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SUMMARY

The Oklahoma Supreme Court held that plaintiffs' challenge to the Oklahoma Social Studies Standards

of 2025 was moot because the standards no longer existed. The Court found that no exception to

mootness applied, dismissed the appeal, and reversed the district court's judgment with directions to

enter a dismissal without prejudice. Several justices concurred, while Justices Kane and Jett dissented

in part from the decision to vacate the lower court ruling.
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Plaintiffs appealed from a district court judgment denying their request
for an injunction and granting defendants' motions to dismiss. The
Oklahoma Supreme Court retained the appeal and dismissed it as
moot, while reversing the district court's judgment with directions to

enter a dismissal without prejudice.

The court reviewed the justiciability and mootness of the appeal and
the propriety of the district court's dismissal. Mootness is a
jurisdictional and justiciability issue requiring dismissal when the

controversy no longer exists and no exception applies.

Published opinion, but the source states that it has not been released

for publication and remains subject to revision or withdrawal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs' appeal challenging the 2025 Social Studies Standards and seeking declaratory and

injunctive relief became moot because the standards no longer existed.

2. Whether an exception to mootness applied based on the potential repetition of the controversy while
evading review.

3. Whether the public-interest exception to mootness applied.

4. Whether the district court's judgment should be reversed and the petition dismissed without prejudice

after the appeal became moot.

HOLDINGS

1. The appeal was moot because the challenged 2025 Social Studies Standards no longer existed, leaving
no effective injunctive or declaratory relief for the court to grant.

2. Neither the exception for issues capable of repetition while evading review nor the substantial-public-

interest exception applied.

3. The district court judgment was reversed, and the district court was directed to enter a new judgment

dismissing plaintiffs' petition as moot without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude plaintiffs' action challenging the Social Studies Standards of 2025 and requesting injunctive

and declaratory relief is moot because the 2025 Social Studies Standards no longer exist.” (Y1)

“Munsingwear explained an appellate court may dismiss a moot appeal and vacate a judgment with
directions to dismiss the trial court action without prejudice upon remand because it "clears the path for
future litigation of issues between the parties and eliminates a judgment, review of which was prevented

through happenstance."” (Y24)

“We conclude plaintiffs' action challenging the Social Studies Standards of 2025 and requesting injunctive

and declaratory relief is moot because the Social Studies Standards no longer exist.” (130)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



The Oklahoma State Board of Education approved the Social Studies Standards of 2025 on February 27, 2025.
Plaintiffs challenged those standards, alleging statutory and constitutional violations and seeking declaratory and
injunctive relief. During the appeal, the standards no longer existed after Randall v. Fields held that they could

not be enforced.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs challenged Oklahoma's 2025 Social Studies Standards and sought declaratory and injunctive relief in
the District Court for Oklahoma County. The district court denied injunctive relief and granted defendants'
motions to dismiss. While the appeal was pending, the 2025 Standards ceased to exist following Randall v.

Fields, and the Supreme Court concluded that no effective relief or mootness exception remained available.

DISPOSITION
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The District Court for Oklahoma County must enter a new judgment dismissing plaintiffs' petition as moot and

without prejudice.
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