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Faul kner County Sheriff’s Departnent;

Faul kner County Road/ H ghway *
O fice; Bob Bl ankenship, Sheriff
of Faul kner County, in his official
and personal capacity; Charles
Castl eberry, Fornmer Sheriff of Faul kner
County, in his personal capacity; Olie
W | borg, Fornmer Chief Deputy of
t he Faul kner County Sheriff’s Ofice,
Appeal fromthe United States
i n his personal capacity; Jerry Bradl ey,
District Court for the
Former Chief Deputy of the Faul kner
Eastern District of Arkansas.
County Sheriff’s Ofice, in his personal
capacity; Janes Davis, Fornmer Deputy
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of the Faul kner County Sheriff’s Ofice,
in his personal capacity; WIIliam d enn,
Former Deputy of the Faul kner County
Sheriff’s Office, in his personal
capacity; Ronald Lewi s, Forner

Sergeant of the Arkansas State Police, in

hi s personal capacity; Tommy Goodw n,
Col ., Former Director of the Arkansas
State Police, in his personal capacity;
John Bailey, Col., Drector of the
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Arkansas State Police, in his personal



and official capacity; Arkansas State *
Pol i ce, *

*
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Bef ore BOAWAN, WOLLMAN, and BEAM Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

Ri chard O Gooden appeals the dismssal by the
District Court! of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 (1994) action.
Gooden al | eged that defendant Arkansas state entities and
enpl oyees violated his Fifth Anmendnent rights under the
Takings Clause by refusing to return property seized
pursuant to a search warrant, after the state dropped
crimnal charges against him The District Court
concl uded that Gooden was seeking review of an Arkansas
court’s dismissal of his inverse condemati on action, and
di sm ssed his federal action based on the Rooker-Fel dman
doctrine. See Charchenko v. Gty of Stillwater, 47 F.3d
981, 983 (8th Cir. 1995) (holding that under District of
Col unbi a Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U S. 462, 476
(1983), and Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413,
416 (1923), federal district courts |ack subject matter
jurisdiction if relief requested in federal action would

The Honorable James M. Moody, United States District Judge for the Eastern
District of Arkansas.
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effectively reverse state court decision or void its
ruling).

Upon de novo review, we disagree that Gooden’s claim
was barred by the Rooker-Feldnman doctrine. We
neverthel ess affirmthe dism ssal as we concl ude




Gooden did not denonstrate that he availed hinself of
state appellate relief followng the dismssal of his
I nverse condemation action. Until Gooden has exhausted
the state court appeals process, the federal courts
cannot know whether the state would provide just
conpensation. See WIlianson County Reg’l Pl anni ng Conmin

v. Hamlton Bank, 473 U S. 172, 195 (1985) (holding that
If state provides an adequate procedure for seeking just
conpensation, property owner cannot claima violation of
Just Conpensation C ause until he has used the procedure
and been denied just conpensation). Nei ther the state
trial court’s disnmissal of Gooden’s action, nor the fact
t hat any state appeal may be tine-barred, denonstrates
that the Arkansas inverse condemation procedure is
“unavai | abl e or inadequate.” |d. at 197.

Accordingly, we affirm
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