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PER CURI AM *

Dr. John McFadden appeals fromthe summary judgnent in favor
of Liberty Mitual |nsurance Conpany and Bench Craft, |Inc. W
AFFI RM

Dr. MFadden treated Janes MCullough, who sustained a
conpensable work-related injury while enployed by Bench Craft.
Li berty Mutual, the workers' conpensation insurer for Bench Craft,

refused to pay Dr. McFadden's bills, because anot her physician who

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that rule, the court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



had previously treated MCull ough had released himto return to
work, finding that he had reached nmaxi num nedi cal i nprovenent.
McCul | ough petitioned the Mssissippi Wrkers' Conpensation
Comm ssion for such paynent, and Liberty Mitual was eventually
ordered to pay Dr. MFadden's bills. It conplied.

Dr. MFadden then filed this action for conpensatory and
puni tive damages, prem sed solely on a clained bad faith refusal to
pay his bills. The district court granted summary judgnent for
Li berty Miutual and Bench Mark on the alternative grounds that (1)
under M ssissippi law, Dr. MFadden | acks standing to bring this
action; and (2) even if he has standing, there is no genuine issue
of material fact with respect to the defendants' legitinmate or
arguabl e basis for denying paynent. McFadden v. Liberty Mitua
Ins. Co., 803 F. Supp. 1178 (N.D. M ss. 1992).

Dr. McFadden chal l enges both hol dings by the district court.
It is not necessary to reach standing, which is interwoven with
uni que state |law and conpensati on schene concerns. | nstead, we
wll assunme, wthout deciding, that Dr. MFadden has standing,
because, for the reasons stated in the district court's detail ed,
conprehensive, and well-reasoned opinion, it is abundantly clear
that there is no genuine issue of material fact on the denial of
paynment/bad faith issue and that the defendants are entitled to
judgnent as a matter of law Fed. R Cv. P. 56.

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



