h

U.S.BISTRICT COURT

O R l G ‘ N A L NORTHERI\E‘)EI%JTE]C)T OF TEXAS

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF THXAS
FEB 2 2 002

DALLAS DIVISION
RONALD HINDS, § CLERK, U.S. DiSTRICT COURT
§ By Deputy 7 \f
Plaintiff, §
§ N
V. § Civil Action No. 3:97-CV-2258-L
§ NTE, 2
DALLAS INDEPENDENT SCHOOL § ’k‘EZZzap
DISTRICT, et al., § .
§ & /f
Defendants. §

AMENDED MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

On February 21, 2002, the court issued a memorandum opinion and order in this case.
Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(a), the court issues this Amended Memorandum Opinion and Order
to correct several errors in citation contained on page 11 of the original opinion. The amended
opinion corrects these errors in citation so that the opinion now reads as the court originally intended.

None of these edits changes the substance of the opinion issued on February 21, 2002; the
edits are made solely to reflect the correct citations. Accordingly, the Memorandum Opinion and
Order issued on February 21, 2002 is hereby vacated and the following Amended Memorandum
Opinion and Order is substituted in its place.

Before the court are the following:

1. Motion for Summary Judgment of the DISD and the DISD Defendants, filed
April 12, 2001;

2. Brief in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment of the DISD and the DISD
Defendants, filed April 12, 2001;

3. Motion for Summary Judgment of Defendants Rich, Friedman, and Friedman &
Associates, P.C., filed April 16, 2001;
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4. Brief in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment of Defendants Rich, Friedman,
and Friedman & Associates, P.C., filed April 16, 2001;

5. Defendants Schwartz and Eichelbaum, P.C.’s and Dennis Eichelbaum’s Second
Motion for Summary Judgment, filed April 16, 2001;

6. Brief in Support of Defendants Schwartz and Eichelbaum, P.C.’s and Dennis
Eichelbaum’s Second Motion for Summary Judgment, filed April 16, 2001;

7. Plaintiff’s Response to the DISD and DISD Defendants’ Motion for Summary
Judgment and Supporting Brief, filed June 8, 2001;

8. Plaintiff’s Response to Defendants Rich, Friedman, and Friedman & Associates,
P.C.’s Motion for Summary Judgment and Supporting Brief, filed June 18, 2001;

9. Plaintiff’s Response to Defendants Eichelbaum and Schwartz & Eichelbaum, P.C.’s
Second Motion for Summary Judgment and Supporting Brief, filed June 8, 2001;

10. DISD et al’s Reply to Hinds’s Response for Summary Judgment, filed
June 22, 2001; and

11.  Defendants Schwartz and Eichelbaum, P.C.’s and Dennis Eichelbaum’s Reply to
Plaintiff’s Response to the Eichelbaum Defendants’ Second Motion for Summary

Judgment and Supporting Brief, filed June 25, 2001.}
After careful consideration of the motions, responses, replies, summary judgment evidence, and

applicable authority, the court grants the summary judgment motions of all Defendants.

I. Procedural and Factual Background

Ronald Hinds (“Hinds” or “Plaintiff”) filed this action on September 12, 1997, against the
Dallas Independent School District (“DISD”), Kathleen Leos (“Leos’), Hollis Brashear (“Brashear™),
Jose Plata (“Plata”), Yvonne Ewell (“Ewell”), Sandy Kress (“Kress”’), William Keever (“Keever”),
Dan Peavy (“Peavy”), Kathlyn Gilliam (“Gilliam”), Chad Woolery (“Woolery”), Lynda McDow

(“McDow™), collectively referred to as the “DISD Defendants”; Larry Friedman (“Friedman”),

"The court also has before it the appendices of all three groups of Defendants in support of their
respective summary judgment motions.
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