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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of New York considers defendants’ motion to
dismiss claims arising from alleged sexual harassment, bullying, discrimination, and retaliation against
a student in a public school district. The court holds that the plaintiff plausibly stated a Title IX
deliberate-indifference claim based on the district’s response to alleged sexual harassment, while
addressing additional Title IX, equal-protection, and First Amendment claims. The motion to dismiss

is granted in part and denied in part.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to

dismiss the second amended complaint asserting Title IX and 42
U.S.C. § 1983 claims. The plaintiff moved to convert the motion to a

summary-judgment motion; that request was denied.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Rule 12(b)(6), the court accepted well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, drew reasonable inferences for the plaintiff, and
determined whether the complaint alleged enough facts to state a
facially plausible claim for relief. Conclusory allegations and
threadbare recitals of elements were insufficient.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that Miller Place acted with deliberate indifference to severe,

pervasive, and objectively offensive student-on-student sexual harassment in violation of Title IX.

. Whether the Title IX hostile educational environment claim was duplicative of the deliberate-

indifference claim.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged Title IX disparate treatment based on sex or sexual orientation.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged Title IX retaliation for reporting discrimination and filing

complaints.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged First Amendment retaliation or a First Amendment free-speech

violation under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that school officials and the school district violated the Equal

Protection Clause by acting with deliberate indifference to peer harassment based on sex and sexual

orientation.

. Whether qualified immunity protected the individual defendants from the Equal Protection claim.

. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged municipal liability under Monell for the Equal Protection

violation.

HOLDINGS

1.

The complaint plausibly alleged a Title IX damages claim because the alleged harassment was severe,
pervasive, and objectively offensive, school officials with authority had actual knowledge, and the

school's responses were clearly unreasonable and not reasonably calculated to end the harassment.

. The hostile educational environment claim was dismissed as duplicative of the Title IX deliberate-

indifference claim because both claims relied on the same facts, standard, and alleged hostile

environment.

. The complaint did not plausibly allege Title IX disparate treatment based on sex or sexual orientation.

. The complaint did not plausibly allege Title IX retaliation because the identified conduct was not

sufficiently adverse or causally connected to protected activity.

. The First Amendment retaliation claim was dismissed because the complaint did not plausibly allege a

sufficiently adverse action or a causal connection between protected speech and the challenged conduct.

. The First Amendment free speech claim was dismissed because the no-contact instruction regulated

alleged conduct rather than protected expression, and the complaint did not allege an actual, non-



speculative chilling effect from comments about discussing sexuality.

7. The complaint plausibly alleged that Miller Place and individual officials acted with deliberate
indifference to peer harassment based on sex and sexual orientation, thereby violating the Equal

Protection Clause.

8. Qualified immunity did not shield the individual defendants from the Equal Protection claim at the
pleading stage because the right to an educational environment free from deliberate indifference to sex-

and sexual-orientation-based peer harassment was clearly established.

9. The complaint plausibly alleged municipal liability against Miller Place for the Equal Protection
violation based on a persistent policy or custom of failing to address known harassment, but did not

plausibly allege a municipal policy suppressing First Amendment rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because “courts should refrain from second-guessing the disciplinary decisions made by school
administrators,” Davis, 526 U.S. at 648, the official response must be “‘clearly unreasonable’in light of

known circumstances,” Papelino, 633 F.3d at 89 (citation omitted).” (at 8)

“These allegations are sufficient to allege deliberate indifference—a lack of effort “to investigate or put an
end to the harassment,” Davis, 526 U.S. at 654—by Miller Place.” (at 12)

“An unreasonable reaction to peer bullying based on sex and sexual orientation violates the Equal Protection
Clause.” (at 26)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Claire Daly alleged that, throughout elementary school, classmates subjected her to persistent bullying, sexual
comments, sexualized conduct, threats, physical assaults, and harassment based on her perceived or actual sexual
orientation. She and her parents repeatedly reported the conduct to teachers, counselors, principals, and district
officials, filed complaints under New York's Dignity for All Students Act, and appealed adverse findings. The
school took some protective measures but allegedly failed to investigate or effectively stop recurring harassment,
after which Daly experienced anxiety and depression, withdrew from school activities, attended school remotely,

and transferred to a private school.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The plaintiff sued a school district and school officials alleging deliberate indifference to student-on-student
sexual harassment and bullying, Title IX discrimination and retaliation, and First Amendment and Equal
Protection violations under § 1983. The case was reassigned to Judge Donnelly on October 21, 2025. On the
motion to dismiss, the court dismissed the Title IX hostile-environment, disparate-treatment, and retaliation
claims, and the § 1983 First Amendment claims, while allowing the Title IX deliberate-indifference claim and
the § 1983 Equal Protection claim to proceed in substantial part.
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