UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 00-30407
SUMVARY CALENDAR

MONTY SAWYER, RONNI E ROBERTS; JACK SM TH,

Pl ai ntiffs-Appel | ees- Cross- Appel | ant s,

VERSUS

LOCKHEED MARTI N LOA STI CS MANAGEMENT | NC, ET AL,
Def endant s
LOCKHEED MARTI N LOAE STI CS MANAGEMENT | NC

Def endant - Appel | ant - Cr oss- Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Western District of Louisiana, Lake Charles

(96- CVv- 2853)
January 26, 2001
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Def endant s Lockheed Martin Logi stics Managenent and its agents
appeal the district court’s denial of a notion for judgnent as a

matter of law following a jury verdict in favor of the plaintiffs

"Pursuant to 5" QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5" QR R 47.5. 4.
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on their clains of breach of enploynent contract. The plaintiffs
al so cross-appeal the district court’s grant of the defendants’
nmotion for judgnent as a matter of |l aw on the issue of future wage
damages. For essentially the sane reasons assigned by the district
court, we affirm

“We review de novo the district court’s ruling on a notion for

judgnent as a matter of law.” Brown v. Bryan County, OK., 219 F. 3d

450, 456 (5'" Cir. 2000). Judgnent as a matter of |aw should be
granted if “there is no legally sufficient evidentiary basis for a
reasonable jury to find for that party on that issue.” Fed. R
Cv. P. 50(a). Inreviewing a denial of a notion, “a jury verdi ct
‘must be upheld unless the facts and inferences point so strongly
and so overwhelmngly in favor of one party that reasonable nen

could not arrive at any verdict to the contrary.’” Satcher v. Honda

Mbtor Co., 52 F.3d 1311, 1316 (5'" Gr. 1995)(quoting Western Co.

of North America v. United States, 699 F.2d 264, 276 (5" Cr.

1983)).
“Under Louisiana |law, enploynent is at-will unless it is for

a definite term” Mredith v. LA Fed. O Teachers, 209 F. 3d 398,

403 (5" Cir. 2000). Wen a “terni enployee is term nated without
serious cause, the enployer is liable for the anount of sal ary due
under the contract. 1d. In reviewng the evidence in the |ight
nmost favorable to the plaintiffs, the evidence is not so

overwhelmngly in favor of the defendant that a reasonable jury
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could have only arrived at a verdict for the defendant. Satcher,
52 F.3d at 1316. There is sufficient evidence to support the
jury’s conclusion that there was an oral nodification of the
enpl oynent contract, nmaking the plaintiffs termenpl oyees for ei ght

months or until the project was conpleted. See Deubler Electric

Inc. v. Knockers of Louisiana, Inc., 665 So. 2d 481, 484 (La. App.

5th Cir. 1995).

As the district court correctly noted, “there is substanti al
evidence to support the jury' s finding that Lockheed extended an
offer of enploynment to the plaintiffs which was sufficiently
preciseto allowthe plaintiffs to accept the terns of enpl oynent.”
Specifically, the plaintiffs knew they would be in Hungary for
about 8 nonths, they would receive per diem and food all owances,
t hey woul d be housed off base, they would receive a | ower rate of
pay, and they would work extended hours. Thus, the defendants’
argunents on appeal are without nerit.

We also reject the plaintiffs’ argunents on cross-appeal on
the issue of future wages. The plaintiffs do not dispute that had
they returned to Lockheed, their enploynent status would have been
at-will. *“An at-will enployee is free to quit at any tinme w thout
liability to his or her enployer and nay be term nated at any tine,
for any reason or for no reason at all.” MWallace, 79 F.3d at 429

(quoting G lbert v. Tulane University, 909 F.2d 124, 125 (5" Cr

1990)). Because the plaintiffs were at-will enployees after the
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termnation of their term contract enploynent, they have no
“protectable property interest.” |1d. at 431. “Furthernore, [the
plaintiffs] had no right to continued enploynent with [Lockheed].
[ They] would still be . . . at-w |l enpl oyee[ s].
Therefore, [the plaintiffs] could not have proven that [they were]
entitled to any future earnings because [they] had no guarantee of

future enploynment.” Zenor v. El Paso Healthcare System Ltd., 176

F.3d 847, 866 (5" Cir. 1999).

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.



