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

SN
No. 95-30222

SIIIIIIIIIIIIDQ
ALL PLAI NTI FFS,
Plaintiffs,
STEAM & PROCESS REPAI RS, | NC.
| ntervenor-Plaintiff,

ver sus

ARCADI AN CORP., Includes Arcadi an Partners,
Arcadi an Partners L.P., Arcadian Fertili zer,
ET AL.,

Def endant s,
ARCADI AN CORP., Includes Arcadi an Partners,
L. P., ARCADI AN FERTI LI ZER, L. P.,

LEXI NGTON | NSURANCE COMPANY and
ASSI CURAZI ONI  GENERALI, S.P. A,

Def endant s- Appel | ant s,
ver sus

STAM CARBON B. V., STAM CARBON, N.C.
and DSM N. V. ,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

* % * *x *x % % * * *x *x * *

consolidated with
* % % % % % * % % % % % %

SN

No. 95-30263
SN



ALL PLAI NTI FFS,
Plaintiffs,
STEAM & PROCESS REPAI RS, | NC.
I ntervenor-Plaintiff,

ver sus

ARCADI AN CORP., Includes Arcadi an Partners,
Arcadi an Partners L.P., Arcadian Fertili zer,
ET AL.,
Def endant s,
ARCADI AN CORP. Includes Arcadi an Partners,
ARCADI AN FERTI LI ZER, L. P., LEXH NGTON | NSURANCE
COVPANY and ASSI CURAZI ONI GENERALI, S.P. A,
Def endant s- Appel | ant s,
ver sus
CHI CAGO BRI DGE & | RON CO

Def endant - Appel | ee.

S$3333333333111333))))))))Q

Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the
Western District of Louisiana
(93MD1)

S))))))))))))))))))))))))Q
Novenber 14, 199

Bef ore W SDOM GARWOOD and JONES, Circuit Judges.”

PER CURI AM

We conclude that these consolidated appeals are ultimtely

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases
on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



controlled by the decision of this Court in Chicago Bridge & Iron
Co. v. Davy MKee & Co., No. 91-4531 (5th Cir. Sept. 18, 1992)
(unpubl i shed), and the decision of the Louisiana Court of Appea
for the Third Crcuit in Smth v. Arcadian Corp., 657 So.2d 464
(La. App. 3d Gr. 1995). Appel l ant argues that the roles of
Chicago Bridge & Iron Co. and Stam carbon in these cases are
different fromthat of Davy McKee in the cited cases, but we find
no difference in the roles of those parties that would be materi al
for the purposes of La. RS, 9:2772 in respect to the dism ssed
clains. See also Riley Stoker v. Fidelity & Guarantee |nsurance
Underwiters, 26 F.3d 581, 591 (5th Cr. 1994).

Accordingly, in each case the judgnent of dism ssal is

AFFI RVED.



