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

No. 01-40522
Summary Cal endar

WLLIAM K., Individually and as next friend of
C. K, amnor child,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

HARLI NGEN CONSCLI| DATED | NDEPENDENT SCHOOL DI STRI CT;
ET AL.,

Def endant s,
HARLI NGEN CONSOLI DATED | NDEPENDENT SCHOOL DI STRI CT,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. B-00-Cv-125

 February 26, 2002
Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
WilliamK (“Wlliant), next friend of C K, a mnor child,
appeal s the magi strate judge’'s dism ssal of his conplaint for

failure to exhaust the adm nistrative renedi es required under

the Individuals wwth Disabilities Education Act (“IDEA").

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Wlliamfirst argues that the decision of the Texas
Educati on Agency (“TEA’) Hearing Oficer on Novenber 7, 2000,
dism ssing his case was a final ruling, and, therefore, the
magi strate judge erred in finding that he failed to exhaust the
adm ni strative renedi es under the IDEA. This argunent is
unavai l i ng because Wllianm s conplaint was filed on August 14,
2000, and then anended on August 29, 2000; therefore Wlliams
argunent regarding the Hearing Oficer’s Novenber 7, 2000,

di sm ssal of his conplaint will not be entertained. See FED. R
CGv. P. 15 (a)&(c).

WIlliamargues that the IDEA s adm nistrative renedi es were
futile or inadequate because two TEA hearing officers rul ed that
he woul d not be allowed to videotape the evaluation of C K
WIlliamhas failed to denonstrate that the adm nistrative
remedi es required under the I DEA were futile or inadequate. See

Gardner v. School Bd. Caddo Parish, 958 F.2d 108, 111-12 (5th

Cr. 1992). The judgnent is AFFI RVED



