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

No. 01-60742
Conf er ence Cal endar

CATHERI NE M STARR
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

Cl TY OF HATTI ESBURG ALVI N EATON, JEFFERSON
B. STEWART,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 2:00-CV-97-PG

 June 18, 2002
Before H G3d NBOTHAM DAVIS, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Catherine Starr appeals the summary-judgnent di sm ssal of
her pro se conplaint, which the district court liberally
construed as arising under 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983. Starr sued the Gty
of Hattiesburg, a code enforcenent officer, and a nuni ci pal
judge, alleging that her rights under the Equal Protection O ause

of the Fourteenth Amendment were violated in connection with her

prosecution and conviction for having abandoned vehicles at her

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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home in violation of a city ordinance. The district court
determ ned that the judge was absolutely immune fromsuit, and
that Starr had failed to overcone the defendants' summary
j udgnent evi dence show ng that she was not selectively prosecuted
for the code violation.

The district court did not err in determning that the
muni ci pal judge who tried Starr was absolutely i mmune fromsuit.

See Hulsey v. Onens, 63 F.3d 354, 356 (5th Cr. 1995)(citing

Ni xon v. Fitzgerald, 457 U S. 731, 745 (1982), in which the

Suprene Court granted absolute immunity to judges in the
performance of their judicial duties)).

For her remaining appellate argunents, Starr contends that
t he defendants' summary-judgnent evidence was fabricated, that
the district court was prejudiced and biased, and that the
j udgnent anounts to fraud. Starr's argunents are concl usi onal
and fantastic. Because Starr offered only concl usional
assertions to counter the defendants' sunmary-judgnent evi dence,

she did not neet her summary-judgnent burden. See Little v.

Liguid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1075 (5th Cr. 1994)(en banc)

(nonnovant cannot satisfy sunmary-judgnment burden with
concl usi onal allegations or unsubstanti ated assertions).
This appeal is without arguable nerit and thus frivol ous.

See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983).

Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DDSMSSED. 5th GRrR R
42. 2.



