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LONNIE D. CLARK; RUBEN VH TE,

Pl ai ntiffs-Appellants,
ver sus
ANDREWS COUNTY APPRAI SAL DI STRI CT; ANDREWS COUNTY, TEXAS;
ROYCE UNDERWOOD, Tax Assessor-Col |l ector for
Andrews County, Texas,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. MO 02- CVv-119

Before H G3d NBOTHAM EM LIO M GARZA, and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Lonnie D. dark (dark) and Ruben Wiite (Wiite) appeal the
dism ssal of their suit against various taxing authorities of
Andrews County, Texas, alleging violations of their due process
and equal protection rights guaranteed under the Fifth and
Fourteenth Amendnents. Cark and White asserted that the Andrews

County taxing authorities assessed their property at a nuch

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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hi gher val ue than conparabl e properties and ignored their
requests for an adm nistrative hearing before the |ocal tax
board. The district court dism ssed the suit for |ack of subject
matter jurisdiction, finding that the action was barred by the
Tax Injunction Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1341.

The Tax Injunction Act prohibits the federal district court
fromexercising jurisdiction over a suit to “enjoin, suspend or
restrain the assessnent, |levy or collection of any tax under
State | aw where a plain, speedy, and efficient renmedy may be had
in the courts of such State.” 28 U S.C. 8§ 1341. Cdark and Wite
could adjudicate their clains fully in Texas state court. See

McQueen v. Bullock, 907 F.2d 1544, 1547-50 (5th Cr. 1990). They

“have not denpbnstrated that the state courts have refused to
entertain their federal clain{s]” or “that their state renedy is

uncertain or speculative.” See Smth v. Travis County Education

District, 968 F.2d 453, 456 (5th Cr. 1992).

Thus, the Texas state courts provide Cark and Wiite with
“plain,” “speedy,” and “efficient” renedies, and the federal
court is barred fromreviewing their clains by the Tax I njunction

Act . See McQueen, 907 F.2d at 1550. The district court did not

err in dismssing Clark and Wiite’'s clains for |ack of subject
matter jurisdiction. See id. Accordingly, the district court

j udgnent is AFFI RVED



