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ENRON CORP.

Commonwealth Edison Co. v. Kinder Morgan G.P., Inc., f/k/a Enron Liquids	[NO UPDATE]
Pipline Company, L.P. and Hydrocarbon Transportation, Inc., et al.
(Chicago, Illinois—federal court) (Vote) (Mark Brand, Brand & Novak—local counsel)
· Alleged breach of easement agreement for failure to reimburse landowner for ad valorem taxes, as a portion of the annual easement rental fee
· Plaintiff seeks nearly $400,000, plus fees and costs
· Removed to federal court on August 10, 2000; answer filed August 30, 2000
· Remanded to state court on September 18, 2000, based on issues of diversity of citizenship regarding limited partnerships raised by Kinder-Morgan


ExxonMobil Corporation v. Enron Gas Processing Co., et al.	[NO UPDATE]
(Harris County—state court) (Vote/Davis) (local counsel—pending)
· On September 1, 2000, plaintiff filed suit naming as defendants various present and former Enron entities and Kinder Morgan Operating L.P. "A" for alleged breach of gas processing and helium extraction agreements related to Bushton facilities
· Plaintiff claims $5,700,000 for breaches of gas processing agreement and $200,000 for breaches of helium extraction agreement; plaintiff also prays for declaratory relief under the gas processing agreement and the helium extraction agreement and attorney's fees
· On September 25, 2000, plaintiff served Enron Liquids Holding Corp. [n/k/a Enron Pipeline Corp.], Enron Liquids Services Corp., and Enron Operating Company [n/k/a Enron Engineering & Construction Company]
· Answer due October 16, 2000



AZURIX

	[NO UPDATE]
Utility Management & Engineering, Inc. v. The Board of Water Commissioners of the City of East Orange
(Superior Court of New Jersey, Essex County) (Vote) (local counsel—Lowenstein Sandler)
· Breach of contract and related tort claims for damages as result of Commission’s breach of contracts with UM&E and failure to make payments due of $814,241 for the provision of professional water engineering services 
· Suit filed September 14, 1999
· Related suits EOWC and City v. UM&E, Superior Court of New Jersey, Appellate Division, No. A-805-98 and City of Kearny v. EOWC v. UM&E, Superior Court of New Jersey, Hudson County, No. HUD-L-6580-97
· Notice of Dismissal filed by UM&E on February 28, 2000, reserving right to refile if settlement not reached
· Settlement proposals exchanged


EBS

In re Teresa “Lorraine” Simmons	[NO UPDATE]
(not yet filed) (Vote) (Doug Hamel, Vinson & Elkins—local counsel)
· Alleged gender discrimination relating to demotion and termination of employment
· Claimant seeks lost wages, bonuses and stock options
· Investigation in anticipation of litigation ongoing


“ECT”

Base Metal Trading, Ltd. v. OJSC “Novokuznetsky Aluminum Factory	[UPDATED]
(Baltimore, Maryland federal court) (Davis) (Tim Mullin, Miles & Stockbridge—outside counsel)
· On July 29, 2000, plaintiff obtained ex parte attachment order and seized aluminum owned by non-party MG Metals of Port of Baltimore; plaintiff alleged aluminum was owned by defendant in underlying case
· On July 7, 2000, court granted Base Metal’s motion to release aluminum but established an escrow account for sales proceeds; approximately $2.6 million deposited to date
· On July 20, 2000, MG Metals moved to vacate escrow account based on MG Metals ownership of aluminum and MG Metals’ solvency; await notice of ruling or hearing
· On October 18, 2000, the court issued a Memorandum and Order stating that the escrow account would be vacated by October 23, 2000, and that Base Metals had until then to file a quasi-in-rem case against MG Metals (now Enron Metals)
· On October 24, 2000, Base Metals advised it would not file suit against Enron Metals



Berry Group, Inc., et al. v. Enron North America Corp.	[NO UPDATE]
(Corpus Christi, Texas county court) (White) (Roberta Hegland, Bracewell & Patterson, Corpus Christi—local counsel)
· Alleged breach of contract, fraud, and negligent misrepresentation claims related to contracts between Berry and Qualitech Steel Corp. for lease, construction, and facility services at iron carbide plant on Corpus Christi ship channel
· Qualitech is in bankruptcy; ENA held equity interest in Qualitech
· Plaintiffs seek unspecified actual damages, punitive damages, attorneys fees and costs
· Answer filed September 18, 2000; ENA is investigating whether to remove case to Indiana bankruptcy court


Destec Properties v. Freestone County Central Appraisal District	[NO UPDATE]
(Freestone County, TX state court) (White) (Popp & Ikard/Austin—trial counsel)
· DPLP, acquired by ECT in mid-1997, initiated suit in 1992 seeking declaratory judgment as to tax liabilities for lignite-rich property in Freestone County; Appraisal District begun in 1992 taxing property based upon market value of estimated lignite reserves and assessing such tax against DPLP, as opposed to the owner and/or operator of the lignite mine; DPLP also sought recovery of taxes which it paid under protest for tax years 1992 through 1997; HL&P (DPLP’s lessee and assignee of certain leases) and Northwestern Resources (operator of mine) intervened
· Jury verdict found that the mine (which can be taxed based upon the value of the lignite) did not cover all of the property at issue, but only certain areas; remainder of property to be taxed upon market value of land, which the jury found to be approximately $600/acre; jury also found DPLP being treated unfairly by the taxing authority
· Judgment rendered on jury verdict and assessing taxes for lignite within mine to DPLP, as to properties for which DPLP receives overriding royalty from HL&P
· Appraisal District moved for new trial, which was denied on February 26, 1998
· DPLP filed notice of appeal
· DPLP filed new petition during November 1998 to preserve appeal of 1998 tax valuations; Appraisal District filed general denial
· See Destec v. Leon County


Destec Properties v. Leon County Appraisal District	[NO UPDATE]
(Leon County, TX state court) (White) (Popp & Ikard/Austin—trial counsel)
· Companion case to Destec v. Freestone County; same allegations and pending before same judge
· Additional petition filed by DPLP during November 1998 to preserve appeal of 1998 tax valuations; Appraisal District filed general denial
· See Destec v. Freestone County


In re ENA Claim Against Triad	[NO UPDATE]
(not yet filed) (Davis)
· The Unit is investigating arbitration against Triad to collect approximately $1,800,000 in due and unpaid spot gas sales charges

In re M/V Havmann	[NO UPDATE]
(Arbitration-London) (Davis) (David Best, Clyde & Co., London—local counsel)
· ELFI seeks recovery from its charter’s liability underwriters for settlement of approximately $590,000 paid to ship owners for cleaning ship of contaminated LPG
· Arbitration scheduled for December 1-8, 2000


Infineum USA L.P. v Cogen Technologies Linden Venture, L.P.	[NO UPDATE]
(Newark, New Jersey federal court) (White) (Stuart Alderoty & Steve Levitsky—local counsel)
· Breach of contract, federal and state antitrust (tying), tortious interference with existing and prospective business relationships, and breach of good faith and fair dealing claims related to steam sales agreements between Cogen and Infineum and between Cogen and Bayway Refining Company (Tosco)
· Plaintiff seeks unspecified actual damages, declaratory relief, treble damages under the Sherman and Clayton Acts, injunctive relief, punitive damages and costs
· Answer filed September 26, 2000; scheduling conference held September 28, 2000; magistrate agreed to Cogen’s request for 60 day discovery period on issues related to whether Infineum is a competitor of Cogen’s for antitrust purposes
· Interrogatories and requests for production were exchanged by the parties on October 10, 2000; responses are due by both Infineum and Cogen on October 30, 2000


Interfert, S.A. v. EGLI and EGLE	[UPDATED]
(Court of Appeals, Versailles, France) (Davis) (Honig, Buffat, Mettatal & Freshfield—local counsel)
· Alleged breach by EGLE of oral brokers’ agreement with Interfert for fertilizer trades in France; alleged tortious interference by EGLI with same contract
· Interfert claims damages for loss of commissions, loss of clientele, wrongful termination of contract without notice, unfair competition and legal costs
· Interfert’s alleged damages equal approximately $853,000, exclusive of prejudgment interest, which may add approximately $570,000
· Trial took place September 17, 1998; court rendered judgment effective November 12, 1998, holding EGLE liable and preliminarily awarding Interfert approximately $136,000 in compensatory damages and approximately $11,000 in attorneys’ fees; court also appointed accounting expert to advise re final damage ruling; expert required to complete investigation within ten months; during interim, Interfert can execute on preliminary damage award
· EGLI and EGLE have appealed to Supreme Court of France; however, appeal does not stay preliminary award, which EGLE has timely paid
· EGLI and EGLE have retained expert to liaise with court-appointed expert
· On October 19, 2000, parties had final meeting with court-appointed expert
· Court appointed expert’s final report due in early November



In re M/V PACIFIC VIRGO	[UPDATED]
(not yet filed) (Davis) (David Best, Clyde & Co., London; Neale Gregson, Watson, Farley, Singapore—local counsel)
· Mitsubishi (time-charterer of M/V PACIFIC VIRGO) claims $760,000 in freight and demurrage for transportation of Elang Crude from Indonesia to Thailand and Philippines
· ECT denies liability, based on contamination of cargo aboard ship, and claims damages of not less than $300,000
· On October 13, 2000, Mitsubishi sent notice of arbitration and list of acceptable arbitrators


“ENRON INTERNATIONAL”

CPIL v Union of India, et al. (including EOGIL) and	[NO UPDATE]
Wadhera v. Union of India, et al. (including EOGIL)
(High Court of Delhi) (Vote) (Linklaters & Paines and Atul Rajadhyaksha—local counsel)
· India public interest suits challenge award of PSC for Panna/Mukta oil field to Reliance/EOGIL/ONGC consortium; allege bid improprieties (CPIL only) and question terms of the PSC; suits seek investigation of award by CBI under court supervision and cancellation of PSC
· Notice issued to EOGIL in Wadhera, but not in CPIL
· EOGIL filed its affidavit denying allegations in Wadhera
· CBI interviewed EOG employees on August 1 and 2, 1998
· Court has announced ruling in favor of all respondents, including EOGIL; petition for appeal has been filed by petitioner; India appellate court has agreed to hear appeal of petitioners; hearing initiated August 1, 2000; await results


Haad, et al. v. William Danilo Rodriguez and Vengas de Caracas, S.A.	[NO UPDATE]
(Third Court of Instance for Civil, Commercial and Traffic Matters of the Judicial Circumscription of the Metropolitan Area of Caracas, Venezuela) (Kisluk) (Reinaldo Navas Thourney, Rodolfo Gonzales Cabrices and Carlos Gonzales Tabata—outside counsel)
· Plaintiffs, parents of deceased minor, brought action against Vengas and its employee as a result of a Vengas transport striking their daughter while standing on a sidewalk
· Plaintiffs seek material damages in the amount of Bs $24,364,800 (approximately $40,000 USD) and moral damages in the amount of Bs $500,000,000 (approximately $800,000 USD); plaintiffs also seek pre-judgment embargo
· Suit initially filed February 5, 1997; Vengas appeared March 18, 1998; responsive pleadings filed April 1, 1998
· Proceedings stayed pending resolution of criminal action against driver; criminal judgment entered December 18, 1998; driver condemned to two years and three months for felonious homicide
· On April 13, 1999, court decreed attachment measure against Vengas assets for sum of Bs $1,101,166,080 (approximately $1,761,865 USD) and ordered enforcement of attachment; on April 29, 1999, Vengas deposited bank guarantee; plaintiffs challenged guarantee; on June 28, 1999, Vengas filed supplementary document to guarantee and requested court suspend attachment, court ruled in favor of admissibility of bond and suspended embargo
· On November 30, 1999, the sitting judge was suspended and a temporary judge appointed; temporary judge ordered service of notice upon the parties to resume proceedings; notice was served February 10, 2000; new judge appointed and embargo suspended; plaintiffs appealed; await ruling from Appellate Court as to sufficiency of bond and suspension of embargo
· Settlement, in principle, reached for approximately $200,000 USD; settlement documents circulating


Transredes Pipeline Rupture	[NO UPDATE]
(Desaguadero River, Bolivia) (Kisluk) (David Brown, Vinson & Elkins, Gonzalo Peres Arenas, of Denton Wilde Sapte, Toher and Mark Glasser of Porter & Hedges—outside counsel)
· Investigation of anticipated claims involving January 31, 2000 pipeline rupture and oil spill at the Desaguadero River crossing in a remote area in the Altiplano approximately 100km southwest of LaPaz
· Bolivian authorities notified, including Ministry of Energy, Superintendent of Hydrocarbons, Vice Ministry of Hydrocarbons, Ministry of Economic Development, Vice Ministry of Environment and Ministry of Sustainable Development; on March 14, 2000, CNA initiated legal action in English courts against LaBoliviana Ciacruz, the primary carrier, seeking to void the reinsurance contracts issued to LaBoliviana
· $100 million of insurance coverage at issue; carriers notified and adjusters engaged; reinsurers issued reservation of rights letters and advised that serious coverage issues exist; March 14, 2000, CAN, the reinsurer, initiated legal action in English courts against LaBoliviana Ciacruz, the primary carrier, seeking to void the reinsurance contracts
· Cleanup efforts continue
· Committee established and teams deployed to respond to needs and concerns of affected communities; approximately 130 communities have signed agreements toward receiving in kind assistance for alleged damages attributable to the spill
· Garner Environmental Services, Inc. was retained by Transredes to clean-up the spill; Transredes paid Garner approximately $14.3 million, but is disputing the remaining charges of approximately $6.7 million; by letter dated June 20, 2000, Garner made a demand on Enron Corp. for the outstanding balance; by letter dated July 18, 2000, Transredes issued an exception letter and requested audit opportunity; Garner denied audit; on September 7, 2000, a meeting with Garner representatives took place and an agreement, in principle, to resolve the billing dispute in an alternative forum reached; the terms of the agreement are being negotiated, with little progress to date, but efforts continue
· On August 3, 2000, the Superintendent of Hydrocarbons issued resolution finding Transredes in violation of Article 54 of the Regulations for the Transportation of Hydrocarbons via Pipelines and imposing a fine of approximately $120,000 USD


In Re Transredes Pipeline Rupture (July 10, 2000)	[NO UPDATE]
(Pirque River, Bolivia) (Kisluk)
· Investigation of anticipated claims involving July 10, 2000 pipeline rupture caused by contractor’s backhoe striking by-pass valve
· Bolivian authorities notified, including SIRESE, Ministry of Energy, Ministry of Environment, the Vice Ministry of Hydrocarbons, and Perfecto of Cochabamba
· Transredes’ insurance carriers have been notified and adjusters engaged
· Remediation and mitigation efforts continue
· Investigation ongoing


In Re Transredes Pipeline Rupture (July 13, 2000)	[NO UPDATE]
(Parapeti River, Bolivia) (Kisluk)
· Investigation of anticipated claims involving July 13, 2000 pipeline rupture caused by contractor cutting down a tree which fell and hit pipeline
· Bolivian authorities notified, including SIRESE, Ministry of Energy, Ministry of Environment, Sustainable Development and Planning Ministry, local Prefectura and local Mayor
· Transredes’ insurance carriers have been notified and adjusters engaged
· Remediation and mitigation efforts continue
· Investigation ongoing


EOG RESOURCES

Marshall v. ARCO and EOG	[NO UPDATE]
(State Court—Zapata County, Texas) (Vote/White) (Scott, Douglas and Ricardo Palacios—local counsel)
· Plaintiffs seek unspecified damages alleging improper measurement and metering of production by ARCO and EOG; plaintiffs also assert marketing claims against EOG
· Properties in question purchased by EOG from ARCO in December 1991; January 1993, EOG changed metering of lease production to accommodate plaintiffs
· Claims against EOG severed from Arco-related claims; no trial setting on EOG action
· Judgment entered November 24, 1997, on jury verdict against Arco totaling $67 million; Arco filed its appellant’s brief on January 22, 1999; appellees’ brief filed April 28, 1999; oral argument was heard December 7, 1999; Court of Appeals issued opinion in August 2000 largely upholding trial court’s judgment; motion for rehearing filed


ENRON GAS PIPELINE

Class of Gas Producers and Royalty Owners v. Gas Pipelines, et al. [“Quinque”] 	[NO UPDATE]
(Wichita, Kansas federal court) (MDL—Casper, Wyoming federal court) (Cheek/Davis) (Gibbs & Bruns, Vinson & Elkins—associate counsel; Doug Crotty—local counsel)
· Class action on behalf of all domestic gas producers and royalty owners alleging that defendants conspired to mismeasure volume and heating value of gas from mineral properties nationwide, except federal and Native American lands
· Enron Corp., Enron Oil and Gas Marketing, Inc., Northern Natural Gas Company, Florida Gas Transmission Company, Transwestern Pipeline Company, Black Marlin Pipeline Company, Houston Pipe Line Company, Northern Border Pipeline Company, Louisiana Resources Company, Enron Gas Marketing, Inc., Citrus Corp. and Citrus Interstate Pipeline Company are among the defendants which appear to be the same defendants named in Grynberg II
· Class representative seeks damages, unspecified in amount, including production payments, royalty payments and severance taxes allegedly understated by the defendants’ alleged mismeasurement practices, plus attorneys’ fees and costs; on September 23, 1999, plaintiffs filed amended petition
· On April 10, 2000, MDL Panel found the case as a “tag along case” and ordered consolidation with the Grynberg cases before Judge Downes in Wyoming
· May 1, 2000, Mobil Oil Corporation, et al., filed notice of “tag along” with the MDL Panel requesting qui tam gas cases filed in the Eastern District of Texas (Lufkin) be moved to Wyoming and consolidated with Grynberg/Quinque; MDL Panel issued Conditional Transfer Order June 19, 2000; on July 5, 2000, the U. S. filed Notice of Objection to Transfer, which the East Texas Plaintiffs joined; on July 19, 2000, the U. S. moved to vacate the conditional transfer order; on July 20, 2000, the U.S. moved to dismiss the valuation portion (but not the measurement allegations) of Grynberg's complaints, claiming that Grynberg's valuation allegations are interfering with the investigation of the East Texas gas qui tam cases and that Grynberg was not the original source of the valuation claims as required by the False Claims Act; the U.S. motions relative to the Grynberg valuation allegations do not apply to Quinque; await rulings
· See Grynberg II


Crye, et al. v. Reichhold Chemicals, et al.	[NO UPDATE]
(Harris County, TX) (Kisluk/White)
· Approximately 6000 plaintiffs sue nineteen defendants, including Enron Corp., Enron Methanol Company, EGP Fuels Company, and KN Processing, Inc. f/k/a Enron Gas Processing Company for nuisance/trespass related to odors, lights, noise and chemical exposure in the Houston ship channel area
· Damages unspecified, but plaintiffs’ counsel indicate damages are in the millions; case proceeding as not insured
· Enron defendants answered January 15, 1999; written discovery and depositions initiated
· On May 25, 1999, plaintiffs moved for nonsuit of KN Processing, with whom Enron had an indemnity obligation; order for non-suit entered May 28, 1999
· Scheduling order entered May 21, 1999; scheduling trial for February 2000; trial continued to May 1, 2000; new scheduling order entered November 29, 1999; status conference set for March 17, 2000
· Defendants, including Enron entities, moved for summary judgment week of June 28, 1999; hearing held July 21, 1999; court granted defendants’ motions in part and is holding, as a matter of law, that the causes alleged by plaintiffs constitute permanent nuisance; defendants, including Enron entities, filed “No Evidence” Motion for Summary Judgment August 6, 1999; at October 4, 1999, hearing, court indicated intention to grant partial summary judgment in favor of defendants on basis of statute of limitations, finding claims constitute permanent nuisance as to most plaintiffs; court further ordered plaintiffs not barred by statute of limitations or who have alleged frequency of exposure less than once per week to replead to state date of first exposure and frequency; hearing held November 1, 1999; court granted plaintiffs additional time to replead to November 15, 1999; court granted partial summary judgment in favor of the defendants as to 4000+ plaintiffs; approximately 1800 plaintiffs remain in the case; on February 8, 2000, the Enron defendants supplemented Defendants’ Renewed Motion for Summary Judgment, seeking dismissal of additional plaintiffs based on the statute of limitations; hearing set for March 17, 2000
· Depositions suspended; on November 1, 1999, court ruled depositions of remaining plaintiffs to resume; depositions of plaintiffs resumed November 30, 1999; plaintiffs’ depositions taking place at rate of 100 per week
· On March 16, 2000, agreement to settle all plaintiffs’ claims reached; 3,714 releases received; await additional releases
· See Gerlich, et al. v. Merichem Company, et al.; and Pyle, et ux v. Crown Central Petroleum, et al.


Gerlich, Ronald, et al v. Merichem Company, et al.	[NO UPDATE]
(Harris County, TX) (Kisluk/White) 
· Approximately 500 plaintiffs filed suit with identical pleadings as in Crye (plaintiffs not permitted to join Crye because cutoff date for joinder of plaintiffs)
· Enron defendants (Enron Corp., Enron Methanol Company, EGP Fuels Company, and KN Energy Processing, Inc. f/k/a Enron Gas Processing Company) answered, including affirmative defenses, in February 1999
· On May 25, 1999, plaintiffs moved for nonsuit of KN Processing for whom Enron had an indemnity obligation; order for non-suit entered June 2, 1999
· Plaintiffs and defendants jointly moved to stay proceedings August 5, 1999; order for stay entered on August 26, 1999
· On March 16, 2000, agreement to settle all plaintiffs’ claims reached; 247 releases received; await additional releases
· See Crye, et al. v. Reichhold Chemicals, et al.; and Pyle, et ux v. Crown Central Petroleum, et al


Halili v. FGT	[NO UPDATE]
(S.D. TX—Galveston Division) (Grant) (John A. Sullivan, Filteau, Sullivan, O’Rourke—local counsel)
· Action filed June 12, 2000 seeking $697,000, alleging damage to oyster lease by FGT in April 1998 during a pipeline lowering project; Halili asserts breach of contract as a third party beneficiary to FGT the easement agreement and trespass upon the oyster lease
· Responsive pleadings filed September 1, 2000
· Case Management Conference set for November 7, 2000


In re Kimball Trading, L.L.C.	[NO UPDATE]
(Southern District of Texas) (Davis) (Hirsch, Sheiness, Scott, Grossman & Cohn, L.L.P.—local counsel)
· Kimball Trading L.L. C. filed Chapter 11 petition on March 10, 1999, listing approximately $44 million in assets and approximately $32 million in unsecured debts; case has been consolidated for administration purposes with Chapter 11 bankruptcy petition of Kimball Trading Canada, Inc.
· Kimball Trading, L.L.C. owes Northern approximately $6.4 million based on various transportation and storage agreements, net of irrevocable line of credit of approximately $320,000; Northern has no relationship with Kimball Trading Canada, Inc.; Northern has guaranty from debtor’s affiliate
· By letter dated March 10, 1999, Kimball Trading rejected one substantial storage agreement with Northern; by letter dated March 15, 1999, Kimball Trading rejected the remainder of Northern’s contracts; on May 20, 1999, court approved rejection by Kimball Trading of all Northern contracts
· Debtor also lists ECT as a creditor for approximately $428,000
· Debtors have ceased business; on December 28, 1999, court entered order confirming Plan, including Liquidating Trust and appointment of Liquidating Trustee
· Northern timely filed proof of claim for $6.4 million before July 4, 1999 deadline; proofs of claims filed by all creditors total approximately $304 million; trustee has objected to Northern’s claim and asked that it be reduced to approximately $3.2 million; Trustee has filed objections to other claims as well
· On March 23, Northern (and numerous other parties) served with adversary actions alleging preferential transfers of approximately. $436,000 as to Northern
· By order dated June 15, 2000, Court allowed Northern’s proof of claim in the amount of $5,000,000, which waives Trustees accounts receivables claim
· On June 28, 2000, Northern received $646,471.84 for distribution from Trustee
· Trustee’s preferential transfer action against Northern settled at mediation on August 29, 2000, for $180,000; settlement documents circulating


Moye v. Exxon, FGT, et al.	[NO UPDATE]
(State Court—Monroe County, Alabama) (Cheek/Davis) (Maynard, Cooper (shared with Sonat and Tenneco)—local counsel; Vinson & Elkins assisting)
· Putative royalty owner class action concerning Big Escambia Creek Field, Escambia County,  Alabama; compensatory and punitive damages (unspecified) and injunctive relief sought
· Class representatives allege conspiracy to mismeasure volume and Btu content of gas; allegations include verbatim counts from Grynberg suit
· FGT answered original complaint April 10, 1998, and amended complaint on April 23, 1998
· Case management order entered December 4, 1998, granting defendants’ motion for bifurcation of class and merits discovery; removing seal; and, scheduling class certification hearing for Fall 1999; await service of class discovery
· Exxon deposition postponed indefinitely
· Exxon filed motion for dismissal and/or abatement on October 8, 1999; await ruling
· On October 21, 1999, Moye filed a Second Amended Complaint; Exxon, in turn, moved to abate on November 16, 1999; Judge Welch granted a 120 day abatement which expired March 15, 2000; Moye filed a Third Amended Complaint on May 11, 2000; Exxon again moved to abate on June 29, 2000, and FGT joined; at hearing on abatement held September 11, 2000, judge denied motion to abate; on October 6, 2000, Exxon filed writ of mandamus—FGT did not join in that filing
· See Grynberg I and II



In re Northern Claim Against Oneok	[UPDATED]
(not yet filed) (Davis)
· The Unit is investigating an imbalance claim against Oneok and/or its predecessors in interest related to gas measurement at the Bushton facility for an amount in excess of $2,500,000 in anticipation of litigation


The Williams Co. v. State of Montana	[NO UPDATE]
(State Tax Appeal Board of Montana) (Davis) (Vinson & Elkins—outside counsel; Thompson, Jacobson & Potts—local counsel)
· Williams subsidiary, Northwest Alaska, contests state license tax assessment of nearly $4.5 million for Canadian gas sales
· Northwest Alaska contends it acted purely as conduit between Canadian gas sellers and domestic purchasers, like Northern, upon whom Northwest Alaska has made demand for indemnity under applicable Northwest Alaska tariff
· On December 31, 1998, Board ruled against Northwest Alaska
· Appeal by Northwest Alaska to state district court perfected; Williams brief filed; state of Montana brief filed October 15, 1999; oral argument held January 27, 2000
· Order entered July 15, 2000, by state district court; appeal by state of Montana anticipated


U.S.A., ex rel. Grynberg v. Enron Corp., et al. and U.S.A., ex rel. Grynberg v. 	[NO UPDATE]
Southern Natural Gas Company (including FGT, Citrus, and Citrus Interstate) (“Grynberg II”)
(Denver and New Orleans, federal district courts) (MDL—Casper, Wyoming federal court) (Cheek/Davis) (Gibbs & Bruns, Vinson & Elkins, Rothgerber Johnson & Lyons and Beatty & Associates)
· Enron Corp., Enron Oil & Gas Company, Northern Natural Gas Company, Florida Gas Transmission Company, Transwestern Pipeline Company, Black Marlin Pipeline Company, Houston Pipe Line Company, Northern Border Pipeline Company, Louisiana Resource Company, Enron Gas Marketing, Inc., Citrus Corp. and Citrus Interstate Pipeline Company are defendants
· Grynberg alleges in a qui tam action under the False Claims Act that defendants conspired to mismeasure heating value and volume of gas produced on federal and Indian lands which caused understatement of royalties to the United States and Native American; Grynberg seeks recovery of the alleged underpayments, unspecified in amount, trebeled, plus attorneys fees
· Justice Department determined not to intervene in the actions naming over 300 pipeline/gatherers, gas marketers and producers
· Industry Steering Committees formed 
· October 20, 1999, MDL panel ordered consolidation in Wyoming
· Enron entities joined filing on November 19, 1999 of Coordinated Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss; on January 14, 2000, Grynberg responded; defendants replied on February 14, 2000; oral argument held March 17, 2000; await ruling
· May 1, 2000, Mobil Oil Corporation, et al., filed notice of “tag along” with the MDL Panel requesting qui tam gas cases filed in the Eastern District of Texas (Lufkin) be moved to Wyoming and consolidated with Grynberg/Quinque; MDL Panel issued Conditional Transfer Order June 19, 2000; on July 5, 2000, the U. S. filed Notice of Objection to Transfer, which the East Texas Plaintiffs joined; on July 19, 2000, the U. S. moved to vacate the conditional transfer order; on October 6, 2000, the MDL Panel ordered the Wright and Osterhoudt East Texas gas cases transferred to Wyoming and consolidated with MDL-1293
· On July 20, 2000, the U.S. moved to dismiss the valuation portion (but not the measurement allegations) of Grynberg's complaints, claiming that Grynberg's valuation allegations are interfering with the investigation of the East Texas gas qui tam cases and that Grynberg was not the original source of the valuation claims as required by the False Claims Act; await ruling
· See Quinque

ENRON ENERGY SERVICES.

None


ENRON PROPERTY

None


EOTT ENERGY

None


NORTHERN PLAINS NATURAL GAS COMPANY

Lyla Law v. Northern Plains Natural Gas Company	[NO UPDATE]
(Montana state court) (Vote) (Local counsel not yet retained)
· Plaintiff alleges wrongful termination in retaliation for asserting sexual harassment claim
· Plaintiff seeks past and future lost wages and benefits, tort damages, and costs and fees
· Answer filed October 9, 2000

RISK MANAGEMENT

	[UPDATED]
In re Rio Piedras District, San Juan, Puerto Rico -- November 21, 1996 Explosion
(Federal and Commonwealth Courts—San Juan, Puerto Rico) (Cheek/Grant) (Susman Godfrey—Houston; Vinson & Elkins—D.C.; Bauza & Davila—Puerto Rico; Rivera Tulla & Ferrer—Puerto Rico; Adsuar, Muňiz et al.—Puerto Rico)
· Investigation and defense of wrongful death, personal injury (including emotional distress), property damage, and business interruption claims and litigation related to the November 21, 1996 explosion in or around the Humberto Vidal Building
· According to media:  33 fatalities; 80 injured
· 508 suits pending in federal or local court in Puerto Rico on behalf of nearly 1,460 different plaintiffs against Enron Corp., San Juan Gas, and/or their carriers and affiliates; total alleged damages exceed $3.3 billion; “extrajudicial claim” notices arguably in effect for a number of claimants which may extend the statute of limitations
· The plaintiffs, Enron defendants, and carriers entered on January 19, 2000, Points of Agreement, whereby the liability trial would be moot and all proceedings involving such trial, including disputes relative to privileged documents, would be resolved upon reaching agreement with co-defendants, which was executed March 28, 2000; by order entered May 9, 2000, the federal court approved the agreements and authorized payment of individual case settlements to a plaintiff-established escrow account; nearly 480 individual claims have been settled in principle; releases being distributed to the settling plaintiffs and funding to the escrow account is going forward upon receipt of executed releases and dismissals
· By order entered May 11, 2000, the federal court selected 20 “representative cases” involving 96 plaintiffs for trials in the spring of 2001; discovery will also be pursued in the remaining federal cases, but no trial dates have been set; on May 19, 2000, the parties jointly proposed a discovery schedule providing for the close of representative case discovery on November 15, 2000, and a discovery cut-off of June 30, 2001, in the remaining cases was entered by the federal court on June 26, 2000; the Superior Court action has been effectively stayed for nearly nine months, pending appointment of new trial judge, which was effected on or about October 1, 2000; hearing there held October 3, 2000, where judge requested submission of memorandum order to approve the Points of Agreement, as amended, and Settlement Agreement Among Defendants, as submitted to the court on March 31, 2000, and as approved by the federal court on May 9, 2000; order drafted and being reviewed by plaintiffs’ counsel
· By motion filed March 27, 2000, the Enron defendants moved to dismiss over 400 plaintiffs for want of federal jurisdiction regarding amount in controversy; court scheduled plaintiffs’ reply for May 30, 2000, and defendants’ response for July 30, 2000; less than 200 plaintiffs’ offered a factual response to the motion, but the PSC timely responded as to applicable law; on July 30, 2000, defendants’ reply filed; await ruling
· By orders entered June 6 and 14, 2000, the federal court dismissed approximately 185 plaintiffs for lack of prosecution; motions for reconsideration and Enron’s opposition thereto are on file; await ruling
· Monthly conference calls with carrier counsel ongoing; last carrier conference call held October 5, 2000; carriers’ local counsel actively participates in individual settlement efforts


NNG Pipeline Rupture—Fayette County, Iowa	[NO UPDATE]
(Oelwein, Iowa) (Kisluk) (Fuerste, Carew, Coyle, Juergens & Sudmeier—local counsel)
· Investigation of anticipated personal injury, property damage, business interruption and workers compensation subrogation claims involving November 11, 1999 pipeline rupture of NNG’s Decorah, Iowa branchline near Oelwein, Fayette County, Iowa
· It is reported that one fatality and four injuries of NNG employees resulted
· Carriers notified and adjusters engaged
· Investigations by Iowa PUC and Iowa Utility Board initiated; DOT and NTSB notified

	____________________________
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