UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
OHIO, EASTERN DIVISION

Tiffany Thomas v. Beachwood City School District Board of

Education

Thomas - No. 1:25-cv-2167 - Decided December 19, 2025

SUMMARY

A magistrate judge's report and recommendation addressing Tiffany Thomas's motion for a
preliminary injunction in an action against the Beachwood City School District Board of Education.
The report recommends denying injunctive relief, denies Thomas's request for an evidentiary hearing,
and grants the defendant's motion to file supplemental opposition documents. The court concludes that
Thomas did not demonstrate a sufficient likelihood of success on her IDEA, disability-discrimination,

retaliation, or First Amendment claims, or imminent irreparable harm.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a preliminary injunction and an evidentiary hearing

in an action asserting IDEA, Rehabilitation Act, ADA, and First
Amendment claims. The magistrate judge issued a report and
recommendation recommending denial of the preliminary injunction,
denying the evidentiary-hearing motion, and granting the defendant's

motion to file supplemental documents.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A preliminary injunction is evaluated under four factors: likelihood of
success on the merits, irreparable harm absent relief, harm to others,
and the public interest. The factors are balanced rather than treated as
prerequisites, but irreparable injury is mandatory. Whether a movant is

likely to succeed on the merits is a question of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Thomas was entitled to a preliminary injunction restoring direct communications with the
child's teachers and service providers and prohibiting retaliation or interference with her statutory and

constitutional rights.

2. Whether Thomas demonstrated a likelihood of success on her IDEA, Section 504, ADA, and First

Amendment claims.
3. Whether Thomas demonstrated imminent and irreparable harm warranting preliminary injunctive relief.
4. Whether Thomas was entitled to an evidentiary hearing on the preliminary-injunction motion.

5. Whether the defendant should be permitted to file supplemental documents in opposition to the

preliminary-injunction motion.

HOLDINGS

1. A party seeking a preliminary injunction must establish a strong or substantial likelihood of success on
the merits, imminent and irreparable harm absent relief, that the requested relief will not cause
substantial harm to others, and that relief serves the public interest; the factors are balanced, but

irreparable injury is indispensable.

2. A plaintiff seeking relief for denial of a free appropriate public education must first exhaust IDEA
administrative remedies, and filing or withdrawing administrative complaints does not establish

completed exhaustion.
3. A non-attorney parent may not proceed pro se on behalf of a minor child's personal claims.

4. On the record presented, the school district's protocol directing communications through designated
officials constituted a permissible reasonable, viewpoint-neutral time, place, and manner restriction

rather than a demonstrated First Amendment violation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“These factors are not prerequisites but are factors that are to be balanced against each other.” (Legal
Standard)



“the existence of an irreparable injury is mandatory” (Discussion § 2)

“a school may impose reasonable, viewpoint neutral, time, place, and manner restrictions on parental

interactions with the school” (Discussion § 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Thomas's child attends the Beachwood City School District and has an individualized education program. After
Thomas engaged in extensive email and in-person communications that school staff allegedly viewed as
violating district communication standards, the district adopted a communication protocol directing her
communications about the child to the Superintendent, Principal, and Director of Pupil Services and blocking
direct emails to teachers and staff. Thomas alleged that the protocol impaired parental participation, caused
educational harm, and violated the IDEA, Section 504, the ADA, and the First Amendment. The record indicated
that Thomas continued to have contact with district officials regarding IEP matters and that at least one missed

meeting followed her decision not to participate.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Thomas filed the complaint and a motion for preliminary injunction in October 2025. The district court referred
the matter to the magistrate judge for pretrial supervision and preparation of a report and recommendation on
case-dispositive motions. The report recommends denial of the preliminary injunction and separately denies the

request for an evidentiary hearing and grants the defendant's motion to file supplemental documents.
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