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PER CURI AM



Charles D. Urich appeals the district court’s?
dismssal of his diversity action for failure to state a
claim W affirm

The Honorable James M. Rosenbaum, United States District Judge for the
District of Minnesota.
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Urich, a certified public accountant, filed this
action against five Mnnesota hospitals, alleging that
they received wndfall paynents as a result of work he
did in seeking proper reinbursenent for unpaid Medicare
deducti bl es and coi nsurance obligations. [In 1988, Urich
di scovered that Mnnesota hospitals were not being
properly reinbursed for patients eligible for benefits
under both Medi care and Medi caid i nsurance prograns. He
contacted all hospitals that had participated in the
M nnesota Medical Assistance program and offered to
pursue reinbursenent on their behalf for a contingency
fee. More than fifty hospitals agreed to the
arrangenent, but defendants decli ned.

Urich pursued the clains for his clients, eventually
settling with the state and receiving his contingency
fee. Before U rich could again approach the remaining
hospitals about their possibility for recovery, the
state--to resolve potential outstanding clains--offered
to pay defendants a portion of what they were owed, using
the fornula that had been used in the settlenent Urich
engi neered. U rich clained that because defendants did
not pay him a contingency fee, they were unjustly
enriched by his efforts. The district court dismssed
the action for failure to state a claim

W review de novo the district court’s interpretation
of Mnnesota law, see Kovarik v. Anerican Famly Ins.
G oup, 108 F.3d 962, 964 (8th Gr. 1997) (citing Salve
Regina College v. Russell, 499 U S 225, 231 (1991)), and
are bound by the decisions of the Mnnesota courts, see
Kovarik, 108 F.3d at 964. W also review de novo a




dismssal for failure to state a claim See Al exander V.
Peffer, 993 F.2d 1348, 1349 (8th Cr. 1993).

W agree with the district court that Urich's claim
fails, as he has made no allegation that defendants
acceptance of paynents to which they were entitled was
fraudulent or illegal in any way, and he has stated no
facts to support an allegation that defendants’ actions
were norally wong. See First Nat’'l Bank v. Ramier, 311
N.wW2d 502, 504 (Mnn. 1981) (no claim for unjust
enri chnment absent illegal or unlawf ul




conduct by defendant); see also Servicemaster of St.
Cloud v. GAB Business Servs., Inc., 544 N W2d 302, 306
(Mnn. 1996) (unjust-enrichnent claim failed because
def endant did not receive security interest in hone
“under any cloud of inpropriety”); Ventura v. Titan
Sports, Inc., 65 F.3d 725, 729 (8th Cr. 1995)
(characterizing M nnesota unjust-enrichnment |aw as “wel |
settled’; plaintiff won unjust-enrichnent claim where
defrauded by defendant), cert. denied, 116 S. C. 1268
(1996); Spiess v. Schumm 448 N.W2d 106, 108 (M nn. C.
App. 1989) (constructive trust inposed where it would be
norally wong for property holder to retain funds).

Urich 1is not entitled to conpensation from
defendants nerely because his efforts in representing his
clients may have incidentally conferred a benefit upon
defendants. See Galante v. Oz, Inc., 379 NW2d 723, 726
(Mnn. C. App. 1986).

The judgnent 1is affirned. Urich s notion for
attorney’'s fees and costs is denied.
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