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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

________________________________________ X
MF GLOBAL HOLDINGS LTD., as Plan
Administrator, and MF GLOBAL ASSIGNED
ASSETS LLC,
17 Civ. 106
Plaintiffs, 17 Civ. 113
-against- OPINION

ALLIED WORLD ASSURANCE CO. LTD., IRON-
STARR EXCESS AGENCY LTD., IRONSHORE INS.
LTD., STARR INS. & REINSURANCE LTD., and
FEDERAL INS. CO.,

Defendants.

APPEARANCES:

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

JONES DAY

555 South Flower St., 50th Fl1.
Los Angeles, CA 90071

By: Bruce Bennett, Esqg.

250 Vesey St.

New York, NY 10281

By: Edward M. Joyce, Esq.
Jane Rue Wittstein, Esqg.

Attorneys for Allied World Defendants

CRAVATH, SWAINE & MOORE LLP

Worldwide Plaza

825 Eighth Avenue

New York, NY 10019

By: Daniel Slifkin, Esqg.
Omid H. Nasab, Esq.
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when the movant establishes that the order meets the “standards
prescribed in 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (b).” In re Anderson, 550 B.R.
228, 234 (S.D.N.Y. 2016). A district court may exercise its
discretion to grant leave to appeal when the order at issue
involves: Y (1) a controlling question of law (2) as to which
there is a substantial ground for difference of opinion and (3)
that an immediate appeal from which may materially advance the
ultimate termination of the litigation.” Id. (citing 28 U.S.C.

§ 1292 (b)) .

Granting a permissive interlocutory appeal is appropriate
“where appellate review might avoid protracted and expensive
litigation.” German v. Fed. Home Loan Mortg. Corp., 896 F.
Supp. 1385, 1398 (S.D.N.Y. 19895). However, “the party seeking
an interlocutory appeal has the burden of showing ‘exceptional
circumstances’ to ‘overcome the general aversion to piecemeal
litigation’ and ‘justify a departure from the basic policy of
postponing appellate review until after the entry of a final

(4

Jjudgment.’” In re Perry H. Koplik & Sons, Inc., 377 B.R. 69,
73-74 (S.D.N.Y. 2007) (quoting Klinghoffer v. S.N.C. Achille
Lauro Ed Altri-Gestione Motonave, 921 F.2d 21, 24 (2d Cir.

1990)).
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