UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
FLORIDA, TAMPA DIVISION

Rafael Camacho, Jr. v. The School Board of Pinellas County, Florida

Camacho - No. 8:25-cv-03355-JLB-NHA - Decided February 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida directs the pro se plaintiff to
respond to the defendant’s motion to dismiss, particularly on exhaustion of administrative remedies
under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. The court also advises that the plaintiff cannot
represent his minor child pro se on most claims and must obtain counsel to pursue those claims. The
court reserves ruling on the motion for preliminary injunction and indicates that dismissal for lack of

subject-matter jurisdiction may be appropriate if exhaustion cannot be shown.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed an amended complaint asserting due process, disability-

discrimination, municipal-liability, injunctive, and declaratory claims,
together with a motion for a temporary restraining order and
preliminary injunction. The court denied the temporary restraining
order, reserved ruling on the preliminary-injunction motion, and
ordered Plaintiff to respond to Defendant's motion to dismiss
concerning subject-matter jurisdiction and exhaustion of
administrative remedies.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE interlocutory district-court order; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a nonattorney parent may proceed pro se on behalf of a minor child on the asserted

constitutional, municipal-liability, injunctive, and declaratory claims.

2. Whether the gravamen of the complaint invokes the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act such

that exhaustion of administrative remedies is required before federal judicial review.

3. Whether the court should rule on the motion for preliminary injunction before resolving the asserted
subject-matter-jurisdiction and exhaustion issues.

HOLDINGS

1. A nonattorney parent may not bring a pro se action on behalf of a minor child for the child's non-IDEA
claims; Plaintiff was therefore required to obtain counsel to pursue Counts I, II, IV, and V.

2. When the gravamen of a complaint seeks redress for a school's failure to provide a free appropriate
public education, the IDEA generally requires exhaustion of administrative remedies even if the claims

are pleaded under different legal labels.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“parents who are not attorneys may not bring a pro se action on their child’s behalf.” (Order)

“when the gravamen of a complaint seeks redress for a school’s failure to provide a [free appropriate public
education], even if not phrased or framed in precisely that way,” (Order)

“any other approach . . . would allow plaintiffs to evade the Act’s restrictions through artful pleading.”
(Order)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The complaint challenges the adequacy of the individualized education plan for Plaintiff's minor son, R.J.C,,
particularly its alleged failure to prevent injury during seizures. Plaintiff alleged that the IEP placed R.J.C. at
medical risk and deprived him of a meaningful education. The complaint asserted constitutional, disability-
related, municipal-liability, injunctive, and declaratory claims, but did not allege exhaustion of IDEA

administrative remedies.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Proceeding pro se, Rafael Camacho, Jr. filed suit on behalf of his minor son against the School Board of Pinellas
County. The court denied temporary restraining relief but reserved the preliminary-injunction request. The
School Board opposed preliminary injunctive relief and moved to dismiss, arguing that the claims arise under the

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act and that administrative remedies had not been exhausted. The court



directed Plaintiff to respond by February 20, 2026, required counsel for non-IDEA claims by April 10, 2026, and
reserved ruling on the preliminary-injunction motion.
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