Washington I-638 Lawsuit Challenges Trans Girls Sports Ban
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Parents, educators and civil-rights groups in Washington state are asking a judge to block Initiative 638, the voter-approved measure restricting transgender girls’ participation in girls’ school sports. The legal challenge says the rules could invade students’ privacy and discriminate against girls. With the initiative scheduled to take effect on 3 December, the court’s response matters now.
Essential Takeaways
The measure passed: Initiative 638 received about 56 per cent of the vote in Washington’s 3 November election.
A coalition is suing: The plaintiffs include the Washington Education Association, TransFamilies and parents of student-athletes.
Privacy is central to the case: The lawsuit challenges the requirement for girls seeking to play to have their sex verified.
The start date is close: The plaintiffs want a judge to stop the measure taking effect on 3 December.
The state plans to review the case: The Attorney General’s Office says it will defend laws passed by voters or legislators.
A new sports rule faces an immediate legal test
The challenge to Washington’s Initiative 638 centres on a question that reaches beyond the playing field: what would it mean for students to prove they’re eligible to take part? The lawsuit argues the verification rules intrude on privacy and discriminate against girls, including transgender girls.
Education Week reports that the Washington Education Association, TransFamilies and parents of student-athletes filed the case in King County Superior Court. They’re seeking to stop the measure before its scheduled start on 3 December.
What Initiative 638 would require
Voters approved I-638 on 3 November, with about 56 per cent support, according to The Spokesman-Review. The measure concerns K–12 girls’ sports and requires students seeking to compete to provide a health-care provider’s statement verifying their biological sex.
The verification criteria include reproductive anatomy, genetic makeup or naturally produced testosterone levels, according to Axios. That requirement has become a key point of dispute: supporters say the measure protects fairness in girls’ sport, while opponents argue it imposes checks on girls that boys don’t face.
Why the lawsuit says privacy is at stake
The complaint argues that requiring sex verification violates privacy and equal-rights protections. It also says the measure excludes transgender girls from girls’ sports and conflicts with Washington’s constitutional guarantees concerning education and equal treatment, as well as state antidiscrimination law.
There’s a practical disagreement over what verification might involve. Axios reports that supporters say existing sports physicals should mean extra examinations aren’t needed, while the Washington Interscholastic Activities Association says its current rules don’t require visual genital checks, DNA tests or hormone testing.
Both sides say fairness is on the line
For the Washington Education Association, the issue is whether schools can meet their duty to educate students without discrimination. Education Week reported that the union’s president said the new requirement conflicts with that responsibility.
Supporters of I-638 see the measure differently. Let’s Go Washington, the political committee that advanced it, says the lawsuit undermines voters’ decision and has called on the attorney general to defend the law, according to KUOW.
What happens before 3 December?
The plaintiffs have asked the court to block the initiative from taking effect while the case proceeds. KUOW reports that they’re seeking an emergency injunction, which would pause implementation during the litigation if granted.
Washington’s Attorney General’s Office says it will review the case and defend laws passed by voters or the Legislature, Education Week reports. For families and schools, the immediate question is whether the judge will act before the scheduled start date.
For now, the next step rests with the court.
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