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

No. 01-30375
Summary Cal endar

VI OLA MOORE,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
LOUI SI ANA STATE UNI VERSI TY
AND AGRI CULTURAL AND
MECHANI CAL COLLEGE; CARVILLE
EARLE; KENT MATHEWSON; W LLI AM
DAVI DSON; RI CHARD KESSEL,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
(00- Cv-125)
Novenmber 2, 2001

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant Viola Mwore appeals from the district
court’s grant of sunmmary judgnent dism ssing her 42 U S.C. § 1983
conpl aint against the individual Defendants-Appellees, who are
uni versity professors. Moore clains that her substantive due
process rights were violated when the professors rejected her

thesis proposal which, she contends, resulted in her de facto

dism ssal from the university's Ph.D. program She also clains

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



that she was deprived of a liberty interest —pursui ng her chosen
course of study —w thout due process of |aw

Federal courts are not “suited to evaluate the substance of
the mul titude of academ c decisions that are nade daily by faculty
menbers of public educational institutions -- decisions that
require “an expert evaluation of cumulative information and [are]
not readily adapted to the procedural tools of judicial or

adm ni strative deci si on- nmaki ng. Regents of Univ. of M chigan v.

Ewi ng, 474 U. S. 214, 226 (1985) (citation omtted). “Courts nust
accept, as consistent with due process, ‘an academ c deci sion that
is not beyond the pale of reasoned academ c deci si on- maki ng when
vi ewed agai nst the background of [the student’s] entire career at

the University.”” Weeler v. Mller, 168 F.3d 241, 250 (5th Cr

1999) (citation omtted).

Under this standard, Mvore has failed to show that the
prof essors di d not exercise professional judgnent. On this record,
no rational trier of fact could find that the professors’ treatnent
of Moore was beyond the pal e of reasoned academ c deci si on- maki ng
in light of Mowore' s entire academ c career. Accordingly, the
judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



