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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
TALLAHASSEE DIVISION
GEORGE WEEMS WARD, et al.
Plaintiffs,
VS, CASE NO.: 4:10-CV-157-SPM/WCS
BP PLC, etal.,

Defendants.

/

ORDER STAYING ALL PROCEEDINGS
PENDING JPML DECISION

THIS CAUSE comes before the Court upon the BP Defendants’
Unopposed Motion to Stay the Proceedings (doc. 4). This case involves a suit to
recover damages arising out of a recent oil rig explosion and ensuing oil spill
from a BP oil well. Defendants request that this Court stay all proceedings in this
case pending a ruling from the Judicial .Panel on Multidistrict Litigation ("JPML")
on whether several related cases involving this incident, including the instant
case, will be cpnsoiidated. The Court finds this request to be reasonable, as the
stay will preserve judicial resources in the event that the cases are ultimately
consolidated. Accordingly, it is

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:

1. The BP Defendants’ Motion to Stay (doc. 4) is hereby granted.
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2. All proceedings in this case are temporarily stayed, pending the
JF’ML’S final decision on whether to consolidate the actions arising
from the BP oil rig explosion and subsequent oil spill.

3. Parties shall file a status report as soon as a decision has been
made by the JPML as to the request to consolidate the cases.

DONE AND ORDERED this thirteenth day of May, 2010.

of Stephan P._ollickte

Stephan P. Mickle
Chief United States District Judge
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
PENSACOLA DIVISION

CHARLES DOUGLASS, et al

Vs CASE NO.3:10cv136~-MCR/MD

TRANSOCEANHOLDINGS, INC., et al.
REFERRAL AND ORDER

Referred to Judge Rodgers on May 13, 2010
Type of Motion/Pleading UNQOPPCOSED MOTION FOR STAY OF PROCEEDINGS
PENDING TRANSFER BY THE JUDICIAL PANEL ON MULTIDISTRICT
LITTGATION
Filed by: DEFENDANTS’ - on 5/11/10 Doc. No. 4
BP AMERICA INC,
" BP EXPLORATION AND
PRCODUCTION INC, &
BP PRODUCTS NORTH
AMERICA, TNC
{ ) Stipulated/Consented/Joint Pleading
RESPONSES:

on Doc. No.
on Doc. No.
WILLIAM M. McCOOL, CLERK OF COURT

/s/Donna_Bajzik
Deputy Clerk: Dcnna Bajzik

ORDER

Upon consideration of the foregoing, it is ORDERED this 13th day of
May, 2010, that:
The requested relief is GRANTED.

s/ 694%5 9%2%63# gzgﬂdé%&%ﬁ

M. CASEY RODGERS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
TALLAHASSEE DIVISION

WATER STREET SEAFOOD INC, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
. V8. CASE NO.: 4:10-CV-162-SPM/WCS
BP PLC, et al.,
- Defendants.

/

ORDER STAYING ALL PROCEEDINGS
PENDING JPML DECISION

TH!S CAUSE comes before the Court upon the BP Defendants’ Motion to
Stay the Proceedings (doc. 6), which Defendant Halliburton Energy Services Inc.
has joined (doc. 8). This case involves a suit to recover damages arising out of a
recent oil rig explosion and ensuing oil spill from a BP oil well. Defendants
request that this Court stay all proceedings in this case pending a ruling from the
Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (“JPML”) on whether several related
cases involving this incident, including the instant case, will’be consolidated. The
Court finds this request to be reasonable, as the stay will preserve judicial
resources in the event that the cases are ultimately consolidated. Accordingly, it
is

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:
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1. The BP Defendants’ Motion to Stay (doc. 6) is hereby granted.

2. All proceedings in this case are temporarily stayed, pending the
JPML’s final decision on whether to consolidate the actions arising
from the BP oil rig explosion and subsequent oil spill.

3. Parties shall file a status report as soon as a decision has been
made by the JPML as to the request to consolidate the cases.

DONE AND ORDERED this eighteenth day of May, 2010.

Stephan P. Mickle
Chief United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA
SOUTHERN DIVISION

JAMES F. MASON, JR., individually and
on behalf of K & J, Inc.,

)
)
)
Plaintiff, )
)
Vs, ) CIVIL ACTION NO. 10-0191-CG-B
)
TRANSOCEAN, LTD., BP, PLC, )
TRANSOCEAN LTD, (TRANSOCEAN )
ENTITY), TRANSOCEAN OFFSHORE )
'DEEPWATER DRILLING, INC., )
(TRANSOCEAN ENTITY), )
TRANSOCEAN DEEPWATER, INC., )
(TRANOCEAN ENTITY), BP PRODUCTS )
NORTH AMERICA, INC., )
HALLIBURTON ENERGY SERVICES, )
INC., CAMERON INTERNATIONAL )
CORPORATION, and BP AMERICA, )
)
Defendants. )
ORDER
This matter is before the court on the motion for stay of proceedings pending transfer by
the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (Doc. 7) filed by BP America, Inc. and BP Products
of North America, Inc., plaintiff's response in opposition (Doc. 12), the notice of complaint and
- petition for exoneration from or limitation of liability, order restraining prosecution of claims,
and related orders and papers filed by Transocean Offshore Deepwater Drilling Inc., and
Transocean Deepwater, Inc. (Doc. 13), and Halliburton Energy Services, Inc.'s joinder in the
motion to stay (Doc. 16).
Upon due consideration of all matters presented, the court determines that the motion to

stay is well taken, and hereby GRANTS said motion. This action hereby is STAYED pending

receipt of the MDL Panel ruling on the motion to transfer and consolidate cases pursuant to 28
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U.S.C. § 1407. This stay will remain in effect until the court is notified of the MDL Panel’s

decision concerning transfer.

DONE and ORDERED this 19th day of May, 2010.

/s/ Callie V. S. Granade
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
PENSACOLA DIVISION

JOHN T. HARRIS, individually and for

FV ST. ANDREW BAY - CHALLENGER, INC.,

and on behalf of others similarly situated,
Plaintiffs,

v. CASE NO.: 3:10cv129/MCR/MD
TRANSOCEAN, LTD., et al.,

Defendants.
/

ORDER OF STAY

This matter is before the court on the motion for stay of proceedings pending
transfer to the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (doc. 7)filed by BP America, Inc. and
BP Products of North America, Inc., joined by Haliberton Energy Services, Inc. (doc. 12},
and a notice of additional stays in similar proceedings filed by defendant Haliberton (doc.
15). The court is advised that plaintiff does not object to the requested stay.

The court has carefully considered the positions of all parties, and so doing, finds
the motion to stay well-taken. The interests of judicial economy, including the need to
avoid duplicative litigation and conserve judicial resources, together with the hardship to
the defendants’ of having to separately defend in excess of eighty law suits in five different
states’, many of which are filed as class actions, with the significant risk of inconsistent
pretrial rulings, far outweigh the potential for prejudice to the plaintiffs from having a stay
in place until the multidistrict litigation panel decides the transfer issue. Accordingly, all

Titis tikely that the number of law suits in the Gulf Coast region will increase with time, as the im pact
of the oil spill extends further east and west. As ofthis time, seventeen law suits have been filed in this district .
and assigned to six different judges, five of them to the undersigned.
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future proceedings in this case are STAYED until further order of the court. The defendant
BP America, Inc., will be required to file a written report with the court on the status of the
JPML proceedings on August 9, 2010, and every sixty days thereafter until such time as
the motion to transfer is decided.

DONE and ORDERED this 26th day of May, 2010.

sl@% %@4@%%{4

M. CASEY RODGERS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Case No.: 3:10ev128/MCR/MD
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
PENSACOLA DIVISION
MICHAEL SALLEY,
d/b/a Sure Shot Charters,
Plaintiff,
V. CASE NO.: 3:10cv133/MCR/MD

TRANSOCEAN, HOLDINGS, INC., et al.,

Defendants.
/

ORDER OF STAY
This matter is before the court on the motion for stay of proceedings pending
transfer to the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (doc. 9) filed by BP America, Inc.,
BP Exploration & production, Inc., and BP Products of North America, Inc., joined by

Haliberton Energy Services, Inc. (doc. 14). Plaintiff has not yet filed a response regarding
to the requested stay.

The court has carefully considered the positions of all parties, and so doing, finds
the motion to stay well-taken. The interests of judicial economy, including the need to
avoid duplicative litigation and conserve judicial resources, together with the hardship to
the defendants’ of having to separately defend in excess of eighty law suits in five different
states’, many of which are filed as class actions, with the significant risk of inconsistent
pretrial rulings, far outweigh the potential for prejudice to the plaintiffs from having a stay
in placé until the multidistrict litigation panel decides the transfer issue. Accordingly, all
future proceedings in this case are STAYED until further order of the court. The defendant

T Itis likely that the number of law suits in the Guif Coast region will increase with time, as the impact
of the oil spill extends further east and west. As ofthis time, seventeen law suits have been filed in this district
and assigned to six different judges, five of them to the undersigned.
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BP America, Inc., will be required to file a written report with the court on the status of the
JPML proceedings on August 9, 2010, and every sixty days thereafter until such time as
the motion fo fransfer is decided.

‘DONE and ORDERED this 26th day of May, 2010.

S/C% %MW

M. CASEY RODGERS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Case No.: 3:10¢cv133/MCR/MD
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
PENSACOLA DIVISION

JOE PATTI SEAFQOD COMPANY,
SOUTHERN SEAFOOD OF PACE, INC,,
PREMIER ISLAND MANAGEMENT
GROUP, LLC, ROOKS MARINA, INC.,
PHAN TRAN, BAY BREEZE AQUATICS &
DIVE CENTER, LLC, BENJAMIN MARVIN
NICHOLS, TONY LYNN, LLC,

REEL EAZY CHARTERS, LLC, and
MEGA-BITE INSHORE CHARTERS,
Individually and on behalf of others
similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,
V. CASE NO.: 3:10cv137/MCR/MD
TRANSOCEAN, LTD., et al.,

Defendanis.
/

ORDER OF STAY
This matter is before the court on the motion for stay of proceedings pending
transfer to the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (doc. 24) filed by BP America, Inc.

and BP Products of North America, Inc., and plaintiff's response in opposition (doc. 28).

The court has carefully considered the positions of all parties, and so doing, finds
the motion to stay well-taken. The interests of judicial economy, including the need to
avoid duplicative litigation and conserve judicial resources, together with the hardship to
the defendants’ of having to separately defend in excess of eighty law suits in five different -
states’, many of which are filed as class actions, with the significant risk of inconsistent

! itis likely that the number of law suits in the Guif Coast region will increase with time, as the impact
of the oil spilt extends further east and west. As of this time, seventeen law suits have been filed in this district
and assigned to six different judges, five of them to the undersigned.
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pretrial rulings, far outweigh the potential for prejudice to the plaintiffs from having a stay
in place untif the multidistrict litigation panel decides the transfer issue. Accordingly, all
future proceedings in this case are STAYED until further order of the court. The defendant
| BP America, Inc., will be required to file a written report with the court on the status of the
JPML proceedings on August 9, 2010, and every sixty days thereafter until such time as
the motion to transfer is decided.
DONE and ORDERED this 26th day of May, 2010.

ss . %QWW“

M. CASEY RODGERS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Case No.: 3:10cv137/MCR/MD
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
PENSACOLA DIVISION
DEWEY DESTIN, and individual; and
EDGEWATER BEACH OWNERS
ASSOCIATION, INC., a Florida
condominium owners association,
on their own behalf and on behalf
of others similarly situated,
Plaintiffs,
V. . CASE NO.: 3:10cv141/MCR/MD
BP, PLC; et al.,
Defendants.
/
ORDER OF STAY

This matter is before the court on the motion for stay of proceedings pending
transfer to the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (doc. 11) filed by BP America, Inc.
and BP Products of North America, Inc., and by Haliberton Energy Services, Inc. (doc. 10),
as well as plaintiff's response in opposition (doc. 17). Also before the court is a notice of
additional stays in similar proceedings filed by defendant Haliberton (doc. 18).

The court has carefully considered the positions of ali parties, and so doing, finds
the motion to stay well-taken. The interests of judicial economy, including the need to
avoid duplicative litigation and conserve judicial resources, together with the hardship to
the defendants’ of having to separately defend in excess of eighty law suits in five different
states’, many of which are filed as class actions, with the significant risk of inconsistent

' Itis likely that the number of law suits in the Gulf Coast region will increase with time, as the impact
of the oil spill extends further east and west. As of this time, seventeen law suits have been filed in this district
and assigned to six different judges, five of them to the undersigned.
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pretrial rulings, far outweigh the potential for prejudice to the plaintiffs from having a stay
in place until the multidistrict litigation panel decides the transfer issue. Accordingly, all
future proceedings in this case are STAYED until further order of the court? The
defendant BP America, Inc., will be required to file a written report with the court on the
status of the JPML proceedings on August 9, 2010, and every sixty days thereafter until
such time as the motion to transfer is decided.

DONE and ORDERED this 26th day of May, 2010.

sl@%{ %WW

M. CASEY RODGERS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

2 Plaintiffs’ Emergency Motion for Preliminary Injunction (doc. 15) and Plaintiffs’ Motion for Hearlng
and Expedited Briefing Schedule (doc. 16) are excepted from the stay.

Case No.: 3:10cv141/MCR/MD
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA

SOUTHERN DIVISION
FRAN HOPKINS, et al., )
Plaintiffs, ;
. ; CIVIL ACTION 10-0221-WS-C
TRANSOCEAN LTD., et al., ;
| " Defendants. ;

ORDER

This matter comes before the Court on defendants BP Exploration & Production, Inc., BP
America, Inc. and BP Products North America, Inc.”s Motion for Stay of Proceedings (doc. 5).
Plaintiffs have filed a Memorandum in Opposition (doc. 11) to the Motion to Stay.

On April 20, 2010, there was an explosion onboard the Deepwater Horizon drilling rig in
the Gulf of Mexico. A massive and heavily publicized oil spill ensued, with the potential to
jeopardize property, livelihoods, wﬂdﬁfe, and a vast array of other interests across the entire
Gulf Coast region. This case is one of dozens of putative class actions that have been filed i at
least seven federal district courts (as well as in state courts) throughout the southeastern United
States in recent weeks as a result of that oil spill. To date, no defendant has filed an answer or
Rule 12(b) motion in this action. Additionally, it appears that no discovery has commenced and
no Rule 26(f) conference has been conducted.

Several defendants have requested that this action be stayed in its entirety on the ground
that various parties have petitioned the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (the “MDL
Panel”) to transfer the burgeoning volume of related federal actions (including this one) to a
single district court for coordinated or consolidated pretrial proceedings pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §
1407. The MDL Panel notified the undersigned that it has received a motion to transfer this case
in the proceeding styled In re Oil Spill by the Oil Rig “Deepwater Horizon” in the Gulf of
Mexico, on April 20, 2010, MDL No. 2179. The Court understands that the MDL Panel will
hear the pending transfer motions in MDL No. 2179 at its July 2010 hearing session in Boise,
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Idaho.

“The District Court has broad discreﬁon to stay proceedings as an incident to its power to
control its own docket.” Clinton v. Jones, 520 U.S. 681, 706, 117 S.Ct. 1636, 137 L.Ed.2d 945
(1997); see also Dominguez v. Hartford Financial Services Group, Inc., 530 F. Supp.2d 902, 905
(S.D. Tex. 2008) (“The stay of a pending matter is ordinarily within the trial court’s wide
discretion to control the course of litigation ....”"); Utah v. Eli Lilly and Co., 509 F. Supp.2d 1016,
1019 (D. Utah 2007) (recognizing discretion to stay proceedings to save time and effort for
parties and court). Indeed, “the power to stay proceedings is incidental to the power inherent in
every court to control the disposition of the causes on its docket with economy of time and effort
for itself, for counsel, and for litigants. How this can best be done calls for the exercise of
judgment, which must weigh competing interests and maintain an even balance.” Landis v.
North American Co., 299 U.S. 248, 254-55, 57 S.Ct. 163, 81 L.Ed. 153 (1936). A critical point
is that “[a] stay pending transfer to MDL proceedings i$ not automatic.” Boudin v. ATM
Holdings, Inc., 2007 WL 1841066, *1 (S.D. Ala. June 27, 2007); see also Jozwiak v. Stryker
Corp., 2010 WL 147143, ¥2 (M.D. Fla. Jan. 11, 2010) (*a district judge should not automatically
stay discovery, postpone rulings on pending motions, or generally suspend further rulings upon a
parties’ motion to the MDL panel for transfer and consolidation™) (citations omitted); Toppins v.
3M Co., 2006 WL 12993, *1 (E.D. Mo. Jan. 3, 2006) (“A court need not automatically stay a
case merely because a party has moved the MDL for transfer and consolidation.™).

In this case, the Court finds that the Motion to Stay is premature. As noted, the MDL
Panel will take up the motions to transfer in MDL No. 2179, approximately 60 days from now.
There is no reason why this action cannot move forward with preliminary steps in the interim.
Regardless of whether and where the MDL Panel ultimately transfers this action for consolidated
and coordinated pretrial proceedings, defendants will need to file answers or responsive
pleadings. Should any of those defendants see fit to file Rule 12(b) motions, those motions will
need to be briefed. Entering a stay at this juncture and under these circumstances would not

rescue defendants from material hardship or the risk of inconsistent adjudications; after all, they
must answer the Complaint anyway, and the likelihood of adjudication of any merits issues prior
to late July (when the MDL Panel will hear the motions to transfer) appears quite slim, simply
because of the nascent status of this litigation. By all appearances, the only tangible effect of

2
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entering a stay at this time would be to allow defendants a three-month reprieve after service of
process before being required to answer the allegations brought by plaintiffs in the Complaint.
‘Sucha protracted delay appears both unnecessary and unwarranted. By contrast, it would
benefit both the parties and the transferee court (assuming there is one) to have a clear picture of
the issues joined and the defenses raised, with briefing of any threshold legal issues already
completed, at the time of any transfer order by the MDL Panel.
For all of the foregoing reasons, the Court in its discretion denies the Motion for Stay of

Proceedings Pending Transfer by the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (doc. 5).
DONE and ORDERED this 25th day of May, 2010.

s/ WILLIAM H. STEELE _
CHIEF UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA

SOUTHERN DIVISION
BILLY WILKERSON, et al, )
Plaintiffs, ;
. ; CIVIL ACTION 10-00201-KD-C
TRANSOCEAN HOLDINGS, INC., et al, ;
Defendants. ;

This z;lction is before the Court on the Motion for Stay of Proceedings Pending Transfer
by the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation filed by defendants BP Exploration &
Production, Inc., BP America, Inc., and BP Products North America, Inc. (doc. 5); joinder in the
motion for stay filed by defendant Halliburton Energy Services, Inc. (doc. 22); the plaintiffs’
brief in opposition (doc. 9); and the BP defendants’ reply (doc. 35).

Upon consideration, the motion for stay (doc. 5) is DENIED with leave to re-file after
responsive pleadings have been filed. Se¢ Burke v. BP Corporation North America, Inc., et al.,
No. 10-cv-00195-WS-M (S.D. Ala. May 25, 2010) (order denying motion for stay (doc. 41)).

DONE and ORDERED this May 25, 2010.

s/ Kristi K. DuBose
KRISTI K. DuBOSE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI

SOUTHERN DIVISION

CAJUN MAID, LLC, et al § PLAINTIFFS

B 2 | g Civil No. 1:10¢v176-HSO-JMR
~ BP, PLC, BP AMERICA, INC,, et al. s DEFENDANTS

ORDER GRANTING CERTAIN DEFENDANTS'
MOTION FOR STAY OF PROCEEDINGS

BEFORE THE COURT is a Motion for Stay of Proceedings pending a decision
byE the J udicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation ["JPML"] on whether to transfer
this nﬁatter to multidistrict litigation [“MDL”]. The instant Motion was filed by

Defendants BP America, Inc., and BP Products North America, Inc. ['"BP
.Defendants"] After consideration of the Motion, the related pleadings, the record in

this case, and the relevant legal authorities, and for the reasons discussed below, the

- Court finds that the Motion should be granted.

According to BP Defendants, this case is one of at least seventy (70) related

- cases filed in various state and federal courts in the southeastern United States

2 -arlsmg out of an explosmn and fire onboard Transocean’s Deepwater Horizon

drilling rig on April 20, 2010, and the ensuing oil spill. See Mot. to Stay, at p. 2
" BP Defendants seek a stay of this case, pending a decision by the JPML concerning
~ a Motion to Transfer which BP Exploration & Production Inc. ["BPXP"], filed on
. ‘May 7, 2010, in In re: Deepwater Horizon Incident Litig., MDL No. 2179. See id.
The power of this Court to "stay proceedings is ihcider_ltal to the power
| _iﬁherent In every court to coﬁtrol the disposition of the causes on its docket With

 economy of time and effort for itself, for counsel, and for the litigants." Landis v.



North American Co., 299 U.S. 248, 254 (1936). The Court finds that Plaintiffs will
not be unduly prejudiced if these proceedings are stayed pending a decision b& the
: J PML on a possible transfer. The Court further finds that a stay of these
proceedings will p.romote judicial economy. Therefore, the Court will exercise its
~ discretion and stay all proceedings in this case, pending a decision by the JPML on
BPXP's Motion to Transfer.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that, for the reasons

more fully stated herein, all proceedings in this case are hereby stayed pending a

; .de_cisioﬁ by the JPML on whether this case will be transferred to MDL.

IT IS, FURTHER, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that, in light of the stay,
| any other pending Motions are hereby DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE, with

| leave to reassert upon lifting of the stay. -
SO ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, this the 271:11 day of May, 2010.

o] Falil Seleyman Ozerden

HALIL SULEYMAN OZERDEN
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
PENSACOLA DIVISION

STACEY P. WALSH

Vs CASE NO. 3:10cv143-RV/MD
BRITISH PETROLEUM, PLC, et al.
REFERRAL AND ORDER

Referred to Judge Vinson on 05/27/2010

Type of Motion/Pleading MOTION FOR STAY OF PROCEEDINGS PENDING
TRANSFER BY THE JUDICIAL PANEL ON MULTIDISTRICT LITIGATION

Filed by: BP Defendants on 5/14/10 Doc. No. 7

RESPONSES:

Plaintiff on 5/26/10Q Doc. No. 17
on Doc. No.

WILLIAM M. McCOOL, CLERK OF COURT

18l C Jugtice
Deputy Clerk

ORDER

Upon consideration of the foregoing, it is ORDERED this 287th day of

May : 2010, that:
(a) The requested relief is GRANTED.
(b)
/s/ Roger Vinson
ROGER VINSON
SENIOR UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
Entered On Docket: BY:

Rules 58 & 79{a) FRCP or 32{d){1) & 55 FRCRP

Copies sent to:

Document No.

al
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT SOUTHERN DISTRICTOF TEXAS

National Vietnamese American Fishermen  §
Emergency Association, et al., §
§
Plaintiffs, §
§
Versus § Civil Action H-10-1607
§
BP, PLC, et al., §
§
Defendants. §
Order Denying Motion to Stay
I. The motion to stay by BP Products, NA, Inc., and BP America, Inc., is denied. (5)

2. All deadlines are suspended.

3 The plaintiffs may add parties but not legal theories.

Signed on May 13, 2010, at Houston, Texas.

@—Mﬂ("——-’"’

Lynn N. Hugheg
United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION

IN RE THE COMPLAINT AND C.A.NO.
PETITION OF TRITON ASSET LEASING
GmbH, TRANSOCEAN HOLDINGS LLC,
TRANSOCEAN OFFSHORE DEEPWATER
DRILLING INC., AND TRANSOCEAN
DEEPWATER INC.,AS OWNER, MANAGING
OWNERS, OWNERS PRO-HAC VICE,
AND/OR OPERATORS OF THE MODU
DEEPWATER HORIZON, IN A CAUSE FOR
EXONERATION FROM OR LIMITATION
OF LIABILITY

Fed. R. Civ. P. 9(h)

SO0 G0N GO WD TN LUR 0N SOR LN DD U

IN ADMIRALTY
COMPLAINT AND PETITION FOR
EXONERATION FROM OR LIMITATION OF LIABILITY
TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:

COMES NOW, Petitioners, Triton Asset Leasing GmbH, Transocean Holdings LLC,
Transocean Offshore Deepwater Drilling Inc., and Transocean Deepwater Inc., as Owner,
Managing Owners, Owners Pro Hac Vice, and/or Operators, of the MODU Deepwater Horizon,
her engines, gear, tackle, appurtenances, etc., in a cause of exoneration from or limitation of
liability, civil and maritime, under Rule 9¢h) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and Rule F
of the Supplemental Rules for Certain Admiralty and Maritime Claims and in support thereof
would respectfully show the Court as follows:

1.

This is a case of admiralty and maritime jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §1333 and is filed

pursuant to Rule 9(h) of the Supplemental Ruies for Certain Admiralty and Maritime Claims of

the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, all as hereinafter more fully appears.

[1]
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2.

Petitioner Triton Asset Leasing GmbH is, and was at all material times hereinafter
mentioned, a limited lability company organized and existing under the laws of the Swiss
Confederation with its principal office in Zug, Switzerland.

3.

Petitioner Tramsocean Holdings LLC is, and was at all material times hereinafter
mentioned, a limited Hability company organized and existing under the laws of the State 6f
Delaware, with its principal office in Houston, Texas.

4.

Petitioner Transocean Offshore Deepwater Drilling Inc. is, and was at all material times
hereinaﬂer. mentioned, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of
Delaware, with its principal office in Houston, Texas.

5.

Petitioner Transocean Deepwater Inc. is, and was at all material times hereinafter
mentioned, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Delaware, with its
principal office in Houston, Texas.

6.

Petitioners‘were at all times material hereto the Owner, Managing Owners, Owners Pro
Hac Vice, and/or Operators, of the MODU Deepwater Horizon, etc., and/or are considered
“owners” of the vessel under the Limitation of Liability Act, 46 U.S.C. 30501 et seq., as a party
or parties sought to be held liable “as owner” of the MODU Deepwater Horizon, per the claims

set forth in Paragraph 14, infra, and accordingly are entitled to the protections afforded‘by the
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Limitation of Liability Act. See In re Magnolia Marine Transport Co., 2003 A.M.C. 2425 (ED
Okla. 2003); In re Shell Oil Company, 780 F. Supp. 1086 (E.D. La. 1991). |
| 7.

Prior to the occurrence of the casualty herein described, the MODU Deepwater Horizon
was 2 fifth-generation mobile offshore drilling unit having a burden of 32,588 gross tons (ITC).
She had the approximate dimensions of 396 feet in length, 256 feet in breadth and 136 feet in
depth. Her station keeping was by way of 8 Kamewa-rated 7375 horsepower each, ﬁxe;l-
propeller, full 360 degree azimuth thrusters. Prior to and at all times hereinafter described,
Petitioners exercised due diligence to make and maintain the MODU Deepwater Horz‘zbn in all
respects seaworthy, and at all times material hereto she was, in fact, tight, staunch, strong,
properly and sufficiently manned, supplied, equipped and furnished, and well and sufficiently
fitted with suitable engines, machinery, gear, tackle, apparel, appliances, and furniture, all in
good order and condition and suitable for the service in which the vessel was engaged.

N

The remains of the MODU Deepwater Horizon now lay sunken in approximately five
thousand feet of water, in federal waters, in the Gulf of Mexico, and accordingly is not within
any District.

9.

On or about January 30, 2010, the MODU Deepwater Horizon commenced a voyage in
federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico in the vicinity of Mississippi Canyon Block 727 to the
vicinity of Mississippi Canyon Block 252 for the purpose of conducting contract drilling

operations in federal waters of the Gulf of Mexico. On or about April 20, 2010, the MODU

3]



Case 4:10-cv-01721 Document1 Filed in TXSD on 05/13/10 Page 4 of 14

Deepwater Horizon was conducting normal drifling opefations in the Gulf of Mexico, when there
occurred a fire and an apparent explosion or explosions aboard the MODU Deepwaier Horizon.
The fire and explosion(s) severely damaged the MODU Deepwater Horizon, which ultimately
sank on April 22, 2010, and the marine casualty resulted in personal injuries and death to persons
aboard the MODU Deepwater Horizon and in the vicinity of the fire and explosion(s).

10.

Any and all injury, loss, destruction and damage arising out of or related to the above-
described casualty event was not caused or contributed to by any fault, negligence or lack of due
care on the part of Petitioners or unseaworthiness or fault of the MODU Deepwater Horizon, or
any person in charge of her, or any person for whom Petitioners were or are responsible.
Petitioners reserve the right to amend and/or supplement this paragraph of their Complaint and
Petition to specify further the faults and negligence, if any, surrounding the above-described
events when the facts surrounding the casualty event become fully known, and to prove them at
the trial of this cause.

| 11.

The above-described incident, any physical damage, personal injury, death, contingent
losses, expenses, costs, pollution, environmental damage, loss, destruction and damages were not
caused or contributed to, done, occasioned and/or incurred by any fauit, negligence,
unseaworthiness, or lack of due care on the part of Petitioners, or anyone for whom Petitioners

are or at any material time were responsible.
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12,

The above-described incident, any physical damage, personal injury, death, contingent
losses, expenses, costs, pollution, environmental damage, loss, destruction and damages were
caused or contributed to, done, occasioned and/or incurred without the privity or knowledge of
Petitioners, the MODU Deepwater Horizon’s master or OIM, or Petifioners’ superintendents,
management personnel, or managing agents.

13.

Except as stated in Paragraph 14, infia, there are no demands, unsatisfied liens or claims
of lien, in contract or in tort, arising from the MODU Deepwater Horizon’s aforementioned
voyage, so far as is known to Petitioners.

14.

Notwithstanding the fact that the alleged injury, loss, destruction and damages described
herein, if any and which are in all respects denied, were done, occasioned and incurred without
the fault, design‘ or neglect of Petitioners, or anyone for whom Petitioners are or at any material
time were responsible, and without unseaworthiness or fault of the MODU Deepwater Hovizon,
nevertheless claims and demands have been made against Petitioners. Attached hereto and made
a part hereof as Exhibit “A” is a list of all suits pending, of which Petitioners have knowledge, as
of the time of the filing of this Complaint. Upon information and belief, Petitioners are, as of this
date, unaware of any other suits against Petitioners or the MODU Deepwater Horizon in
connection with the incident except as noted on Exhibit “A.”

To the best of Petitioners” knowledge, information and belief, the MODU Deepwater

Horizon has not been arrested or libeled to answer for any claims arising on or after the MODU
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Deepwater Horizon’s aforementioned voyage.

15.

Petitioners farther have been made aware that the following individuals have retained

counsel, and accordingly aver that claims may be made by the following:

a.

Oleander Benton, represented by Stephen Rue & Associates, LLC, Kenner,
Louisiana;

Tyrone L. Benton, represented by Matthew D. Shaffer of Houston, Texas.

Billy Scott Francis, represented by Matthew D. Shaffer of Houston, Texas.

Brad Jones, represented by Christopher M. Rodrignez of New Orleans, Louisiana;
Carlos Antonio Ramos, represented by Matthew D. Shaffer of Houston, Texas;
Virginia Stevens, represented by Tim Young of New Orleans, Louisiana;
Dominique Ussin, represented by Steve Gordon of Houston, Texas.

16.

Petitioners further are aware of potential claimants residing throughout the United States,

including but not limited to the States of Alabama, Arkansas, Arizona, California, Connecticut,

Florida, Georgia, Maine, Maryland, Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Texas, and

Washington.

17.

As the MODU Deepwater Horizon has not been arrested or libeled, and as suit has been

commenced within this District, Petitioners affirmatively show that venue is proper in this

District pursuant to Rule F(9) of the Supplemental Rules for Certain Admiralty and Maritime

Claims.
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18.

The entire aggregate amount or value of Petitioners’ interest in the MODU Deepwater
Horizon’s aforementioned voyage and her then pending freight at the end of the above-described
voyage does not exceed the sum of TWENTY-SIX MILLION, SEVEN HUNDRED SIXTY-
FOUR THOUSAND AND EIGHTY-THREE AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($26,764,083.00).

| 19.

The amount of the claims that are reasonably anticipated to arise from the events in
question are expected to greatly exceed the amount and value of Petitioners’ interest in the
MODU Deepwater Horizon immediately after the events in question and at the time of the
termination of the voyage, and her then pending freight.

20.

Petitioners desire to contest any liability of themselves and the MODU Deepwater
Horizon for any injuries and other losses allegedly sustained by those aﬁ'ectéd by the events in
question, and for any and all losses and damages, if any, which occurred during the voyage in
question, including, without limitation, any claims asserted under the Oil Pollution Act, 33 U.S.C
§ 2701, et seq. for hydrocarbons emanating from the sea floor. Petitioners further claim
exoneration from and/or limitation of liability for any loss, injuries, and damages sustained by
those affected, and for the claims that have been made and/or those claims which hereafter may
be made by any other person, firm, corporation or other entity, including without limitation, any
claims asserted under the Oil Pollution Act, 33 U.S.C. § 2701, et seq. for hydrocarbons
emanating from the sea floor. Petitioners allege that they have valid defenses on the facts and on

the law to the claims of any present and/or firture claimant. Petitioners, without admitting but
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affirmatively denying all liability, further claim the benefit of Limitation of Liability as provided
in 46 US.C.A,, §§ 30501 to 30512, inclusive, Rule F of the Supplemental Rules for Certain
Admiralty and Maritime Claims of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and any and all Acts of
the Congress of the United States amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, and the rules of
practice of this Honorable Court and of the Supreme Court of the United States.

While not in any way admitting that Petitioners bear any liability for the alleged injury,
loss and damages allegedly occurring as described above, Petitioners hereby claim and reserve
the right to contest in this or any other Court any lability therefor, either of Petitioners or of the

MODU Deepwater Horizon, and Petitioners claim and are entitled to have their liability, if any,
| limited to the amount or value of their interest as aforesaid in the MODU Deepwater Horizon
following the events in question, in addition to her freight then pending.
21.
Petitioners are ready and willing to give a Stipulation for Value with sufficient surety for
| the payment into the Court’s registry of the amount or value of Petitioners’ interest in the MODU
Deepwater Horizon and her then pending freight following the events in queétion, whenever the
same shall be ordered as provided in the applicable statutes and Rule F of the Supplemental
Rules for Certain Admiralty and Maritime Claims of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and by
the rules and practices of this Honorable Court and subject to such Orders as the Court may
direct.
22,
Petitiongrs hereby offer their Ad Interim Stipulation with surety in the amount of

TWENTY-SIX MILLION, SEVEN HUNDRED SIXTY-FOUR THOUSAND AND EIGHTY-
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THREE AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($26,764,083.00), representing the value of Petitioners’
interest in the MODU Deepwater Horizon and her then pending freight, at the time of the
occurrence in question, and interest at the rate of 6% per annum. The Ad Inferim Stipulation is to
stand in the place of a Stipulation for Value if the amount thereof is not contested by any
Claimant herein. Petitioners stands ready and agree to comply with any other Order of the Court
provided for in Supplemental Rule F for Certain Admiralty and Maritime Claims of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure with respect to additional security which the Court may from time to
time fix as necessary to carry out the provisions of the Limitation of Liability statutes as
amended.
23.

Petitioners would show that this Complaint and Petition have been filed within six
months from the date Petitioners received first written notice of claim from any claimant for
losses or damages which any person, firm, corporation or other entity sustained while the MODU
Deepwater Horizon was on the voyage in question, and/or Petitioners would show further that no
other party or parties have given written notice of claim to Petitioners concerning the voyage in
question of the MODU Deepwater Horizon.

24.

All and singular the premises are true and within the Admiralty and Maritime jurisdiction
of the United States and of this Honorable Court as an admiraity and maritim;: claim within the
meaning of Rule 9(h) of the Federal Rﬁlem of Civil Procedure.

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Petitioners pray:
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(A)  That the Court issue an Order directing that Petitioners file an Ad Inferim
Stipulation with proper security for the payment into Court of the value of Petitioners’ interest in
the vessel and its then pending freight at the termination of the voyage in question as set forth
herein, whenever the same shall be determined and ordered by the Court, in addition to costs of
Court and interest at the rate of 6% per annum, and that the Court order such increases and
decreases in such stipulation as the Court may from time to time deem proper;

(B)  That the Court make an Order directing the issuance of a Monition providing for
Notice to 5.11 persons, firms, corporations or other entities who might have any claim arising out
of the voyage in question of the MODU Deepwater Horizon, citing them to file their claims with
the Clerk of this Court.and to serve a copy of said claims upon the attomeys for Petitioners on or
before the time fixed by the Court in the Monition or be forever barred and permanently enjoined
from making and filing any such claims, to make due proof of their réspective claims before this
Court as the Court may later direct, and also to appear and answer the allegations of this
Complaint and Petition at or before a certain time to be fixed by the Monition;

| (C)  That upon the filing of an Ad Interim Stipulation, or the giving of such stipulation
as may be determined by the Court to be proper, an Injunction shall issue restraining the
prosecution of all suits, actions and proceedings already begun to recover for damages sustained,
arising out of, or resulting from the above-described events and restraining the commencement
or prosecution hereafter of any suit, action or legal proceedings of any nature or description
whatsoever, in any jurisdiction except in this action, against Petitioners, the MODU Deepwater
Horz'zon in rem, their agents, officers, representatives, and their underwriters or against any

employee or property of Petitioners or any other person whatsoever for whom Petitioners may be
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responsible in respect of any claim or claims arising out of the aforesaid voyage of the MODU
Deepwater Horizon;
(D)  That the Court in this proceeding adjudge:

i) That Petitioners and their underwriters are not lable to any extent for any
loss, injuries or damages of any party in any way arising out of, during, or consequent upon the
aforesaid occurrence(s) or voyage of the MODU Deepwater Horizon, including, without
limitation, any claims asserted under the Oil Pollution Act, 33 U.S.C. § 2701, et seq. for
hydrocarbons emanating from the sea floor, and that therefore the MODU Deepwater Horizon
and Petitioners are exonerated fiom any and all liability which has been or may be claimed as a
result of the events in question; or,

(ii)  Alternatively, if Petitioners and/or their underwriters shall be adjudged
liable, then that such liability be limited to the amount or value of Petitioners’ interest in the
. MODU Deepwater Horizon, etc., and her then pending freight for the voyage in which the vessel
was engaged af the time of the events in question, and that the money paid or secured to be paid
as aforesaid be divided pro rata among such claimants as they may duly prove their claims
before this Court, saving to all parties any priorities to which they may be legally entitled, and
that a decree may be entered discharging Petitioners and their underwriters from all further
liability.

(E)  That Petitioners may have such other and further relief, both at admira}ty and in

equity, to which they may show themselves to be Justly entitled.
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.Respectfully submitted:

SDBN: 30197
fpiccolo@preisroy.com
Wesleyan Tower

24 Greenway Plaza

Suite 2050

Houston, Texas 77046

(713) 355-6062 — Telephone
(713) 572-9129 - Facsimile

ATTORNEY IN CHARGE FOR PETITIONERS
TRITON ASSET LEASING GMBH, TRANSOCEAN
HOLDINGS LLC, TRANSOCEAN OFFSHORE
DEEPWATER DRILLING INC,, AND
TRANSOCEAN DEEPWATER INC.
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OF COUNSEL:

EDWARD F. KOHNKE, IV

Pro Fac Vice Admission Requested
LBN: 07824
nkohnke@preisroy.com

EDWIN G. PREIS, IR.

TBN: 24029069

SDBN: 16834
epreis@preisroy.com

RICHARD J. HYMEL

Pro-Hac Vice Admission requested
TBN: 24038190

CARL J. HEBERT

LBN: 06724

SDBN: 15985

PREIS & ROY, APLC

102 Versailles Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, Louisiana 70509

(377) 237-6062 — Telephone

(377) 237-9129 — Facsimile

INNES MACKILLOP

TBN# 12761800

SDTX # 444

WHITE MACKILLOP & GALLANT P.C.
2200 West Loop South, Suite 1000
Houston, TX 77027

(713) 5990211

(713) 599-1355
imackillop@wmglegal.com

GEORGE M. GILLY

LBN:6234

SDTX ID Ng, 16885
gillys@phelps.com

EVANS MARTIN MCLEOD
LBN:24846

SDTX Pro Hac Vice Admission requested
mcleodm@phelps.com

PHELPS DUNBAR, LLP

Canal Place

365 Canal Street, Suite 2000

New Orleans, Louisiana 70130-6534
Telephone: (504) 566-1311
Telecopier: (504) 568-9130

and

MARC G. MATTHEWS

TBN: 4055921
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VERIFICATION

THE STATE OF TEXAS §
§ KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT
COUNTY OF HARRIS §

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Frank A. Piccolo, who,
being by me duly sworn, upon his oath deposed and stated:

My name is Frank A. Piccolo I am a member of the law firm Preis & Roy,
attorneys for Petitioners Triton Asset Leasing GmbH, Transocean Holdings LL.C,
Transocean Offshore Deepwater Drilling Inc., and Transocean Deepwater Inc. I
have read the foregoing Complaint and Petition and know the contents thereof,
and the same are true and correct of my own knowledge, except as to the matters
therein stated to be alleged upon belief and knowledge, and as to those matters I
believe them to be true. :

The reason that this Verification is not being made by Petitioners is that they are

corporations or other legal business entities whose officers are not presently
available for this purpose.

Further, Affiant sayeth not.

NE X. PJCCOLO

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED before me by Frank A. Piccolo, this /7l day

of May, 2010, to which witness my hand and seal of office.

L Yool
Nm‘gﬁ;{gs‘gﬂ;m, _ - NOT. PE LIC,_STATE OF TEXAS
My Commission Expires My commission expires:

July 24, 2011
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
HOUSTON DIVISION

IN RE THE COMPLAINT AND C.A. No.\o - \_l'Z/l
PETITION OF TRITON ASSET LEASING
GmbH, TRANSOCEAN HOLDINGS LLC,
TRANSOCEAN OFFSHORE DEEPWATER
DRILLING INC., AND TRANSOCEAN
DEEPWATER INC.,AS OWNER, MANAGING
OWNERS, OWNERS PRO-HAC VICE,
AND/OR OPERATORS OF THE MODU
DEEPWATER HORIZON, IN A CAUSE FOR
EXONERATION FROM OR LIMITATION

Fed. R. Civ. P. 9(h)

GO GO0 008 6O GOD TN GO U

oo 800 ot
i

A Complaint and Petition having been filed herein on the __ |3 day of May, 2010,

by Petitioners Triton Asset Leasing GmbH, Transocean Holdings LLC, Transocean Offshore

- Deepwater Drilling Inc., and Transocean Deepwater Inc., as Owner, Managing Owners, Owners

Pro Hac Vice, and/or Operators, of the MODU Degpwater Horizon, her engines, gear, tackle,
appurtenances, eic,, claiming the benefit of Limitation of Liability as provided for in the Act of
Congress entitled “An Act to Limit Liability of Shipowners and for Other Purposes” passed
March 3, 1851, now embodied in 46 U.S.C.A. §§ 30501, ef seq., and the statutes supplementary
thereto, and amendatory thereof, and Rule F of the Supplemental Rules for Certain Admiralty
and Maritime Claims of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and also contesting their lisbility
independently of the limitation of liability claim under said Act for any loss, damage, personal
injuries, death, pollution, environmentel damage or destruction resulting from or arising during
the voyage described in said Complaint and Petition, including, without limitation, any claims

[t}



Case 4:10-cv-01721 Document 9 Filed in TXSD on 05/13/10 Page 2 of 5

asserted under the Oil Pollution Act, 33 U.S.C. § 2701, et seg. for hydrocarbons emansting from
the sea floor, which commenced on January 30, 2010, in federal waters in the vicinity of
Mississippi Canyon Block 727 and which terminated on or about April 22, 2010, in the vicinity
of Mississippi Canyon Block 252, and said Complaint and Petition also stating the facts and
circumstances on which such exoneration from and limitation of liability are claimed;

And on hearing counse! for Petitioners and on considering the Complaint and Petition,
the affidavits of value and pending freight att_ached thereto; and the Court having found adequate
factual support that the value of Petitioners’ interest m theé sdid vessel and ite then pending
freight at the end of the said voyage does not exceed TWENTY-SIX MILLION, SEVEN
HUNDRED SIXTY-FOUR THOUSAND AND EIGHTY-THREE AND NO/100 DOLLARS
($26,764,083.00);

And the Court having Ordered Petitioners to file an Ad Interim Stipulation in the amount
TWENTY-SIX MILLION, SEVEN HUNDRED SIXTY-FOUR THOUSAND AND EIGHTY-
THREE AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($26,764,083.00) with Ranger Insurance Company acting as
surety, and Petitioners having filed such Ad Interim Stipulation and the Court having approved
the Ad Interim Stipulation executéd by Petitioners as principal and Ranger Insurance Company
as surety, with interest at 6% per annum from its date, and with both Petitioners and their surety
subject to such increases and decreases in the amount of such Ad Interim Stipulation as the Court
may from time to time order, undertaking to pay into the Court’s registry within ten (10) days
after the entry of an Order confirming the report of the commissioner, if one be appointed; to
appraise the amount or value of Petitioners’ interest in the MODU Deepwater Horizon and her

then pending freight, the aggregate amount or value of such interest as thus ascertained, or to file
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in this proceeding a bond or Stipulation for Value in the usual form with surety in said amount,
or agreeing to permit the 4d Interim Stipulation to stand as a Stipulation for Value if found
sufficient in amount, or if the amount thereof be not contested; and that pending payment into
Court of the amount or value of Petitioners’ interest in the said MODU Deepwater Horizon and
her then pending freight, as ascertained, or the giving of a stipulation for the value thereof, the
said Ad Interim Stipulation shall stand as security for all claims in the limitation proceeding;

Now on motion of Attorney-in-Cherge for Petitioners, it is hereby,

" *"ORDERED; that"a Monitiohi issue oiit of and under the §él of this" Court difecting that =

Notice be provided all persons claiming damages for any and all losses, injuries, damages and
destruction of property occasioned during the vayage of the MODU Deepwater Horizon as
alleged in the said Complaint and Petition, which commenced on January 30, 2010, in federal
waters in the vicinity of Mississippi Cﬁnyon Block 727 and which terminated on or about April
22, 2010, in the vicinity of Mississippi Canyon Block 252, and citing them to file their respective
claims with the Clerk of this Court and serve on or mail a copy thereof to Attorney-in-Charge for
Petitioner on or hefore the _Ai%&y of A[& Ve m , 2010, at his offices, Frank
A. Piccolo, Preis & Roy, A.P.L.C., Wesleyan Tower, 24 Greenway Plaza, Suite 2050, Houston,
Texas 77046, or be forever bamed, subject to the rights of any person or persons claiming
damages as aforesaid, who shall have presented his, their or its claim under oath to answer said
Complaint and Petition and to controvert or guestion the same; and it is further,
ORDERED, that public Notice of such Complaint and Petition shall be given by
publication thereof in the Houston Chronicle, 2 newspaper of general circulation published in the

City of Houston, Texas, and within the Southern District of Texas, such publication in said paper
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to be once in each week until the return date and for at least four successive weeks before the
return date of such Notice; and it is further,

| ORDERED, that no later than the date of the second publication of such Notice of
Complaint and Petition, Petitioners shall mail a copy of the Notice of Complaint and Petition to
every person known to have made any claim or filed any actions against the MODU Deepwater
Horizon or Petitioners erising out of the voyage described in the Complaint and Petition herein

and to any such person’s attomney, if known; and it is further,

- QRDERED, that the beginhiifig of contiiied prosecution of dny ahd all suits, actions or

legal proceedings of any nature or description whatsoever, in any jurisdiction except in this
action, against Petitioners, the MODU Deepwater Horizon, in rem,. their agents, officers,
Tepresentatives, and their underwriters or against any employee or property of the Petitioners, or
any other person whatsoever for whom Petitioners may be responsible, in respect of any claim
arising out of, conseéuent upon, or in connection with the aforesaid voyage of the MODU
 Deepwater Horizon, be, and they are hereby ENJOINED, STAYED and RESTRAINED until the
hearing and termination of this proceeding; and its is further, 4

ORDERED, that service of this Order as a Restraining Order may be made within this
District by certified mail, or in the usua!l manner, and in any other District by the United States
Marshal for such District by delivering a certified copy of this Order to the person or persons to
be restrained or to his or their respective attomeys, or in .the usual manner by mailing or hand
delivering a conformed copy thereof to the person or persons to be restrained or to his or their

respective attorneys, and in any other country by means of overseas air mail.
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DONE at Houston, Texas, this / *3 (y%ay of _222%1 _, 2010.

UNIT% STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED AND ENTRY REQUESTED:

Tower
24 Greenway Plaza
Suite 2050
Houston, Texas 77046
(713) 355-6062 — Telephone
{713) 572-9129 — Facsimile

ATTORNEY IN CHARGE FOR PETITIONERS
TRITON ASSET LEASING GMBH, TRANSOCEAN
HOLDINGS LLC, TRANSOCEAN OFFSHORE
DEEPWATER DRILLING INC,, AND
TRANSOCEAN DEEPWATER INC,
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