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PER CURI AM *

Edward Lee Confer appeals the summary judgnent awarded Murphy
G| Corporation, dismssing his Jones Act and general maritine | aw
claims. We AFFIRM

Confer was enployed by Murphy G| as a nmechanic, assigned to
the MR @JS I, which was originally built and used as a jack-up
drill rig. 1In 1984, the MR GQJS Il was outfitted as a production
platform wth, inter alia, all of the drilling equipnent being
renmoved. In 1989, the MR GJUS || was noved to its present | ocation

inthe GQulf of Mexico; its jacking systemwas disabled to prevent

Pursuant to 5TH CR. 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR R
47.5. 4.



i nadvertent novenent and secured to the ocean floor by sand bags.
Confer was injured aboard the MR QIS Il in 1995, when he slipped
and fell while answering an alarm Consequently, Confer filed this
action pursuant to the Jones Act, 46 U S . C. 8§ 688, and general
maritime | aw.

Mur phy G| noved for sunmary judgnent, contending that Confer
failed to neet the prerequisites for coverage under the Jones Act
because he was not pernmanently assigned to a vessel in navigation.
The district court agreed, holding that, on the date of Confer’s
injury, the MR GJUS Il was not a vessel as required by the Jones
Act .

Confer contends the district court erred in granting sunmary
j udgnent because the MR GUS Il is a vessel, and that in any event,
he was permanently assigned as the seaman operating the |ife boat
of the MR @QJUS I, which was itself a vessel, thus entitling himto
seaman’ s status

Needl ess to say, we review a grant of summary judgnent de
novo, applying the sane standard as the district court. See Little
v. Liquid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1075 (5th Gr. 1994). Summary
Judgnent is proper where there is no material fact issue, and the
movant is entitled to judgnent as a matter of law. |1d.; see FED.
R Qv. P. 56(c).

Moreover, we review Confer’s contention that he was a seanan
assigned to the lifeboat of the MR @IS || for plain error, due to
his failure to properly raise the issue inthe district court. See

Dougl ass v. United Servs. Auto. Ass’'n, 79 F.3d 1415, 1424 (5th Gr



1996) (en banc); Hi ghlands Ins. Co. v. National Union Fire Ins. Co.,
27 F.3d 1027, 1031-32 (5th Cr. 1994), cert. denied, 513 U. S. 1112
(1995) .

Havi ng reviewed the record, and the briefs of the parties, we
find no error, plain or otherw se, and AFFI RMthe summary | udgnent,
for essentially the sane reasons stated by the district court. See
Confer v. Murphy G| Corp., No. 2:96-CV-84-PG slip op. at 8 (S.D.
M ss. Fed. 28, 1997).

AFFI RMED



