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Urder of atiachment vacalted; portses

directed Lo proceed to arbitration.
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MOTLEY, District Judge,
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Rule &f of the Federal Rules of Civil Proee-
dure ancd Hectywon 82011 of ithe New Yaork
State Civil Practice Law and Bules. As a
comfitbon to that order, the court specified
thot under Lhe désimon i Surnr v. Cuariss

Crrewlation Co., 383 FSapp. 643 (5.D.NY.
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[1] In reaching this decision, a prelimi-
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‘their rights™ under 4 US.C. § B in both the
complaint and amended complaint was in-
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