UNPUBLI SHED

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

No. 96-2715

JERRYL A. MARTI N,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

Al RBORNE EXPRESS; AMERI CAN Al RLI NES, | NCORPO
RATED; AMR SERVI CES CORPORATI ON; AMR DI STRI BU-
TI ON SYS; DAVID CHALK, individually and in his
corporate officer capacity as Ceneral Manager
of AVMR Freight D stribution and Servicing
within the Raleigh D vision; RON H LL, indi-
vidually and in his corporate officer capacity
as Supervisor of AVMR Freight D stribution and
Servicing within the Raleigh D vision;, JOSEPH
GN\ElI SER, individually and in his corporate of -
ficer capacity as Manager of Airborne Freight
Distribution and Servicing within the Ral ei gh
Di vi si on,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Raleigh. W Earl Britt, Senior
District Judge. (CA-95-1041-5-BR)

Subm tted: April 28, 1998 Decided: July 24, 1998

Before WLKINS, LUTTIG and MOTZ, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.



Jerryl A Martin, Appellant Pro Se. Paul K. Sun, Jr., SM TH, HELMS,
MJLLI SS & MOORE, Ral ei gh, North Carolina; Weyman Thonpson Johnson,
Jr., Anthony Craig Oeland, PAUL, HASTINGS, JANOFSKY & WALKER,
Atl anta, Ceorgia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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

PER CURI AM

Jerryl A Martin appeals a district court order granting
Def endants’ notion for summary j udgnment and denying Martin’s notion
for cross summary judgnent in an action alleging violations of the
Fai r Labor Standards Act, the North Carolina Wage and Hour Act, and
42 U.S.C. § 1981 (1994), and claimng intentional infliction of
enotional distress and breach of contract.

W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion
and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reason-

ing of the district court. Martin v. Airborne Express, No. CA-95-

1041-5-BR (E.D.N.C. Nov. 8, 1996). W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci -

si onal process.

AFFI RVED



