UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 96-2086

MARI E THERESE ASSA' AD FALTAS, MD, MPH,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

THE STATE NEWSPAPER, in its corporate capac-
ity; KATHERI NE GRAY, individually and as agent
of The State Newspaper; CLAUDI A SM TH BRI NSON,
individually and as agent of The State News-
paper; PATRI CK BLANCHAT, individually as agent
of The State Newspaper; THOVAS N. MCLEAN,
i ndividually and as agent of The State News-
paper; WLLIAM RHONE, individually and as
agent of The State Newspaper; CHRI'S RILEY;
UNKNOAWN NAMED DEFENDANTS,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Colunbia. Joseph F. Anderson, Jr., D strict
Judge. (CA-95-3324-3-17)

Subm tted: June 30, 1998 Deci ded: July 16, 1998

Before HAM LTON, LUTTIG and MOrzZ, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.




Mari e Therese Assa’ ad Faltas, Appellant Pro Se. Jerry Jay Bender,
BAKER, BARW CK, RAVENEL & BENDER, L.L.P., Colunbia, South Carolina;
Peter John Tepley, TURNI PSEED & ASSOCIATES, Colunbia, South
Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Dr. Marie Therese Assa’ ad Faltas appeals the district court’s
orders granting summary judgnent to Defendants and denyi ng her
notion for reconsideration in this action alleging defamation,
tortious interference with an enpl oynent contract, intentional in-
fliction of enotional distress, fraud, and reckl ess endangernent.
W have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion and
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning

of the district court. See Assa ad Faltas v. State Newspaper, No.

CA- 95-3324-3-17 (D.S.C. July 5, 1996). W deny Appellant’s notion
for reconsideration of the denial of her notion to file a supple-
mental inforrmal brief. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-
rials before the court and argunment would not aid the decisional
process.
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