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PER CURI AM *

Concerning his action for damages resulting fromthe |oss of
his | og skidder due to a fire, Janes Quillott contests the summary
judgnment granted Commercial Underwiters Insurance Conpany and
Legi on I nsurance Conpany. The district court held: Quillott
breached a warranty in the insurance policy issued by Appellees,
which required himto clean the engi ne conpartnent and belly pans

of the skidder daily; and he also breached a condition precedent

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



that the i nsured equi pnment be operated only by Guillott’s qualified
enpl oyees with at |east one year of experience in operating such
equi pnent .

GQuillott contends summary judgnent was i nappropri ate because:
the warranty provision is vague and anbi guous; and there is no
evi dence that the breach of the condition precedent increased the
risk of loss. No authority need be cited for the well-established
rules for reviewing a summary judgnent awarded under Federal Rule
of Gvil Procedure 56. W review de novo, applying the sane test
as did the district court. The summary judgnent record is viewed
inthe |ight nost favorable to the nonnovant, with all inferences
made in his favor; and the judgnent is proper if: there are no
genui ne issues of material fact; and the novant is entitled to a
judgnent as a matter of |aw.

Havi ng so reviewed the summary judgnent record, including in
the light nost favorable to Guillott, we conclude that summary
j udgnent was proper, essentially for the reasons stated in the
district court’s conprehensive and well-reasoned opinion. See
Quillott v. Commercial Underwiter’s Ins. Co. and/or Legion Ins.

Co., No. 99-0730 (WD. La. 19 July 2000) (unpublished).
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