UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 98-60543
Summary Cal endar

W LLI E MAE BYRD,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
| NTERNATI ONAL PAPER COMPANY; ET AL,
Def endant s,
| NTERNATI ONAL PAPER COMPANY,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
(1:97-CV-307- QR

June 11, 1999
Before DAVIS, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Appel lant, WIllie Mae Byrd, an enpl oyee of International Paper
Conpany, sued her enployer in Mssissippi state court asserting
nunmerous state lawtort clainms arising out of her enploynent. She
also filed a claim with the Mssissippi Wrker’'s Conpensation
Comm ssi on contendi ng that she suffered severe enotional distress
because of her enploynent. The case was renpved to federal court.

Byrd nmakes nunerous allegations including harassnent by her

IPursuant 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



supervi sors and co-enployees because of her sex, managenent’s
failure to renedy that situation foll ow ng her conplaints about it,
the assignnment of difficult work tasks, being suspended for having
left work due to illness and other simlar state |aw clains.
Def endant noved for sunmary judgnent contending that these state
| aw cl ai ns are preenpted by the Labor Managenent Rel ations Act, 29
U S C 8§ 185(a), because all ternms and conditions of enploynent at
the I nternational Paper Conpany plant where Appell ant was enpl oyed
are governed by a collective bargaining agreenent between
International Paper and The United Paper W rkers |nternational
Union of which Plaintiff is a nenber. The collective bargaining
agreenent provides a detailed dispute resolution procedure which
was not utilized by Plaintiff in this case.

We have careful ly revi ewed t he pl eadi ngs, the summary j udgnent
record, and the briefs of all parties and concl ude, for the reasons
expressed by the district court inits opinion dated July 29, 1998,
that the district court correctly granted Defendant’s notion for
summary judgnent dismssing Plaintiff’s clains.

AFFI RVED.



