IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 98-31150
Summary Cal endar

COREG S | NSURANCE COVPANY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
RONALD L. WLSON;, ET AL,
Def endant s,
RONALD L. W LSON,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 97-CV-3033-F

June 30, 1999
Before EMLIO M GARZA, BENAVI DES and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ronal d W1 son appeals the district court’s grant of Coregis
| nsurance Conpany’s (Coregis) notion for summary judgnent in this
contract recissioncase. WIson argues that (1) the exclusioninthe
i nsurance policy requiredthat Coregis proveintent to deceive and (2)

he could not have foreseen a nmal practice claim

Pursuant to 5th CR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and i s not precedent except under the
limted circunstances set forth in 5th QR R 47.5.4.



From1992 t hr ough 1995, W1 son represent ed several clients whose
cl ai ns were eventual | y di sm ssed because they had been filed untinely.
After thejudgnent intheclients’ case becane final, Coregisissued an
i nsurance policy to Wlson for the period of Septenber 3, 1996 to
Septenber 3, 1997. The policy application required Wlson to state
whet her he was aware of any potential mal practice suits that may be
br ought agai nst him Al though WI son knewthat he had untinely filed
alawsuit whichresultedindismssal, hedidnot report it to Coregis.
When Wl son’s clients eventually filed a nmal practice suit agai nst him
Coregis filedthis suit torescindthe insurance policy andto seek a
decl aratory judgnent statingthat it had no duty to defend or i ndemify
W son against the claim

After acareful reviewof therecord and the parties’ briefs, we
affirmfor essentially the sane reasons given by the district court in
its order and reasons for granting summary j udgnent dat ed August 28,
1998.

AFFI RMED.



