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SUMMARY

The Georgia Supreme Court held that a teacher was protected by official immunity from personal
liability arising from a student's eye injury during a bottle-rocket science experiment. The court
concluded that the applicable eye-protection policy required the teacher to exercise discretion in
determining whether the experiment involved "explosive materials," rather than imposing a ministerial

duty. The court reversed the Court of Appeals, with three justices dissenting.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the school-board eye-protection policy imposed a ministerial duty on Grammens to require
students to wear eye protection during the bottle-rocket experiment.

2. Whether Grammens was protected by official immunity from personal liability for failing to require

students to wear eye protection.

HOLDINGS

1. The policy did not impose a ministerial duty because its application depended on whether the
experiment involved 'caustic or explosive materials,' an undefined condition requiring the teacher to

exercise personal deliberation and judgment.

2. Official immunity shielded Grammens from personal liability because the alleged failure to require eye
protection involved a discretionary act, and there was no evidence of malice, willfulness, or intent to

injure.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A ministerial act is commonly one that is simple, absolute, and definite, arising under conditions admitted or

proved to exist, and requiring merely the execution of a specific duty.” (697 S.E.2d at 777)

“A discretionary act, however, calls for the exercise of personal deliberation and judgment, which in turn
entails examining the facts, reaching reasoned conclusions, and acting on them in a way not specifically
directed.” (697 S.E.2d at 777)

“In order for the written policy to impose a ministerial duty, the policy must mandate simple, absolute, and
definite action and require the execution of a specific task without any exercise of discretion.” (697 S.E.2d at
778)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

David Dollar suffered an eye injury during an eighth-grade science experiment in which students launched a
water-filled two-liter plastic bottle using air pressure. David was struck in the eye by the metal U-shaped pin
used to hold the bottle in place when he pulled a string to remove the pin. His father sued the teacher, principal,
and superintendent, alleging that the injury resulted from failure to comply with a school-board policy requiring

industrial-quality eye protection for courses involving, among other things, caustic or explosive materials.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The trial court granted summary judgment to the teacher, principal, and superintendent, concluding that the
alleged negligence involved discretionary acts protected by official immunity. The Court of Appeals affirmed as
to the principal and superintendent but reversed as to Grammens, holding that the eye-protection policy imposed

a ministerial duty on her. The Supreme Court of Georgia reversed the Court of Appeals as to Grammens.

DISPOSITION



reversed
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