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PLAINTIFFS’ NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR SANCTIONS PURSUANT TO 

FEDERAL RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 11 
 

ADVOCATES FOR FAITH & FREEDOM 
Robert H. Tyler (SBN 179572) 
btyler@faith-freedom.com 
Julianne Fleischer (SBN 337006) 
jfleischer@faith-freedom.com 
25026 Las Brisas Road 
Murrieta, California 92562 
Telephone: (951) 304-7583 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAVE GIRLS’ SPORTS, an 
unincorporated California association; 
T.S., a minor by and through her father 
and natural guardian, RYAN 
STARLING, individually, and on 
behalf of all others similarly situated; 
and K.S., a minor by and through her 
father and mother and natural 
guardians, DANIEL SLAVIN and 
CYNTHIA SLAVIN, individually, and 
on behalf of all others similarly 
situated; 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
RIVERSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT; LEANN IACUONE, 
Principal of Martin Luther King High 
School, in her personal and official 
capacity; and AMANDA CHANN, 
Assistant Principal and Athletic 
Director of Martin Luther King High 
School, in her personal and official 
capacity; 
 

Defendants. 
 

 Case No. 5:24-cv-02480-SSS-(SPx) 
 
 
PLAINTIFFS’ NOTICE OF 
MOTION AND MOTION FOR 
SANCTIONS PURSUANT TO 
FEDERAL RULE OF CIVIL 
PROCEDURE 11; MEMORANDUM 
OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 
IN SUPPORT  
 
Date: May 22, 2026 
Time: 2:00 p.m. 
Dept: Courtroom 2: Via Zoom 
Judge: Honorable Sunshine Sykes 
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FEDERAL RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 11 
 

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION FOR SANCTIONS  

PURSUANT TO FED. R. CIV. P. 11 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on May 22, 2026, at 2:00 pm via Zoom, 

Plaintiffs Save Girls’ Sports, et al. (“Plaintiffs”) will move the Court for an order 

imposing sanctions against Defendants Riverside Unified School District, et al. (the 

“School Defendants”) and their counsel pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 

11. 

This Motion is made on the grounds that School Defendants recently filed third 

Motion to Dismiss and Motion to Strike the Second Amended Complaint (“SAC”) 

(ECF No. 98) is procedurally improper under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(g)(2), frivolous, and 

filed in bad faith for the improper purpose of relitigating issues already decided by 

the Court. Despite receiving Plaintiffs’ Rule 11 safe-harbor letter on March 30, 2026, 

and a follow-up voicemail on April 20, 2026, the School Defendants have refused to 

withdraw the offending filing. This is School Defendants’ third motion to dismiss this 

action and their second motion attacking the same SAC. Federal Rule Civil Procedure 

12(g)(2) prohibits successive motions. See Sanas.AI Inc. v. Krisp Techs., Inc., No. 25-

CV-05666-RS, 2025 WL 3684922, at *2 (N.D. Cal. Dec. 19, 2025) (“[T]he Federal 

Rules of Civil Procedure control, and they do not permit successive Rule 12(b)(6) 

motions on the same complaint.”). 

The Motion is based on this Notice of Motion, the attached Memorandum of 

Points and Authorities, the Declaration of Julianne Fleischer and exhibits thereto, all 

other papers and records on file in this action, and any further evidence or argument 

presented at the hearing. 
 
DATED:  April 21, 2026 ADVOCATES FOR FAITH AND 

FREEDOM 
 
 By:/s/ Julianne Fleischer     

      Julianne Fleischer, Esq. 
      Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On March 30, 2026, Plaintiffs served the School Defendants with a Rule 11 

safe-harbor letter pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(c)(2) and C.D. Cal. L.R. 7-3. See 

Declaration of Julianne Fleischer (“Fleischer Decl.”), ¶ 2, Exhibit A. The letter 

requested that the School Defendants immediately withdraw their recently filed 

Motion to Dismiss and Motion to Strike the SAC (ECF No. 98) because the motion 

is procedurally barred by Rule 12(g)(2) and seeks to relitigate issues the Court has 

already resolved in Plaintiffs’ favor. More than twenty-one (21) days have now passed 

with no response or withdrawal. Fleischer Decl., ¶¶ 4-5. Plaintiffs therefore file this 

Rule 11 Motion. 

II. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

On February 5, 2026, the Court issued its order on the School Defendants’ 

initial Motion to Dismiss. ECF No. 91. On March 16, 2026, the Court granted 

Plaintiffs’ Motion for Reconsideration and expressly revived Plaintiffs’ claims 

against the School Defendants. ECF No. 96. The Court did not hold that any of those 

claims fail as a matter of law on the merits of the arguments previously advanced by 

Defendants. Instead, the Court allowed the SAC to proceed in its current form. 

Specifically, the Court clarified that Plaintiffs’ claims seeking monetary damages are 

not moot and not dismissed. ECF No. 96, Page ID# 1227. The Court scheduled a Rule 

26(f) conference (id.), demonstrating its understanding that the SAC (as revived) is 

viable and should advance discovery planning under Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(f) and case 

management under Rule 16. The Court has also issued a civil trial order. ECF No. 

102. 

Instead of proceeding to discovery, the School Defendants filed a subsequent 

Motion to Dismiss and Motion to Strike on substantially the same grounds previously 
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considered and rejected by the Court. This filing is procedurally improper under Fed. 

R. Civ. P. 12(g)(2), futile, and unnecessary. It constitutes an improper attempt to 

relitigate issues the Court has already addressed and resolved in Plaintiffs’ favor and 

is inconsistent with the Court’s scheduling of the Rule 26(f) conference and recent 

civil trial order (ECF No. 102). 

On March 30, 2026, Plaintiffs sent the School Defendants a Rule 11 safe-harbor 

letter. Fleischer Decl., ¶ 2, Exhibit A. The letter requested immediate withdrawal of 

the Motion to Dismiss and Motion to Strike and advised that failure to do so would 

result in the filing of a Rule 11 motion for sanctions. Id.  

Plaintiffs also made an additional good-faith effort to meet and confer by 

telephone. On April 20, 2026, at 3:53 p.m., undersigned counsel telephoned Nathaniel 

Rosilez and left a voicemail specifically requesting the School Defendants’ position 

regarding withdrawal of the Motion to Dismiss and accompanying Motion to Strike. 

Fleischer Decl., ¶ 4. As of the filing of this Motion, the School Defendants have not 

withdrawn the motion, have not corrected it, and have provided no response. 

Fleischer, Decl., ¶ 5.  

III. LEGAL STANDARD 

“For a properly presented motion, or on a court’s own motion, Rule 11 is 

governed by an objective standard of reasonableness.” Truesdell v. S. California 

Permanente Med. Grp., 209 F.R.D. 169, 174 (C.D. Cal. 2002). “Rule 11 imposes a 

duty on attorneys to certify by their signature that (1) they have read the pleadings or 

motions they file and (2) the pleading or motion is ‘well-grounded in fact,’ has a 

colorable basis in law, and is not filed for an improper purpose.” Smith v. Ricks, 31 

F.3d 1478, 1488 (9th Cir. 1994). “To impose sanctions under Rule 11, the district 

court must determine that a pleading is ‘both baseless and made without a reasonable 

and competent inquiry.’” Lake v. Gates, 130 F.4th 1064, 1068 (9th Cir. 2025) (citing 

In re Keegan Mgmt. Co., Sec. Litig., 78 F.3d 431, 434 (9th Cir. 1996)). 
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Rule 12(g)(2) expressly prohibits a party from making a second motion under 

Rule 12 that raises a defense or objection that was available but omitted from an 

earlier motion (subject only to the exceptions in Rule 12(h)(2) or (3), neither of which 

applies here). 

IV. ARGUMENT 

 “The court considering a request for Rule 11 sanctions should consider 

whether a position taken was ‘frivolous,’ ‘legally unreasonable,’ or ‘without factual 

foundation, even if not filed in subjective bad faith.’” Truesdell, 209 F.R.D. at 174. 

Here, School Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss and Strike is frivolous, legally 

unreasonable, and without factual foundation. A recent district court decision 

emphasized this principle clearly, stating that “the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 

control, and they do not permit successive Rule 12(b)(6) motions on the same 

complaint.” Sanas.AI Inc. v. Krisp Techs., Inc., No. 25-CV-05666-RS, 2025 WL 

3684922, at *2 (N.D. Cal. Dec. 19, 2025). Courts have applied Rule 12(g) to strike 

sections of defendants’ subsequent motions to dismiss because “those defenses were 

available to defendants in their prior motion to dismiss.” Conner v. Micciche, No. 

3:25-CV-00054-SLG, 2026 WL 375954, at *3 (D. Alaska Feb. 10, 2026) 

 This is School Defendants’ third motion to dismiss in this action and their 

second motion attacking the same Second Amended Complaint (“SAC”). ECF Nos. 

37, 79, 98; Sanas.AI Inc., 2025 WL 3684922, at *2 (prohibiting successive Rule 

12(b)(6) motions on the same complaint). Rather than comply with this Court’s March 

16, 2026 Order requiring them to file an Answer to the SAC by March 27, 2026 (ECF 

No. 96), School Defendants instead filed their Motion to Dismiss and Motion to Strike 

on the very same deadline, rehashing the identical arguments they raised (and this 

Court already denied) in their prior motion. School Defendants claim they “are unable 

to determine whether the Court, in determining Plaintiffs’ lacked standing, previously 

considered the arguments raised by District Defendants in support of its prior Motion 

to Dismiss and Strike.” See ECF No. 98, Page ID# 1244. 
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That assertion is untenable. It finds no support in the record, the governing 

rules, or controlling law. The Court’s March 16, 2026, Order leaves no ambiguity: it 

expressly reinstated Claims 1–6 and directed that they proceed. ECF No. 96, Page 

ID# 1227 (“As such the Court clarifies that Plaintiffs’ claims brought against the 

School Defendants seeking monetary damages are not moot and not dismissed 

(Claims 1 through 6).”). By doing so, the Court necessarily determined that the SAC 

states claims upon which relief can be granted. 

Against that backdrop, School Defendants’ renewed motion is procedurally 

improper. Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(g)(2), a party may not file 

successive Rule 12 motions raising defenses or arguments that were available but 

omitted from an earlier motion. Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(g)(2); see Plaintiffs’ Motion to 

Reconsider, ECF No. 92, Page ID #: 1189 (“[N]either Defendant moved to dismiss 

Counts V and VI’s monetary damages claim.”). Allowing such a motion would 

undermine the rule’s purpose—preventing piecemeal litigation and repetitive 

challenges to the pleadings.  

The motion is also barred by the law-of-the-case doctrine, which “prohibits a 

court from considering an issue that has already been decided by that same court or a 

higher court in the same case.” Stacy v. Colvin, 825 F.3d 563, 567 (emphasis added). 

By reviving Claims 1–6 and directing the case to proceed, the Court implicitly 

rejected the very merits arguments School Defendants now attempt to reassert. They 

are not entitled to relitigate those issues simply because they disagree with the 

outcome. 

Filing a motion re-raising the identical merits arguments (or raising new merits 

arguments), the Court implicitly rejected by reviving the case is objectively 

unreasonable. The Court has already considered and rejected the very arguments now 

reasserted. By reviving the claims against School Defendants, scheduling the Rule 

26(f) conference, and issuing the trial civil order, the Court made clear that the SAC 

is viable and that the case should proceed to discovery. Filing a successive motion on 
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the same grounds is not only procedurally barred but also an improper attempt to 

relitigate decided issues and to delay the orderly progression of the case. 

School Defendants have engaged in a pattern of delay that has hindered the 

timely progress of this case. Fleischer Decl., ¶ 6. First, Plaintiffs’ counsel requested a 

continuance of the hearing date and briefing schedule on School Defendants’ Motion 

to Dismiss and Strike. See ECF No. 99.1, ¶ 3; Fleischer Decl., ¶ 7. After School 

Defendants failed to respond to multiple communications, Plaintiffs were forced to 

file an ex parte application with this Court to obtain the requested extension. See ECF 

No. 99.1, ¶¶ 3-4, 8; ECF No. 99; Fleischer Decl., ¶ 7. Second, School Defendants 

have also failed to serve their initial disclosures as required by Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 26(c). Fleischer Decl., ¶ 8. Those disclosures were due no later than April 

17, 2026. ECF No. 97, Page ID# 1233; Fleischer Decl., ¶ 8. On April 20, 2026, 

Plaintiffs’ counsel contacted defense counsel specifically inquiring when the School 

Defendants intended to provide the overdue initial disclosures. Fleischer Decl., ¶ 8, 

Exhibit B. As of the date of this filing, the School Defendants still have not served 

any initial disclosures or provided any follow-up communication. Fleischer Decl., ¶ 

8. And third, despite receiving the required 21-day safe-harbor notice under Rule 

11(c)(2) and multiple good-faith opportunities to meet and confer, the School 

Defendants have neither responded to any invitation to meet and confer nor 

withdrawn the procedurally improper Motion to Dismiss and Motion to Strike. 

Fleischer Decl., ¶¶ 2, 4-5. 

School Defendants’ successive, frivolous Motion to Dismiss and Strike is 

procedurally barred under Rule 12(g)(2), re-litigates issues this Court has already 

resolved, and forms part of a clear pattern of delay and bad-faith litigation. Having 

ignored the Rule 11 safe-harbor notice and multiple good-faith opportunities to 

withdraw the motion, their conduct is objectively unreasonable and warrants 

sanctions under Rule 11. 

V. REQUESTED SANCTIONS 
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Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court: 

1. Strike the School Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss and Motion to Strike 

from the record; 

2. Award Plaintiffs their reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in 

preparing and filing this Rule 11 motion and in responding to the School Defendants’ 

improper Motion to Dismiss and Motion to Strike (to be determined by supplemental 

declaration if necessary); and 

3. Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court grant 

this Motion for Sanctions in full. 

 
 
DATED:  April 21, 2026 ADVOCATES FOR FAITH AND 

FREEDOM 
 
 By:/s/ Julianne Fleischer     

      Julianne Fleischer, Esq. 
      Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

The undersigned counsel of record for Plaintiffs certifies that this brief contains 

1,975 words, which complies with the word limit of L.R. 11-6.1. 

 

DATED:  April 21, 2026 ADVOCATES FOR FAITH AND 
FREEDOM 

 
 By:/s/ Julianne Fleischer     

      Julianne Fleischer, Esq. 
      Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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