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Bef ore GARWOOD, SM TH and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.”

Local Rule 47.5 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.



PER CURI AM

Plaintiff-appellant Floyd Morris (Mrris) brought this
Loui siana |aw negligence suit in state court against Equitable
Shi pyards, Inc., predecessor in interest of Trinity Industries,
Inc., defendant-appellee (Trinity), whichin April 1992 renoved t he
case to the district court belowon the basis of diversity. Mrris
was allegedly injured on Trinity's shipyard prem ses in New Ol eans
while in the course and scope of his enploynent for Hopenman
Brot hers, Inc. (Hopeman), which was under contract with Trinity to
perform work on vessels at Trinity's shipyard. By January 1993,
Morris had waived trial by jury and the case was set for nonjury
trial for August 26, 1993. On July 16, 1993, Trinity noved for
summary judgnent. The district court granted the notion in an
order and reasons signed August 20, 1993; Mrris tinely filed a
motion for newtrial or to anend the judgnent, which the district
court deni ed by order dated Septenber 16, 1993. Morris appeal s, as
does Travel ers | nsurance Conpany, which had intervened to recover
conpensation benefits it had allegedly paid Mdxris in respect to
the same injury under the United States Longshore and Harbor
Wor kers' Conpensation Act (LHWCA) "and/or"™ the Louisiana Wrkers
Conpensati on Act.

We affirm essentially for the reasons stated in the district
court's August 20, 1993, and Septenber 16, 1993, orders. W
further observe that no authority has been cited to indicate that
the liability of an enployer or its LHWCA insurer to an enpl oyee

for conpensati on under the LHANCAis "solidary" wwth athird-party's



negligence liability at law to the enployee in respect to the sane

injury.
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