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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Colorado denied Plaintiff Brandon Lee De Vito’s
combined motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction. The court held that the
Anti-Injunction Act barred the requested interference with ongoing state-court proceedings and that
the motion did not establish grounds for injunctive relief against the school district.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed a Notice of Post-Complaint Developments and
Combined Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary
Injunction seeking to stay or enjoin ongoing state-court proceedings
and obtain relief involving the school district. The district court denied
the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A plaintiff seeking a temporary restraining order or preliminary
injunction must establish all four factors: likelihood of success on the
merits, irreparable injury, a balance of threatened injuries favoring the
plaintiff, and consistency with the public interest.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff could use a notice contained in a motion for injunctive relief to supplement the
allegations of the Second Amended Complaint with post-complaint factual developments.

2. Whether the Anti-Injunction Act barred Plaintiff's request to enjoin or stay the ongoing state-court
proceedings.

3. Whether Plaintiff established the likelihood-of-success element required for a temporary restraining
order or preliminary injunction against the State Defendants.

4. Whether Plaintiff established a factual and legal basis for injunctive relief against the School District
Defendant.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff may not supplement the operative complaint's allegations through a notice contained in a
motion for injunctive relief; the court therefore did not consider the post-complaint factual developments
at the injunction stage.

2. The Anti-Injunction Act barred Plaintiff's request to enjoin or stay the underlying state-court proceedings
because no applicable statutory exception was shown.

3. Plaintiff failed to establish a likelihood of success on the merits, and therefore failed to satisfy the
required preliminary-injunction standard.

4. Plaintiff was not entitled to injunctive relief against the School District Defendant because the motion
did not articulate factual or legal grounds for relief against that defendant.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“But the Anti-Injunction Act, 22 U.S.C. § 2283, “‘is an absolute prohibition against enjoining state court
proceedings.’”” (Discussion)

“And “unless the injunction falls within one of the three specifically defined exceptions, the prohibition
against enjoining state court proceedings is absolute.”” (Discussion)



“Accordingly, and consistent with the above analysis, Plaintiff's Notice of Post-Complaint Developments and
Combined Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction, ECF No. 28, is DENIED.”
(Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff sought to stay enforcement of a March 16, 2026 civil money judgment and an April 17, 2026 contempt
hearing in an underlying Jefferson County District Court proceeding. His motion also referred to post-complaint
developments and advanced constitutional and ADA-related theories that were not all included in the Second
Amended Complaint. The motion did not identify factual or legal grounds for injunctive relief against the school
district and instead targeted the state court proceeding.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff's motion sought to supplement the operative Second Amended Complaint with post-complaint
allegations and requested temporary and preliminary injunctive relief. The State Defendants and School District
Defendant filed responses. The court declined to consider the post-complaint notice as a supplement to the
complaint and denied injunctive relief against all defendants.
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