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PER CURI AM *

Plaintiff-Appellant Douglas Cebryk appeals the district
court’s grant of Defendant-Appell ee VECO Corporation’s notion for
summary judgnment. Cebryk’s conplaint alleged that VECOtortiously
interfered wth his relationship with his enployer, Parsons
Engi neering & Chemcals. W AFFIRM the judgnent of the district
court.

A district court's grant of summary judgnent is reviewed de

novo, using the sane standards as the district court. Union Pac.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Res. G oup, Inc. v. Rhone-Poulenc, Inc., 247 F.3d 574, 583 (5th
Cr. 2001). A novant is entitled to summary judgnent when "the
pl eadi ngs, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and adm ssi ons
on file, together wwth the affidavits, if any, show that there is
no genui ne issue as to any material fact and that the noving party
is entitled to a judgnent as a matter of law" FED. R CIV. P
56(c).

To recover for the allegedly tortious interference with his
enpl oynent relationship, Cebryk had to plead and prove: (1) an
enpl oynent contract or relationship subject to interference, (2)
wllful and intentional interference, (3) that proximtely caused
his injuries and (4) actual damage or |oss. Prudential |nsurance
Conpany of Anerica v. Financial Review Services, Inc., 29 S W 74,
77 (Tex. 2000). For essentially the reasons given by the district
court, we conclude that Cebryk has not submtted evidence
sufficient to establish a genuine issue of material fact on the
el ements of intentionality or proximate causation.! Alternatively,
we agree with the district court that VECO has denonstrated that it
isentitled to summary judgnent onits affirmative defense of | egal
justification.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED

! The plaintiff attached certain materials to his notice of
appeal. Qur review, however, is limted to the summary judgnent
record. Wallace v. Texas Tech. Univ., 80 F.3d 1042, 1047 (5th
Cr. 1996) citing Little v. Liquid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1071
n.1 (5th Cr. 1994) (en banc).



