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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Deborah H. Cobb appeals from the district court judgment dismiss-
ing her action against her former employer, E.l. DuPont de Nemours
& Co. ("DuPont"), and eight of its employees. Cobb commenced the
action in state court and alleged handicap discrimination, gender dis-
crimination, sexua harassment, fraudulent concealment, intentional
infliction of emotional harm, al in violation of West Virginialaw,
and aviolation of the Employment Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974, 29 U.S.C.A. 8§88 1001 - 1461 (West 1985 & Supp. 1998)
("ERISA"). The Defendants removed the complaint to federal district
court on the basis of Cobb's ERISA claim. On appeal, Cobb chal-
lenges the court's jurisdiction and the dismissal of her handicap dis-
crimination, fraudulent conceament, sexual harassment and ERISA
claims on the basis of allegedly improper court orders limiting discov-
ery or prohibiting evidence. Finding no reversible error, we affirm.

Cobb's contention that the court was without subject matter juris-
diction isfrivolous. Cobb's complaint plainly stated a claim under
ERISA. In response to the notice of removal, Cobb conceded that her
ERISA claim was within the jurisdiction of the court. See 29 U.S.C.A.
§1132(e)(1) (West 1985 & Supp. 1998). Removal was proper under
28 U.S.C. § 1441(b) (1994), because the district court has jurisdiction
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over civil actions arising under the laws of the United States without
regard to the citizenship or residence of the parties. Furthermore, her
remaining state claims were properly considered by the court. See

§ 1441(c).

Cobb's challenges to the court's dismissal of her handicap discrim-
ination, fraudulent concealment and sexual harassment claims on the
basis of limitations placed on her ability to conduct discovery and
submit evidence are without merit. The district court has broad discre-
tion concerning the admissibility of testimony and the scope of dis-
covery. See Hinklev. City of Clarksburg, 81 F.3d 416, 426 (4th Cir.
1996); Bristol Steel & Iron Worksv. Bethlehem Steel Corp., 41 F.3d
182, 188 (4th Cir. 1994). Finally, the court did not err in excluding
medical evidence outside the administrative record in deciding the
ERISA claim. See Sheppard & Enoch Pratt Hosp., Inc. v. Travelers
Ins. Co., 32 F.3d 120, 125 (4th Cir. 1994).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court's judgment. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the material s before the court and argument
would not aid in the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



