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ASHRAF | BRAHI M al so known as Ash Abr aham
Plaintiff - Appellant
V.
UNI STAR FI NANCI AL SERVI CES LLC, ET AL
Def endant s
UNI STAR FI NANCI AL SERVI CES LLD; UNI STAR FI NANCI AL SERVI CE CORP;
ESTATE PAI NT & BODY OF TEXAS LLC;, US FIDELI TY HOLDI NG CORP; F
JEFFREY NELSON; JAMES LEACH MORRI S B BELZBERG PATRI CK
RASTI ELLO BRENT BROWN; PAUL CARVER, DOUGLAS GERRARD

Def endants - Appell ees

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas, Dall as
No. 3:02-CV-1296-N

Before KING Chief Judge, and JOLLY and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ajury in the Northern District of Texas entered a take-
nothing verdict in Plaintiff-Appellant Ashraf Ibrahinms suit

agai nst Uni star Financial Service Corp, several affiliated

Pursuant to 5TH QR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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entities, and directors and officers. | brahi m appeals. He
argues first that the district court incorrectly charged the jury
on the standard of care applicable to a corporation’s directors
and officers, having used Texas | aw when Del aware | aw shoul d have
been applied. Ibrahimis correct on one point: Delaware |aw
shoul d have been applied. W agree wth the defendants-
appel | ees, however, that Ibrahimdid not, in his challenge to the
jury instruction, state “distinctly the matter objected to and
the grounds of the objection,” as required by Fed. R Cv. P. 51.
Hi s objection did not nention Delaware law, nor did it set forth
what he viewed as the correct instruction. Hence, we review for
plain error. W cannot discern fromlbrahims brief how a
Del awar e- based i nstruction would have differed in any nmateri al
way fromthe instruction given, nor can we see what difference it
woul d have nmade to the outcone here. This point of error fails.

| brahimis second point on appeal relates to a breach of
contract claim At trial, Ibrahimhad a variety of theories
underlying this claim but on appeal he briefs only the issue of
whet her stock restricted under Rule 144 (17 C.F.R § 230. 144)
satisfies the contractual prom se of “publicly trading” stock
Al |l defendants except Unistar Financial Services, LLC (“LLC)
argued that they were not parties to the contract and coul d not
be Iiable for any alleged breach. The district court agreed with
that argunent and entered a directed verdict for all the
def endants except LLC. The jury found for LLC. |brahi mdoes not
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quarrel with the jury instruction wwth its prem se that, as a
matter of law, the shares issued to Ibrahimwere required to be
so restricted. In short, he points to no error in the district
court that would justify vacating the jury verdict on this point.
| f what he wanted was unrestricted shares of a publicly trading
stock, he should have structured the deal differently.

Finally, Ibrahimargues that the defendants tortiously
interfered with the enploynent contract between himand Estate
Pai nt and Body of Texas, LLP (“Estate”). The district court
granted a directed verdict on this point, holding that the
def endants were corporate affiliates or directors of LLC, the
parent of Estate, and could not, as a matter of law, interfere
wth the enploynent contract. In his brief, Ibrahimargues only
that Morris Bel sberg, a director, had a conflict of interest
whi ch coul d serve as a basis for concluding that his actions were
notivated by personal interests. The jury, however, found that
Bel sberg had not breached his duty of l|oyalty, and | brahi mdoes
not challenge this finding. This would preclude any liability
for interference with the enpl oynent contract.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



