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leged, inier alia, hrenck all & busn fefLFasL
ki Bere, the Lamkn' jane 16 Lhe delithrm
foiil loeem apserilically sddressed as wlhiw il
cluima in Uhe respsrive bamkruplesss AR
berw, Lhe deblors’ lender |smbilsty cluims
bl moi heen echeduled s ameels of Uhy
eatnie  The courl noted in Mo, aa we ido
here, thal “Jijbe lomn Uramsscton st Lhe
heart of the present bugstion was ales the
pauree of [the bank's] clsim sguimsi ihe
estabe’”  Mowr, 818 F.3d st 11440 As soeh,
bosth the HNowe and Eubanks couris held
b lender linbidity claims @ be the “same”
gn b bapkrupless for purposes af res
Judicala.

The Second Chreuil alen reuched the same
comclusion im the Uhapler 11 conlext in
Swre-Smap Coarp, which relies in large
pari an our eourl's decisions i Matier of
MHowe., Southmark Properiies, et Hewm.
drck v Advenl whd whieh & diseossed al
length in sur recent decision in Eubenks
§T1 F2d al 17T1-T2  The Swre-Smap debi:
or brought bender lwhilicy elabms sguisad
iwen evedilor banks one year after confivma
o of the resrganizaton plan, and the
clulms were hald barred by res judicuia

Like the Aaudoing, the Sure-Snap debi
nf sttrmpled o dislingush Lhe hankrupicy
judgment ue & decmson addressing only The
ereditors’ right W be paid  Calling the
eharmeierizaison “excessively mmrrow’”, Lhe
Becomd Cireul held Lhal the bankruptey
preceeding emcompasses the enplire deblor-
eredilor relstionship: nol enly Lhe orestion
of that relaonshp Chigagh e (sl luen
bial mlwe Uhe bank s wclions wnocdllisg tha
loan  early—itbe wet which the debtor
cluimed “Torced” hiim s Bankrugilcy.
Sure-Snap, S46 F2d st ET4-TE Thus, ke
dabtnr’'s “very allagulion thst the banks’

ronduct megabively miluenced  hear
business s healih, makes o hord pressed o
eijilain haw the Lwo oxbies ol srisat—the
plam off reerganicatson snd the lender dnbsl
iy clasma—dil pol comprise Lhe name e
seniial mater™, fd sl 5. Likewmse, the
Haudoina are “hard pressed” o dounguish
their kender linhily claim from the prior
pedgments of the bankrupuey eoearl i
[met, Lhey heve bseen unable osdo s, sl
wr hisld thel Lhesr curpent clasm s ideniscal

Lot lhmss dimpossd of i o For benarue
(gt

.

Al glemenis Tor wppleaisen of res jad
rafin having been esiablished, the lase
doinn” lender limbality clsiem & barresd by
that doctrine. Accordimgly, the jadgmam
@ REYVERSED mnd, instead, RENDERED
far the Haak, snd ithis cuse is REMAND
Ell is the distret courl for entry of Ue
spproprisie isjunctive or olher reliel

REVERSED, HENDEHRELN, snd RE
MANDED

McDERMOTT INTERMATIONAL,
1K, PlainckfT-Appelinn,

IISDERWRITERS AT LIOYDE S8
SURIAING TO MEMORANDUM OF
INSUHANCE NIL 104307, Delendsni=
Appribee

Ma, D2-06232)

Umited Sistes Couki of Wppesls,
Fifuh Cveint

Jin, EX3863

Fuoliomig meurer's denisl of coverngs
for daimage th properiy of insured's subsid
mryieuret! filed siate court sctions e
conirnct dsmages arl for declarsisry julg
ment bn bleek srbitrstsen. Insurer &
mnwed bobh soisns, which weie consislelal
#d anid, subsequently, were eonsolidsisd
wilh three sddstsonal relaed ssiions. Te
United Siates Distret Court for the Ess
ern atret of Louistans, AJ MeMNamam,
J. eniered srders compellmg wrbitries
and staying litigution pending aebiiosles
Inawred sppeabed and, slternately, wjspbed
for wiit of mandsmus, The Court of Ap
peubs, harusdake, Circwil Judge, held thaa
118 welers comgeellong mrbairaten snd slag

I
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mg litigatson wers “inlerlarulin ¢ and,
thut, Federn] Arbitration Arel progibeed ap
peal, and (Z) insured was ned enditled o
sandamigs relief,

Appenl dismisssd, application for wril
of mandamus densed,

L Arblirslicn e=21.00

Gesrally, if only msue before Baurt B
dmpuie’s mrbitrability, sction W
mlepindinl anid eourl's desfiion Wn Lhat
mive @ “final” for purposes af Federal
Arbersisen Acl's probibibos 6l appesls
frum inlerlocutory orders; howewer, if eane
mrledes other cluems for seliel. srbitesbildis
1y ruling does _pot End litiguison on meris,
Wi @ considered “Wterlocutory” only, §
USCA. §\EHGNL )

“E:'Hm Words snd Phrass

juiliciad eonarucisny and

L mnlllbl =R

Diatret court ordern atsying litigation
wad compelling srbitration of issurance dis-
s wers “interlpewtory,” not “fisal” for
mrmes of Federsl Arbivmbion Act's pro-
it o0 appesls from mierlocutory o
denn, b bght of state law claime raised in
sl fuil and olber suits thal were laler
mensliduled with it, notwilhsisnding that
ek jurisdictions] basis for oniging] su's
rmoval o federn] court was arhitrability
gemlion; when cases were eonsolidsbed,
ity becume mingle judicisl wnit. snd fissl
iy of artairstion decisson depended upon
prment posiore of cmae B USCA.
| bR,
L Mendumus =581

Barden of demonstrating clear and an-
impatable mghi v mandamus reliel was
mrisulerly heavy on (maared challengang
dmiriel eourl orders compelling arbeurstion
o depule with inswrer, in light of Federal
dritralion Ach's euprest limdation on in-
wrisculory review of distriel court decision
m arbitmtion. § US.CA § 16biL, 5

L Mandames =41, 53
Inswred waa nol entitled 1o mandams
miel From distmct courl oeders BLEVIRE

1 Deuy e B ohe Easerm Do of Trami

litignason and rompelling srivibrason s o
sarance dimpate, ae distncl oourt did Bol
lln.rl!l nverelepn ks aulhordy in enlErmg
oFdefs, Bl Lhers Wl B0 Eppareni resssn
why jesugs presented m inswred’s appesl
catll not be reised in spgesl afer srbirs
Yon wis completed and Maal judpment &s
Lered.

Armden J. Len, Joseph P. Tyman, Lea,
Plavnicky & Moseley, John V. Haus, Joanes,
Walker, Waechier, Puoilevenl, Carrere &
Denegre, New Orieans, L&, lor pleintifl
appellant

Jahn E. Galloway, Robsrt . Cors, Galls-
way, Johnaon, Tomphine & Burr, New (r
lenns, [A, for ameus curiae.

Luther T. Munford, Phelps Dunbar, Jack-
son, M5, Hermy 5. Redmon, Jr., Gerardo |
Barrses, Dmnay Shaw, James H. Housse|,
Fhetps Dunbar, Hew Orleans, L&, for Un
derwriiers.

anald Hoffman, Ann Marie LeBlane,
Pasl J. Politz, HolTman, Sulierfield, Ensen
at & Banksion, New Orleana, LA, for Max
on Teung.

Grearge W, Hensudm, William Harrson,
Griggs & Harrison, Houston, TX, for Cer
Luim U ndereriters.

Appenl from the United Simies [isirey
Cowrt for the Exsiern Deinc of Logisians

Hefare JOMNES sl BARKSDALE,
Circail Judges, and JUSTICE! [hisvrsen
Judige

HARKSIRALE, Cueun Judye:

The iblermingLive slarting point for Lhis
wppeal by Mellermot! Internationsl, Ine , s
whether the disiret eodrl oréers cumpel
ling nrbetraion of BMelermott's disgule
wilh eeriain Lndersrvilers st Lloyds and
staying Migation pending srbitrtion sre
mieriocatory, nol (insl  Heesuse wo paold
that they are Lhe former, and beeisis § 16
of Lhe Federal Arbicration Aci, 5 LS § )

#f Brg, prohibss sppes| from L.IFHtGGL-States
we DISMISE for lack of ;unl.du:l.rpagévl of 3

nadting by denignadsm

Al
'
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wme, wie [HEMY e alieraslios ifijslicaimn
Tor & wril il mandlamas,

Mcllermatl, & Pamamanan eorparation
headguariersd is Urleans Parab, had an
insermnce poley with Undersnierss thai
covered the operations of one of MeDwr
moil's subsidianes, Tha policy reguired
srhitrmtson of “[a]il differences priming out
of this comtract™ In 1083, the subeidiary's
property waa damaged; snd MeDermaott
submitled » policy eluim. Mazson Young
Ananwinles, Inc., was retmined W0 wdjust the
s Umibereriters denied coversge, and
ihis litigmiine enssesd

Heginning in late 1990, MeDarmail fikad
twn actions in Leuisians sl eowrt EgEinal
Undereriera ose (or contrso dumeges;
the other for s declarmiory judgment o
ok arbitration soaght by Underwriemn
Inveking the Conventian on the Hecogn:
tisy and Enforcement af Fareign Arbitral
Awnrdn, 8 USC § 201 & seg, Underwrit-
e removed boil actsane o federal disine
court, where they were oonsolidated

The dmtnct courl remanidsd Lhe casea Lo
wsle rourl, bobling thal & servee-wlsuil
clauae in Uhi jriley warivel lnderenlem
remowel AghLe, Bail Uhed curt VESELRL Ll
oeder.  Mellermadl fwi) Fec ¢ Llogds
['nderwriieee of FLapwahan, Y44 F.2a 1704
Fih Cie 19901 Three adidaiinel el
were consilslated imlo the selion; & VLALF
et mil, removed through levermity by
Melbermott agnimel Lhe sdjuster. Young
mlleging Uhai an unsulhoriiel coverag® le1-
ter contractuslly obdigsied Young o, pay
for the jess; snd two divemsmiiy, sctions by

E Suwismmn B pendrci
[wl Am sppeml may he akesdyom—

I aE il —
[A) refusing & @y o any scrsnn inslir sy
mon § ol dlad iide,
i) denyang & Pl umlee seiees d oo
disin wile i arder arhirgisees o el
iC] denving sn applicaiin wnder weian
Pink sl abir (mle e Ciipel de Bl aleea,
MW canlirmang o8 demying « enlamging ol
g awmmpd ow parial gward, o
(131 rr-d-l-pln‘_ ETHTRCNIE. o VELEling EN
PR
(8 mn nirrles sy ssider FoE IR T
lim@mng. 18 oermllil Lumg 68 sEps e ]
dibi gl Ehmdy ibisd i masbepry i s dhin iwile s

4d SEHIES

IMsderwrilers agamsl Yoaung, seching @
ilemnilicalimn o any ibamagies swsrdel
Seliermmont against Undersriiem

lmdersriters” motssn by compel srbidrn
tesn amd stay [Migaition pending arbiruios
wad granted in February 1902 The siay
entended] mot only W the parties io Uw
srbitration agreement, bul also to thoss
partien snd elaims mol swhpect o wrbitre:
Liad

A

Becamis Ui appasl Larms on jurisdicto,
we o pol reach the issues reded by
Mellermoil—essentially, whether compsl
ling arbitralion wsi erroneous. 1 rderdes.
e contemids that we lsck juradeciben,
mamiaising Uil sppesl from the disiret
eourts orders in barred by @ L6S0l" e
Federal Arbirstion Aet [FAl) 8 USC
§ 1 el seg. That section, % WAC § 1§
jpoverns appellate jurmsdichanaver srder
affecting arbiiratsn, whether ssued under
the FAM or (heLonvenbon See 3 USC
§ 204

The FAA mamilesis & “hberd (edeml
july Tuwpraigeartitrason™  Celmer o e
irrafgle tobnsvn Lame Cormp, — U3
iy, Ne=, 111 S.CL IE4T, LESE, 1L
b b 5 56 (1990 dguesting Moses N, Cons
Memirinl Naap p  Mereury Comair
Garp., 460 LS. U, 103 500 ST, Ti LEd3
THS (1Bl Hection 1§ promales the pel
oy by permitting Inlerleutory sppeals of
arilers [avoring litigauon over arbitmbons
anil precluding review of interlocutory e

(01w Final deinion winh (esjecn o 58 ki
iialmda (hd 06 Gelgsrl bo (Bed 1k
i) Eapem a4 sihersise provided 0w
1292Th) of pale I8, &6 sppasl may e b
imhen Tomim wh il lecusory sdder -
(1) grodimg & sty of Gay Sl by s
i ¥ nl ihin sl
i derpiiing artwirmiion o proceed wnde
weciogen 4wl iUhin iode
{0 compelhng  @ifairstion ubded  seoliee
Tt el whii il o
{4 refusing i angnas an achisraisse (Rl
siiligeat 1 Ui 1iiSe
¥ USLC § I&
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dors thal lavor arinifslnn ForaytAr
i, SA. = fehba Ehi Con o Teres, LG
F.id ll.l-l.'fI 1020 (Sih Cir. 15}, M1 doss mot
sdely [avor the arbitration gricead; [how-
rrer,| berause appeals maF) adill e Laken
from flnal judgmenia canéermng arbirm-
ton or pumaant o/ 24 TL5.C. § 12920h)
pertificate ™ T e Wernil, Lymeh,
Pierce, Fenmetod Swnth, fmc, 367 F.1d
1518, AmbGeEl) Cirimadg 9 USC
TRLTTT O N

The oedery stayimg the linhguisen wed
minplNag  arbitration, f ntarletutory,
cleaiy fall wnaler § 16ib). =hich rrdnibata
bgpeals from orders "granting & stay of
1Ay sftion wnier asetion 3 of Unis tile™ and
“compeiling srbitration umder sepisan 24
aof this tide™. 9 USC §§ IRLETY & (BRI,
i noted, if Minal, § 182D allows appeal.
Therefore, al issug s wheibser the orders
e mierlocuiory of liAal

[} Am order in considered fimal if @
“endy ihe litlgution on the merita ani
lawven nodking for the cowrt to do bul sxe-
ule the jedgment.” Cathin w Dmaled
Saares, 334 U 5. 229, 233, 55 B.Cr 631, &1,
@ LE4d Wil (1846' In deiermising
whither an order sffecting srhilmution =
firal or inderloculery, mesl courts distm-
puish between arbsiralion actions that are
“indepenidenl” wnd those thai are “embed
dedd wmasng oiber clabima.  Gemsrally, if the
anly imawe before Lhe court ia ke dispate’s
wrhitraliility, the nction @ consldered inde
persdent mnd & cowrt's decuion o Uhel maae
pomiditutes & finsl decision. See. ep. Mal-
per of Chung amd Presideni Enfers
Corp, 943 F.2d 225, 228 (3d Cer. 19901 11,
hewever, the case imcludes other claima for
mllel. sn wrhitrability ruling dess not el
e Btigation en ihe merita”, bul is conked-
il mierlocutary aaly, See, eg, Con-
struction Laborers Pension Trual o Cen-

L Prrmwideer § [T jurisdicr i s Berlore
wi The didsnc courl deliasd 10w orridy hia
willed

L Because § 18 dosrs nod deline “wniedaiiney
gind “Tinal”, we ook lod guslanie i L@y iniser
perting ihose iecms i s ciiesl ol T8 ISiC
§ AT Rew ep, Terbnll o Merndl Deech
Aprre, Frasnge & Sesiel, Dae, G871 5d VIR 15RO
LT WA ralpomg on iber D liie desd v iiiani
[T ] wil by “u allghitly dillmieni paih” im &

Vi=Ro Cuuereir Mrpe £ Pros o, Jee,
T Fond (4ls B on, O jbele d e | HiRSY
IFidion Fene, Jae ¢ Teiied Merrbonis &
Mfrs, Ime, TUD Fi2d e, 280 (Tub Car ] 9801y
Langley ¢ Uolemal Leasing Co af New
Emplamd, T07 F2d 1, 4 [led Gir 1083} A}
though thas cercuil has newer been callsd
upon o agiply Lha detinetion, i bas =
krowhedged s exivience.  See Jalley 1
Paimr Webber Jacksan & Curfin /me, 864
Fodd a0, 408 & n. 3 (5th Cir) supplemsnd
e, BT F.d B9 ibth Car. 1585

1%} Melberemott maimizing that the decr
wizn wks fmal im s pen “judicial conteat *
Dbecuims the anly jursdctional basis {or Uhe
arginal nuii’'s removal b federal caurt =as
Lhe question af srbitrebility under the Cos
wenbion. i denies the relevance of both
the slale law elalma rased in the arigeal
mil ®whd ihe other suils Uhal were BEier
conandidaied with it On the other hand,
Ll il rilers asseris ihat because the srb-
urabsdlity isawe in embedded ameng other
claima. ibe disinet court's decisson cuneed
be desmed w have ended the litigalion on
the merla

We agree wilh Undarwrdam. When the
cabry were cnmselnlaied purFsLant s Fesd
R Civ P a1, thay beenme & single padiosal
anil. aa ileseribed in Road Spremkler Fil-
fery Local Unien ¢ Confinental Sprin
kler Co, DAET F.od 145, 181 ihik Cir LU992L
The consoledation @rlers lipriaadl inideenled
that the cases werd hang eomanlsdaied “lor
dmpemition” beenuse they grew oat of Lhe
sama Tactusl situstion. As m Kood Sproe-
klew, "Jilhere is na imdicalson kil the b
Lt courlt consalidated the cases only Uor
lmiked purposes.” A Furibermoess, al
leanl msome of (hE sEild could havs bBeen
brought ss & sinigle scissn orginally, snd
all wre "hased largely on the sadme npem
tive fera™ Sew pil

pre-§ 16 cice, Folley ¢ Padar Winkiwr Gobion d
Cartar, Ine, &l F Xl #0) {5k O ) isgpieessar
pol WA I hd Wi Sk Cor 18R

i In l\-q-tjnql dksttlateg..lhl!m.u PEECE

St frwm_drbiimbelae e reseia
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Rermuse [he mlarprelElion  urged |
Meliermatt igmares Lhe bruad stiijie ol ik
siislelatnn orders, we badil that (he finsl
iy afl the arbitraisen decion dejiends ygsin
the jresent posture of the cass, nai o Lhe
BT -.-u:hrll. In whach e srbitrabilicy
qusstion first wrose,  drcord, Widd
Corp. it Nussman Carp, 042 P 24 !u,m
(Teh Cir, 1992} (nistang thai whers twa waiin
were cansolidsted for sll purposss usdsr
Fed IL.Civ. I 48a), only & *fins) lecinan an
the full jimmceedmg™ in conssdered fimal un-
der 3R USC. § 131 Therelors, we do
ik sddresa whether the arders would havs
bbwn ernnidered final sbseni e consulids

Liiim

Fiflh Circuit precedent firmly esisblishes
thit, in pending, nomindependent waits, an
arder compelling arhileation SECUMpERisd
by n stay of the procesdings perding mrks-
ratn I8 0ot & final decinion for purposes
of § 16aNIL Ser TurbeyT BET F2d i
1520-21; Purdy v Momes Ini'l Lid, 867
F.2d 1521, 1823 (5th Cir), cere, demied, 45
UL BE3, 110 5.CL 180, 107 LEd2d 138
{1985).  Alihoagh presently stayed. the in-
demaifration claims between Underaritarms
anill Young remain pending belfiwe the ilis-
Enct rourt, snd will have o be pddresped
fellowing arlsbtration.  And, Mrlierrmnt's
cluim agnmst Young, based un the alleged
unsalbirised coversge letter, alsa Awaits
resolutisii.  Adifitionally, further e
ingn hetween Mellermell g Undereriters
will b required nod only in confirm on
arbitral award, hsi sbia Lo ibelermane the
eflest of srbitration an MeDwrmoti's arigi
mal comtraei claima ggains) Ulndereriters.
See Jolley, B8 F 24 ot 405 With (heas
mutters absll pending, ihe disiricy q-wl.';
ardern elearly el oot “endf | (e Iiligratiun
o the meritn and leave] | muthing Ter (he
vaiart b dn bal eveeute ihy Tl
tarfem, B4 LS ot 20, &0NECL & &1

Hevnune the disiret eort's anlers wire
mberharwlory, mol final, apypeal = bhares Ly
L RLEL

B A sapidaie peidin Do dhe weri (M 920300
wewt drmaeil by 8 e naiie] sl vh rlhl“'l_-
lisly P8 197 That pase] s Ry il
ihe aliriiain g riregesr sl [ (TP T .

IRIES

131 ARernsiively, MeDermot arges s
En feview the orders under an applicetion
fnr & wril of mesdamis® Thia courm bag
recoifneied thal sech review may be aveb
shie, See Turboff 867 F.2d ai 1520 o &
Buil, needless o nay, the writ is an EELriae
dinary remedy, reserved for Extraordinary
milustions.  Gelfiireom Afrorpace Carp
* Mayocamas Corp, 4H8 US 271, 2
108 5.Co 1133, 1040, 09 | Bd 04 o (]9
Traditionally, feeral coars have snsreised
thewr mandamus power saly “us confine i
inferior pourt o & luwful exercise of i
preseribed jurisdiction or o compel il is
exgrcis in authonty when it @ i duty
de w0 o Gl P, 10 8.0 at (143 |yt
ing Koche 0 Evaporated Mitk Asa's, 113
L5 20, 8, 83 5.Co 934, %41, 87 LLEd 1188
(18430 The party seeking mandamics ha
the Burden of demonatrating a “clesr and
indispatable™ right o il See Gulbirmmm,
ARG LS. at 289, 108 5,00 an 1140 ijissling
Bankers Life & Cox Co. w Nolfand s
L5 379, a84, 74 5.0L 145, J4R, W EE
106 (15530 Here, that bunden (s parLey-
larly havy, berause Congress.fias PRSI
Iy limited imterioeutopy-revies of a disina
cowrl decision on grisirution

11 MeDermatt bss Tailed to satinly Ui
moal demanding sbsndurd.  The disiria
el did ndfelfarly oversiop its authoniy
'A'Ill.n i graplEd The oriber eompelleng s
brating and  Fuyed further Frieredings
perilion g that arbitration. Morcover, it &
mure han well setted thai & writ of mas
damie i nel 1e be uned on & swhetiteis fa
dpjeal, aee f'm re Cojun Elee Power (=
Op. Inc, 190 F.2d 353, J65-86 (Sth Ci
I5HA], and we see no reasen wiy all s
prosembel in this sppeal eanncd be raissl o
an ajeral alier the arbitration is complesl
anad & linal judgemunt emiersd,

L.

Comipreds has forbidden tha appes| o
inlerlocusiry orders [avoring arbairstios,
inteadimg thil (he parties fib submii i

e i LT[ FTE S T  —

il b b appeal. W mow conuder sk
¥ oy

WEST OF ENuGLAND SHIF OWNERS MUT, v AMEHICAN MARINE 749
Chvw e W) Pl P8 o0k Che. 590

whitrspesn,  Accordingly. (his apjesl w
DEEMISSED and the applicauion for & wnil
of masdamus DEMIED,

WEST OF ENELAND, SHIF OWNERS
HUTUAL INSURANCE ASSOCIATION
ILUXEMACINGET, PlulnadiT—A el les,

¥,

AMERICAN MARINE CORPORATION,
el ., Defendanis-Appelinns

Mpd AMERICAN MARINE CORPORA-
TN, American Marine Holding Com-
pany, 1l Tremspart Company, Ine.,
Lovisiena Malerisls Co., Ine. Cajun
Crape Company, Aggrepsle Harges,
Ime, Elayou Fleel, Ine., Frere Company,
Madern Barge Company, Lealie B Du-
iaal, Grend Marine Seneea Nargs Cam-
puny, e, (hisesw Brolthers Asdubom
Company, Durow Corporstion, Damur
Corporalion snd Nor Harge Company.
Pruitiomers.

MNoa, 52-3344, 52-0724,

United Staten Court of Appeals
Fifth Clreuiy

Jan. & 1993

s snd [ederal proceslings cnncern:
mp arhitration of dispute over temeliness of
pamium paymenis By foreign insurance
EESEIMON PRFLEVRERL WErE  fonno el led,
whbitrvton was ordered, snd Hiigathes was
iiped peading arbitration By Lhe [lasted
Sabes Dwavrict Cowry for the Easterm [is
ined of Lowssana, AJ MeMamara, J Ap
peal was taken. The Caurt of Appsals
Barkadale, Circnit Judge, hebd that: (1) ar-
bilration eriders were inlerlocutnry and ol
sppealable wnder Federal Arbitrstion Aer,
s C2) orders ded mil warranl mardsmiis

lppill diamisied ahd wril demisd

I Deuvicr Bisdge B s imiwrn Disigwmn ol Tes

I Arbiirmibon = E3 50

Ordern compelling arlalratssn of e
paike concernang whatiber purticpant i for-
SEN INANPANCE Gssorialing Ly paiall pre-
migma, consolifating procesdings, sl
staying litigation pemdisg arbitratssn sere
mnterlocutory ratber Lhan [nal snd, 1hus,
nol appeslable under Federal Arbitratos
Aet. 9 USCA §§ 16 16l @il

L Federnl Courls =571

Order granting swy of likigations con-
cerming dispule sboat whether foreign in-
SUFLNCE ERStAlion participast limely puid
premiuma pending arbdration was not ap-
penlable under eollstersl order doctrine:
ordery could be reviewsd on appenl from
linal pudgment. 8 USCA §§ I8 6k 2
USC.A. § 1201

1, Mandamus #=5]

Distrect court's arders compelling arbe
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Neal Douglas Hobson, Milling, Benson,
Wondward, Hillyer, Merson & Miller, NMew
Orleans, L&, for defendanis-appeilanis
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Terriberry, Carrall & Yancey, AJ MeHa
mara, U5 Dept of Justice, New Urleans
LA, for pluistifl sppeiles
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