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

No. 00-31267

PARENTS AGAI NST TESTING BEFORE TEACH NG an uni ncor porat ed
associ ation; CHARMAI NE BRYANT, individually and on behalf of her
mnor child, Krystal Bryant; BRYANT SMOOT; STEPHEN SMOOT,
individually and on behalf of their mnor child, Lynette Snoot;
WAYNE THOMPSON;, ROVONA THOWPSON, individually and on behalf of
their mnor children Savannah Thonpson and Stephen Thonpson;
NATHANI EL BROWN; DI ANNE BROWN, i ndividually and on behalf of their
mnor child, Irene Brown; ALTHEA FRANKLIN, individually and on
behal f of her mnor child, Dom nique Franklin; D EDRA RAYFI ELD,
individually and on behalf of her mnor child, Jessie Rayfield;
EVELYN MAGEE; MELVIN MAGEE, individually and on behalf of their
m nor child, Maurice Magee; TAMAR ALLEN, individually and on behal f
of her mnor child, Daniel Allen; NAOM MARK, individually and on
behal f of her mnor child, Tiffany Raines,

Pl ai ntiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus

ORLEANS PARI SH SCHOOL BOARD; GAIL MOORE GLAPION, in her official
capacity as Board President; THE LOU SIANA STATE BOARD OF
ELEVMENTARY & SECONDARY EDUCATI ON; GLENNY LEE BUQUET, in her
capacity as president of the State Board of Elenentary and
Secondary Education; CECIL PICARD, in his capacity as Louisiana' s
St ate Superintendent of Educati on,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
G vil Docket #00-CV-2525

Septenber 17, 2001



Before DAVIS, and JONES, Circuit Judges and BARBOUR, District
Judge. ”

PER CURI AM **

This court has carefully considered the i ssues on appeal
in light of the parties’ briefs, oral argunent, and pertinent
portions of the records. Havi ng done so, we, first, find no
deficiency in the appellants’ notice of appeal and therefore have
appel l ate jurisdiction.

Next, we affirmfor essentially the reasons stated by the
district court. The court did not err in finding no due process
vi ol ations under federal or applicable state law. In particular,

the Deborah P. case cited by appellants pertains to the narrow

right of graduating seniors to obtain a diplom, and not to any
expectation of pronotion in the public schools fromyear to year.

Deborah P. v. Turlington, 644 F.2d 397 (5th Gr. -- Unit B 1981).

Further, appellants’ briefing did not sustain their assertion of
private causes of action under federal statutes, including those
covering age discrimnation. The district court did not abuse its
discretion in denying a prelimnary injunction against the
adm ni stration of the LEAP21 test and enforcenent of its results.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RMED

Di strict Judge of the Southern District of Mssissippi, sitting by
desi gnati on.

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determned that this

opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5.4.
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