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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia grants in part and denies in part the
District of Columbia’s motion to sever and dismiss improperly joined plaintiffs in an Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act attorneys’ fees action. The court holds that claims arising from seven
separate administrative proceedings are not logically related under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 20
and orders the claims of all plaintiffs except Ikeashia Shackleford severed. The severed claims will be
dismissed unless refiled as separate cases within 60 days, while the District must answer Shackleford’s
claim by May 6, 2026.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 20 and 21 to
sever and dismiss allegedly improperly joined plaintiffs and to stay the
deadline for answering. The court granted severance, declined to
dismiss the severed claims immediately, and denied the request to stay
the answer deadline as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the requirements for permissive joinder under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 20(a), including whether the claims
arose from the same transaction, occurrence, or series of transactions
or occurrences and whether a common question of law or fact would
arise. It also applied Rule 21's authorization to sever parties based on
misjoinder.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiffs' separate IDEA attorneys’ fees and costs claims arose from the same transaction,
occurrence, or series of transactions or occurrences so as to permit joinder under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 20(a).

2. Whether the improperly joined claims should be severed under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 21.

3. Whether the severed claims should be dismissed immediately or instead permitted to be refiled as
separate actions.

4. Whether the deadline for the defendant to answer should be stayed.

HOLDINGS

1. Claims for IDEA attorneys’ fees arising from separate administrative proceedings are not properly joined
merely because they arise under the same statute; the claims must be logically related and satisfy Rule
20(a)'s same-transaction-or-occurrence requirement.

2. The claims of all plaintiffs except the first-listed plaintiff must be severed because the claims are
improperly joined under Rule 20(a).

3. The severed claims were not dismissed immediately, but each severed plaintiff's claim would be
dismissed unless refiled as a separate, unrelated case within 60 days.

4. The defendant's request to stay the deadline to answer was denied as moot; the defendant was required to
answer the complaint as to Shackleford's fees petition by May 6, 2026.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To satisfy the ‘same transaction or occurrence’ prong of Rule 20(a), the claims sought to be joined must be
‘logically related’ to one another.” (at 1)

“The flexibility inherent in the logical relationship test does not give the court license to disregard the
‘common transaction or occurrence’ requirement of Rule 20(a).” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Fourteen plaintiffs asserted a single claim for IDEA attorneys’ fees and costs based on seven separate
administrative proceedings. The claims did not arise from a common policy or other identified relationship
beyond arising under the IDEA. Although all plaintiffs were represented by the same lawyer, the court found that
fact insufficient to establish a logical relationship among the fees claims.
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