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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Thurmond L. Roberts appeals the district court's order granting
summary judgment to the Trustees of the United Mine Workers of
America 1974 Pension Trust ("Pension Trust" or"Plan") upholding
the denial of a certain pension. For the reasons that follow, we affirm.

Roberts seeks service credit for his employment with J& L Rob-

erts Coal Company ("J & L") for the years 1959 through 1961. The
parties agree that if Roberts receives service credit for those years, he
would be eligible for the pension he seeksl and that Roberts claim

is properly analyzed under the Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 ("ERISA"), see 29 U.S.C.A.8§8 1001-1168 (West 1985

& Supp. 1998), because the Pension Trust is an ERISA-covered pen-
sion plan. See 29 U.S.C.A. 88 1002(3), (37); Brogan v. Holland, 105
F.3d 158 (4th Cir. 1997) (construing same plan). Because the Plan
grants the Trustees discretion to determine benefits, the narrow issue
iswhether the Trustees abused their discretion in denying Roberts the
contested years of service credit. See Firestone Tire & Rubber Co. v.
Bruch, 489 U.S. 101, 115 (1989); Lockhart v. United Mine Workers
of America 1974 Pension Trust, 5 F.3d 74, 77 (4th Cir. 1993). If rea-
sonable, atrustee's challenged denia of benefits should not be dis-
turbed. See DeNobel v. Vitro Corp., 885 F.2d 1180, 1187-88 (4th Cir.
1989).

An award of benefits under an ERISA plan is governed in the first
instance by the language of the plan itself. See Lockhart, 5 F.3d at 78.
The Trustees denial of benefits was based upon the Plan's provision
that: "No credit for service shall be awarded a Participant for any
period in which such Participant was directly connected with the own-
ership, operation or management of amine."2 The Trustees found

1 Roberts seeks eligibility for a'Deferred Vested Pension -- Special.”
2JA. a 143.



Roberts connected with ownership of J& L because Social Security
Administration wage records indicated that he was self-employed and
received no wages between 1959 and 1961 and evidence from a 1960
workers compensation claim revealed that Roberts was a one-fifth
stockholder in J & L. Roberts responds that hewasa J & L employee,
that his workers' compensation claim, which was initialy denied
(presumably because he was not an employee), was overturned on
appeal, and that no records of a corporation named J & L are main-
tained in the State of West Virginia

Wefind that the Trustees decision to deny benefits was reasonable
and was not an abuse of discretion. See Lockhart , 5 F.3d at 77;
DeNobel, 885 F.2d at 1187-88. First, under the language of the Plan
aperson could be both an employee and connected with the owner-
ship of the mine; therefore, whether Roberts qualified for workers
compensation benefits as an employeeisirrelevant to whether heis
disqualified for service credit under the Plan. Second, that no record
of J& L'sincorporation in West Virginia has been found is also not
dispositive of the issue because the company could have been incor-
porated in another state or the state records simply lost. Finaly, the
Trustees reasonably relied on verifiable information in denying bene-
fits. Accordingly, we affirm the district court's order granting sum-
mary judgment to the Trustees.

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately addressed in the material before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



