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

No. 01-10022
Summary Cal endar

THOVAS J. RI ORDAN
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

UNI VERSI TY OF TEXAS SOUTHWESTERN MEDI CAL SCHOCL AT DALLAS;
PAUL MOHL, M D.

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:00-CV-715-M
* Novenmber 7, 2001
Bef ore DAVI S, BENAVI DES and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Thomas J. Riordan appeals the district court’s grant of
summary judgnent for the defendants. Hi s unopposed notion
seeking leave to file an out-of-tinme reply brief is GRANTED

Riordan filed the instant | awsuit seeking injunctive relief
and alleging that his federal due process rights were violated
when he was placed on probation by the defendants during his term
of nmedical residency in the Departnent of Psychiatry at the
def endant University of Texas Sout hwestern Medi cal School at

Dall as. He argues that the district court erred in holding that

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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he had failed to show that he was deprived of a protected |iberty
interest and that, even if he had a protected liberty interest,
he received sufficient due process.

This court reviews a grant of sunmary judgnent de novo. See

Geen v. Touro Infirmary, 992 F.2d 537, 538 (5th Cr. 1993).

Summary judgnent is appropriate when, considering all of the
adm ssi bl e evidence and draw ng all reasonable inferences in the
i ght nost favorable to the nonnoving party, there is no genui ne
i ssue of material fact and the noving party is entitled to
judgnent as a matter of law. See FED. R Cv. P. 56(c); Little v.

Liguid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1075 (5th Cr. 1994)(en banc).

Ri ordan’s argunents fail to show that he was deprived of a
protected liberty interest. He has therefore failed to state a

val id due process claim See Board of Curators of the Univ. of

M ssouri v. Horowitz, 435 U S. 78, 82 (1978). Furthernore, even

if Riordan was deprived of a protected liberty interest, the
record indicates that he was provided with sufficient due process
during his admnistrative appeal hearing. Accordingly, the
district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED

MOTI ON TO FI LE QUT- OF- Tl ME REPLY BRI EF GRANTED;, AFFI RMVED,



