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FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP 
Milton E. Foster III, SBN 250357 
mfoster@f3law.com 
Nathaniel Rosilez, SBN 339229 
nrosilez@f3law.com 
4160 Temescal Canyon Road, Suite 610 
Corona, California 92883 
Phone: 951.215.4900 
Fax: 951.215.4911 
 
Attorneys for RIVERSIDE UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT, AMANDA 
CHANN, and LEANN IACUONE 
 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, EASTERN DIVISION 

 

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, 
 

vs. 
 
TONY THURMOND, in his official 
capacity as State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction; ROB BONTA, in his 
official capacity as State Attorney 
General; 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) 
 
DEFENDANTS RIVERSIDE 
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT’S, 
LEANN IACUONE’S, AND 
AMANDA CHANN’S OBJECTION 
TO PLAINTIFFS’ REQUEST FOR 
JUDICIAL NOTICE 
 
The Hon. Sunshine Suzanne Sykes 
 
Trial Date: April 5, 2027 

[Exempt From Filing Fee 
Government Code § 6103] 
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Defendants Riverside Unified School District, Dr. Leann Iacuone, and 

Amanda Chann (“School Defendants”) hereby objects to Plaintiffs Save Girls’ 

Sports, T.S.’s, and K.S.’s (“Plaintiffs”) Request for Judicial Notice and Exhibits A, 

B, C, D, E, and F attached thereto, which they filed in support of their opposition to 

School Defendants Motion to Dismiss and Strike Plaintiffs’ Second Amended 

Complaint. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On March 27, 2026, School Defendants filed their Motion to Dismiss and 

Strike Plaintiffs’ Second Amended Complaint (“Motion”) and related moving 

papers.  On April 17, 2026, Plaintiffs filed their opposition to the School 

Defendants’ Motion and further filed a request for judicial notice in support of 

Plaintiffs’ opposition to the School Defendants’ Motion.  Each of the exhibits which 

Plaintiffs request this Court take judicial notice of are not suitable subjects of 

judicial notice. 

II. ARGUMENT 

School Defendants objects to the foregoing items on the ground that each are 

improper subjects of judicial notice.  Moreover, Plaintiffs fail to explain the purpose 

or relevance of these documents to this case.  The documents are irrelevant to this 

case under the standard set forth in Rule 401 of the Federal Rules of Evidence.   

A. THE DOCUMENTS PLAINTIFFS REQUEST THE COURT TO 

TAKE JUDICIAL NOTICE OF HAVE NO RELEVANCE TO 

THIS CASE.    

Courts have consistently denied requests for judicial notice because the 

proffered documents were immaterial.  See e.g., Carpenters S. Ca. Admin. Corp. v. 

Knight, 207 F.3d 1115, 1119 n. 4 (9th Cir. 2000) (denying request for judicial notice 

of irrelevant facts); McColm v. Restoration Group, Inc., 2007 WL 1470106, at *3-4 

(E.D. Cal. May 18, 2007) (court declined to take judicial notice of plaintiff’s 
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litigation history because the court found such information irrelevant to the action); 

In re Schugg, 2006 WL 145568, at *4 (D. Ariz. May 22, 2006) (court not required to 

take judicial notice of a document filed in another court proceeding where there has 

been no showing of relevance to the issues raised in the case).  Relevant evidence 

must “make the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the determination of 

the action more probable or less probable than it would be without the evidence.”  

FED.R.EVID. § 401.   

The exhibits offered by Plaintiffs in their request for judicial notice is 

immaterial to School Defendants Motion, and immaterial to the case at large.  

Exhibits D and E are not cited by Plaintiffs in their opposition to the School 

Defendants’ Motion.  As Plaintiffs’ admit in their opposition to School Defendants’ 

Motion, JVHS belongs to a separate District; and Exhibits A-C and F are thereby 

entirely unrelated to the District’s provision of athletic opportunities to its female 

students.  Accordingly, each of Plaintiffs’ Exhibits A-F are irrelevant to this matter 

and judicial notice should be denied. 

B. JUDICIAL NOTICE MAY BE EXERCISED ONLY WHERE 

FACTS ARE UNQUESTIONABLE AND EASILY VERIFIABLE 

BY THE COURT.  

Federal Rule of Evidence 201 authorizes a court to take judicial notice of 

facts that are “not subject to reasonable dispute in that it is either (1) generally 

known within the territorial jurisdiction of the trial court or (2) capable of accurate 

and ready determination by resort to sources whose accuracy cannot reasonably be 

questioned.”  Rule 201 was intended to obviate the need for formal fact-finding 

relative to facts which are undisputed and easily verified.  Walker v. Woodford, 454 

F.Supp.2d 1007, 1022 (S.D. Cal. 2006), citing Melong v. Micronesian Claims 

Comm., 643 F.2d 10, 12 (D.C. Cir. 1980).   

The “taking of judicial notice of facts is, as a matter of evidence law, a highly 

limited process” because the taking of judicial notice “bypasses the safeguards 
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which are involved with the usual process of proving facts.”  Dippin’ Dots, Inc. v. 

Frosty Bites Distribution, LLC, 369 F.3d 1197, 1205 (11th Cir. 2004.)  Courts may 

not “take judicial notice of any matter that is in dispute.”  Lee v. City of Los Angeles, 

250 F.3d 668, 689 (9th Cir. 2001); FED.R.EVID. § 201.  

The documents subject to Plaintiffs request are not facts within the meaning 

of Rule 201.  Here, the documents subject to Plaintiffs’ request are not capable of 

accurate and ready determination.  Exhibits A, B, D, E, and F each come from non-

government websites.  Plaintiffs have made no effort beyond a conclusory statement 

that the website cited by Plaintiffs is a “verified website.”1  Exhibits A, B, D, E, and 

F are not government documents themselves.  Additionally, Exhibit D, contrary to 

Plaintiffs’ request for judicial notice, does not reflect the Jurupa Valley High School 

girls’ volleyball schedule.  The District therefore objects to Plaintiffs’ Request for 

Judicial Notice.   

Alternatively, if the Court takes judicial notice of the exhibits attached to 

Plaintiffs’ request for judicial notice, School Defendants requests that the Court give 

no weight to the unverified information contained therein.  Courts may take judicial 

notice of a document, acknowledging its existence, without acknowledging the truth 

of what is contained in the document.  See e.g., Fabbrini v. City of Dunsmuir, 544 

F.Supp.2d 1044, 1048 (E.D. Cal. 2008); Cactus Corner, LLC v. U.S. Dept. of 

Agriculture, 346 F.Supp.2d 1075, 1099 (E.D. Cal. 2004).    

III. CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, the District respectfully requests the Court to deny 

Plaintiffs’ Request for Judicial Notice.   

 
1 School Defendants believe, based upon Plaintiffs’ statement that the website “posts 
results of high school sports,” that the only “verified website” Plaintiff refers to is 
athletic.net.  ECF No. 105, Page ID #: 1320.   
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DATED:  April 24, 2026 FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP 
 
 
 
 By:  
 Milton E. Foster III 

Attorneys for RIVERSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT, AMANDA CHANN, and LEANN 
IACUONE 

190-115/9326552.1  
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

T.S. and K.S. v. Riverside Unified School District, et al. 
Case No. 5:24-cv-02480-SSS (SPx) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE 

At the time of service, I was over 18 years of age and not a party to this 
action.  I am employed in the County of Riverside, State of California.  My business 
address is 4160 Temescal Canyon Road, Suite 610, Corona, CA 92883. 

On April 24, 2026, I served true copies of the following document(s) 
described as DEFENDANTS RIVERSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT’S, 
LEANN IACUONE’S, AND AMANDA CHANN’S OBJECTION TO 
PLAINTIFFS’ REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE on the interested parties in 
this action as follows: 

SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST 

 BY CM/ECF NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING:  I 
electronically filed the document(s) with the Clerk of the Court by using the 
CM/ECF system.  Participants in the case who are registered CM/ECF users will be 
served by the CM/ECF system.  Participants in the case who are not registered 
CM/ECF users will be served by mail or by other means permitted by the court 
rules. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of 
America that the foregoing is true and correct and that I am employed in the office 
of a member of the bar of this Court at whose direction the service was made. 

Executed on April 24, 2026, at Corona, California. 

 

 
 Sara Rosas 
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SERVICE LIST 
T.S. and K.S. v. Riverside Unified School District, et al. 

Case No. 5:24-cv-02480-SSS (SPx) 
 
 
Robert Tyler 
Julianne Fleischer 
ADVOCATES FOR FAITH & FREEDOM 
25026 Las Brisas Road 
Murrieta, CA 92562 
Telephone: (951) 600-2733 
btyler@faith-freedom.com 
jfleischer@faith-freedom.com 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs T.S. and K.S. 

 

Case 5:24-cv-02480-SSS-SP     Document 107-1     Filed 04/24/26     Page 7 of 7   Page ID
#:1358


