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HOLLI STER GARDNER, ET AL.

Plaintiffs,
HOLLI STER GARDNER

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

TULI A 1| NDEPENDENT SCHOOL DI STRI CT; JEANETT HERRING In her
official capacity and in her individual capacity as Trustee;
SAM SADLER, In his official capacity and in his individual
capacity as Trustee; SCOIT BURROW In his official capacity
and in his individual capacity as Trustee; ANNA GRANADO, In
her official capacity and in her individual capacity as
Trustee; BOYD MLNER, In his official capacity and in his

i ndi vi dual capacity as Trustee; BEN HOMRD, In his official
capacity and in his individual capacity as Trustee; GARY
GARDNER, In his official capacity as Trustee,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:97-CV-20
USDC No. 2:97-CV-41

Before SMTH, DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Holl i ster Gardner (Hollister) is a former student of a
school in the Tulia Independent School District (TISD). Wile
Hol | i ster was attending Tl SD schools, he participated in extra
curricular activity. In the fall of 1996, TISD s board of
trust ees approved the devel opnent of a suspicionless, random
student drug testing programfor students involved in school -
sponsored extra-curricular activities. The drug-testing program
was i nplenented in January 1997.

Hol | i ster appeals the district court’s denial of declaratory
and injunctive relief frominplenentation of TISD s drug testing.
Hollister fails to brief any claimhe has for noney danages

stemming fromthe all eged unconstitutional policy, and he has

wai ved any issue on appeal in that regard. Yohey v. Collins, 985
F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993). Because Hollister has
graduated from high school, the instant appeal fromthe district
court’s denial of declaratory and injunctive relief is noot. Bd.

of Sch. Commirs of |Indianapolis v. Jacobs, 420 U S. 128, 129

(1975) (per curiam; Mdelland v. Gonwaldt, 155 F.3d 507, 514

(5th Gr. 1998). Hollister’'s appeal is, therefore, D SM SSED
The court notes that Hollister’s appellate brief contained
expl etives and di scussi on bordering on profane to support his
argunent that teenagers are easily enbarrassed by urinalysis drug
testing. Hollister is WARNED that this court will not tolerate
such |l anguage in any future filings by Hollister.
TISD s notion to file a supplenental brief is DEN ED as

unnecessary.



