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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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EVERETT, WOMBLE & FINAN, Goldsboro, North Carolina; Christopher
Edward Al | en, NORTH CAROLI NA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE, Ral ei gh, North
Carolina; Philip A Baddour, Jr., BADDOUR, PARKER, HI NE & WELLONS,
Gol dsboro, North Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Beaut anous Coor appeals fromthe district court’s order and
order on reconsideration dismssing his civil action seeking de-
claratory and injunctive relief froma tax assessnent inposed by
the North Carolina Departnent of Revenue. Because Coor’s chal |l enges
to the assessnent have already been rejected by the Wayne County

Superior Court in Coor v. Wayne County Sheriff, No. 94-CVS-596 ( May

24, 1994), his federal action is barred under the full faith and

credit doctrine. See 28 U.S.C. § 1738 (1994); Mgra v. Warren City

Sch. Dist. Bd. of Educ., 465 U S. 75, 81 (1984). Moreover, we

previously affirnmed the district court’s dismssal of an earlier
federal action in which Coor challenged the sane assessnent in

Coor v. Smth, No. 95-2733 (4th Gr. Jan. 31, 1996) (unpublished).

This action is therefore also barred under the doctrine of res
judicata. See Mgra, 465 U S at 77 n.1.

Accordingly, the district court’s orders dismssing this
action are affirnmed. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

process.
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