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PER CURI AM *

Raynond Logwood appeals the summary judgnent awarded the
School Board of Quachita Parish and Robert Wber (Appellees).
Logwood essentially asserts he was deni ed access to certain cl asses
and activities at West Mnroe H gh School (WWHS), in violation of

the Anmericans with Disabilities Act of 1990, 42 U S.C 8 12132

" Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



(ADA); Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 U S.C 8§
794(a); and 42 U S.C. § 1983. He al so contends he was denied a
free and appropriate education (FAPE), in violation of the
I ndi viduals with Disabilities Education Act, 20 U S.C. § 1400 et
seq. (IDEA). Logwood, who is no longer enrolled at WWHS, cl ains
Appel l ees violated his rights and denied him a FAPE by: (1)
forcing himto use a substandard route to access the Famly and
Consuner Sci ence classroom and (2) denying himaccess to the WHS
audi t ori um st age.

A summary judgnent is reviewed de novo, applying the standard
used by the district court. E.g., UE Tex. One-Barrington, Ltd.
v. Gen. Star Indem Co., 332 F.3d 274, 276 (5th Gr. 2003). Such
judgnent is appropriate when “there is no genuine issue as to any
material fact and ... the noving party is entitled to a judgnent as
a matter of |aw’. FED. R CGv. P. 56(c). Logwood concedes that,
because he is no | onger a student at WWHS, injunctive relief is not
avai |l able; only damages are at issue.

Logwood was not denied access to the classroom He was
provi ded an aide, as well as an acceptable alternate route to reach
the classroom Taking that route did not affect Logwood’ s ability
to receive a neaningful educat i onal benefit under hi s
| ndi vi dual i zed Education Plan (I EP) and, therefore, did not deny

hi ma FAPE. See Pace v. Bogalusa Gty Sch. Bd., 325 F. 3d 609, 620

(5th Gr. 2003), vacated in part and aff’d in part en banc, 403



F.3d 272, 289 (5th Gr.) (adopting panel’s |IDEA claim
determ nation), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 416 (2005).

Logwood was not denied access to the auditorium stage.
Although it was not wheelchair accessible when Logwood was
participating in the drama club at WWHS (the ranp was conpl eted
after Logwood stopped doing so, although still enrolled), Logwood
did not audition for any plays and did not participate in any
activity that required himto be on stage. If he had, the activity
woul d have been noved to the handi capped-accessi bl e gymmasi um as
had occurred in the past. Therefore, Logwood was not denied a
meani ngf ul educational benefit and, thus, was not denied a FAPE.
See id.

Logwood’ s remaining clains are without nerit. Accordingly,
summary judgnent was awarded properly against themas well.
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