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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Louisiana ruled on cross-motions for
summary judgment in a zoning dispute involving LECO Properties, LLC’s planned mobile-home
subdivision in Kaplan, Louisiana. The court granted summary judgment to the City of Kaplan and
related defendants, holding that the rezoning from R-2 to R-1 did not constitute a federal or Louisiana
constitutional taking and that LECO’s substantive due process claims failed. The ruling concludes that
LECO had not shown the loss of all economically viable or practical uses of the property and that the
rezoning was a permissible exercise of municipal police power.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment in an action
removed from Louisiana state court involving zoning, regulatory
takings, substantive due process, and claims against municipal
officials under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. Cross-motions are considered independently, with the evidence
and reasonable inferences viewed in favor of the nonmoving party on
each motion. Zoning and substantive due process claims are reviewed
under deferential rational-basis principles where applicable, and
regulatory takings claims are evaluated under the Penn Central factors.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum ruling; precedential status
unknown

PARTIES LECO Properties, LLC v. City of Kaplan, Michael Kloesel, Michael
Renfrow

TOPICS

zoning takings clause substantive due process section 1983 qualified immunity

PRACTICE AREAS

real estate constitutional law civil rights municipal law remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the City's rezoning of Legion Park from R-2 to R-1 effected an unconstitutional regulatory
taking under the Fifth Amendment or Louisiana law.

2. Whether the City's denial of utilities and rezoning violated LECO's federal and state substantive due
process rights.

3. Whether the claims against the mayor and council member in their official capacities were duplicative of
the claims against the City.

4. Whether LECO stated viable individual-capacity claims against the mayor and council member and
overcame their qualified-immunity defense.

HOLDINGS

1. The City's rezoning of Legion Park from R-2 to R-1 did not constitute a compensable regulatory taking
under the Fifth Amendment.

2. LECO's state-law takings claim failed because it did not show that the rezoning destroyed a major
portion of the property's value, eliminated all practical economic use, or otherwise rendered the property
economically nonviable.

3. The City's denial of utilities and rezoning did not violate LECO's federal or state substantive due process
rights because the actions were rationally related to legitimate governmental interests and were not
arbitrary or capricious.

4. The official-capacity claims were duplicative of the claims against the City, and the individual-capacity
claims failed because LECO identified no viable underlying constitutional violation and did not
overcome qualified immunity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Takings Clause requires courts to determine when regulatory action crosses the line from ordinary
governance into a compensable taking.”



“Zoning laws are, of course, the classic example, ... which have been viewed as permissible governmental
action even when prohibiting the most beneficial use of the property.”

“Accordingly, dismissal of LECO’s claims against Mayor Kloesel and Councilman Renfrow in their individual
capacities is warranted.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

LECO acquired the Legion Park property in Kaplan, Louisiana, after the City rezoned it from R-1 residential use
to R-2 residential use, the latter permitting mobile homes. LECO invested in developing the property as a
mobile-home community and obtained various permits. After residents complained about the appearance and
perceived impacts of the installed units, the City rezoned the property back to R-1, which prevented LECO from
using the property as originally intended. The City also declined to authorize utilities, and LECO sued the City,
its mayor, and a council member.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

LECO filed suit in the Fifteenth Judicial District Court for Vermilion Parish on July 22, 2024. Defendants
removed the case to the Western District of Louisiana on August 28, 2024, based on federal-question
jurisdiction. After discovery, both sides moved for summary judgment. The court granted Defendants' motion,
denied LECO's motion, and dismissed LECO's claims with prejudice.
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