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Den Coggi ns appeals from the district

summary judgnment to A

U S C § 1983 action. Upon de novo review, we a

, 66 F.3d 961, 963 (8th Cr.

1995) .

court' st g

See Seltzer-Bey v.




Coggi ns was di scharged fromhis position as a hi ghway patrol nan for
the State of Arkansas in 1993. Coggins clained that the Arkansas State
H ghway Departnent's Q(perations Manual and various state statutes gave him
an expectation of continued enpl oynent, and defendants violated the terns
of his enploynent and deni ed hi mdue process of |aw by term nating himfor
al |l eged misconduct (sexual harassnent) without a fair and inpartial
hearing; his liberty interests were inplicated when defendants di ssem nat ed
stigmatizing information concerning the facts and circunstances of his
term nation; and defendants deni ed hi m conpensati on pay.

On defendants' notion, the district court granted defendants summary
judgnent, holding that the undi sputed facts showed t hat Coggi ns was an at -
wi |l enpl oyee under Arkansas |aw and that Coggins had not denonstrated
either a property interest or a liberty interest entitling himto due
process. Alternatively, the court held that Coggi ns was provi ded adequate
procedural due process. The district court disn ssed w thout prejudice
Coggi ns’ s supplenental state |aw claimfor accrued conpensation tine.

We agree with the district court that Coggins did not rebut
defendants' evidence that he was an at-will enployee and thus failed to
state a breach of contract claimbased on his discharge. See Mertyris v.
P.AM Transp., Inc., 832 S.W2d 823, 825 (Ark. 1992) (Arkansas foll ows
enpl oynent-at-will doctrine with two exceptions: express provision agai nst

term nati on except for cause, or enploynent agreenent containing provision
for a definite term). W also reject Coggins's argunent that the Cperations
Manual 's list of non-exclusive grounds for termnation created an inplied
contract term See d adden v. Arkansas Children's Hosp., 728 S.W2d 501,
503-05 (Ark. 1987). Furthernore, none of the statutes cited by Coggins
support the creation of a contract.




Accordingly, the district court was correct that Coggins did not
establish he had a property interest in continued enpl oynent entitling him
to due process. See Skeets v. Johnson, 816 F.2d 1213, 1214-15 (8th GCir.
1993) (enployee termnable at will under Arkansas |aw has no property

interest triggering due process protections).

W al so agree with the district court that Coggins did not establish
that he had a protected liberty interest. See Board of Regents v. Roth,
408 U.S. 564, 573-74 (1972) (plaintiff nust show official publicly made
all egedly untrue charges against him in connection with discharge to

stigmatize hin. Coggi ns's evidence showed, at nost, that a Sheriff
Hutton, who is not a defendant, repeated to others that Coggi ns had been
accused of sexual harassnent. Coggins offered no evidence to suggest that
any of the named defendants could be held accountable for Hutton's renarks.
Further, even assuning a protected interest was involved, defendants'
unrebutted evidence showed that Coggins received notice of the charges
against himand a pre-termination hearing at which he was represented by
counsel and coul d present evidence and wi tnesses; thus Coggi ns was afforded
all the process he was due. See Wnegar v. Des Mines |Indep. Comunity
Sch. Dist., 20 F.3d 895, 899 (8th Cir.), cert. denied, 115 S. C. 426
(1994) (deprivation of liberty and property interests requires opportunity

to be heard at neaningful tine and in neani ngful nanner).

The order is affirned.
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