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PER CURI AM

Sebastian C. Sisti appeals fromthe district court's order
granting the Defendants' notion to dism ss Sisti's civil conplaint
on res judicata grounds. Finding no error, we affirm

The parties in the current action are identical to those in
Sisti's earlier federal suit; the individual Defendants in this
action are enployees or officers of the corporate DefendantCa
Def endant in both the earlier federal suit and this action. See

Nash County Bd. of Educ. v. Biltnore Co., 640 F. 2d 484, 493-94 (4th

Cr.), cert. denied, 454 U S. 878 (1981). There is identity of the

causes of action between this suit and the fornmer one. Sisti's at-
tenpt to raise the sane clains under a different | egal theory does

not circunvent the res judicata bar. See Harnett v. Billman, 800

F.2d 1308, 1314 (4th Cr. 1986), cert. denied, 480 U S. 932 (1987).

And the judgnent in the prior action was a judgnent on the nerits.
Therefore, the district court properly found the current action

barred by the principles of res judicata. See Keith v. Al dridge,

900 F. 2d 736, 739-40 (4th Gir.), cert. denied, 498 U.S. 900 (1990).

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court's order. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presentedinthe materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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