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PER CURIAM:

Missions to Military Account No. 1 and Account No. 2, Safe Harbor Christian
Foundation, CCR Data Systems, Inc., and Keith Davey (collectively, “Appellants™) appeal
the district court’s order granting summary judgment to Defendant CommunityOne Bank,
N.A., on Appellants’ claims that CommunityOne Bank violated North Carolina’s Uniform
Fiduciaries Act, N.C. Gen. Stat. 88 32-1 to 13 (2019). Appellants also contend that the
court erred in denying leave to file a second amended complaint. We have reviewed the
parties’ briefs and the joint appendix and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm
for the reasons stated by the district court. Yale v. CommunityOne Bank, N.A., No. 3:15-
cv-00403-RJC-DSC (W.D.N.C. Aug. 20, 2018). We dispense with oral argument because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before this court
and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



