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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California granted defendants’ motions to
dismiss claims concerning vaccination requirements and access to educational services for students
with individualized education programs. The court held that the organizational plaintiffs had not
adequately alleged associational standing and that it lacked authority to enforce permanent injunctions
issued by the Northern District of California. The first claim was dismissed without leave to amend,
while the remaining claims were dismissed with leave to amend.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss plaintiffs' first amended complaint, which asserted claims
concerning IDEA compliance, enforcement of permanent injunctions
issued by another federal district court, and denial of a free appropriate
public education.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court tests the legal sufficiency of the
complaint, accepts well-pleaded factual allegations as true, construes
them in the plaintiff's favor, and determines whether the complaint
alleges enough facts to state a facially plausible claim. Article III
standing and subject-matter jurisdiction must be established before the
court reaches the merits.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished, nonprecedential district-court order

PARTIES Brave and Free Santa Cruz, Free Now Foundation, D.C., B.P. v. Tomas
J. Aragon, Tony Thurmond, Gavin Newsom, Gilroy Unified School
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the organizational plaintiffs adequately alleged associational standing under Article III.

2. Whether the Eastern District of California had authority to enforce permanent injunctions issued by the
Northern District of California.

3. Whether plaintiffs' claims should be dismissed with or without leave to amend.

4. Whether the claims of D.C. and B.P. and the claims against Gilroy Unified School District and Anisha
Munshi should be dismissed without prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. The organizational plaintiffs failed to allege that their members suffered an injury in fact because they
did not identify any member whose child was subject to a policy excluding an unvaccinated student with
an IEP from school or mainstream classes. Accordingly, the organizations lacked associational standing.

2. The Eastern District of California lacked authority to adjudicate plaintiffs' claim seeking enforcement of
permanent injunctions issued by the Northern District of California.

3. Because plaintiffs lacked Article III standing and the court lacked authority over the injunction-
enforcement claim, the court could not reach defendants' remaining arguments on the merits.

4. Plaintiffs were granted leave to amend their remaining claims because the identified standing
deficiencies might be cured by alleging the relevant school districts and their policies, but the injunction-
enforcement claim was dismissed without leave to amend because amendment could not cure the court's
lack of authority.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“standing requires that (1) the plaintiff suffered an injury in fact, i.e., one that is sufficiently ‘concrete and
particularized’ and ‘actual or imminent, not conjectural or hypothetical,’ (2) the injury is ‘fairly traceable’ to
the challenged conduct, and (3) the injury is ‘likely’ to be ‘redressed by a favorable decision.’” (at 5)

“The court finds that it lacks authority to adjudicate plaintiffs’ first claim.” (at 9)

“Because plaintiffs lack Article III standing and this court lacks authority to enforce the permanent
injunctions at issue, the court lacks jurisdiction over plaintiffs’ claims.” (at 10)

“The court will grant leave to amend as to plaintiffs’ remaining claims” (at 12)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff organizations alleged that their members included parents and grandparents of unvaccinated children
with individualized education programs who attended California schools. They alleged that school districts had
been advised that unvaccinated students with disabilities could be excluded from mainstream classes, but they
did not identify the members' school districts or allege that any member's child was subject to a policy excluding
such students. The complaint also sought enforcement in the Eastern District of California of permanent
injunctions issued by the Northern District of California concerning IDEA compliance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the action on August 26, 2024, and filed their first amended complaint on October 31, 2024. The
court previously denied plaintiffs' motion for a preliminary injunction. Defendants moved to dismiss; plaintiffs
did not oppose dismissal of Gilroy Unified School District and Anisha Munshi. The court granted the motions,
dismissed some claims without leave to amend, dismissed the remaining claims with leave to amend, and set a
deadline for a second amended complaint or notice of intent not to amend.
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