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JAMES K. HARRI' S, Executor of the Estate
of Jennifer Harris,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
GAMBLE GUEST CARE CORP.; GAMBLE GUEST
CARE CORP. EMPLOYEE BENEFI T PLAN; EMPLOYEE
BENEFI TS SERVI CES, | NC.,

Def endant s- Appel | ant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 5:01-CvV-264

Bef ore JONES, BENAVI DES, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ganbl e Guest Care Corporation (“Ganble”), Ganble Guest Care
Cor poration Enpl oyee Benefit Plan (“Plan”), and Enpl oyee Benefits
Services, Inc., appeal the district court's ruling in favor of
Jennifer Harris on her claimfor health benefits froman Enpl oyee
Retirenment |Incone Security Act of 1974 (“ERI SA’) governed

enpl oyee wel fare benefit plan; 29 U S.C. § 1001 et seq. This

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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court reviews Ganble’s denial of Harris's claimfor benefits for

abuse of discretion. See Threadqill v. Prudential Securities

G oup, Inc., 145 F.3d 286, 292 (5th Gr. 1998).

The appel lants argue that their interpretation of the Plan
to require Harris to be “actively at work” on February 1, 2000,
was legally correct. However, their interpretation of the Plan
was legally incorrect because the Plan did not contain an
“actively at work” requirenent and because the correct

eligibility date was January 1, 2000. See WIdbur v. ARCO

Chem cal Co., 974 F.2d 631, 637-38 (5th Cr. 1992). Furthernore,

Ganble’'s interpretation of the Plan and its denial of benefits to
Harris were an abuse of discretion. See id.

The appel lants al so argue that the district court should not
have awarded Harris attorneys’ fees. However, the district court
did not abuse its discretion in awarding Harris attorneys’ fees.

See Iron Wrkers Local No. 272 v. Bowen, 624 F.2d 1255, 1266 (5th

Cr. 1980).
Therefore, the district court's ruling in favor of Harris

and its award of attorneys’ fees to Harris are AFFI RVED



