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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Alaska considers five pending motions in Dustin
Thomas House Darden v. Suzanne LaFrance, et al., arising from Darden’s removal from an Anchorage
Assembly meeting and subsequent exclusion from another meeting. The court addresses requests for
temporary and preliminary injunctive relief, expedited consideration, an extension of time, and entry
of default. Based on the record excerpt, the court concludes that Darden had not shown a likelihood of
success or irreparable harm sufficient to warrant preliminary relief.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought a temporary restraining order and a preliminary
injunction concerning his removal from an Anchorage Assembly
meeting and exclusion from a later meeting. The court also considered
motions concerning expedited consideration, an extension of time to
answer the amended complaint, and entry of default.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction require the
movant to establish likely success on the merits, likely irreparable
harm absent relief, that the balance of equities favors relief, and that an
injunction is in the public interest. When the government is a party, the
balance-of-equities and public-interest factors merge. Under the Ninth
Circuit's serious-questions approach, relief may issue upon serious
questions going to the merits and a sharp balance of hardships in the
plaintiff's favor, but all Winter factors must still be satisfied. A court



may extend a filing deadline for good cause under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 6(b)(1), including excusable neglect.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court order addressing interlocutory motions for
emergency injunctive relief and case-management relief.

PARTIES Dustin Thomas House Darden v. Suzanne LaFrance, in her individual
and official capacities as Mayor of Anchorage, et al.

TOPICS

injunctions first amendment free speech open government civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

constitutional law civil rights civil procedure municipal law remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Darden established a likelihood of success or serious questions on his First Amendment claim
that his removal from the January 13, 2026 Anchorage Assembly meeting was unconstitutional.

2. Whether Darden established a likelihood of success or serious questions on his claims under the Alaska
Open Meetings Act and related Anchorage municipal provisions.

3. Whether Darden demonstrated likely irreparable harm absent a temporary restraining order or
preliminary injunction.

4. Whether Municipal Defendants showed good cause and excusable neglect warranting an extension of
time to respond to the amended complaint.

5. Whether entry of default was appropriate after the court extended Municipal Defendants' response
deadline.

HOLDINGS

1. Darden did not establish a likelihood of success or serious questions on the merits because the
Assembly's restriction of his speech to the subject matter of the pending ordinance was reasonable and
viewpoint neutral, and his removal followed repeated warnings that his testimony was not germane.

2. Darden did not establish a likelihood of success or serious questions on his claims that his removal from
the January 13 meeting and exclusion from the January 27 meeting violated the Alaska Open Meetings
Act or related Anchorage provisions.

3. Darden failed to demonstrate that irreparable harm was likely absent emergency injunctive relief.

4. Municipal Defendants demonstrated good cause and excusable neglect, so the court extended their
deadline to respond to the amended complaint to March 24, 2026.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“The Court finds that Plaintiff is not likely to succeed, nor has he shown serious questions on the merits, on
his claim that his removal from the January 13, 2026 Assembly meeting violated the First Amendment.” (First
Amendment discussion)

“A mere possibility of irreparable harm is not sufficient.” (Irreparable Harm discussion)

“Municipal Defendants shall respond to Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint by March 24, 2026.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On January 13, 2026, Darden spoke during public-comment periods on four Anchorage Assembly agenda items.
During the fourth item, concerning expansion of a streetlight service area, he discussed religious beliefs,
citizenship, the pledge of allegiance, and constitutional rights after repeatedly being warned to keep his
testimony germane to the ordinance; the Assembly chair then ordered security to remove him. Darden alleges
that he was later excluded from the January 27 Assembly meeting, which included matters of interest to him as a
declared school-board candidate. He sought emergency relief based on alleged speech restrictions, exclusion
from meetings, and the anticipated printing of municipal-election ballots.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an amended complaint asserting First, Fourth, and Fourteenth Amendment claims, municipal
liability, declaratory and injunctive claims, and claims under Alaska and Anchorage law. He moved for
emergency injunctive relief, while Municipal Defendants moved for extensions of time to respond. The court
denied the temporary restraining order, preliminary injunction, and expedited-consideration motion; granted the
extension to respond to the amended complaint; and denied the request for default.
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