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 Fact Sheet 

Trends in Legal Challenges to Anti-Transgender 
Youth Sports Bans 
Introduction 
 
Beginning in March 2020 with Idaho’s HB 5001 states across the country have introduced and passed bills that prohibit or 
significantly limit participation by students who are transgender – especially female students – in school sports teams that 
align with their gender identity.2 Curtailing participation in school sports restricts access not only to healthful activities, but 
also to the physical, psychological, and academic benefits associated with them. Involvement in school sports is linked to 
higher levels of self-esteem, lower levels of depression, greater school belonging, better grades, and higher educational 
and occupational aspirations.3 These benefits have the potential to offset the high rates of mental health issues4 such as 
depression, anxiety, and suicidal ideation experienced by students who are transgender, possibly due to minority stress 
caused by discrimination and oppression.5 Although these laws would permit a transgender student to participate in sports 
that do not align with their gender identity, requiring a girl who is transgender to participate in single-sex activities with 
boys can cause additional harm to her well-being, hinder her ability to transition, and sometimes even raise concerns for 
her physical safety.6 
 
According to the Movement Advancement Project,7 as of November 20, 2023, twenty-four states had passed such bills. 
Of these laws, at least eight have been challenged in state or federal court on constitutional grounds. Conversely, there 
has been at least one lawsuit challenging a state law protecting transgender students’ ability to participate in school 
sports.8  
 
This fact sheet provides an overview of key trends in legal challenges to states’ restriction of transgender students’ 
participation in sports.  

Methods 
 
This fact sheet is based on lawsuits identified as of November 20, 2023, regardless of whether a decision had been 
issued at that time. We compiled a list of all states in which the legislature passed a bill banning or limiting the 
participation of students who are transgender, primarily using data published by the Movement Advancement Project. 
Then, for each state and accompanying law, we conducted searches on Westlaw and Google to identify cases 
challenging the law.9 Eight cases were identified based on this search. One state court case, Barrett v. Montana, was 
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eliminated from this review because the case’s complaint is not available online.10 The remaining seven cases are 
included in this fact sheet. One case that is included, A.M. v. Indianapolis Public Schools,11 was dismissed by stipulation 
of the parties based on mootness after a preliminary injunction was issued. Due to this dismissal, the court’s decision 
granting a preliminary injunction has limited precedential value.12 Nonetheless, we reviewed the complaint and the court’s 
reasoning for the preliminary injunction.  
 
We reviewed the complaint in each of the seven cases to determine which claims were being asserted. In the six cases 
where the court had issued a significant decision as of November 20, 2023 (all except L.E. v. Lee13), we reviewed the 
decision and related filings necessary to understand it. In the overview that follows, we describe legal theories alleged in 
plaintiffs’ complaints. Where available, we describe court decisions and document the success or failure of plaintiffs’ 
claims. 
 
Overview of Legal Challenges to Anti-Transgender Youth Sports Bans14

 
There are three main categories of claims that have arisen so far, including challenges based on: (1) the Equal 
Protection15 and (2) the Due Process16 Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment and (3) Title IX of the Education 
Amendments of 1972.17 Two less common but notable claims assert violations of constitutional protections against 
unreasonable search and seizure18 and violation of the Americans with Disabilities19 and the Rehabilitation20 Acts. For six 
of the seven cases we reviewed, the bill was challenged on federal grounds; the seventh case, Roe v. Utah HSAA,21 
involves challenges based on the Utah constitution. 
 
Equal Protection 
 
Included in all seven cases we reviewed, equal protection claims were the most common and the most effective 
challenges to anti-transgender youth sports ban laws. Of the seven cases, six complaints included federal Equal 
Protection claims, arguing that the sports ban laws violate the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of 
the U.S. Constitution. The seventh case, Roe v. Utah HSAA,22 included a challenge based on the Utah Constitution’s 
Uniform Operation of Laws provision, which the presiding court recognized as a state counterpart to the federal Equal 
Protection Clause. In general, plaintiffs asserted that the sports ban laws treat individuals differently based on sex or 
transgender identity, that distinctions based on sex or transgender identity are subject to intermediate scrutiny,23 and that 
anti-transgender youth sports ban laws are not substantially related to legitimate governmental interests.  
 
Of the six cases in which a court has issued a decision, three courts ruled in favor of the plaintiff based on Equal 
Protection grounds (Hecox v. Little,24 Roe v. Utah HSAA,25 and Doe v. Horne26), two courts ruled in favor of the state 
(BPJ v. WV State Board of Education27 and D. N. v. DeSantis et al.28), and the final court did not discuss the claim 
because it ruled in favor of the plaintiff under a different claim (A.M. v. Indianapolis Public Schools29).  
 
For example, in Hecox v. Little, 30 a federal district court granted a preliminary injunction,30F31 finding that the law likely 
constitutes discrimination based on transgender identity. The court found that Idaho’s sports ban law is not necessary for 
ensuring equality and opportunities for female athletes because it is not clear that there are physiological differences 
between transgender and cisgender females. Finally, the court held that the law was likely unconstitutional because it 
places a significant burden on women and girls to prove their biological sex that is not required for boys and men. On 
appeal, the ninth circuit affirmed the district court’s preliminary injunction.  
 
Similarly, in Roe v. Utah HSAA,32 a state court cited the U.S. Supreme Court’s 2020 decision in Bostock v. Clayton 
County33 to decisively state that transgender identity is a sex-based classification subject to heightened scrutiny. The 
court concluded that the Utah sports ban law does not withstand heightened scrutiny because it does not further a 
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legitimate legislative purpose. The Court further found that the ban treats transgender girls less favorably than other girls 
because it categorically bans transgender girls from competing on sports teams aligned with their gender identity. The 
Court underscored that the law does not redress historical discrimination against women and girls in sports, in part 
because transgender girls have likewise been the subject of historical discrimination. Furthermore, transgender girls 
would not otherwise have a meaningful opportunity to play sports and make up a small minority that would not displace 
cisgender girls from participating in athletics.  
 
In both cases where the Equal Protection claims were dismissed, BPJ v. WV State Board of Education34 and D. N. v. 
DeSantis et al.,35 the courts found that the State has an important interest in providing equal athletic opportunities to girls 
and boys and that excluding transgender girls from school sports aligning with their gender identity is a legitimate means 
toward promoting women’s equality in sports. In D. N. v. DeSantis et al., the Court went on to clarify that the law does not 
categorically exclude transgender girls from sports, as alleged in the Complaint, because they may play on co-ed and 
boys’ teams.36 

Due Process 
 
Three challenges to youth sports ban laws assert that the laws violate the due process clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the US Constitution, or the equivalent state statute. Specifically, plaintiffs claimed that the laws violate 
affected students’ right to privacy and/or their right to be free from compelled disclosure of personal, sensitive information. 
Although this legal theory was raised in Hecox v. Little37 and Roe v. Utah HSAA38 and both courts granted preliminary 
injunctions, the Courts did not discuss the due process challenges in their decisions. In the third case where a due 
process claim was raised, D. N. v. DeSantis et al.,39 the court dismissed the claim because the plaintiff did not satisfy the 
injury-in-fact requirement to establish standing for the issue of being compelled to disclose sensitive medical information. 
The court added that, even if a plaintiff had standing, the due process claim would fail because an impacted person could 
negotiate a protective order to guard sensitive information. Therefore, it is unclear whether this claim alone would be 
sufficient to establish that a sports ban law is unconstitutional. 
 
Title IX 
 
Another common challenge to youth sports ban laws asserts that these laws violate Title IX of the Education Amendments 
of 1972. Title IX protects people from sex-based discrimination in educational programs or activities.40 These challenges 
claim that sports ban laws are discriminatory because requiring tests and proof of sex or gender is exclusionary, the laws 
effectively deny students who are transgender the opportunity to participate in sports teams by prohibiting their 
participation on teams that align with their gender identity, and/or the laws treat girls differently from boys because boys’ 
sex or gender cannot be challenged.  

In 2021, the Biden Administration issued an Executive Order41 stating that discrimination based on gender identity or 
sexual orientation constitutes unconstitutional sex discrimination. In the Executive Order, President Biden specified that 
these principles of anti-discrimination apply to Title IX, along with other anti-discrimination laws. Similarly, the U.S. 
Department of Justice (DOJ) published a memorandum42 in 2021 to clarify and affirm the application to Title IX of the 
above referenced Executive Order and the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Bostock v. Clayton County43 holding that 
discrimination related to sexual orientation and transgender identity constitutes discrimination on the basis of sex. The 
DOJ explicitly concluded that Title IX’s protection against sex-based discrimination encompass discrimination based on 
sexual orientation and gender identity. 
 
Courts were less likely to rule on the Title IX claims as compared to equal protection claims. Of the six cases that included 
a Title IX claim in their complaint, a court has ruled in five cases. Of those, two courts that ruled in favor of the plaintiff 
discussed Title IX (A.M. v. Indianapolis Public Schools and Doe v. Horne), two courts ruled in favor of the state (BPJ v. 
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WV State Board of Education and D. N. v. DeSantis et al.), and one did not discuss the claim (Hecox v. Little). For 
example, in A.M. v. Indianapolis Public Schools,44 the court granted a preliminary injunction blocking enforcement of 
Indiana’s ban on transgender girls’ participation in school athletics, concluding that discrimination based on sex includes 
discrimination based on transgender identity. Accordingly, the court found that prohibiting transgender females from 
playing with female sports teams is discrimination based on sex prohibited by Title IX. Later, this case was dismissed by 
joint stipulation of the parties based on mootness. Conversely, the court in BPJ v. WV State Board of Education.45 held 
that the West Virginia law does not violate Title IX because it does not completely exclude transgender girls from school 
athletics, but instead designates on which team they are allowed to play. 

Other 
 
In addition to the three types of claims summarized above, there have been two noteworthy but less common claims. One 
of these claims, asserted in Doe v. Horne,45F46 argued that the Arizona sports ban violates the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA)46F47 and Rehabilitation Act, 47F48 both of which protect people with disabilities from discrimination. 
Plaintiff Doe argued that Arizona’s law violates these Acts by discriminating against students with gender dysphoria, a 
clinically recognized disability.48F49 The District Court granted a preliminary injunction, preventing the enforcement of the 
ban, but did not discuss the ADA claim in the decision. The second claim, raised in Hecox v. Little,49F50 asserted that the 
Idaho law violates the Fourth Amendment’s protection against unreasonable search and seizure by compelling medically 
unnecessary tests, examination, and disclosure. The Hecox v. Little court also granted a preliminary injunction, but did not 
discuss the Fourth Amendment claim. 

Conclusion 
 
For many transgender students across the country, schools are increasingly becoming sites of discrimination, harm, and 
exclusion as the students must navigate legal issues on top of typical teenage stresses. As new legislation emerges both 
protecting and restricting sports participation opportunities for youth who are transgender, there will no doubt be continued 
litigation involving the common Fourteenth Amendment and Title IX claims described above as well as creative and novel 
theories and applications of law. In response, legislatures may adjust the provisions of these laws to continue excluding 
transgender students from sports teams aligning with their gender identity. For example, legislation currently differs across 
states regarding to whom the law applies (e.g. does it apply to girls before they have begun puberty? does it matter if a 
student has begun hormone replacement therapy? how long is long enough to be on hormone replacement therapy?). 
Anti-transgender litigation has not slowed down; further research comparing sports ban challenges to related issues, such 
as bathroom laws and youth access to gender affirming care, may help advocates better advance students’ rights and 
opportunities. 
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CURRENT 
STATUS 

Hecox v. Little 
 
Complaint filed  
4/15/20 f

51 
 
State 
Idaho 
 
Court where cased 
filed 
United States District 
Court, D. Idaho 

HB 50052 – all athletic teams 
must be designated as male, 
female, or co-ed; girls and 
women who are transgender 
may not play on female 
teams; if a student’s sex is 
disputed, the student may 
establish sex by presenting 
a signed physician’s 
statement that indicates the 
student’s sex based on 
internal and external 
reproductive anatomy, 
endogenous levels of 
testosterone, and analysis of 
student’s genetic makeup 

Theories contributing to decision 
  
Equal Protection - HB 500 singles out 
women, individuals who depart from sex 
stereotypes, transgender people, and 
intersex people for discriminatory 
treatment compared to students who do 
not possess these identities. The law 
departs from pre-existing laws within the 
State as well as sister states. This 
discrimination does not substantially 
relate to a legitimate state interest.  

On 8/17/23, the 9th 
Circuit Court of 
Appeals 53 affirmed 
the preliminary 
injunction previously 
granted by the 
District Court. 54 
 
Decided on Equal 
Protection grounds; 
the State did not 
demonstrate a 
sufficient 
governmental 
interest to justify 
implementation of 
the “sex verification 
process” which 
applies to women 
and girls only or in 
the overbroad 
categorical ban on 
transgender women 
and girls. 
 
 

Theories raised, but not dispositive 
 
Due Process - The law violates 
Plaintiff’s right to privacy and right to 
avoid disclosure of sensitive, personal 
information by requiring women and girls 
to undergo an invasive internal and 
external reproductive examination and 
to turn over sensitive information to the 
government to participate in athletic 
activities.  
 
The law also violates Plaintiff’s right to 
privacy because it lacks safeguards to 
prevent unauthorized disclosure by 
school officials of the sensitive 
information obtained through the 
intrusive and offensive testing.  
 
Title IX - Under Title IX, sex-based 
discrimination encompasses 
discrimination against individuals 
because they are transgender, because 
they are women and girls, and because 
they depart from stereotypes associated 
with sex. Title IX does not define “sex” 
based on endogenous hormone levels, 
internal or external reproductive 
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anatomy, or chromosomes. Barring 
transgender girls from sports and 
subjecting them to invasive, expensive, 
and unnecessary medical testing 
discriminates against transgender girls 
in educational programs and activities 
based on sex. 
 
Other (Fourth Amendment) - HB 500 
legally compels medically unnecessary 
pelvic examinations, transvaginal pelvic 
ultrasounds, blood tests, genetic tests, 
and disclosure of private medical 
information, which all constitute 
searches under the Fourth Amendment.  
The government has no legitimate basis 
for such “invasive and offensive 
intrusions on the bodies of girls and 
women.” 

Roe v. Utah HSAA 
 
Complaint filed 
5/31/22f

55 
 
State 
Utah 
 
Court where case 
filed 
Third District Court of 
Utahf

56 
 

HB 1157 – athletic activities 
must be designated male, 
female, or co-ed; girls and 
women who are transgender 
may not compete on a team 
designated for female 
students; a student of any 
gender may participate with 
a female team outside of 
competition; sex is 
determined based on 
genetics and anatomy at 
birth 58 

Theories contributing to decision 
 
Uniform Operation of Laws (“state-law 
counterpart to the federal Equal 
Protection Clause)- The ban violates the 
equal rights clause of the Utah 
Constitution because it singles out and 
categorically bars transgender girls from 
competing on girls’ teams. 
 

On 8/19/22, the 
District Court 
granted a preliminary 
injunction. 59 
 
Decided on Equal 
Protection grounds; 
the law creates a 
group classification, 
treats the group less 
favorably than any 
other similarly 
situated groups, and 
this disparate 
treatment does not 
further a legitimate 
legislative goal. 

Theories raised, but not dispositive 
 
Equal Rights – Article IV, Section 1 of 
the Utah Constitution provides that “both 
male and female citizens…shall enjoy 
equally all civil, political and religious 
rights and privileges.” By singling out 
and categorically barring Plaintiffs 
because they are transgender, the ban 
discriminates based on their 
transgender status, which is a sex-
based determination, and, thus, 
discrimination on account of sex. The 
ban is not reasonable or necessary to 
further a legitimate legislative goal. 

Due Process - The ban violates the due 
process clause in Article I, Section 7 of 
the Utah Constitution. The law deprives 
Plaintiffs of their fundamental right to be 



 

Page 7 

free from discrimination based on sex by 
categorically banning transgender girls 
from competing on girls’ sports team. 

BPJ v. WV State 
Board of Education 
 
Complaint filed 
5/31/2260 
 
State 
West Virginia 
 
Court where case was 
filed 
United States District 
Court, Southern District 
of West Virginia 

HB 3293 61 – athletic teams 
or sports must be 
designated as male, female, 
or co-ed; male or female 
status is determined based 
on biological sex at birth 
based solely on reproductive 
biology and genetics; girls 
and women who are 
transgender may not 
participate in competitive or 
contact sports on a team 
designated for female 
students; any student may 
bring an action against the 
county board or school for 
failing to enforce this law 

Theories raised and dismissed 
 
Equal Protection – The law 
discriminates against girls who are 
transgender by singling them out for 
different treatment as compared to 
cisgender girls and by preventing them 
from equally accessing the benefits of 
participating in school activities based 
on sex and transgender identity. 
Excluding girls based on reproductive 
anatomy and genetics at birth is not 
substantially related to an important 
state interest.  
 
The law places girls, but not boys, at risk 
of having their biological sex challenged, 
which prevents girls from accessing 
school athletics on an equal basis to 
boys. The law was based on unfounded 
stereotypes, false scientific claims, and 
baseless fear and misunderstanding, 
meaning it could not withstand any level 
of scrutiny. 
 
Title IX – The law treats girls who are 
transgender differently from cisgender 
girls, preventing them from accessing 
school athletics on an equal basis as 
other students.  
 
The law also discriminates against girls 
by subjecting them (but not boys) to 
potential challenges to their “biological 
sex.” 

On 1/5/23, the 
District Court ruled in 
favor of the State.62  
 
Dismissed Equal 
Protection claim 
stating that excluding 
transgender girls 
from the legislature’s 
definition of “girl” is 
related to the State’s 
legitimate interest in 
providing equal 
athletic 
opportunities. 
 
Dismissed Title IX 
claim because Title 
IX authorizes and 
even endorses sex 
separation in sports, 
including the 
separation codified 
in the law. 
 
On 2/22/23, the 4th 
Circuit Court of 
Appeals upheld a 
preliminary 
injunction, 
preventing 
enforcement of the 
law pending 
appeal. 63 
 
On 4/6/2023, the 
Supreme Court 
denied defendants’ 
motion to vacate the 
preliminary 
injunction. 64  
 
On 10/27/23, the 4th 
Circuit Court of 
Appeals heard 
arguments on 
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whether to affirm the 
District Court’s 
decision to uphold 
the law. As of 
11/26/2023, there 
was no published 
decision. 

D. N. v. DeSantis et 
al. 
 
Complaint filed 
6/29/2165 
 
State 
Florida 
 
Court where case was 
filed 
US District Court, 
Southern District of 
Florida 
 

SB 102866 - athletic activities 
must be designated male, 
female, or co-ed; teams 
designated as male may be 
open to female students; 
teams designated as female 
may not be open to male 
students; sex is determined 
by sex listed on birth 
certificate 

Theories raised and dismissed 
 
Equal Protection - The law treats 
transgender girls and women differently 
from cisgender girls and women and 
from transgender boys and men without 
a legitimate, important, or compelling 
interest.  
 
Although the law does not explicitly refer 
to transgender girls and women, the 
only individuals impacted by the law, i.e. 
denied athletic opportunities, are 
transgender girls and women.  
 
Due Process - Substantive due process 
protects an individual’s “right not to have 
the state compel disclosure of personal, 
sensitive information.” Enforcement of 
the sports ban law would compel some 
female students to disclose sensitive 
medical information and legal 
documents, such as a birth certificate. 
 
Title IX - Excluding transgender 
individuals from school programs, 
including athletic opportunities within 
school, is sex-based discrimination.  
The law further violates Title IX by 
creating different rules for transgender 
girls than it does for transgender boys. 

On 11/6/23, the 
District Court 
granted the State’s 
motion to dismiss the 
case and granted 
Plaintiff leave to 
amend the Equal 
Protection claim on 
the issue of animus 
and the Title IX 
claim.67 
 
Dismissed Equal 
Protection claim 
because promoting 
women’s equality in 
sports is an 
important 
government interest, 
and the law does not 
“categorically 
exclude transgender 
girls from school 
sports” because they 
may play on co-ed 
teams and boys’ 
teams. 
 
Dismissed Due 
Process claim, 
stating that Plaintiff 
does not satisfy the 
injury-in-fact 
requirement to 
establish standing 
because the injury, 
i.e. being forced to 
disclose sensitive 
medical information, 
is speculative. Even 
where Plaintiff has 
standing, she would 
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not suffer concrete 
injury because she 
may negotiate a 
protective order to 
guard the sensitive 
information. 
Additionally 
dismissed claim 
because there is no 
relevant right to 
privacy. 
 
Dismissed Title IX 
claim because 
Eleventh circuit held 
in Adams v. Sch. Bd. 
of St. Johns Cnty.68 
that Title IX’s 
reference to sex 
does not apply to 
gender identity and 
sex-separated sports 
are appropriate 
under the law. 

L.E. v. Lee 
 
Complaint filed 
11/4/2169 
 
State 
Tennessee 
 
Court where case was 
filed 
US District Court, 
Middle District of 
Tennessee 

SB 228 70– a student’s 
gender for purposes of 
participating in athletic 
activities must be 
determined by the sex listed 
on their original birth 
certificate 

Theories raised 
 
Equal Protection71 - The law constitutes 
a sweeping exclusion of all transgender 
students from participation on any 
athletic team consistent with their 
gender identity and, therefore, 
discriminates based on sex and based 
on transgender identity. The law is 
based on a desire to harm a politically 
unpopular group, which is an 
impermissible government purpose. 
 
Title IX - The law constitutes 
discrimination against students because 
they are transgender, which is 
discrimination based on sex. 
 

No update since 
complaint filed. 

A.M. v. Indianapolis 
Public Schools 
 
Complaint filed 
5/24/2272 
 

HB 1041 73– athletic teams 
need to be designated as 
male, female, or co-ed; a 
student assigned male at 
birth in accordance with 
genetics and reproductive 
biology may not participate 

Theories contributing to decision 
 
Title IX - The law discriminates based on 
sex by denying transgender girls the 
ability to participate in the same sports 
as other girls. 
 

On 1/19/23, the 
parties filed a joint 
stipulation to dismiss 
the case because of 
mootness after 
Plaintiff enrolled in a 
charter school and, 
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State 
Indiana 
 
Court where case was 
filed 
US District Court, 
Southern District of 
Indiana 

on athletic teams designated 
as female 

Theories raised, but not dispositive 
 
Equal Protection - The ban improperly 
discriminates against transgender 
female students because of their sex 
and transgender identity. 

thus, no longer 
attended a school 
within Defendant’s 
school system. 74 
Accordingly. the 7th 
Circuit Court of 
Appeals dismissed 
the case, vacating 
the District Court’s 
preliminary 
injunction. 75  
 
District Court 
granted Plaintiff’s 
motion for 
preliminary injunction 
on 7/26/22. 76  

Decided based on 
Title IX claim, 
adopting Bostock’s 
finding that exclusion 
on the basis of 
transgender status is 
on the basis of sex. 
Because the law 
specifically bans 
transgender girls 
from playing on 
sports teams that 
conform to their 
gender identity, it 
constitutes 
discrimination based 
on sex. 

Doe v. Horne 
 
Complaint filed 
4/17/23 77 
 
State 
Arizona 
 
Court where case was 
filed 
US District Court, 
District of Arizona 
Tucson Division 

SB 116578 – athletic teams 
must be designated as male, 
female, or co-ed based on 
participants’ biological sex; 
legislative history suggests 
that students assigned male 
at birth cannot compete on 
female teams  

Theories contributing to decision 
 
Equal Protection - The law discriminates 
against female students who are 
transgender by categorically banning 
them from competing on girls’ sports 
teams. The ban also constitutes 
discrimination based on sex because 
being transgender is a sex-based trait. 
The law is not substantially related to 
any important state interest. 
 
Title IX - A law that bars girls from 
playing on a girls’ sports teams because 

District Court 
granted motion for 
preliminary injunction 
7/20/23 79 
 
Decided based on 
Equal Protection and 
Title IX claims; the 
State created a 
classification that 
necessarily excludes 
transgender girls and 
the law is not 
substantially related 
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they are transgender is excluding them 
from, denying the benefits of, and 
subjecting them to discrimination in 
education activities on the basis of sex. 
 

to any important 
government interest; 
discriminating 
against individuals 
because they are 
transgender is 
discrimination based 
on sex, which is 
prohibited under Title 
IX. 

Theories raised, but not dispositive 
 
Other (Americans with Disabilities Act) - 
Plaintiffs have a disability as defined in 
the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) based on a diagnosis of gender 
dysphoria. 80 Therefore, the sports ban 
law violates the ADA and Section 504 of 
Rehabilitation Act because it denies 
students access to sports programs 
based on their gender dysphoria, a 
disability protected under the ADA. 
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https://iga.in.gov/legislative/2022/bills/house/1041/details
https://drupal-files-delivery.s3.amazonaws.com/public/2023-01/AM-v-Indianapolis-Public-Schools-2023-01-18-Dismissal.pdf
https://storage.courtlistener.com/recap/gov.uscourts.insd.200573/gov.uscourts.insd.200573.61.0.pdf
https://www.nclrights.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/2023.04.17.-Dkt.-1.-Complaint.pdf
https://www.azleg.gov/legtext/55leg/2R/bills/SB1165P.pdf
https://casetext.com/case/doe-v-horne-6
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