IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 97-50561

TED MEYER, |Individually and as Next Friend for Carolyn Preciado, A
M nor; ROSEMARY MEYER, Individually and as Next Friend for Carolyn
Preci ado, A M nor; HAROLD ROBBINS, Individually and as Next Friend
for Linda Rosales, now known as Linda Quiroz, A Mnor; LINDA
ROBBI NS, Individually and as Next Friend for Linda Rosales, now
known as Linda Quiroz, A Mnor; PEDRO R AGUI RRE, Individually and
as Next Friend for Angelica Aguirre, A Mnor; SYLVIA NMARTI NEZ,
I ndi vidual ly and as Next Friend for Aglae Martinez, A Mnor; JESSE
MARTI NEZ, Individually and as Next Friend for Aglae Martinez, A
M nor; HERM NI A LARI CS, Parent of Sarah Ram rez; SARAH RAM REZ
Pl ai ntiffs-Appellees,

V.

AUSTI N | NDEPENDENT SCHOCOL DI STRI CT;
KENT EW NG, Princi pal, Bowi e H gh School
Def endant s- Appel | ant s

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas

February 10, 1999

ON PETI TI ON FOR REHEARI NG

(Opi ni on Novenber 16, 1998, 5th Gr. 1998 F. 3d )

Bef ore KI NG Chi ef Judge, GARWOOD and H GA NBOTHAM Circuit Judges.
H G3 NBOTHAM Circuit Judge:

The appellants seek rehearing, contending we held that a
principal would “lose qualified inmmnity sinply because he

m st akenly assunes that a parent’s defense of his or her child



reflects the child s side of the story,” and that *“if a school
adm ni strator gives a parent an opportunity to defend his or her
child, but later the child contends he or she would have told a
different story, that school admnistrator wll be personally
i abl e for noney damages.” W did not hold that. To the contrary,
we held that procedural due process is satisfied where there is a
meani ngful opportunity to tell the child s side of the story. O
course, an admnistrator’s speaking wwth a parent will not create
a neani ngful opportunity in every case. Thus, for exanple, here
plaintiffs contend that various adm nistrators nerely inforned the
parents of what had happened and t he di sci pline al ready i nposed and
gave the parents no neani ngful opportunity to explain or seek a
different result. Whether such a neaningful opportunity existed
here we do not assess. This we |eave to the district court, as we
must given the limted nature of our interlocutory review

PETI TI ON FOR REHEARI NG DENI ED.



