UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

A.W,, et al. v. Santa Rosa City Schools, et al.

Case No. 25-cv-00034-DMR - No. 25-cv-00034-DMR - Decided July 1, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California considers Santa Rosa City

Schools’ motion to dismiss A.W.’s First Amended Complaint under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure

12(b)(6). The amended complaint asserts claims under Title VI, California Education Code section

220, and negligence based on alleged racial harassment, discriminatory discipline, and retaliation at a

middle school. The court grants the motion in part and denies it in part, including denying the

District’s section 820.2 discretionary-act-immunity argument without prejudice.
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Defendant Santa Rosa City Schools moved under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to dismiss the First Amended Complaint. The

court granted the motion in part and denied it in part.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts factual allegations in the
complaint as true and dismisses only when there is no cognizable legal
theory or the complaint lacks sufficient factual matter to state a
facially plausible claim. The court also applies the requirement that
prospective injunctive relief requires a real and immediate threat of

future injury.

Unpublished federal district court order; persuasive authority only and

not binding precedent outside the case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the District and its employees were entitled at the pleading stage to blanket discretionary-act

immunity under California Government Code section 820.2 for disciplinary and related school conduct.

2. Whether A.W. stated a viable California Education Code section 220 claim seeking only injunctive relief

without alleging a real and immediate threat of future injury.

3. Whether Rincon Valley Middle School was a suable entity separate from Santa Rosa City Schools.

HOLDINGS

1. The court denied the motion to dismiss on section 820.2 immunity grounds without prejudice because
the District had not shown that the specific alleged conduct involved an authorized basic policy decision
and a conscious balancing of risks and benefits rather than ministerial implementation of an existing

policy.

2. The court granted the motion to dismiss the California Education Code section 220 claim because the
FAC did not allege facts showing a real and immediate likelihood of substantial and irreparable future

injury. The dismissal was with leave to amend.

3. Rincon Valley Middle School was not an entity capable of being sued independently and was dismissed
as an improper party. The court stated that A.W. could amend to name Santa Rosa City Schools, and the

conclusion granted leave to amend.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The court declines to adopt a blanket approach to immunity, especially at the pleadings stage.” (at 1 of

Discussion A)

“Precedent is clear that “a finding of immunity requires a showing that the specific conduct giving rise to the
suit involved an actual exercise of discretion, i.e., a conscious balancing of risks and advantages.”” (at 1 of

Discussion A)

“A plaintiff seeking prospective injunctive relief must demonstrate that he is realistically threatened by a

repetition of the violation.” (at 2 of Discussion B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A.W., a Black middle-school student, alleged that classmates repeatedly directed racial and homophobic slurs at
him and that school personnel failed to discipline the other students while imposing discipline and other
restrictions on A.W. He alleged disparate treatment, including suspensions, removal from classes, a search for
drugs, a behavior contract, and restrictions on basketball tryouts and restroom use. The alleged incidents



occurred primarily between January 2023 and April 2024, when A.W. was in seventh or eighth grade at Rincon
Valley Middle School.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A.W. filed the action in Sonoma County Superior Court on September 24, 2024. Santa Rosa City Schools
removed the action to the Northern District of California on January 2, 2025. The court dismissed the initial
complaint in part on April 22, 2025, after which A.W. filed a First Amended Complaint asserting Title VI,
California Education Code section 220, and negligence claims. The court then ruled on the District's motion to

dismiss the First Amended Complaint.
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