IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 95-20450
Summary Cal endar

| VAN ANDRI CK; HELEN ANDRI CK
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus
POOL ENERGY SERVI CES, Co; R G HALE
Def endant s- Appel | ees,
and
LOU S E. DUPREE
Def endant .

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 94-CV-893

January 18, 1996
Bef ore WENER, PARKER and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Appel l ants Ivan and Hel en Andrick appeal fromthe district
court's order denying their lawsuit under the Age Discrimnation
in Enpl oynent Act, 29 U . S.C. §8 621, and various state theories,
including fraud, intentional infliction of enotional distress,

and constructive discharge. They argue that the district court

Pursuant to Local Rule 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 Local Rule 47.5. 4.
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erred in evaluating their clainms and in applying federal and
state law. We have reviewed the record and the magi strate
judge's report and recommendation and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we affirmfor essentially the reasons given in the
district court's order granting the defendants' notions for

summary judgnent and for judgnent on the pleadings. Andrick v.

Pool Enerqgy Services, Co., et al., No. H94-983 (S.D. Tex. June
1, 1995).

Appel lants' notion to file a reply brief out-of-tine is
DENI ED and appel |l ees’ notion to strike the proposed reply brief
i s GRANTED.

AFFI RVED.



