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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Southern
?La;gict of Florida. (No. 94-6851-CIV-WZ), WlIlliam J. Zl och,

Bef ore HATCHETT and ANDERSON, Circuit Judges, and FAY, Senior
Circuit Judge.

PER CURI AM

This case has been expedited because of the serious nedical
condition of the appellant and the urgent need for a speedy
resolution. Appellant, Carol Mre, has and is being treated for
ovari an cancer. The question before us is whether or not a
specific treatnent is covered or excluded by health insurance
provided to her through her husband' s enpl oynent.

The treatnent and subsequent hospitalization involved in the
recomended HDC/ PSCR i s descri bed by appel | ant as:

1. induction phase or chenot herapeutic agents adm nistered in
| ow doses;

2. nobilization phase which consists of chenotherapeutic
agents admnistered in internedi ate doses;

3. leukapheresis, the renoval of the stem cells which are
subsequently frozen and stored;

4. HDC which consists of the adm nistration of FDA approved
chenot herapeuti c agents in high doses;

5. the reinfusion of the stored stemcells into the patient's
body;



6. hospitalization for observation purposes.

The Blue Cross policy involved contains the follow ng

excl usi on:

The foll owi ng services, supplies or equi pnent are not Covered
Services under this Contract, and, therefore, BCBSF has no
ltability for such services, supplies or equipnent. The
insured is solely responsible for the paynent of charges for
all services or supplies excluded in this Section.

32. Any service or supply relating to any evaluation,
treatment or therapy involving the use of high-dose
chenot herapy and adj uvant aut ol ogous bone marrow transpl ant,
aut ol ogous peripheral stem cell rescue, or autol ogous stem
cell rescue for any disease other than acute |ynphocytic
| eukem a, acute non-|ynphocytic | eukem a, Hodgkins' disease,
non- Hodgki ns' | ynphoma, neurobl astoma, breast cancer or
germcell malignancies.

It is Mre's contention that while the above cl ause excl udes
any and all treatnent, services and supplies related to HDC and
PSCR, it does not include the HDC and PSCR treatnent itself. W
are sinply unable to agree.

We concl ude that the plain nmeani ng of the exclusion elimnates
coverage for this suggested treatnent for appellant’'s non-germcel
ovari an cancer.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



