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District and Special School District of Saint Louis County

Doe v. Rockwood School District · No. 4:24-cv-395-MAL · Decided April 7, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri granted without prejudice the
defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss claims brought by John Doe arising from alleged sexual
abuse by a school janitor. The court held that the complaint did not plausibly allege that an appropriate
school official had actual notice of the abuse for purposes of Title IX or disability-discrimination
claims under the ADA and Rehabilitation Act. The court also rejected vicarious liability under Title II
of the ADA and the Rehabilitation Act and addressed Doe’s claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, with leave
to seek amendment within 14 days.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the First Amended Complaint. The court granted the motion
without prejudice and permitted Plaintiff to seek leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and views them in the light most favorable to the
plaintiff, but disregards legal conclusions and conclusory allegations.
The complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a claim
that is plausible on its face.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished



PARTIES John Doe, by and through Legal Guardian v. Rockwood School
District, Special School District of Saint Louis County

TOPICS

motions to dismiss ada / disability section 1983 subject matter jurisdiction civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights education law disability discrimination civil procedure municipal liability

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the First Amended Complaint plausibly alleged a Title IX sex-discrimination claim based on
the School Districts' deliberate indifference to employee-on-student sexual harassment.

2. Whether the court could construe the complaint and opposition as asserting disability-discrimination
claims under Title II of the ADA and § 504 of the Rehabilitation Act.

3. Whether the IDEA exhaustion requirement barred or deprived the court of subject-matter jurisdiction
over Doe's ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims.

4. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged direct or vicarious disability-discrimination liability against
public school districts under Title II of the ADA or § 504 of the Rehabilitation Act.

5. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged municipal liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 based on an official
policy, failure to act, or failure to train.

6. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a causal connection between protected activity and an adverse
action for a Title IX retaliation claim.

7. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Missouri Human Rights Act claims
after dismissing all federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. A Title IX claim against a school district for employee-on-student sexual harassment requires plausible
factual allegations that an appropriate school official with authority to institute corrective measures had
actual notice of the harassment and acted with deliberate indifference. Doe's allegation that the abuse
was reported to unidentified administrators with disciplinary authority was a legal conclusion
unsupported by sufficient facts and therefore did not state a plausible claim.

2. The court did not recognize failure to adopt Title IX policies or implement Title IX training as an
independent Title IX theory because Doe conceded those allegations could not independently support a
claim. The court also did not consider a Title IX disability-discrimination theory because Title IX does
not provide a cause of action for disability discrimination.

3. The court construed the First Amended Complaint as attempting to assert disability-discrimination
claims under Title II of the ADA and § 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, notwithstanding Doe's failure to
expressly identify those statutes in the pleading.



4. The IDEA exhaustion requirement did not apply to Doe's ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims because
the gravamen of those claims was alleged sexual-abuse-related discrimination, not denial of a free
appropriate public education.

5. Doe failed to plausibly plead direct liability under Title II of the ADA or § 504 of the Rehabilitation Act
because he did not allege facts showing that an employee with authority to institute corrective measures
had actual knowledge of the alleged disability discrimination.

6. Public entities cannot be held vicariously liable under Title II of the ADA or § 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act for the conduct of their employees.

7. Doe failed to state a § 1983 claim based on an official School District policy because he did not
plausibly allege that the administrators who allegedly failed to discipline the janitor possessed final,
unreviewable policymaking authority.

8. Doe failed to plausibly allege § 1983 liability under either a failure-to-act or failure-to-train theory
because the complaint did not plead facts showing policymaker knowledge, deliberate indifference, a
widespread pattern of unconstitutional conduct, inadequate training, or notice that training was deficient.

9. Doe failed to state a Title IX retaliation claim because he did not plead facts establishing a causal
connection between his alleged protected activity and any adverse action.

10. After dismissing all claims over which it had original federal-question jurisdiction, the court declined to
exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Doe's Missouri Human Rights Act claims and dismissed them
without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), Doe’s complaint must allege
more than “[t]hreadbare recitals of the elements of a cause of action, supported by mere conclusory
statements.”” (at 4)

“Rule 8 “does not unlock the doors of discovery for a plaintiff armed with nothing more than conclusions.””
(at 8)

“The text and history of these statutes make clear that the School District cannot be held vicariously liable for
the actions of its employee under Title II of the ADA or the RA.” (at 13)

“Because “[n]otice is the touchstone of deliberate indifference in the context of § 1983 municipal
liability[,]”” (at 19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Doe, a student with Down syndrome and autism at Eureka High School, was sexually abused at least twice by a
school janitor. Some abuse allegedly occurred in front of school employees, and an initial report to unidentified
administrators allegedly resulted in no disciplinary action before a subsequent assault occurred. The First
Amended Complaint alleged that school employees knew of the janitor's conduct and could have stopped it, but
it did not identify the officials who received notice, specify the report's contents or timing, or plead facts



showing final policymaker knowledge, deficient training, or a causal connection between protected activity and
retaliation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Doe filed suit in Missouri state court asserting federal and state civil-rights claims. Defendants removed the case
to the Eastern District of Missouri based on federal-question jurisdiction. After Doe filed a First Amended
Complaint asserting Title IX, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Missouri Human Rights Act, and Title IX retaliation claims,
Defendants moved to dismiss all claims under Rule 12(b)(6). The court dismissed the federal claims without
prejudice and declined supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claim.
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