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

No. 98-31079
Summary Cal endar

Al MUAMAOSA JOHNBULL | GBI NOSUN;
JIM & LU ENTERPRI SES, | NC., doing
business as Jim& Lu's G ocery,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

WT. WNFIELD, E J. RHODES; ALCOHOLIC
BEVERAGE CONTROL BOARD, of the City
of Baton Rouge & East Bat on Rouge
Parish; CITY OF BATON ROUGE; J.
MARCUS WRI GHT; STERLI NG ANTHONY; ED
CAMPENELLA; TODD COLE; LEROY COLTER;
WATSON TEBO, JERRY ARBOUR, M KE
WALKER; M LTON LEE,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court

for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 98- CV-450-A

Decenber 15, 2000
Bef ore REAVLEY, DeMOSS and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~
Al muamwosa Johnbul | 1 gbinosun and Jim & Lu’s Enterprises,

Inc. (“Jimé& Lu’s”) appeal the district court’s judgnents

dismssing their civil rights challenges under 42 U S. C. § 1983

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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as barred fromfederal review under the Parratt/Hudson™ doctrine

and the court’s dism ssal of their challenges to the
constitutionality of Baton Rouge City Ordinance 8§ 1:152(10) as
barred by the Younger™ abstention doctrine. W have revi ewed
the record, the briefs of the parties, and the applicable |aw,
and we find no reversible error.

Jim& Lu's filed a state action in June 1998 raising the
sane “inportant state interest” issues they raised in their
federal action: a challenge to the constitutionality of the city
ordi nance; alleged due process violations; and arbitrary,
capricious, and unauthorized denial of their liquor |icense.

Al t hough the state action was filed subsequent to the federal
proceedi ngs, the state proceedi ngs were pendi ng when the district
court ordered the parties to brief the issue whether such
proceedi ngs were ongoi ng so that the Younger abstention was
applicable. The district court did not abuse its discretion by

i nvoki ng the Younger abstention to dismss Jim& Lu's federal

challenge to the constitutionality of § 1:152(10). See Louisiana

Debating and Literary Ass’'n v. City of New Ol eans, 42 F.3d 1483,

1489-90 (5th Cr. 1995).
Addi tionally, based upon the allegations in Jim& Lu's

conplaint, the district court properly determ ned that the

Parratt v. Taylor, 451 U S. 527, 541-44 (1981),
overrul ed on other grounds, Daniels v. Wllians, 474 U S. 327
(1986); Hudson v. Palner, 468 U. S. 517, 533 (1984).

Younger v. Harris, 401 U S. 37, 45 (1971).
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all eged illegal conspiracy anong the defendants could not have
been predicted or countered by the state “predeprivation,” and
that the alleged arbitrary actions of the defendants was

unaut hori zed. The court also determ ned correctly that Jim&
Lu’s had access to adequate postdeprivation renedi es under state
| aw pursuant to La. Rev. Stat. Ann. 8§ 33:4788, which provides for
appeal s fromthe suspension or revocation of permts, including
al cohol i c beverage control boards’ revocations of |iquor

| i censes. | d. Under Parratt/Hudson then, Jim& Lu's cannot

raise their civil rights clainms in the instant 8§ 1983 suit. See

Sheppard v. lLouisiana Bd. of Parole, 873 F.2d 761, 763 (5th Gr.

1989) (quoting Hudson, 468 U.S. at 533-35).

AFFI RVED.



