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Pasadena, California

Before: PREGERSON, PAEZ, and NGUYEN, Circuit Judges.

EZ Mailing Services, Inc. (“EZ Mailing”) appeals the district court’s grant

of summary judgment in favor of Genco Transportation (“Genco”) for breach of

oral contract.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We affirm.

EZ Mailing failed to present evidence that it entered into an oral agreement

with Genco that required Genco to (1) locate a competent carrier, and (2) ensure

that the carrier maintained sufficient and applicable cargo insurance.  The evidence

that EZ Mailing submitted does not prove that such an oral agreement existed. 

First, the April 2011 emails between EZ Mailing and Genco do not indicate that an

oral agreement of any sort was formed between EZ Mailing and Genco.  Next, the

Load Confirmation and Master Transportation Service Agreement are proof of a

contract between Genco and Oracle Transportation Solutions, Inc., not between EZ

Mailing and Genco.  The statement from Vijay Aggarwal’s declaration is too

vague to indicate that Genco consented to locating a qualified carrier, or that the

carrier would have adequate cargo insurance.  Similarly, Sandra Lopez’s

deposition alludes only to an oral contract about cargo insurance in the amount of

$100,000, and not to the specific requirements of finding a competent carrier with

sufficient cargo insurance.   
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For these reasons, the district court properly granted Genco’s motion for

summary judgment.

AFFIRMED. 
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