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

No. 92-7370
(Summary Cal endar)

RUBY FOSTER,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

GLOBE LI FE AND ACCI DENT
| NSURANCE COMPANY,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
(CA- GC90-274-D- O

(Decenber 11, 1992)
Before KING DAVIS, and WENER, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM:

In this diversity case, Plaintiff-Appellant Ruby Foster
appeals the grant of summary judgnent by the district court in
favor of Defendant-Appellee dobe Life and Accident |[|nsurance
Conpany (d obe Life). As there is no error in the findings or
analysis of the district court, we affirm

W review a district court's grant of sunmmary judgnent by

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



"reviewing the record under the sanme standards which guided the
district court."* A grant of summary judgnment is proper when no
i ssue of material fact exists that woul d necessitate a trial. W

affirma grant of summary judgnment when we are convinced, after
an i ndependent review of the record, that "there is no genuine

issue as to any material fact" and that the novant is "entitled to

a judgnent as a matter of law."'"2 |In determ ne whether the grant
was proper, all fact questions are viewed in the light nost
favorable to the non-novant. Questions of law are reviewed de
novo. 3

After a thorough reviewof the record, we have determ ned t hat
"no genui ne issue of material fact has been properly raised by the
appellant, and . . . no error of |aw appears."* The district court
has set out a thorough and scholarly analysis of the facts and
| egal argunents in the instant case. Satisfied that we cannnot
i nprove on the district court's opinion, and that any attenpt to do
so woul d nerely be duplictive and thus a waste of limted judicial
resources, we attach that opinion hereto and adopt it in toto.

AFFI RVED.

Mal ker v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 853 F.2d 355, 358 (5th Gir
1988) .

2ld. (quoting Brooks, Tarleton, Glbert, Douglas & Kressler
v. United States Fire Ins. Co., 832 F.2d 1358, 1364 (5th G
1987) (quoting FED. R CvVv. P. 56(c))); see Celotex Corp. v.
Catrett, 477 U. S. 317, 323-25 (1986).

S\l ker, 853 F.2d at 358.
‘5TH QR Loc. R 47.6.



