UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T
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Summary Cal endar

ROMAN COMPANI ES, | NC.
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

VERSUS

HAROLD D. CHANDLER
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
(CA-92- 3333-H)

) June 3, 1993
Before JOLLY, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *
Rowan Conpani es, Inc., appeals the dismssal of its
decl aratory judgnent action. W AFFI RM
| .
Based on the claimby Harold Chandl er that he becane totally
di sabl ed because of allergic reactions to chem cals he was exposed
to whil e enpl oyed by Rowan as a seaman aboard t he ROMN ALASKA from

1985 until 1992, Rowan began to pay hi mmai nt enance and cure under

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
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.



the General Maritinme Law. In October 1992, it sought a declaratory
judgnent that it had no further obligation to do so. That
Novenber, Chandler noved to dismss the action. Several weeks
|ater, he filed a conplaint under the Jones Act and GCeneral
Maritime Law in Texas state court. The notion to dism ss Rowan's
decl aratory judgnent action was granted in Decenber 1992.

1.

A district court has discretion to either entertain a
decl aratory judgnent action, or decline to do so. W review only
for abuse of that discretion, e.g., Torch, Inc. v. LeBlanc, 947
F.2d 193, 195 (5th Gr. 1991), and find none here.

In exercising its discretion, the district court should not
dismss a declaratory judgnent action on the basis of "whim or
personal disinclination”", Mssion Ins. Co. v. Puritan Fashions
Corp., 706 F.2d 599, 601 (5th Cr. 1983) (quoting Hollis .
| tawanba County Loans, 657 F.2d 746, 750 (5th G r. 1981)), but
shoul d consider a variety of factors. Here, the district court
consi der ed:

(1) whether there was anot her pending
proceeding in which the parties could fully
litigate the matters in controversy;

(2) whether the declaratory conplaint was
filed as a neans of forum shopping in anticipation
of another suit;

(3) the possible inequities of allow ng Rowan

to gain precedence in tinme and forum and



(4) the inconvenience of the declaratory suit
for the parties and w tnesses.
These factors are anong those to be considered by a district court
i n deciding whether to entertain a declaratory judgnent action; any
one can justify dismssal. See Rowan Conpanies, Inc. v. Giffin,
876 F.2d 26 (5th Cr. 1989).

Inits assertions of error, Rowan enphasi zes the | ast of these
factors, contendi ng that Texas state court is a far | ess conveni ent
forum than the Louisiana federal court where its declaratory
j udgnent action was fil ed. The district court agreed, but gave
greater weight to Chandler's right to have his entire case tried
before a jury in his selected forum Such bal anci ng denonstrates
the district court's careful consideration of the rel evant factors,
and is well within its broad discretion.

L1,

Accordi ngly, the judgnent is

AFFI RVED.



