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

No. 01-30867
Summary Cal endar

JOHN AARON DUHON, BOBBY DUHON, LI NDA DESHOTELS DUHON; DI RK D.
DUHON;, CHRI STI NA D. DUHON, RONOUS J. DUHON;, GLENDA G DUHON;
SIDNEY L. DUHON;, CHRI STINE A. DUHON, CGRACE D. HACKNEY; JAMES H.
HACKNEY; MASIL MRE;, ELLIS MRE, JR; VICKIE D. BADEAUX; LARRY
BADEAUX; BRADLEY DUHON; SHARON DUHON;, RI CHARD DUHON; VI CKI E
DUHON, ELLA M DUHON;, THOVAS LEBLANC, DI NA LEBLANC, NELL R
LEBLANC;, JOHN A. LEBLANC, ADOLA A. DUHON,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus
CONSOLI DATED GOVERNVENT OF LAFAYETTE; ET AL.,
Def endant s,

PCLI CE JURY OF VERM LI ON PARI SH;, RI TTER TRAHAN, in the capacity
of President of Vermlion Parish Police Jury; CARROLL DUHON
HUBERT FAULK; M NOS BROUSSARD; TERRY BESSARD;, MARK PCCHE; E. J.
BROUSSARD; EDVAL J. SIMON, JR ; KENNETH DEHART; LOU S JOE HARDY;
PURVIS ABSH RE; T.J. PREJEAN, JR ; M CHAEL J. BERTRAND; EUGENE
SELLERS; MALCOLM B. PRICE, JR, in his capacity as Chairman of
Loui si ana Tax Conmi ssion; PERVIS MEAUX, al so known as Pee We
Meaux; LUTHER HARDEE, al so known as Buster Hardeel

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
(00- CVv-1690)

January 31, 2002
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges:

PER CURI AM *

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except



In connection with their 42 U S C 8§ 1983 action claimng
numer ous defendants have conspired to “exile” them from Laf ayette
Parish by transferring their place of residence to Vermlion
Pari sh, by changing the boundary between the Parishes, Plaintiffs
chal | enge the sunmmary-judgnment dism ssal of the Vermlion Parish
Def endants and Mal colm Price, Jr., Chairman of the Louisiana Tax
Comm ssi on. The genesis of this action appears to be the
successful chall enge by one Defendant to the residency of one of
the Plaintiffs in an election for the Lafayette Parish Council
See Broussard v. Duhon, 748 So. 2d 14 (La. Ct. App.), wit denied,
747 So. 2d 1129 (La. 1999).

A summary judgnent is reviewed de novo, applying the sane
standard as did the district court. E. g., Stewart v. Mirphy, 174
F.3d 530, 533 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 528 U. S. 906 (1999). Such
judgnent is proper if the pleadings, depositions, answers to
interrogatories, and admssions on file, together wth any
affidavits filed in support of the notion, “show that there is no

genui ne issue as to any material fact and that the noving party is

entitled to a judgnent as a matter of law'. Feb. R Qv. P. 56(c)
(enphasi s added). “We view the pleadings and summary | udgnment
evidence in the |ight nost favorable to the nonnovant.” Stewart,

174 F.3d at 533.

under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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It goes without saying that a properly supported summary
j udgnent notion cannot be defeated by conclusional allegations,
unsubst anti ated assertions, or only a scintilla of evidence. E. g.,
Little v. Liquid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1075 (5th Cr. 1994) (en
banc) . And, a summary judgnent may be affirmed on “any basis
rai sed below and supported by the record”. Grenier v. Medical
Eng’ g Corp., 243 F.3d 200, 207 (5th Gr. 2001).

A di spute about a material fact is “genuine” if the “evidence
is such that a reasonable jury could return a verdict for the
nonnmovi ng party”. Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242,
248 (1986). Plaintiffs have failed to denpbnstrate a genui ne issue
of material fact with respect to their allegations that there
exi sted a conspiracy to change the parish boundary. Accordingly,
we affirmthe dism ssal of the Vermlion Parish Defendants on that
basis. See Genier, 243 F.3d at 207.

We affirmthe dismssal of Price on the ground that Plaintiffs
have failed even to allege a violation of a constitutional right by
Price. 1d. Although Plaintiffs contend that the “changi ng” of the
pari sh boundary violated their rights to due process, equal
protection, and associ ation, they nake no contention that renotely
suggests a constitutionally prohibited act by Price.
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