UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF HAWAI‘I

Zavior Ward v. Interscholastic League of Honolulu, et al.

Ward - No. Civil No. 25-00415 MWJS-WRP - Decided March 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Hawai‘i denied the Interscholastic League of

Honolulu’s motion for judgment on the pleadings in Zavior Ward’s procedural due process action. The

court held that it was premature to decide, without further factual development, whether Ward had a

constitutionally protected property interest in participating in interscholastic athletics under Hawai‘i or

federal law. The court also denied Hawaii Baptist Academy’s motion to join the motion as moot.
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Defendant ILH moved for judgment on the pleadings under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(c). HBA moved to join ILH's motion. The

court denied ILH's motion and denied HBA's joinder motion as moot.

A Rule 12(c) motion is evaluated under the same standard as a Rule
12(b)(6) motion. The court accepts material factual allegations as true
and construes them in the plaintiff's favor. Judgment is proper only
when the pleadings clearly establish that no material factual issue
remains and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter

of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether ILH was entitled to judgment on the pleadings on Ward's procedural due process claims
because Ward could not possess a constitutionally protected property interest in participation in
interscholastic athletics.

2. Whether the asserted property interest could be resolved on the pleadings without factual development
concerning statutes, regulations, contracts, established practices, and modern developments in

interscholastic athletics.

HOLDINGS

1. ILH was not entitled to judgment on the pleadings because the pleadings did not clearly establish that

Ward lacked a constitutionally protected property interest in participating in interscholastic athletics.

2. The existence of a property interest in interscholastic athletics could not be resolved as a matter of law at

the pleading stage; discovery and further factual development were necessary.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court cannot rule out Ward’s argument as a matter of law and without any consideration of the evidence
he might marshal at a later stage in this case.” (PagelD.649)

“Whether state law and regulations, contracts, and established practice reflect that participation in
interscholastic athletics is the kind of property interest protected by the Constitution is a material issue that
the parties have not fully briefed, and that discovery will be needed to resolve.” (PagelD.649)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

ILH deemed Ward ineligible to participate in his senior year of high school water polo and denied his request for
an eligibility exemption without explanation, notice, or an opportunity to be heard. Ward alleged that this
conduct violated procedural due process and that HBA negligently misrepresented his eligibility to participate in
high school sports. After the court denied emergency relief, Ward submitted a new exemption request for a
winter or spring sport, which ILH denied without a hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ward filed suit in September 2025, alleging that ILH violated procedural due process by deeming him ineligible
for his senior year of high school athletics and denying his exemption request without explanation, notice, or an
opportunity to be heard. The court previously denied Ward's motion for a temporary restraining order because he
had not made a strong showing that ILH's conduct constituted state action, and Ward withdrew his preliminary-
injunction motion. After Ward submitted and was denied a later exemption request without a hearing, ILH
moved for judgment on the pleadings; the court concluded that the property-interest issue required factual

development and discovery.
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