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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Oregon granted defendants’ motion to dismiss a 42
U.S.C. § 1983 action arising from an Oregon Department of Transportation condemnation proceeding.
The court rejected claim-splitting and Rooker-Feldman arguments but held that Eleventh Amendment
sovereign immunity barred the plaintiffs’ claims because they sought relief concerning a completed
prelitigation offer rather than an ongoing violation of federal law. The dismissal was granted with

leave to amend, and the court also granted defendants’ motion for judicial notice.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to

dismiss a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging that state officials violated
due process by failing to update a condemnation prelitigation offer.
The court granted judicial notice of state-court records and granted the
motion to dismiss with leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and determines whether the complaint states a
facially plausible claim for relief. The court may consider judicially

noticeable public records under Federal Rule of Evidence 201.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal action was barred by claim-splitting because a related condemnation action was
pending in state court.

2. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred the federal action while the state condemnation

proceedings were ongoing and subject to appeal.

3. Whether the Eleventh Amendment and sovereign immunity barred plaintiffs' claims for injunctive and

declaratory relief against state officials.

4. Whether the Ex parte Young exception to sovereign immunity applied because plaintiffs alleged an

ongoing violation of federal law and sought prospective relief.

5. Whether plaintiffs stated a viable due process claim under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real

Property Acquisition Policies Act.

HOLDINGS

1. The claim-splitting doctrine did not apply because the federal action and the condemnation action were
not filed in the same court.

2. Rooker-Feldman did not bar the action because plaintiffs filed the federal case while the parallel state

proceedings were ongoing.

3. The Eleventh Amendment barred plaintiffs' action because the complaint did not allege an ongoing
violation of federal law or seek relief properly characterized as prospective; the Ex parte Young

exception therefore did not apply.

4. Leave to amend was appropriate because plaintiffs might be able to cure the jurisdictional defect by
alleging additional facts identifying an ongoing violation of federal law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When state proceedings are ongoing and a parallel federal action is filed, comity or abstention doctrines
may apply, but Rooker-Feldman does not.” (9)

“Because the VanDykes do not seek prospective relief for an ongoing violation of federal law, Ex parte Young

does not apply, and defendants are immune from suit.” (11)



“Because the VanDykes may be able to cure the jurisdictional defect by alleging additional facts that identify

an ongoing violation of federal law, leave to amend is appropriate.” (12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiffs owned property affected by an ODOT right-of-way project, including a driveway that ODOT
sought to acquire and permanently close. ODOT made a $3,400 prelitigation offer based on an appraisal that
assumed a neighboring-property easement still benefited the plaintiffs' property. Plaintiffs asserted that a 1990
quitclaim deed extinguished the easement and asked ODOT to revise the offer, but ODOT refused. After the
state condemnation court rejected plaintiffs' challenge to the offer, plaintiffs filed this § 1983 action alleging that
the refusal violated the Uniform Act and their due process rights.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Oregon Department of Transportation initiated a condemnation action against the plaintiffs in Hood River
County Circuit Court. The state court denied plaintiffs' challenge to the adequacy of the prelitigation offer, the
parties later settled while preserving plaintiffs' appellate rights, and judgment was entered for ODOT; the
judgment was on appeal. Plaintiffs then filed this federal § 1983 action seeking injunctive and declaratory relief
and a new compensation offer. The federal court held that claim-splitting and Rooker-Feldman did not bar the

action, but that sovereign immunity did, and dismissed with leave to amend.
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