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PER CURIAM:*

MSW Investments appeals the district court’s denial of its motion to vacate
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an arbitration award in a dispute about its right of first refusal on property owned

by Chevron USA, Inc.  MSW contends that the arbitrator’s decision is not

rationally inferable from the contract between it and Chevron and is based on a

manifest disregard of the law.  Chevron responds that the Arbitration Act2 provides

the sole basis for vacatur of an arbitration award.  For the reasons assigned, we

affirm.

Sections 10 and 11 of the Federal Arbitration Act provide the only grounds on

which a reviewing court may vacate an arbitration award.3  An award may not be

reconsidered based on alleged errors of fact or law or misinterpretation of the contract.4

We have expressly “declined to adopt ‘manifest disregard,’ or any other standard, as

an addendum to [the Act].”5   Thus, an arbitration award may not be vacated unless:

“(1) the award was procured by corruption, fraud, or undue means; (2) there is

evidence of partiality or corruption among the arbitrators; (3) the arbitrators were guilty

of misconduct which prejudiced the rights of one of the parties; or (4) the arbitrators
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exceeded their powers.”6

MSW’s contention that the arbitration award is not rationally inferable from the

contract and is based on a manifest disregard of the law does not comport with any of

the grounds for attacking an award set forth in the Arbitration Act.  Consequently,

MSW is not entitled to the relief it seeks.  We affirm the confirmation of the arbitrator’s

award.

The judgment appealed is AFFIRMED.


