UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 93-8525
Summary Cal endar

HERBERT D. HOLT and SHI RLEY A. HOLT,
| ndi vidual ly, and as Next Friends of
WLLI AM DANI EL HOLT, their mnor son

Pl ai ntiffs-Appellants,
VERSUS
DENNI S HOALAND, NELDA HOWON,

and the TEMPLE | NDEPENDENT SCHOOL DI STRI CT,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas at Waco

(W 93- CA- 77)
(Novenber 24, 1993)

Bef ore GARWOOD, SM TH, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiffs brought suit for injuries alleged to have been
sustained by their son, WIlliam Daniel Holt, when he was

adm ni stered two swats with a wooden paddl e by def endant How and as

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



a disciplinary neasure. Def endant Howl and was the assistant
principal of Travis Mddle School, and the paddling was
admnistered in the presence of defendant Howton, who was the
princi pal of that school. The defendant, Tenpl e I ndependent School
District, is the enpl oyer of How and and Howt on.

The def endants noved for di sm ssal under Rule 12(b)(6) Fed. R
Cv. P., and the trial judge granted such notion and entered an
order explaining his rationale for the dism ssal

We have carefully reviewed the briefs, the record excerpts,
and the record on appeal. For the reasons set forth by the trial
judge in his order entered on July 27, 1993, we AFFIRMt he j udgnent
of the trial court.

The law in this circuit is well settled that traditional
comon |l aw renedies are fully adequate to afford relief for clains
arising out of corporal punishnment, and the liberty interests
inplicated under the Fifth Anendnent, to the extent that they are
different from those under the Fourteenth Anmendnent, are fully
protected under state law. Ingrahamv. Wight, 430 U S. 651, 97
S.C. 1401,

51 L.Ed.2d 711 (1977), affirm ng, 525 F.2d 909 (5th Cr. 1976) en
banc; Cunni hghamv. Beavers, 858 F.2d 269 (5th Cr. 1988); and Fee

v. Herndon, 900 F.2d 804 (5th Gr. 1990), cert. denied, 111 S . C
279 (1990).

The judgenent of the trial court is AFFI RVED



