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Bef ore GOLDBERG JOLLY, and JONES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !
Thi s case ari ses out of ajudgnent rendered agai nst t he Loui si ana

| nsurance GQuaranty Associ ation ("LI GA") under t he Longshore & Har bor

! 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that this opinion should not be published.



Wor kers' Conpensation Act (the "Act"), 33 U.S.C. 88 918. The j udgnent
in favor of the injured worker, Charles Lucas, has been di sputed by
LI GA on a variety of points. The appeal, however, fails to present
any i ssues which are reviewable by this court or are so contrary to
the law of this circuit as to nerit reversal. Thus, we affirm

Lucas was injuredin1980. 1n 1982, pursuant to an order issued
by an Adm ni strative Law Judge, Lucas was awar ded conpensati on under
the Act for a disability which becane permanent on January 1, 1981.
In 1986, the insurance conpany paying Lucas's conpensati on award,
M dl and I nsurance, was | i qui dated and t he responsi bility for paynment
of Lucas' conpensation was assuned by LI GA

In 1990, this court in Phillips v. Mari ne Concrete Structures,

Inc., 895 F.2d 1033 (5th Gr. 1990) (en banc) altered the rule for
cal cul ating cost of |iving adjustnents under Section 10 (f) of the

Act, repudi ating our earlier decisionin Holliday v. Todd Shi pyards

Corp., 654 F. 2d 415 (5th Gr. 1981). LI GA proceeded to concl ude t hat
under this newrul e, it had overconpensat ed Lucas by $9, 806. 85. LIGA
t her ef or e suspended paynent of Lucas's conpensati on until the overpaynent
was exhaust ed.

I n response, Lucas filed an applicationfor a Suppl enentary Def aul t
Order under section 18 (a) of the Act. 33 U.S.C. § 918 (a). After
conplying with all procedures required by this section, the acting
District Director issued an order in favor of Lucas in the anmount
wi t hhel d by LI GA, plus penalties andinterest. As authorized by section
18(a) of the act, Lucas filed a petition for final judgnment with the

district court. The district judge determ ned that all procedural



requi renents under the act had been ful fill ed and concl uded t he order
was "inaccordancewithlaw " He thereforeissuedthe requestedjudgnent
in favor of Lucas. LIGA now appeals.

LIGA s prinmary contention on appeal regards the retroactive application
of the new rul e announced by this court in Phillips. However, the
scope of the district court's review in deciding whether to grant
j udgnent s on suppl enental default ordersislimtedto ensuringthat
the District Director investigated the clainmant's application, gave
notice to the parties, and gave an opportunity for hearing. As |ong
as these procedures are conplied with, the supplenental order is "in
accordancew thlaw' andthe claimant isentitledto afinal judgnent

by the district court. See Abbott v. Louisianalns. Guaranty Assoc.,

889 F.2d 626, 629 (5th Gr. 1989), cert. denied, 494 U. S. 1082, 110

S. C. 1813, 108 L. Ed. 2d 944 (1990).

The court in Abbott held that "the scope of reviewin section
18 (a) enforcenent proceedings is limted to the | awful ness of the
suppl enental orders of default and does not include the procedural
or substantive correctness of the underlying conpensation orders."
889 F.2d at 630. Section 18 (a) is "intended to provide a " quick
and i nexpensi ve mechani smfor the pronpt enforcenent of unpai d conpensati on

awards. . .'" |d. at 629 (quoting Tidel ands Marine Serv. v. Patterson,

719 F.2d 126, 129 (5th Gr. 1983)). Any conplaints that LIGA has
wi th the substance of the District Directors decision cannot not be
raised in the present proceedi ngs. LIGA nust take up these issues
wth the Benefits Review Board ("BRB"). 33 U S.C. 8§ 921 (b)(3).

In this proceeding, LIGA has failed to denonstrate any def ect



inthe Director's conpliance with the "l awful ness of conpensation
orders in section 18 (a) enforcenent proceedi ngs." Abbott 889 F. 2d
at 630. The district court's order should therefore be affirned.

LI GA makes a second contention, arguing that the petition for
judgnent inthis case was not nmade under section 18(a) which is exenpt
fromthe notice requirenents of Federal Rule of G vil Procedure 4.

Jourdan v. Equitabl e Equi pnent Co., 889 F. 2d 637, 639. (5th Gr. 1989).

| nstead, LI GA argues that Lucas' petitionto the district court was
made pursuant to Rule 21 (d) which LIGA argues is not exenpt from
these noticerequirenents. Becausethedistrict court didnot conply
wththe noticerequirenents of Fed. R Cv. P. 4, LI GA contends t hat
it has been deprived of due process.

However, petitions under Rule 21 (d) invol ve appeal s of orders
follow ng final resolution by the BRB while petitions under Rule 18
(a) are invoked to coll ect defaulted paynents. Lucas' notioninthe
i nstant case sought an enforcenent order i ntended to recover a defaul t ed
paynment by LI GA. Thus, Lucas' notion was nade under Rule 18 (a).
Because under Rule 18 (a), the procedural requirenments of Fed. R
Cv. P. 4 do not apply, LIGA has no conpl aint. The decisionto grant
Lucas' notion for judgnment was therefore in conpliance with the | aw
in all respects.

In sum the district court acted properly in granting Lucas'
nmotion for final judgnent and LI GA has failed to offer any basis on
whi ch a reasonabl e obj ecti on coul d be sustai ned. For these reasons,

the district court's judgnent is AFFI RVED



