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PER CURI AM *

Plaintiffs Haley Beckham and Judy Blue appeal the
district court’s grant of summary judgnent to the defendants.
Finding no error, we AFFIRM

| . BACKGROUND

In May 2001, Patrick dark, the Superintendent of the

Lexi ngton | ndependent School District (“LISD’"), received an

anonynous letter alleging an affair between Beckham then a

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



student, and one of LISD s coaches. In their various conplaints,
Beckham and her nother, Blue,! conplain of dark’s subsequent
i nvestigation of the matter.

Beckham initially deposed C ark under Texas Rule 202,
whi ch provides for pre-suit discovery. About two years |ater, she
filed suit in state court against LISD and dark, alleging
violations of state |law and the federal Fam |y Educati onal Rights
and Privacy Act. Cark and LI SD renoved the case to federal court,
and the district judge eventually di sm ssed Beckhanis case.

In the interest of justice, the district court granted
Beckhamis Rule 59 notion and allowed her to replead her case. In
her |atest conplaint, Beckham alleged violations of 42 U S C
§ 1983 (purportedly for violating the Fourth and Fourteenth
Amendnents) and 20 U S.C. 8§ 1681(a), Title I X (purportedly for
creating a hostile environnent). Clark and LISD then filed a
nmotion for summary judgnment, which the district court granted. It
is this grant of summary judgnent from which she appeal s.

1. DI SCUSSI ON

For much of her brief, Beckham strolls through the

hi story of English and Anerican |law wi thout offering any rel evant

clains of error.? It appears her mmin contention is that the

1 Because Blue's cause of action is dependent on Beckhanis, we wll

refer to Blue and Beckham as only “Beckham”

2 W have considered Beckhanis contentions out of an abundance of
caution. The brief flies in the face of the FED. R APP. PrROC. 28 requirenents,
and nornally we wll not consider clains on appeal that are not properly
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district court erred in granting summary judgnent to LI SD and O ark
on Beckhanis § 1983 and Title I X clains.?

First, Beckham has not alleged a proper 8§ 1983 claim
The allegations and affidavits in opposition to sumrmary judgnent
merely conclude that Cark and LI SD viol ated Beckham s Fourth and
Fourteenth Anendnent rights. Specifically, Beckham argues that
Clark’s investigation of the anonynous letter, and in particular
his questioning of Beckham about it, constituted malicious
prosecution and an unreasonabl e search and sei zure. |Involving the
sheriff's departnment in an investigation of an alleged student-
teacher relationship is not nmalicious prosecution. Mreover, even
if it were, malicious prosecution alone is not a constitutiona
violation and is thus insufficient to support a clai munder 8§ 1983.

Castellano v. Fragozo, 352 F.3d 939, 942 (5th G r.2003) (en banc).

Furt her, school officials have the power to summon students for the

addressed with logical argument and citation to authority. E.g., Randall v.
Chevron U.S.A, Inc., 13 F.3d 888, 911 (5th Cr. 1994).

8 At the outset, we also reject Beckhami s argunent that the district
court sonehow mi sapplied the standard for granting summary judgnment. The court
consi dered nmatters outside the pleadings, and accordingly, granted sunmmary
judgnent instead of a notion to disnmiss. The court’s ruling conplied with Rule
12(c). Further, to the extent Beckham spends much of her brief arguing with the
district court’s calculation of tine, this argument is nooted by the district
court’s January 31, 2005 order, wherein the district court explained that
Beckhami s affidavits and menorandumin opposition to sunmary judgnent in no way
altered its grant of sunmary judgnent.

The parties also spend a great deal of tine discussing qualified
i munity and Texas RULE oF QviL PRoceEDURE 202. W need not reach those issues, as
our affirmance of the district court’s grant of summary judgnent to LISD and
Clark is sufficient to affirmthe district court’s judgnent. W also reject
Beckhami s plea for Rule 11 sanctions on the statute of Iimtations issue. G ven
the frivolity of nobst of Beckhanis pleadings, we are hardly apt to award
sanctions to the other party for a good faith dispute over the limtations issue.
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pur poses of questioning themregarding runors. MIlliganv. Gty of

Slidell, 226 F.3d 652, 655 (5th Gr. 2000). Beckhamis attenpt to
distinguish MIlligan fails, and so do her unreasonable search and
sei zure cl ai ns.

Beckham al so fails on the Title I X claim Beckham does
not allege that she herself suffered harassnent at the hands of
school officials; rather, she all eges that these officials violated
her privacy by investigating the anonynous letter, thus creating a
hostile environnent. The district court’'s well reasoned
expl anation of why her clainms fail in these respects is not in

error, and the court properly granted summary judgnent to Cl ark and

LI SD.
CONCLUSI ON
Finding no error, we AFFI RMthe district court’s grant of
summary judgnent. G ven our previous warning to Plaintiffs’

counsel, see Clauro v. Thielsch Eng’d, 1Inc., No. 04-50602

(5th Gr. Jan. 18, 2005), we award doubl e costs to appellees. See

FED. R App. P. 38.



