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

No. 01-60903
Summary Cal endar

RHCDA J. SANDERS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
METROPOLI TAN LI FE | NSURANCE COMPANY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 3:00-CV-731-LN

 June 21, 2002
Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Rhoda J. Sanders appeals the district court’s grant of the
nmotion for sunmary judgnment filed by Metropolitan Life Insurance
Conpany (“MetLife”), the issuer of a disability insurance policy
under whi ch she seeks benefits. Sanders contends that the policy
in question fell under the safe harbor provisions found in the

Enpl oyee Retirenent |Incone Security Act (“ERISA’), 29 U S. C

8 1001 et seq. and that the district court thus erred in

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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determ ning that the provisions of ERISA applied to this lawsuit.
Sanders further argues that, even if the district court did not
err in determning that ERI SA governed this action, then its
judgnment nust still be reversed because it erred in hol ding that
MetLife did not abuse its discretion in denying her claimfor
benefits.

This court reviews a district court’s grant of summary

j udgnent de novo. Threadqgill v. Prudential Sec. Goup, Inc., 145

F.3d 286, 292 (5th Gr. 1998). Barhan v. Ry-Ron Inc., 121 F. 3d

198, 202 (5th G r. 1997). Summary judgnent is appropriate if the
record discloses “that there is no genuine issue as to any
material fact and the noving party is entitled to a judgnent as a
matter of law.” Fep. R Qv. P. 56(c). In making this
determnation, this court nust evaluate the facts in the |ight

nmost favorable to the non-noving party. Todd v. AIG Life Ins.

Co., 47 F.3d 1448, 1451 (5th Gr. 1995).

Sanders has not shown that the district court erred in
determ ning that the policy at issue did not fall under ERI SA s
saf e harbor provisions. Sanders’s enployer, Allstate |Insurance
Conpany, both endorsed the policy and adm nistered it. This is
sufficient to show that the policy did not fall under ERISA s

safe harbor provisions. Hansen v. Cont’|l Ins. Co., 940 F. 2d 971

976-77 (5th Cir. 1991).
Sanders al so has not shown that the district court erred in

determning that MetLife did not abuse its discretion in denying
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her claimfor long termdisability benefits. The admnistrative
record supported MetLife's determ nation that Sanders had not
shown t hrough nedi cal evidence that she was totally disabled as

that termwas defined by the plan. See Vega v. Nat’'|l Life Ins.

Servs., Inc., 188 F.3d 287, 296-97 (5th Cr. 1999) (en banc);

Estate of Bratton v. Nat’'l Union Fire Ins. Co., 215 F.3d 516, 526

(5th Gr. 2000). Sanders argues for the first tine in this
appeal that the adm nistrative record was i nconplete. Because
she did not raise this issue in the district court, we wll not

consi der it. Leverette v. Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339,

342 (5th Gir. 1999).

Sanders has not shown that the district court erred in
granting MetLife's notion for summary judgnent and di sm ssing her
suit. Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



