IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-50572

SYLMIE M, by next friend D ane R ;
D ane R,
Pl aintiffs-Appellants

ver sus

BOARD OF EDUCATI ON OF DRI PPl NG SPRI NGS
| NDEPENDENT SCHOOL DI STRICT; ET AL
Def endant s

BOARD OF EDUCATI ON OF DRI PPI NG SPRI NGS
| NDEPENDENT SCHOCL DI STRI CT
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Texas
(A-97-CV-314)

May 05, 2000
Bef ore W ENER, BENAVI DES, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiffs-Appellants Sylvie M and Diane R (collectively,
“Appel lants”) ask us to reverse the district court’s reversal of
the State Education Hearing O ficer’s decision that the defendant-
appel lee (“School District”) did not provide a free appropriate
public education (“FAPE’), and to reverse both the Hearing
Oficer's and the district court’s rulings that Appellants are not
entitled to reinbursenent for residential placenment of Sylvie at

the El an School because it was not appropriate for her disability.

Pursuant to 5" CIR. R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5™ CIR R 47.5.4.



Appel l ants’ clains are grounded, alternatively, in the Individuals
wth Disability in Education Act (“IDEA’) and the Rehabilitation
Act . W affirm the district court’s dismssal of Appellants’
actions.

After carefully reviewwng the material facts at issue inthis
case, as reflected by the record and as related in briefs of
counsel, and applying the appropriate law to those facts, we
conclude that the district court did not commt reversible error in
hol di ng, under the appropriate “essentially de novo” standard of
review, that the Individual Educational Plan (“1EP”) provided by
the school district was in conpliance with the appropriate
procedures and was reasonably calculated to enable Sylvie to
recei ve educational benefits. Neither do we find reversible error
in the district court’s determnation that Sylvie' s unilateral
residential school placenent by her parents was inappropriate and

t hus not rei nbursable. See Cypress-Fairbanks | ndependent Schoo

District v. Mchael F., 118 F.3d 245 (5th Gr. 1997); see also

Houst on | ndependent School District v. Bobby R, 200 F.3d 341 (5th
Cir. 2000).

W conclude that the argunents advanced on behalf of
Appellants are insufficient to justify reversal of the district
court’s judgnent, which, in all respects, is

AFFI RVED.



