UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 97-31274
Summary Cal endar

ALONZO MOORE, JR.,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

PROVI DENT LI FE & ACCI DENT | NSURANCE COVPANY;
SUPERI OR STEEL, INC. GROUP LONG TERM DI SABI LI TY
PLAN, AN EMPLOYEE WELFARE BENEFI T PLAN,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana

(97- CV- 89)

Septenber 3, 1998
Before EMLIO M GARZA, DeMOSS, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Al onzo Moore, Jr. ("Moore") was enployed by Superior Steel,
Inc. ("Superior") as a welder. Superior contracted with Provi dent
Li fe and Acci dent | nsurance Conpany ("Provident") to provide short
and long-termdisability plans for its enpl oyees. These Pl ans were

i ssued i n accordance with the Enpl oynent Retirenent | ncone Security

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 limted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



Act (ERISA) and Provident was the Admnistrator and d ains
Fiduciary under the terns of the Pl an. These Pl ans expressly
provide that the Admnistrator and Cainms Fiduciary would have
"full, exclusive and di scretionary authority to control, nanage and
admnister clains and to interpret and resolve all questions
arising out of the admnistration, interpretation and application"
of the Plan. In April 1995, Moore suffered a hernia and applied
for and received short-term benefits which comenced on or about
June 7, 1995. In Novenber 1995, Moore filed claima for a |ong-
termdisability benefits and this clai mwas approved by Provi dent
and he received approximately $1,060 per nonth through May 1996.
Based on periodic nedical reports, Provident term nated More’s
|l ong-term benefits effective May 31, 1996. Moore appeal ed his
termnation to the Review Commttee under the terns of the Plan
which affirnmed the decision to termnate the |ong-term benefits.
I n January 1997, Moore sued Provident in Louisiana state district
court alleging that Provident had wongfully term nated More’s
benefits. Provident renoved the case to the federal district court
and filed a notion for sunmary judgnent. The federal district
court granted sunmary judgnent and Moore appeal s.

We have carefully reviewed the briefs, the record excerpts and
relevant portions of the record itself. For the reasons stated by
the district court in its ruling on notion for summary judgnent
filed under date of October 24, 1997, we AFFIRMthe final judgnent
entered on that sane date.

AFFI RVED.



