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Before: DAVIS, HALL', and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM™:

Appel lants did not cone forward with sufficient evidence to
create a genuine issue of material fact that Sprint was a state
actor. Appellants point to nothing beyond conclusory allegations
to support their argunment of a conspiracy between Sprint and
anyone el se that would give rise to a cause of action under 42
U S C 8§ 1985. Assum ng, argquendo, that Appellants’ 42 U S.C 8§
1981 clains did not require state action, Appellants have stil
failed to come forward with evidence to rebut Sprint’s legitimte

nondi scrim natory reasons for why they placed the nonopole in

appel I ants’ nei ghborhood. Enplanar, Inc. v. Marsh, 11 F.3d 1284,
1294-95 (5th Gr. 1994) (to defeat summary judgnent in 42 U S C
8§ 1981 action, plaintiffs nmust cone forth with sufficient

evidence to rebut a defendant’s proffered nondi scrimnatory

'U.S. Circuit Judge, Ninth Grcuit, sitting by designati on.

“Pursuant to 5" Cir. R 47.5, the court has deternined that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5" Cir. R 47.5. 4.
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reasons). The district court therefore properly granted summary
adj udi cati on on Appellants’ federal clains.

Appel  ants have not identified sufficient evidence to
support a claimfor danages based on enotional distress or nental
angui sh. Al though Appellants al so raised other issues of error
inregard to the district court’s grant of summary adjudication
on other state law clains, their briefs failed to explain how the
district court erred. W therefore do not consider them United

States v. Tonblin, 46 F.3d 1369, 1376 n.13 (5th Gr. 1995) (this

court generally does not consider issues raised but not supported
by | egal authority).

AFFI RVED.



