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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of New York denied Jane Doe’s motion for a
preliminary injunction seeking to allow her minor daughter to attend school without receiving the
Tdap vaccine. The court held that although exclusion from school constituted irreparable harm, the
plaintiff had not shown a likelihood of success on her ADA or Rehabilitation Act claims because the
record did not establish a qualifying disability or a medically supported contraindication to
vaccination. The court also indicated that it would decline supplemental jurisdiction over the related
New York Article 78 claim absent viable federal claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a temporary restraining order and preliminary

injunction requiring defendants to permit her minor daughter to attend
sixth grade and participate in school programs despite the absence of a
Tdap vaccination. The court declined to issue an immediate TRO and

denied the preliminary injunction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW To obtain a preliminary injunction affecting government action taken
in the public interest under a statutory or regulatory scheme, the
movant must show irreparable harm, a likelihood of success on the
merits, that the public interest favors relief, and that the balance of
equities supports issuance. The movant bears a heightened burden

because a preliminary injunction is an extraordinary remedy. The



irreparable-harm requirement must be satisfied before the remaining

requirements are considered.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff established the requirements for a preliminary injunction allowing her daughter to

attend school without receiving the Tdap vaccine.

2. Whether plaintiff showed a likelihood of success on her ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims by
demonstrating that Sarah was a qualified individual with a disability and was excluded because of that
disability.

3. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over plaintiff's New York Article 78 claim

challenging the denial of the medical exemption.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion for a preliminary injunction was denied because plaintiff failed to establish a likelihood of
success on the merits, notwithstanding the court's finding that exclusion from school constituted

irreparable harm.

2. Plaintiff failed to show a likelihood of success on the ADA and Rehabilitation Act claims because the
record did not establish that Sarah had a physical or mental impairment substantially limiting a major

life activity, or that defendants excluded her because of a disability.

3. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Article 78 claim because the federal
claims were unlikely to succeed and Article 78 proceedings are generally matters for New York state

courts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the requisite standard for a preliminary injunction has not been met, and because a child is not
entitled to a vaccine exemption just based on a doctor’s “say-so,” the motion (Dkt. 4) is denied.”

(Introduction)



“The record in this case—one that Plaintiff agreed did not need to be expanded at an evidentiary hearing—
establishes that Sarah was not excluded from the sixth grade because of her gene mutation or other alleged
medical conditions.” (Analysis § I1I)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sarah Doe, an eleven-year-old child, was excluded from sixth grade after her request for a medical exemption
from the Tdap vaccine was denied. The exemption requests relied on an alleged 2019 vaccine reaction, a 2022
hospitalization for MIS-C and septic shock following an asymptomatic COVID-19 infection, and an MTHFR
gene mutation, but the record lacked medical proof tying those conditions to a Tdap contraindication or
precaution. The school district submitted sworn medical evidence that the asserted conditions were not
contraindications or precautions under ACIP guidance or other nationally recognized evidence-based standards,

and plaintiff did not provide the additional documentation requested by the district.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff commenced the federal action on October 22, 2025, asserting claims under Title IT of the ADA, section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act, and New York Public Health Law § 2164(8) through an Article 78 mandamus
claim. After expedited briefing and oral argument, the court requested supplemental briefing regarding Goe v.
Zucker. The court denied preliminary injunctive relief because plaintiff failed to show a likelihood of success on

the federal claims and declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the Article 78 claim.
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