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PER CURI AM

Rita D. Poeppel appeals fromthe district court’s orders
awar di ng summary judgnent to Hartford | nsurance Conpany (Hartford)
on her action seeking to recover the proceeds on an accidenta
deat h and di smenbernent policy pursuant to the Enpl oyee Retirenent
| ncome Security Act (ERISA), 29 U.S.C 88 1001 - 1461 (2000), and
denying her notion to alter or anend judgnent pursuant to Fed. R
Cv. P. 59(e).

On August 5, 2000, Randal |l Lee Duval |, Poeppel’s brother,
died as the result of injuries sustained in a single-car collision
in Geenville, South Carolina. The toxicology report disclosed
that, at the tinme of the collision, Duvall was driving with a bl ood
al cohol level of .212% over twice the legal Iimt for operating a
not or vehi cl e under South Carolina law. The district court granted
summary judgnent to Hartford after Poeppel sued alleging that she
was denied benefits under the policy in contravention of ERI SA
The district court concluded that an intoxicated driver’'s death in
a single-vehicle collision as a result of drinking and driving did
not result from an accident and was therefore not an “injury” as

defined in the policy. Poeppel v. Hartford Life Ins. Co., 273 F

Supp. 2d 714 (D.S.C. 2003).
On appeal , Poeppel argues that the district court erred
in concluding that Duvall’'s death was not caused by an acci dent and

that the autonobile weck was caused by Duvall’s consunption of



al cohol . The benefit plan in this case does not give the plan
adm ni strator discretionary authority to determ ne benefits under
the plan. Therefore, we review the denial of benefits de novo.

Firestone Tire & Rubber Co v. Bruch, 489 U.S. 101, 115 (1989). 1In

interpreting the benefits provisions of ERI SA-regul ated insurance
pl ans, courts are guided by federal substantive |aw. Baker v.

Provident Life & Accident Ins. Co., 171 F.3d 939, 942 (4th Cr.

1999); Wckman v. NW Nat’l Ins. Co., 908 F.2d 1077, 1084 (1st

Cr. 1990).

The maj ority of federal courts have held that, when death
is the natural or probable consequence of an act or course of
action, it is not the result of an “accident” as that termis
defined in an acci dental death or di snenbernent policy. See Baker,
171 F. 3d at 942. Moreover, in Baker, we adopted the rule that “‘a
death that occurs as a result of driving while intoxicated,
al t hough perhaps unintentional, is not an “accident” because that

result is reasonably foreseeable.”” 1d. (quoting Cozzie v. Metro.

Life Ins. Co., 140 F.3d 1104, 1110 (7th Gr. 1998)). W concl ude

that this rule is controlling in this case and that accidental
deat h benefits were properly deni ed.

We therefore affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and |egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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