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UNITED STATES DISTRCT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OH.OUISIANA

WRIGHT'S WELL CONTRCL CIVIL ACTION
SERVICES, LLC

VERSUS NO. 151720
OCEANEERING INTERNATONAL, SECTION “R” (3)

INC. AND CHRISTOPHERVANCINI

ORDER

Plaintiff Wright’s Well Control Services, LLC (WWQSmoves to
voluntarily dismiss defendant Christopher Mancini pursuarfiéderal Rule
of Civil Procedure 41(a)(2), with prejudice, and widh“reservation of all
rights and actions against-tiefendant Oceaneering International, Inc., and
any other parties and solidary obligois Defendant Mancini opposes the
reservation of rightsagainst unnamed third partiés Mancini has also
moved for summaryjdgment on plaintiff's claim§,and WWCS has moved

the Court for an extension of time to respond toniiai's motion for

summary judgment.
1 R. Doc. 151.
2 R. Doc. 159 at 2.
3 R. Doc. 158.
4 R. Doc. 170.
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Rule 41(a)(2) gives the Court discretion to dismass action under
terms and condition the Court deems prop8ee Bechuck v. Home Depot
U.SAA., Inc., 814 F.3d 287, 298 (5th Cir. 2016) (citation orad}. Therefore,
the Court will grant WWCS’s motion to dismiss alditns against Mancini
with prejudice,and its reservation of rights against Oceaneerug,denies
its request to reserve any rights against unnanh@di-parties. This case
has been pending for nearly two years, extensiv&caVviery has been
conducted, and WWCS has amended its compléonr times. Despite
discovery and multiple versions of its complaintW&S has at no point
identified any other possible third parties or daliy obligors that may be
liable. Trial is scheduled for July 17, 2017, atite deadline to amend
WWCS'’s compaint has passed.The Court will not permit theeservation
of rights against unnamed third parties the facts presented her&ee
Curol v. Energy Resources Technology Inc., 203 F. Appx 675, 678 (5th Cir.
2006) (finding district court did not abuse discoatin denying request to
resere rights against party because “AOP never becapeaty to the action,

and [plaintiff] had no right to proceed against AiDRthe case”).

5 R. Doc. 80 at 2.



Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that the motion to dismiss plaingfflaims against
Christopher Mancini with prejudica IGRANTED.

ITISFURTHER ORDERED that, to the extent plainsffeks to reserve
any rights to proceed against any other parties andolidary obligors in
this action, that request is DENIED.

Mancini’'s motion for summary judgmemnd WWCS’s motion for an

extension of time to respond to Mancini's motiore ®ENIED AS MOOT.

_;éé:«_«‘_i_f_Vérs—_%___

SARAH S. VANCE
UNITED STATES DISTRCT JUDGE



