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

No. 93-8753

DONALD STADTNER

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
V.
UNI VERSI TY OF TEXAS SYSTEM ET AL.

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
(93 CA 19SS)

(Novenber 21, 1994)

Bef ore W SDOM KI NG and DUHE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

We have consi dered the argunents nade on appeal by the
pl aintiff-appellant Donald Stadtner, and we are persuaded that
they are without nerit. The district court properly dism ssed
Stadtner's clains for damages agai nst the University of Texas
System and the University of Texas at Austin for the reason that
the State of Texas and its agencies are not "persons"” within the

meaning of 42 U S.C. § 1983. WIIl v. Mchigan Dept. of State

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



Police, 109 S. C. 2304 (1989). The clains for damages agai nst
the nanmed defendants in their official capacities were al so
properly di sm ssed under the doctrine of sovereign inmunity.
Further, Stadtner's clains for danages under the Texas
Constitution for violation of his rights to procedural and
substantive due process were properly dismssed for failure to

state a claimupon which relief can be granted. See Gllumyv.

Cty of Kerrville, 3 F.3d 117 (5th Gr. 1993). Turning to

Stadtner's clains against the naned defendants in their

i ndi vi dual capacities, we think that the district court properly
di sm ssed those clains on the basis of qualified imunity. The
record does not support Stadtner's argunent that his term nation
was the result of the deprivation of his clearly established
constitutional rights. Even if we were to assune arguendo that
St adt ner's speech involved a matter of public concern, the record
concl usively establishes that there was no causal connection

bet ween that speech and his di sm ssal.

The judgnent of the district court is, therefore, AFFI RVED



