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PER CURIAM.

Former military reservist James F. Newport sued Ford Motor Company, the
International United Auto, Aerospace and Agricultura Implement Workers of America,
Loca 249, Park College, and several individuals, alleging that defendants participated
in apattern of threatening and harassing activities directed against him in violation of
the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO), 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c),
and that defendants conspired to prevent him from performing his duties as a federa
officer in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1985(1). The district court' granted defendants’
motions for summary judgment, and Newport appeals. After careful review of the

record and the parties’ briefs, we conclude that no error of law appears, and that an

'The Honorable Fernando J. Gaitan, Jr., United States District Judge for the
Western District of Missouri.
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extended opinion would lack precedential value. Accordingly, we affirm. See 8th Cir.
R. 47B.
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