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RICHARD I EYOUB, In Hs Oficial Capacity as Attorney Ceneral of
the State of Louisiana; SID GATREAUX, In H's Oficial Capacity as
Chief of Police, Gty of Baker; CASEY HOMRD, Individually and in
Hs Oficial Capacity as |Investigator for Louisiana Departnment of

Law Enforcenent; UNKNOMN POLI CE OFFI CERS, Sued Individually and

in Their Oficial Capacities; THE CI TY OF BAKER, CAPTAI N JESSI E

BOURGOYNE; JAMES PI KER, DETECTI VE M KE SHROPSHI RE; JAMES
BROUSSARD; LI EUTENANT M KE KNAPS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
No. 3:03-CV-00686

Bef ore JONES, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Appel lant Tanrin D ohan appeals the district court’s
grant of summary judgnent to Defendants on a plethora of clains
arising froma search of the house where he rented a room Fi ndi ng

no error, we AFFI RM

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5TH QR R 47.5.4.



| . BACKGROUND
After receiving atip regarding child pornography at the
home of John M ckel son, the Louisiana Attorney General’s H gh Tech
Crime Unit obtained a “no knock” warrant to search M ckel son’s hone

and “all other structures, vehicles, and places on the prem ses.”
Whil e executing the warrant, the crine unit, assisted by Baker
police officers, searched a roomadj oi ni ng t he garage, whi ch Dj ohan
was renting.

Fol | ow ng the search, Djohan asserted cl ai ns agai nst the
officers and the attorney general for false arrest, unreasonable
search, unreasonabl e seizure of property, conspiracy in violation
of 42 U . S.C. § 1985, and nunicipal liability under 42 U. S.C. § 1983
and various state law clains. The district court granted summary
judgnent to Defendants on all clains, and Dy ohan now appeal s.

1. DI SCUSSI ON
We reviewa district court’s grant of sunmary j udgnent de

novo, applying the sanme standards as the district court.

MacLachl an v. ExxonMobil Corp., 350 F.3d 472, 478 (5th Cr. 2003).

A court should grant summary judgnent when “the pleadings,
depositions, answers to interrogatories, and adm ssions on file,
together wwth the affidavits, if any, showthat there i s no genui ne

i ssue as to any material fact and that the noving party is entitled



to a judgnent as a matter of law” Fep. R CQv. P. 56(c). Facts are
material only if they “mght affect the outconme of the suit under
the governing law. ...Factual disputes that are irrelevant or

unnecessary will not be counted.” Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc.,

477 U. S. 242, 248, 106 S. . 2505, 2510 (1986).

The district court properly granted sunmary judgnment on
Dyohan’s false arrest claim Although his novenent was restricted
to sone degree during the search, this was required in order to
provide for the protection of the officers and to prevent the

contam nati on of evidence. See Mchigan v. Sunmmers, 452 U. S. 692,

702, 101 S. C. 2587, 2594 (1981). The record evidence shows that
D ohan was not physically restrained or abused at any point, and
any restraint was both mninmal and justified.

Simlarly, the search of the garage roomwas proper. The
pl ai n | anguage of the warrant allowed the officers to search the
entire prem ses, and that room shared a roof with the main house.
Even assumng the roomis separate fromthe main house, it easily

woul d fall under the definition of curtilage. See United States v.

Thomas, 120 F.3d 564, 571 (5th Gr. 1997).
Djohan’s remaining clains are without nerit. He presents

no facts to establish his 8§ 1985 conspiracy claim see Hilliard v.

Ferquson, 30 F.3d 649, 652-53 (5th Gr. 1994), and identifies no
official policy that would substantiate his 8§ 1983 claim see

Piotrowski v. Gty of Houston, 237 F.3d 567, 578 (5th G r. 2001)
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(citing Mnell v. Dep’'t of Social Servs., 436 U S. 658, 694,

98 S. Ct. 2018, 2038 (1978)).
I11. CONCLUSI ON
For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent of the district

court 1s AFFI RVED



