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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEVADA

2:03v-01431RCJIPAL

In re WESTERN STATESVHOLESALE
MDL No. 1566

8 || NATURAL GAS ANTITRUST

LITIGATION ORDER

10 || REORGANIZED FLI, INC.,
11 Plaintiff,

12 VS. 2:05<¢v-01331RCIPAL
13 || WILLIAMS COMPANIES, INC.et al,

14 Defendang.
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15

16 Theseconsolidatedases arise out tifie energy crisis of 2000—200Rlaintiffs (retail

17 buyers of natural gas) allege that Defend@maésural gas traders) manipulated the price of

18] natural gas byeporting false information to price indices published by trade publications and

19 engaging in wash sales$n 2003, the Judicial Panel on Mulsttict Litigation (“*JPML”)

20 transferred seveclass actiortasedrom various districts in California to this Distrighder 28

211l u.s.c. 8§ 140%s Multidistrict Litigation (“MDL") Case No. 156@ssigning Judge Pro to

22 preside. Since then, thBNIL hastransferredn several moreactionsfrom variousdistricts
23 throughout the United States. Between 2003 and 2015, Juolgedl on many motions to
24
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remand, to dismiss, and for summary judgment. He also appsevedaklasssettiements.
Several partiesettled on their own. One or more of the cases have been to the Court of A
twice and to the Supreme Court once. In 2007, the Court of Appeals reversed severallglis|
under the filed rate doctrine and remanded for further proceedings. In 2013, the Court of
Appeals reversed several summary judgment orders, ruling that the NatarAcGdid not
preempt state law anttiust claims and that certaWlisconsin- and MissoulhasedDefendants
should not have been dismissed for lack of personal jurisdiction. The Supreme Court graf
certiorarias topreemption under thidatural Gas Act and affirmedrhe case wasoon
thereaftereassigned to this Court when Judge Retired The Court granted three motions to
dismiss for lack of personal jgdiction but the Courtaterreconsidezd

Defendants in two of thactions separateiyoved for summary judgment. One of thog
summary judgment motiorvgas filed byOneOK, Inc.and OneOKEnergy Serices Co., LP,
formerly known aOneOK Energy Marketing & Trading Cdcollectively, “On&®K”) in Case
No. 2:05€v-1331, which is District ofKansasCase N02:05cv-2389 (See Am. Compl., ECF
No. 11 in Case No. 2:06v-1331). OneOKarguedthat the claims againstwere precluded
and/orreleasedinder a settlement agreement reached in a consolidated class action broug
the Southern District of New York. The Coutledtheclaimshad beengleasedandOneOK
hasnow moved for final judgment to be enteredaiftiffs agree that final jugiment should be
enteed butdisagreeas to the proposed form of judgment, which includes additetndants
Defendants correctlyote that the summary judgment motion was fdadehalf of those
Defendantsas well. The Qourt has examined th&immary judgmentnotion and the settlement
agreements on which the Cowgtfuling on the issue of release was bated,Summ. J. Mot. 2

& n.1, ECF Na 2299 First SettlemeniAgreementl, ECF No. 2300-55econd Settlement
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Agreementl, ECF No. 2300-7), and finds that all moving Defendants are entitled to entry g
judgmentexcept Williams Merchant Services, Company, InEl Paso Corporatiorand Xcel
Enagy Inc. The Gourt cannot find thoséhreeDefendantdisted (at leasinot by those names) in
the First orSecond Settlement Agreementhe Qurt's intent was to grant the motion as to any
and allmovingDefendants whom the evidence showed had been released Fiestiog Second
Settlement Agreements

CONCLUSION

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that thilotion for Entry of Judgment (ECF No. 2445)

=

DENIED without prejudice. Defendants may submit a new motion and proposed judgmen
consistent with this Order or maykafie Gurt to reconsider if it an show that the three
Defendantsiamed aboven fact settled with Plaintiffs or are listed in the First oc@®l
Settlement Agreements by different names.

IT IS SOORDERED.

Datedthis 24th day of August, 2016.

ROBERT . JONES
United Stat@g District Judge
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