrir la 
puerta. Decían que mi enfermedad era muy contagiosa. A veces empujaban la 
comida por debajo de la puerta en lugar de abrirla. 

11. Durante la cuarentena, pasé varios días sin recibir suficiente comida. Muchos días 
no me daban desayuno. Otras veces no recibía comida porque los oficiales decían 



que no querían abrir la puerta. Cuando sí me daban comida, siempre era lo mismo y 
de baja calidad, con frecuencia frijoles. También recuerdo que me sirvieron carne 
que parecía estar cruda. Además, noté que perdí peso durante ese período. Mi ropa 
me quedaba más holgada. Creo que esto ocurrió porque no estaba recibiendo 
suficiente comida durante esos días. 

12. Durante la cuarentena, no me permitieron llamar a mi familia. Les pedí a los oficiales 
muchas veces que me permitieran hacer llamadas telefónicas, pero no lo 
autorizaron. Me sentí completamente solo y desesperado, especialmente porque 
estaba enfermo, no sabía qué me estaba ocurriendo y no podía informar a mi familia 
sobre mi situación. 

13. Esto me causó mucha ansiedad porque siempre hablaba con frecuencia con mi 
hermana. Durante la cuarentena, de repente ya no pude comunicarme con ella. 
Tenía mucho miedo de que mi familia, especialmente mi hermana, sufriera porque 
no tenía noticias de mí. Temía que no supieran dónde estaba, si me encontraba bien 
o qué me estaba ocurriendo mientras permanecía aislado y enfermo. 

14. Mi familia solo supo lo que me había sucedido después de que salí de la cuarentena 
y pude comunicarme con ellos. Hasta ese momento, no sabían que estaba enfermo, 
que me habían puesto en cuarentena ni por qué había dejado de llamar. 

15. Después de que el personal médico evaluó mi enfermedad, me dijeron, o llegué a 
entender, que tenía varicela. Más tarde supe que me habían realizado análisis de 
sangre para detectar esa infección y que fui sometido a reglas especiales de 
aislamiento debido a lo contagiosa que es la enfermedad. 

16. También he tenido problemas de visión desde que estoy detenido. El personal 
médico me dijo que necesitaba ver a un oftalmólogo. Se suponía que debía asistir a 
esa cita en más de una ocasión, pero nunca ocurrió. Todavía no he sido atendido por 
un oftalmólogo. Mi visión no ha mejorado y nadie me ha explicado qué problema 
tengo en los ojos ni qué podría suceder si no recibo la atención que necesito. 

17. El tratamiento médico que recibí fue muy limitado. Me dieron pastillas para el dolor, 
que tomaba tres veces al día. También me dieron un medicamento antiviral que 
debía tomar dos veces al día. Para las manchas y la picazón en la piel, me dieron 
una loción que debía aplicar cuatro veces al día. También me dieron un 
medicamento para la picazón en forma de pastilla, que tomaba tres veces al día. 
Además, recibí gotas para los ojos que debía aplicarme cuatro veces al día. Más 
adelante, me dieron sobres para mezclar con agua y beber dos veces al día. 

18. También me dijeron que no debía rascarme las manchas porque podrían infectarse 
si lo hacía. Era muy difícil no rascarme porque la picazón era intensa, especialmente 
durante la noche. 

19. A pesar de todos estos medicamentos, seguí teniendo síntomas que para mí 
parecían graves, especialmente dolor en el pecho, fiebre, mareos, debilidad y 
sangrados nasales, y no sentía que estuviera recibiendo la atención adecuada. En 
un momento, mi fiebre se volvió muy alta. Sentía como si mi cuerpo estuviera 
ardiendo. Tenía mucho miedo porque nunca me había sentido tan enfermo en toda 
mi vida. 

20. También sentía una presión y tensión en la cabeza y en el cuerpo que nunca antes 
había experimentado. No conozco los valores exactos, pero cuando las enfermeras 
me tomaban la presión arterial durante ese período, podía notar por su reacción que 
algo no estaba bien. 



21. El médico no me examinaba siempre. Solo volvió cerca del final de la cuarentena, 
alrededor del octavo o noveno día, para ver si yo había mejorado. 

22. Incluso durante la cuarentena, los agentes interrumpían mi sueño todo el tiempo. Por 
la noche, hacían verificaciones o registros aproximadamente cada cinco minutos. 
Por eso, era casi imposible dormir. Eso empeoró mi enfermedad y mi ansiedad. 

23. Las condiciones de higiene eran muy malas. Mis sábanas y mi toalla no habían sido 
cambiadas desde que llegué al centro de detención Mesa Verde. Incluso después de 
enfermarme y ser puesto en cuarentena, seguí usando las mismas sábanas, la 
misma toalla y la misma ropa. 

24. Después de que salí de la cuarentena, tampoco recibí de inmediato ropa de cama 
limpia ni una toalla limpia. Salí de la cuarentena un viernes, y mis sábanas y mi 
toalla solo fueron lavadas varios días después, alrededor del miércoles siguiente. 

25. El cuarto de cuarentena tenía inodoro y ducha, pero había una ventana por donde 
otras personas podían verme bañándome. Eso me hizo sentir humillado e inseguro. 

26. Yo no fui la única persona que se enfermó. En el área donde estoy, había al menos 
cuatro personas con síntomas. También había personas enfermas en otras celdas. 
Aun así, no todas las personas con síntomas fueron puestas en cuarentena. 

27. Mi celda tiene alrededor de 28 personas. Cuando alguien se enferma en un lugar 
cerrado así, la enfermedad se propaga con facilidad. 

28. Después de que salí de la cuarentena, todavía seguí con fuertes dolores de cabeza. 
Pedí de nuevo que me llevaran al médico, pero no recibí atención. También tuve otro 
sangrado por la nariz después de la cuarentena. Eso me asustó, porque sentí que 
me estaba enfermando de nuevo o que nunca había mejorado de verdad. 

29. Estoy muy preocupado por mi salud ahora. Todavía tengo dolores de cabeza. Tengo 
miedo de que los síntomas vuelvan o empeoren. Tampoco confío en que recibiré 
atención médica a tiempo si me enfermo mucho de nuevo aquí. 

Digo que lo que escribí aquí es verdadero, de acuerdo con lo que sé y recuerdo.  

Fecha: 24 de mayo de 2026 
 
 
 

_____________________________ 
Luis Ernesto Lliguishusca Loja 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
L.E.L.L.,  
               Petitioner, 
 
 v. 
 
Minga WOFFORD, et al. 
 

            Respondents. 
  

No. 
 
 
(PROPOSED) TEMPORARY 
RESTRAINING ORDER AND ORDER TO 
SHOW CAUSE 

 
(PROPOSED) ORDER 

Upon review of Petitioner's Renewed Ex Parte Motion for Temporary Restraining Order 

based on changed circumstances, and any response filed by Respondents, the application is 

GRANTED. Pursuant to Rule 65 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Civil L.R. 231, 

the Court orders as follows: 

TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 

The Court concludes that Petitioner has met his burden of showing: (1) a likelihood of 

success on the merits of his claim that his prolonged detention is unlawful and violates the Due 

Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment; (2) Petitioner is suffering irreparable harm as a result 

of the continuation of his unlawful custody for more than ten months, during which he 

contracted varicella, was subjected to prolonged medical isolation under harsh conditions, 
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received inadequate medical care, and continues to experience unresolved health consequences; 

(3) the balance of equities weigh in Petitioner's favor; and (4) the public interest favors granting 

the application. Accordingly, a temporary restraining order pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 65 and the inherent equitable powers of this Court is warranted. 

It is hereby ORDERED that Respondents are ENJOINED as follows: 

1. Respondents must immediately release Petitioner from custody pending these 

proceedings and may not re-detain him pending further order of this Court. No bond or 

electronic monitoring shall be required. 

2. Respondents are enjoined from transferring Petitioner out of this District or 

removing him pending resolution of these habeas proceedings, consistent with this Court's 

Minute Order of February 22, 2026. No security shall be required. 

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

Respondents are ordered to show cause before this Court why a preliminary injunction 

should not issue requiring Respondents to abide by the injunctions ordered herein. The hearing 

on the order to show cause will be held on ________________ at ________________. 

Respondents shall file responsive papers on ________________. 

Petitioner is ordered to serve this Temporary Restraining Order and Order to Show 

Cause and all supporting pleadings and papers on Respondents by _______________. 

Respondents are hereby notified of their right to apply to the Court for modification or 

dissolution of the Temporary Restraining Order on two (2) days' notice or such shorter notice as 

the Court may allow. Fed. R. Civ. P. 65(b).  

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Date: June____ , 2026 at ________________.                               ________________________ 

     United States District Judge 
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