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PER CURI AM *

John and Tonya Veazey appeal the district court’s grant of
summary j udgnent to the Ascension Parish School Board in this case,
whi ch was brought pursuant to the Individuals with Disabilities in

Education Act (I DEA) and the Louisiana Exceptional Children’s Act

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determnm ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



(LECA).! The Veazeys argue that the Ascension Parish School Board
vi ol ated t he substantive and procedural requirenents of these acts
by transferring their deaf m nor son, Buddy, fromhis nei ghborhood
school three mles from their home to a “cluster” school seven
mles from their hone. This transfer required Buddy to ride a
speci al school bus used to transport disabled children instead of
a reqgqul ar school bus, and required himto share a transliterator
w th another hearing inpaired student instead of having a private
transliterator.

W review a grant of summary judgnent de novo.? “Wen an
action is brought under the IDEA, our inquiry is two-fold: (1)
whet her ‘the [IEP] developed through the Act’'s procedures [is]
reasonably calculated to enable the child to receive educati onal
benefits’; and (2) whether the school district has ‘conplied with
the procedures set forth inthe [IDEA].’ "% “If these requirenents
are nmet, the State has conplied with the obligations inposed by

Congress and the courts can require no nore.”*

The Veazeys cite to but do not substantively argue LECA
Thus, we will only consider their clainms under the |IDEA See L&A
Contracting Co. v. S. Concrete Servs., Inc., 17 F.3d 106, 113 (5th
Cr. 1994) (finding that an 1issue inadequately briefed is
consi der ed abandoned on appeal).

2Threadgi |l v. Prudential Sec. Group, Inc., 145 F.3d 286, 292
(5th Gr. 1998).

SWhite, 343 F.3d at 378 (quoting Row ey, 458 U.S. at 206-07)
(alterations nmade in Wite).

4ld. (quoting Row ey, 458 U S. at 207) (internal quotation
mar ks omtted).



The gravanen of the Veazeys’ conplaint is that the School
Board’s decision to transfer Buddy to the “cluster” school

constituted a change in his “educational placenent,” requiring the
Board to provide themw th prior witten notice.® Because notice
was provided only after the decision to transfer Buddy was nade,
t he Veazeys contend that their rights under the | DEA were vi ol at ed.

The Veazeys have not shown that the School Board's actions
were inproper. First, a change in the particular school site at
whi ch a di sabl ed student’ s “i ndi vi dual i zed educati on prograni (| EP)
is inplenmented does not constitute a change in “educationa
pl acement.”® Second, Buddy’'s | EP did not require the provision of
a personal transliterator. Third, requiring Buddy to ride the
speci al bus for disabled children instead of the regular bus did
not effect a fundanental change in his IEP.” Lastly, we can find
no evidence that these changes in any way alter the fact that

Buddy’s IEP is reasonably calculated to enable him to receive

educati onal benefits by providing himwth the “requisite basic

520 U.S.C. § 1415(b)(3).

6See White v. Ascension Parish Sch. Bd., 343 F.3d 373, 379
(5th Cr. 2003) (“‘Educational placenent’, as used in the | DEA,
means educational program — not the particular institution where
that programis inplenented.”).

'See Sherri A.D. v. Kirby, 975 F.2d 193, 206 (5th Cr. 1992)
(“An educational placenent, for the purposes of the EAHCA [| DEA s
predecessor], is not changed unless a fundanental change in, or
elimnation of, a basic elenent of the educational program has
occurred.”); DeLeon v. Susquehanna Comy. Sch. Dist., 747 F. 2d 149,
154 (3rd Gr. 1984) (finding that a change in nethod of
transportation did not constitute a change in placenent).



fl oor of opportunity.”?

Accordingly, the Veazeys have not shown that the district
court erred in granting the School Board’ s notion for summary
j udgnent .

AFF| RMED.

%Wite, 343 F.3d at 378.



