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[N THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE, < B D
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 'AY o 8 199
: ni 2
ARCHIC HILL, ) Vo, 0% Laweg,
) S ST g Cla
Petitioner, ) RT
) .
v. ) 92-C-435-E
)
STEPHEN KAISER and THE ) ENTERED ON DOCKET
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE ) ,
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, ) DATE 5'3‘7—‘)«2)&/
)
Respondents. )
ORDER

The Court having examined petitioner’s Petition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus
Pursuant to 28 U.5.C. § 2254 finds as follows:

(1) That the petitioner is contesting his conviction in the OKklahoma County
District Court, which is located within the territorial jurisdiction of the Western District of
Oklahoma.

(2) Thatthe petitioner demands his release from the custody imposed as a result
of that conviction and as grounds therefore alleges he is being deprived of his liberty in
violation of rights under the Constitution of the United States.

(3) In the furtherance of justice this case should be transferred to the United
States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

(1) Pursuant to the authority contained in 28 U.S.C. § 2241(d) and in the

exercise of discretion allocated to the Court, this cause is hereby transferred to the United



States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma for all further proceedings.’

(2) The Clerk of this Court shall mail a copy of this Order to the petitioner.

M v
Dated this 5 “day of %&1/ _, 1992,

JAMES&0. ELLISON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

! e 28 US.C. § 2241(d) states: "Where an applitation for a writ of habeas corpus is made by a person in custody under the
judgment and sentence of a State court of a State whicly:citsins two or more Federal judicial districts, the application may be filed in
the district court for the district wherein such person is in custody or in the district court for the district within which the State court
was held which convicted and sentenced him and each of such district courts shall have concurrent jurisdiction to entertain the
application. The district court for the district wherein such application is filed in the exercise of discretion and in furtherance of justice
may transfer the application to the other district court for hearing and determination.”
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ENTERED ON DOCKET

~ pare._MAY 29 1992

IN THE UNITED“8TATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

BANKERS TRUST COMPANY,
Plaintiff,
No. 87-C-20-B /

V.

LEE KEELING & ASSOCIATES, INC.,
and LEE A. KEELING,

= 7 L & D
Defendants. ;} J. 4 M
'”"“‘i%ﬁxss)
J__IJ_D__G_u—————' ' ENT (alors 84 LowIEneS, Lotk
- Rt SIS TRICT COURS

e n‘*.s*.?.a'uﬂcti BRI

In accord with the verdict entered on May 15, 1992, the Court
hereby enters judgment in gavor of the defendant, Lee Keeling &
Associates, Inc., and against the plaintiff, Bankers Trust Company,
on the breach of contract ¢laims; and in favor of the plaintiff,
Bankers Trust Company, and.against the defendants, Lee Keeling &
Associates, Inc. and Lee A;.Keelinq, on the negligence claims, for
the amount of $7,200,000.00, plus preverdict interest pursuant to
N.Y. Civ. Prac. L. & R. 555601 and 5004 at the rate of 9% per annum
from May 25, 1984 to May 15, 1992, for total damages in the amount
of $12,369,790.08, plus prejudgment interest pursuant to N.Y. Civ.
Prac. L. & R. §§5002 and 5004 from May 15, 1992 to this date in the
amount of $39,651.17, plus post-judgment interest on the total
amount of $12,409,441.25 frbm this date until payment at the legal
rate of 4.40% per annum or $1,495.93 per diem pursuant to 28 U.s.cC.
§1961. Costs may be awardaﬁkupon proper and timely application. The

parties are to pay their féspective attorneys' fees.



DATED this 25 day of May, 1992.

" THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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[N THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

IN RE: )
)
MID REGION PETROLEUM, )
INC., ) Bankruptcy No. 83-01871-W
) Chapter 11
Debtor, )
)
)
GENERAL AMERICAN )
TRANSPORTATION CORPORATION, )
) District Court No. 90-C-258-B
Appellant, )
)
V. ) T e
) e R
W. SCOTT MARTIN, TRUSTEE } B
OF MID REGION PETROLEUM, INC., ) Ty M
) HVE .
Appellee. ) he o

This order pertains to the Motion of General American Transportation Corporation
("GATC") for Vacation of Order and Reentry Thereof Pursuant to Rule 60(b) of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure (Docket #13)* and the Response to Motion of General American
Tranéportation Corporation for Vacation of Order (Docket #15). The parties did not
receive notice of the entry of the court’s order of October 19, 1990 until after the appeal
time had run because the court clerk faited to mail copies to them. The Motion to Vacate
was filed on November 26, 1991.

Rule 4(a) of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure states in part "(1) In a civil

case in which an appeal is permitted by law as of right from a district court to a court of

! "Docket numbers" refer to numerical designations assigned sequentially o cach pleading, motion, order, or other filing and arc
included for purposes of record keeping only, “Docket numbers" have no independent legal significance and are 1o be used in
conjunction with the docket sheet prepared and maintained by the United States Court Clerk, Northern District of Oklahoma.



appeals the notice of appeal required by Rule 3 shall be filed with the clerk of the district
court within 30 days after the date of entry of the judgment or order appealed from; . . ."
The time periods established by this rule are wmandatory and jurisdictional.™

Browder v. Director, Tll. Dept. of Corrections, 434 U.S. 257, 264 (1978) (quoting United

States v. Robinson, 361 U.S. 220, 229 (1960)). The purpose of the Rule is to set a

definite point of time when litigation will end. Id.
Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure read as follows on October 19,
1990:

Immediately upon the entry of an order or judgment the clerk shall serve a
notice of the entry by mail in the manner provided for in Rule 5 upon each
party who is not in default for failure to appear, and shall make a note in the
docket of the mailing. Such mailing is sufficient notice for all purposes for
which notice of the entry of an order is required by these rules; but any
party may in addition serve a notice of such entry in the manner provided in
Rule 5 for the service of papers. Lack of notice of the entry by the clerk does
not affect the time to appeal or relieve or authorize the court to relieve a
arty for failure to appeal within the time allowed, except as permitted in
Rule 4(a) of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure.

(emphasis added).
vRule 77(d) charges a prospective appellant with the duty of following the progress
of the action and advising himself as to when the court makes an order which he wishes

to appeal." Goochv. Skelly Oil Company, 493 F.2d 366, 369 (10th Cir.), cert. denied, 419

U.S. 997 (1974), discussing Lathrop v. Oklahoma City Housing Authority, 438 F.2d 914

(10th Cir.), cert. denied, 404 U.S. 840 (1971). Whether notice is received from the court
clerk is "one of many factors to be considered in determining whether there has been
excusable neglect . . . . Rule 77(d), as amended, charges a prospective appellant with the

duty of keeping himself apprised as to the status of his case." Gooch, 493 F.2d at 369-70,
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discussing Long v. Emery, 383 F.2d 392 (10th Cir. 1967).

In carefully limited circumstances, the Tenth Circuit has given relief from an
untimely notice of appeal. If the district court induced detrimental reliance resulting in the
filing of an untimely notice of appeal, the appeal may be allowed in the interests of justice.

See, Stauber v. Kieser, 810 F.2d 1, 1-2 (lﬁth Cir. 1982); Pinion v. Dow Chemical U.S.A.,

928 F.2d 1522, 1526-35 (11th Cir.}, cert, denied, 112 S.Ct. 438 (1991).

Relief may also be available under Rule 60(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil

procedure.? Wallace v. McManus, 776 F.2d 915, 916-17 (10th Cir. 1985). Rule 60(b)
provides that a court may relieve a party ﬁom a final judgment, order, or proceeding for
the reasons of mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable neglect or for any other reason
justifying relief. The decision to grant a 60(b) motion is thus within the trial court’s
discretion.

Oral arguments were presented to Magistrate Judge Wagner on October 1, 1990 and
the district court issued the order being appealed on October 19, 1990. The order was
docketed on October 21, 1990.

. Counsel for GATC claims that he received information "from area practitioners" that

2 Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) reads in part:

On motion and upon such terms as are just, the court may relieve a party or a party’s legal representative from a
final judgment, order, or proceeding for the following reasons: (1} mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or excusable
neglect; (2) newly discovered evidence which by dise diligence could not have been discovered in time to move for
a new trial under Rule 59(b); (3) fraud (whether Kefetofore denominated intrinsic or extrinsic), misrepresentation,
or other misconduct of an adverse party; (4) the judgment is void; (5) the judgment has been satisfied, released,
ar discharged, or a prior judgment upon which it ilbued has been reversed or otherwise vacated, or it is no longer
equitable that the judgment should have prospéctive application; or (6) any other reason justifying relief from the
operation of the judgment. The motion shall be maide within a reasonable time, and for reasons (1), (2, and (3)
not more than one year after the judgment, order, or proceeding was entered or raken. A motion under this
subdivision (b) does not affect the finality of a_'jm&ginent or suspend its operation . . . .



delays of as long as six months to one year in obtaining decisions in this court were not
unusual, so he did not review the docket in this case for more than a year until November
21, 1991. He filed the motion at issue five days later.

The court concludes that, while co’!_’.u_isel for GATC may not have exercised diligence
in following the progress of this action, the interests of justice will be served by allowing
this matter to be appealed. It is well-k;mwn among area practitioners that the heavy
caseloads in this district court have caused significant delays in issuing decisions, and this
fact may have induced detrimental reliance on the part of counsel] for GATC. The Motion
of General American Transportation Corporation for Vacation of Order and Reentry Thereof
Pursuant to Rule 60(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (#13) is granted. The

Order is Vacated and Re-E tered as of the date of this order.

Dated this {5 § ‘day of %&/ , 1992. o
~<f/’ %\/@

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




UNITZD STATES DISTRICT COURT F( THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA M ﬁY 29 1992 d/

Richard M. Lawrence, Cledk

Uus. DISTRIGT COURT
Case No. 91-C-988-E ///9

ENTERED ON DOCKET

LEON U. MOODY,
Plaintiff,
V.

PROPERTY COMPANY OF AMERICA, INC.,

Defendant. DATE

Pursuant to Fed. R. €iv. Proc. 41(a)91) (ii), it is hereby
stipulated by LEON U. MOODY and PROPERTY COMPANY OF AMERICA,
INC., by and through its attorney of record, R. Hayden Downie of
Main and Downie, P.C., that the above entitled action be
dismissed with prejudice and each party shall be responsible for
their own costs.

Dated this 29th day of May, 1992.

2w 7200000y

MOQODY
3 South 136th Eas venue #B
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74134

PRO SE PLAINTIFF

7130 Scouth Lew1s Avenue
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74136
(918) 494-4050

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT,
PROPERTY COMPANY OF AMERICA, INC.

{911sti}:ssp
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ENRON CORPORATION,
Plaintiff, -
Case No. 88-C-739—B.////

V.

MICHAEL F. MERRICK,
an individual,

and
TEMERON, INC.,

an Oklahoma corporation,

Defendants.

P P R NP e R e g

ORDER

This cause having come before this Court upon the
Notice by Enron Corporation of its intent to abandon this
litigation for reasons stated therein, and it appearing to this
Court that Enron should be permitted to abandon this litigation,
it is, therefore,

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED THAT Enron Corporation
be, and hereby is, granted leave to abandon this action. It is
further Ordered that this action be, and hereby is, dismissed

with prejudice at the consent of Enron.

So Ordered this 5Qf’day of ;Zﬁaf??,/ , 1992.

United States District Judge
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DATE

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

KAREN K. GLENN,

Plaintiff /
vs. Case No. 91-C-242-B

e

A i B

M4 .
- vgg/%%/kkg

S A

LOUIS W. SULLIVAN, M.D.,
secretary of the Department
of Health and Human Services

—_— ;
o g ’

-~

Defendant

QRDER

Before the Court is Plaintiff Karen K. Glenn's objection to
the Report and Recommendation of the U.S. Magistrate Judge to
affirm termination of her digsability benefits.

Glenn began receiving social security benefits in 1986. The
record shows that a history of schizophrenic behavior caused her to
lose her job operating a spool trim machine for Zebco and rendered
her unable to work. In 1989, the Secretary of the Department of
Health and Human Services ("Secretary") issued a Notice of
Disability Cessation, which Glenn contested. After a hearing, the
aAdministrative Law Judge found that Glenn's entitlement to
disability benefits ended in February 1989 because medication had
improved her condition sufficiently to enable her to return to her
previous work. At the hearing, Glenn testified that she works part-
time as a housekeeper and as a caregiver for an elderly woman. She
said, however, that she ig unable to work an eight-hour day because
of stress, the fact that ghe tires easily and her memory would fade
due to both her mental condition and the medication she receives

1



bimonthly for her schizophrenia. Glenn appealed the ruling to the
Social Security Appeals Counecil, which affirmed termination of her
penefits. She then brought this judicial review pursuant to 42
U.S.C. §405(g) to challenge the final decision by the Secretary.
The Magistrate Judge recommends affirmation of the decision.

Glenn contends the decision should be reversed for three
reasons: 1) The findings of the Administrative Law Judge were not
pased on substantial evidence; 2) The Administrative Law Judge
erred when he d&id not hear ﬁastimony from a vocational expert; and
3) Glenn's due process rights were violated by the Administrative
Law Judge.

The Administrative Law Judge's findings stand if they are
supported by ngufficient relevant evidence in the record that a
reasonable person might deem adequate to support the ultimate
conclusion." Bernal v. Bowen, 851 F.2d 297, 299 (10th Cir. 1988).
In deciding whether the findings are supported by substantial
evidence, the Court must consider the record as a whole. Campbell
v. Bowen, 822 F.2d 1518, 1521 (10th cir. 1987). The Plaintiff has
the burden to show that she is unable to return to the prior work
she performed. Bernal, 851 F.2d at 299.

Plaintiff contends that the decisions of the Administrative
Law Judge ("ALJ") and the Magistrate Judge were not based on
substantial evidence because a representative of Mental Healthcare
services, Inc. stated in the record that the plaintiff "is able to
comprehend and carry out simple instructions with close

supervision" and that "[h]er physician has requested that she cut

2
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pack to two nights per week [of work], as she becomes overly tired,
and there is a possibility of decompensation when she is under
stress." Record on Appeal, p. 218-19. In addition, the Social
Security Administration's physician, Dr. coodman, testified that
wrilt is my impression that although she could probably not return
to her previous work as a machine operator I think she can do
simple tasks that did not require a great deal of interaction with
the public or strangers or a great deal of concentrated
intellectual effort." Recoxrd on Appeal, p. 235. The plaintiff
argues that these statements preclude any determination that she
can return to her past relevant work as a spool trimmer.

while Dr. Goodman stated that the plaintiff probably was
unable to return to her work as a spool trimmer, he also stated
that her schizophrenia was in remission. In addition, the most
recent assessments filed by Social security personnel (January 25,
1989, and May 26, 1989) showed that the effects of her
schizophrenia were not severe enough to paintain her classification
as disabled. Record on Appeal, Pp. 141~182. One report stated the
plaintiff "is able to do simple repetitive tasks... [she is) able
to relate well enough to have superficial, incidental types of
social contacts" 1d. at 145.

Another Social Security Administration report stated that
ncurrent medical evidence shows the claimant has normal thought
processes, and attention and concentration are intact. The
individual has the residual functional capacity to ... respond

appropriately to supervision, co-workers and customary work



pressure and changes in a routine work setting. Therefore, she
retains the capacity for unskilled work at all exertional levels."
Id. at 165. The Dictionary of Occupational Titles, on which the ALJ
is allowed to rely, defines the plaintiff's former job of running
a spocl trim machine as unskilled work.

While the plaintiff stated at the ALJ hearing that stress
caused her to forget, the only example she provided was when she
vput a pan to soak and forgot to wash it." Record on Appeal, P- 41.
She also testified that there had not been other recent examples of
forgetfulness brought on by stress.

In weighing the evidence, the ALJ determined that the
plaintiff "has had the residual functional capacity to perform the
exertional and nonexertional requirements of work." (Finding #9,
Record _on Appeal, P- 19) and that the plaintiff's condition does
not prevent her from performing her past work as a spool trimmer
(Finding #11, Record on Appeal, P- 20) . He determined that the
plaintiff has the capacity for unskilled work at all exertional
levels, and that her non-exertional limitation of stress brought
about by schizophrenia ig in remission. Evidence showed that the
plaintiff no longer isolated herself; that her conversational
ability, alertness and concentration had improved; and that she
took care of her personal appearance and housekeeping.

The Magistrate Judge found that the two statements cited
above, without more, do not meet the plaintiff's purden of showing
she was unable to return to her past relevant work. This court

holds some concern that the one doctor who specifically addressed



the question of whether the plaintiff was able to return to her job
as a spool trimmer stated some doubt. However, this court agrees
that there is sufficient relevant evidence in the record that a
reasonable person might deem adequate to support the ultimate
conclusion that the plaintiff is able to do her past work.

If the ALJ determines that a claimant is able to return to his
previous work, testimony from a vocational expert is unnecessary.
Williams v. califano, 590 F.2d 1332, 1334 (5th Cir. 1979). If the
plaintiff has met the burden of proving inability to return to
previous relevant work, testimony from vocational experts is used
by the Secretary to show that the plaintiff retains capacity to

perform an alternative work activity. Frey v. Bowen, 816 F.2d 508

(10th cir. 1987). since the plaintiff in this case never met the
burden of proving she was unable to return to her previous work,
vocational testimony was not needed and the ALJ did not err by not
hearing testimony from a vocational expert.

The plaintiff also alleges that her due process rights were
violated because she was unable to cross—examine <the Social
Security Administration's physician. The request for subpoena was
not received five days before the ALJ hearing as regulations
require, and cross-examination was not allowed. Plaintiff states
that the letter was mailed on December 29, 1989 (seven days before
the hearing), that the social Security Administration waived the
five-day rule in this case, and that the ALJ left the record open
an additional 15 days to allow additional evidence to be entered.

However, the letter requesting the subpoena was not received by the



Social Security Administration until January 2, 1990 (three days
before the hearing), and plaintiff points to no evidence supporting
the allegation that the Soclal Security Administration waived the
five-day rule in this case. Purthermore, although the ALJ allowed
the record to remain open for fourteen days to receive additional
evidence, this does not change the requirements of 20 C.F.R.
404.950(d) (2) that the reguest for subpoena be submitted at least
five days before the hearing date. The Court therefore concludes
the ALJ did not abuse his discretion by refusing to allow cross-—
examination.

The Court finds that there is sufficient relevant evidence in
the record to support the ALJ's ruling that the plaintiff is able
to perform her prior work, and therefore testimony from a
vocational expert is unnecessary. The plaintiff's due process right
to subpoena the reporting physician was not properiy executed, but
it was not violated. The Secretary's decision is, therefore,
AFFIRMED.

IT IS SO ORDERED THIS 4525 DAY OF MAY, 1992.

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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| pareMAY 28 1992
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT T

NORTHERN DISWRICT OF OKLAHOMA :

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD Cu.,

Plaintiff, i
N e O
Case No.'s 89-C-868-B
89-C—-869-B
90~-C~-859-B

vsS.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

befendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

)
)
)
)
)
)
vsS. )
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK .
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR }
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.: CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, }
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.; )
ENVIRO~CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, }
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.; )
FEST IMPORYS, INC.; FINE )
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN, )
INC.; FRANKS & SONS, INC.; )
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.; GRIEF )
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )}



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.;)
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY; }
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS }
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING; )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D }
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.; )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; }
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; )
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY; }
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )

)

)

Third Party Defendants.
NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
BALDO C COMPANY

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41l(a) (1), Federal”ﬂﬁles of Civil Procedure, and herelby
dismisses its Third Party Comyiaint in relation to the Third Party
Defendant, Baldor Electric Company.
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Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913

Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 61lst St., Suite 260

Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

CERT % MAILING

I do hereby certify that on the <7 day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true ‘#pd correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the £ owing parties with proper postage
fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
41% 8. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

. il B T

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis

610-1.2/rawp



UNITED STATE!

NORTHERN DIS

AT O RRTONT O A Blalt) b mr
-k e e S o e e ;\.LwAaF.LELD L LI

Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

S

)
)
)
2
{
)

Defendants. E
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

ENTERED ON DOCKET

g

MAY 28 1997

DATE

DISTRICT COURT
ICT OF OKLAHOMA

L2

N

case No.'s Bg-d:géB-B
890-C-869-B
90-C-859-B

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

)
)
)
pDefendant and Third )
pParty Plaintiff, )
vS.

)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK )
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS .)
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO.,
INC.: CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO,
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING .
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES,
INC.: CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.}
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.:
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION;
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC,
INC.: EXXON CORPORATION;
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. -
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.j
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN,
INC.: FRANKS & SONS, INC.; -
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.; GRIEF =~
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; o
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUCY TTvn3, INC.;)
LITTLE ROCK RO.iL 157 B INERY ; )
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING; 3
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. B
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; 51
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX ¥y
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a -}
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.; )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL INC.; }
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; }
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
¢0., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY; }
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. }

)

)

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DIBKISﬂh&n F THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &

Pressure Tank Truck Services, ‘Inc., pursuant to and in accordance

with Rule 4i(a) (1), Federal les of Civil Procedure, and hereby -
dismisses its Third Party Complaint in relation to the Third Party

Defendant, Conoco, Inc.



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

s A I =
Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 6l1lst St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136
(918) 743-1276

MAILING

I do hereby certify that .on the é27ﬁﬂqday of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.5/rawp

S Al S

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




e — ENTERED ON DOCKET

DATEyfY-2 81952
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT .. -

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

A i

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD Co.,

™M

e
Taoet o

Plaintiff,

]
i

[
e

-
Case No.'s 89-C-B868~B
89-C-869-8
90-C-859-B

vVS.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants. -
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS'

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

)
)
)
Defendant and Third )
Party Plaintiff, )

vs.

)
)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK )
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.: BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.: CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.: )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.; )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
FRNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, )
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS Cco.t )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE )
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN, )
INC.: FRANKS & SONS, INC.: )
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.; GRIEF )
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY: )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.;)
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY; )
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA }
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING; )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.; )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; )
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; )
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY; )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )

)

)

Third Party Defendants.
NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
CONTINENTAL BAKING COMPANY
COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41{a) (1), Federal #iiles of Civil Procedure, and hereby
dismisses its Third Party Compiaint in relation to the Third Party

Defendant, Continental Baking Company.

2



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. e6lst St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

c CAT MAILING

R A
I do hereby certify that ‘on the cQ 77‘ day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.6/rawp

Tl P

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




ERTERED ON DOCKES

- o MAY 28 1992

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

et al.,

Defendants. :
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

_ O BN
ATLANTIC RICHIIZLD 0., ] -
) I rl
Plaintiff, ) . T
j :l.u- . - R
vs. 5] Case No.'s 89-C-868-B
) 89-C-869-B
AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC., ) 90-C-859-B
R
)
)

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

)
)
)
)
)
)
vs. )
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK )
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR }
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS, )
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.:; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CC., )
INC.;: CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.: CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.;: )}
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a . )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.; )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, )
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.; )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE y:
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN,
INC.; FRANKS & SONS, INC.; b
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.; GRIEF )
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, }



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUCK LIKTD, THC.1)
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACLIKWIRY; )
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC: BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING; )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW }
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI:; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.; )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.:; )
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; )
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
CcO., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY; )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )

)

)

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
ERNIE MILLER IAC GMC, INC.

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 4i(a) (1), Federal Rules of civil Pracedure, and hereby
dismisses its Third Party Cdﬁﬁlaint in relation to the Third Party

Defendant, Ernie Miller Pontliac GMC, Inc.

2



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

Wwce i 227 2=

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 6l1lst St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

CERTIFICNTE OF MAILING

.
I do hereby certify that on the &2?% day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.8/rawp

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURFATE
NORTHERN DIST%ICT OF OKLAHOMA

et al.,

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO., ) . il 27582

). .

Plaintiff, ). s

) " I -
vVsS. )} Case No.'s 89-C-8#68-B .. /(i

) 89-C-869-B
AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC., ) 90~C-859-B

)

)

)

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

Vs,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.:; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK }
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D }
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN }
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS, )
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTOQO, INC.; )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; }.
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, 1B
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION; ).
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.; )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE Yy
TRUCK LINE, INC.: FORSGREN, ¥
INC.; FRANKS & sSoMg, Iwvo,, ¥
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.: GRIEF ¥y
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY;: }
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, }
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.}:}
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY; )
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING: )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.;: )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; )
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; )
VAIMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY; )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )
)
)

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
SCREW CORPORAIION DIVISION V8I

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby

dicmisses itz Third Durty Complaint in relation to the Third Party

Defendant, Screw Corporation Division VSI.

2



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

/jgéz;é?iﬁi;§7jizzz;éz;;;zzmw_.

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913

Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 6l1lst St., Suite 260

Tulisa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

ATLING

I do hereby certify that on the éZg7 day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.15/rawp

it 7

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




~ ENTERED ON DOCKET
DATE L) Ozg/f/%f

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT B
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA N

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO.,
Plaintiff.
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

pefendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vs.

)

)

)

)

)

)

)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK }
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.: )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.: CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.: CONTINENTAL BAKING }
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.: CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.: )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.; }
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, )
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.: )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.: FINE )
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN, )
TMA, s FRANTS £ SONS, INC.; )
cEsR BPUTUOTR, INC.; GRIEF )
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )

. R

wal 27 1002

PN
i

) . P e
s . R )

| T
case No.'s 89-C-868LB - Pay
89-C~869-B
90-C-859-B



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.;:)
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY; )
MASONITE CORPORATICN; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATICON; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING: )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.: )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.; )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; )
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.:; )
VAIMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY; )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )

)

)

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISHISSBL”ﬂi THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
8TANDARD a PLANTERS PEANUTS
COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby
dismisses its Third Party Complaint li, rclatisn €2 +hc Third Party
Defendant, Standard Brands, Inc. d/b/a Planters Peanuts.

2



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 61st St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I do hereby certify that on the é?ﬂ day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067
William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.14/rawp

A D D e

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO.,
Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vs.

AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.;
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO.,
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO,
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES,
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.;
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.;
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION;
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC,
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION;
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC.

a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.;
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE
TRUCK LINE, INC.:; FORSGREN,
INC : PRAMES & SONT, TNC.;
GEAR PRODUNTS, IN7_ ; CRIRF
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY;
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

Case No.'s 89-@&368-B
89~C-869-B
90~C~-859-B

S pxt
e

ON DLCHE!



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY;

J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES,
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.

LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY;
MASONITE CORPOPATION; MOLL

TOOL & PLASTIC: BAXTER HEALTH

CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY ;
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING;
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC.

a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.;
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI:
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA
TRAILER & BODY, INC.;

U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.:
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.;
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL

CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY;

RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC.

Third Party Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
}
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) .
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)
)

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
BAXTER HEALTH CARE CORPORATION

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &

Pressure Tank Truck Services, ‘Inc., pursuant to and in accordance

with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Kuies of Civil Procedure, and hereby

dis=mizces its Third Party Complaint in relatior tc the Third Party

Defendant, Baxter Health Caré'bdrporation.

2



Respectfully Submitted,
DOYLE & HARRIS

il

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913

‘Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282

2431 E. 6l1st sSt., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136
(918) 743-1276

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

_ “

I do hereby certify that on the é2;7 day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067
William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.13/rawp

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ST

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO.,
Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

St Sl Nttt Nirl® N Nt Nageh? “gl® ™ ayt ot

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK }
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.: BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.; )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; }
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, }
INC.;: EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.:; )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE )
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN, )
INC - FDANKS & on¥MNC, TNMC )
GEAR PRODUCTS, T/ : (RIEW )
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )

nat 21
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rng

WNTA

case No.'s sbic-g868-B"

89-C-869-B
90-C-859-B




HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.;)
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY; )
MASONITE CORPORATTON; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING; )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.; )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; )
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; )
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY: )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )

)

)

Third Party Defendants.
NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
HACKNEY BROTHERS BODY COMPANY

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby
dismicsan its Third Party Complaint in rele*icn to the Thixd Party
Defendant, Hackney Brothers Bbdy Company.

2



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

T
Tl L S
Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 61st St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136
(918) 743-1276

CERTIFICAT] MAILING

I do hereby certify that on the QZ?*O‘ day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage
fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis

610=-1.11/rawp



i o

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT DATE T
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA SR

i
*

et al.,

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO., ) RO X R 1
) e
Plaintiff, Y uu.“iﬁj_,hmiﬂ
) PR caT
vs. } Case No.'s 89-C-868~B. RFRIRA JROR
) 89-C-869~B
AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC., ) 90-C-859-B
)
)
)

pDefendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

pefendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vs.

AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.: CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.; )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

)
}
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

INC.; EXXON CORPORATION;
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC.

a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.;
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN,
TNC.; FRANKS & SONS, INC.; .
AEAR PRODUCTS, INC.; GRIEF
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY;
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN

HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY;
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES,
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.

LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY:;
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL

TOOL & PLASTIC; RAXTER HEALTH

CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY;
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING;
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC.
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.;
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI;
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA
TRAILER & BODY, INC.;

U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.;
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.;
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS

COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT

CO., INC.:; COMMERCIAL

CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY:;

RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC.

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,

HE

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,

dismisses its Third Pariy Cemplaint in rnl=tion to the Third Party

Defendant, Heekin Can, Inc.

}
)
)
1)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

and hereby



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

A I
Vil A 2 2=

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913

Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282

2431 E. 6l1lst St., Suite 260

Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I do hereby certify that on the (Q7{R day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067
William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.12/rawp

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




TARTLRAED ON DOCKET

oarddAY 28 1932 .

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

AT YT T T ™ Y
APTLTIC RICHPIEBLS CC.,

Plaintiff’ ' ' "‘]“
3N GO0
vs. Case No.'s 89~-C-868-B
89-C-869-B
AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC., 90-C~-859-B

et al.,

Nt Vi gy Nt Vit Vg et Vit Sl sl

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES, :

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK )
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK }
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.: BROWN & RoOOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., }
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.:; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.:; )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, )
INC.: EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS Co.7 )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE )
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGRELN, )
INC.: FRANKS & SONS, INC.: )
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.; GRIEF )
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY;
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES,
INC.; JONES TDNov LINTS, INT. !
LITTLE ROCL LD MACUNNLRY;
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY:
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING;

REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC.

a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.;
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI;
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA
TRAILER & BODY, INC.;

U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.;
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.;
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY;
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC.

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL Ol THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rulie 4l(a)(l), Federal Rules of Civii Procedure, and hereby
dismisses its Third Party Complaint in relation to the Third Party
Defendant, Crain Industries, Inec..

2



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

L

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 6l1lst St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

CE TE_OF MAILING

. 7S
I do hereby certify that on the 4527 day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage
fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

R A

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis

610-1.7/ravp



UNITED STATES DISTRICT cOUHF

.....

ENYEHEDCW&UUCKET

MAY 2% 1992

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA O

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO.,
Plaintifr,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

veS.

AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.;
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO.,
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO,
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES,
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.;
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.:
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION;
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC,
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION;
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC.

a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.;
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN,
INC.; FRANKS & SONS, INC.;
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.; GRIEF
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY;
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

T

KO
Case No.'s 89-C-868-B

89-C-869-B
90~-C-859-B



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.:)
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY;: )
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING; )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.; )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; }
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; )
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY; )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )

)

)

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
GEAR ; INC.

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby
dismisses itz Third Darty Complaint in relation to the Third Party

Defendant, Gear Products, Inc.



CER

Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

I
//’{f_ (%/vamﬂﬁz _____ :
Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 61st St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136
(918) 743=1276

MATLING

71-4

I do hereby certify that on the QEE7 day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.10/rawp

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




UNITED STATES

ENTERED ON DOCKET

DATE

MAY 28 1992 .

DISTRICT COURT o

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO.,
Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

LRER VIS

Vo £

0o

KCi.o o

Case No.'s 89~-C~-868-B
89-C-869-B

90-C-859-B

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vSsS.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK )
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS, )
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )}
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING }
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.; )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, )
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.; )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE )
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN, )
INC.; FRANYC & SoMg, INC. - )
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC,: 7RIRY )
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; }
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )

b
ars ¢

1232

CH R



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY;
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES,
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY ;
MASONITE CORPORATION: MOTT.
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY;
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING;
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC.
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.;
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI;
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA
TRATILER & BODY, INC.;
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.;
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; )
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
CcoO., INC.: COMMERCIAL )
)
)
)
)

-e

CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY;
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC.

Third Party Defendants.

Pressure Tank Truck Services,
with Rule 41(a)(l), Federal R s of Civil Procedure, and hereby
Sismiscrs itz TRird Party Compiaint in relation to the Third Toity
Defendant, Facet Enterprises, ﬁﬁc; a/k/a Puralator Products Co.



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 6l1st St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

CERT MAILING

I do hereby certify that the ,37'“‘ day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage
fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis

610-1.9/rawp
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1994

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA .

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO.,
Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vs.

AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALIL BROS
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.;
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO.,

INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES,
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.;
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.:
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION;
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC,
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION ;
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC.

a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.;
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN,
INC.; FRANKS & SONS, INC_:
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC : ARTE®
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY;
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
; .
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, }
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
i
}
)
)
)

I
et

ey

28500

Case No.'s 89~C~&mng
89-C~-869-B
90-C—~-859~B

\*1
u'-
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HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY:
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES,
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.;
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY;
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOTT.
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY;
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING;

REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC.

a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.;
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI;
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA
TRAILER & BODY, INC.;

U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.;
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.;
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT
cO., INC.; COMMERCIAL
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY;
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC.

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
TD INC.

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby
Aisaineas i+= Third Party Complaint in relation to the Third Party

Defendant, T D Williamson, Inc.



CERT

Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 6l1lst St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

MAILING

I do hereby certify that on the é277%\ day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true anﬂ correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 5. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.17/rawp

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ¢ ' T
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA S

ATILANTIC RICHFIELD co.,
Plaintiff,
vsS.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.

AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

s

gy
case No.'s 89-C-868-B

89-C-869-B
90-C-859-B

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

pefendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vsS.

AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR
ELECTRIC COMPANY: BALDWIN
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.;
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO.,
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONQCO,
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES,
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.;
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.;
ENVIRO~CHEM CORPORATION;
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC,
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION;
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. :
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.;
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN,
—we ;. PRANKS & SONS, INC.:
cR 3 poohyeTs, INC.; GRIEF
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY:
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN
HENSHAL; HUDSCN OIL COMPANY;

J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES,
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.

LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY;
MASONITE CORDPORATICN; MOLL

TOOL & PLASTIC:; BAXTER HEALTH

CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY;
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING;
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC.

a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.;:
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI;
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA
TRAILER & BODY, INC.;

U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.:
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.;
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS

COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT

C0., INC.; COMMERCIAL

CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY;

RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC,

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
SYNTEX AGRI BUSINESS IKC, a/k/a SYNTEX CORPORATION
COMES NOW the Defendant/Third
Pressure Tank Truck Services, thc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Riles of Civil Procedure,
dismisses its Third Party Complaint ir yolz%irm £~ the Third Party

Defendant, Syntex AGRI Business Inc. a/k/a Syntex Corporation.

)
)
)
7)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) .
)
)
)
)]
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
}
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)]

2

Party Plaintiff Vacuum

and hereby



CERT AT

Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

;;_ini;;w6<2?7;g;?52;;;;f,_m“,

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 61st St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

' MAILING

I do hereby certify that on the gZTFi day of May, 1992, I

caused to be mailed a true a

correct copy of the above and

foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.16/rawp

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO.,
Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS
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VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK )
SERVICES, )
}
)

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

VS.

AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN
PIANC & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.;
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO.,
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO,
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES,
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.;
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.;
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION;
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC,
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION;
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC.

a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.:
FEST IMPORTS, INC.: FINE
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN,
INC.; FRANKS & S€0oMNg, INC.,
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.: GRILF
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY;
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
}
).
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
).
)
)
)
)
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NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

Case No.'s 89-C-868-B -

89-C-869~BHI. 1

90-C~859-B



-----

HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY;
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES,
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.;
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY;
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY;
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING;

REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC.

a/k/a T& LEASING, INC.;
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI;
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA
TRAILER & BODY, INC.:

U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.;
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.;
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY:
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC.
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Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
TI 3 TION
COMES NOW the Defendant/fhird Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a)(l), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby
dicmisszs its Third Party Complaint in relation to the Third Party

Defendant, Timex Corporation.



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

”Jﬁzz;fkﬂﬁi2?7 ;ZZ- 223; ]
Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 61st St., Suite 2860
Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I do hereby certify that on the 527%% day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage
fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 5. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis

610~1.19/rawp



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT DATE .—
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA ol

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO.,
Plaintiff,
vs.,

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vsS.

AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.;
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO.,

INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES,
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.;
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.:
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION;
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC,
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION;
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC.

a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.;
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN,
TNC.; TMANES & SONS, INC.;
SRAR PRCLULTS, INC.; GRIEF
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY;
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
;

INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
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Case No.'s 89-C~868=B..
89-C~-869-B
90-C-859-B



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.;)
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY: )
MASONITE CORPORATION: MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING; )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.; )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; )
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.;: )
VAIMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY; )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )

)

)

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSBL o

THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Rﬁlés of Civil Procedure, and hereby
dismisses its Third Party CampL#int in rel=ation o the Third Party
Defendant, Texas Instruments, ihc.

2
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Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

e

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913

Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 61st St., Suite 260

Tulsa, OK 74136

{(918) 743-1276

ILING

I do hereby certify that on the ;274H~ day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.18/rawp

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis



UNITED STATES DISTRICT courT DATE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO.,
Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK )
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTC, INC.; )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, )
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.; )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE )
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN, )

)

)

)

)

)

The . FRANYS foeoNae TNC.;
AFAR DPROGHOTS, THNI. . RIEF
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY;

HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

ENTEF&?\E& Og DO%@EZT

Case No.'s 89-C- 868—@
89-C-869-B
90-C—-859-B



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL: HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.: JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.;)
LITTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY; )
MASONITE CORPORATION; MCLL )
TOOL & PILASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD }
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS: PORCHE RACING; }
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D }
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.; )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; )
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; )
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
CO., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY:; )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )

)

)

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
UNION CARBIDE CHEMI . PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby
dismisses its Third Party Complaint in ralaiicn te *he Thivd Darty
Defendant, Union Carbide Chemicals and Plastic Company, Inc.

2



CE

Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

o

D el T s
Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 61st St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136
(918) 743-1276

ILING

, _ b T
I do hereby certify that on the‘;2 day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.20/rawp

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis
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NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
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2XCHFIELD CO.,
Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.,
et al.,

e st e it st Wi gt Nt T P

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

I L

Ccase No.'s 89LC-868-B ' - =i
89-C-869-B
90-C-859-B

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK )
SERVICES, }

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vS.

)
)
)
)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK )
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE:; BALDOR }
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BRQOS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)}
INC.: BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.; CONMACK, INC.: CONOCO, )
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING }
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.; }
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, )
INC.: EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.; )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE -~ )
TRUCK LINL, INC.:; FORSGREN, }
INC.; FRANKS & SONS, INC.: )
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.; GRIEF )
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )






Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

gl Al B o=

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 6l1lst St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136

{(918) 743-1276

e OF MAILING

———=ify that on the ;g?f“ day of May, 1992, I
—-—= a true and correct copy of the above and

——== to the feollowing parties with proper postage
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Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis




~— ENTERED ON DOCKET

oaTEMAY 2.8 1992

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

et al.,

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

o e
ATLANTIC RICHFIELD CO., ; A BT A
) -
Plaintiff, ) -=
vs. ) Case No.'s 89~-C-868-B BRI
) 89-C-869-B
AMERICAN ATRLINES, INC., ) 90-C-859-B
)
)
)

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

vs.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.; AYCOCK )
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK )
INVESTMENT COMPANY: B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANO & ORGAN CO.; BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.; )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, }
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION; )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.; )
FCST IMPORTS, INC.; FINE )
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FORSGREN, )
INC.; FRANKS & SONS, INC.; )
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.; GRIEF )
BROS CORPORATION; HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUCK LINES, INC.;:)
ITTTLE ROCK ROAD MACHINERY; )
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING; )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.: )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; )
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND )
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.; )
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
co., INC.; COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OII, COMPANY; )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. )

)

)

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL OF THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
BRO ' INC.

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Ruie 41{a) (1), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby
dismisses its Third Party Complaint in relation to the Third Party

Defendant, Brown & Root, Inc.



Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

U el B T

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913
Michael D. Davis, CBA #11282
2431 E. 6l1lst St., Suite 260
Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

CERTIFICAY MAILING

I do hereby certify that on the A 7%& day of May, 1992, I
caused to be mailed a true and correct copy of the above and
foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage
fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 90067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

St el

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis

610~1.4/rawp
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NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

AT ANIYC RICHFIELD UL,

P ey

Plaintiff, : c
b ' I
VS. Case No.'s 89-C-B868-B
89-C-869~-B
AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC., 90~-C-859-B

et al.,

N St N Vsl gyl gt Nl Vot Vot N

Defendants.
AND OTHER CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS -

VACUUM & PRESSURE TANK TRUCK
SERVICES,

Defendant and Third
Party Plaintiff,

VS.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
AMERIGAS, INC.; ATLAS )
TRUCKING CO., INC.: AYCOCK )
LEASING a/k/a AYCOCK }
INVESTMENT COMPANY; B & D )
TRUCK SERVICE; BALDOR )
ELECTRIC COMPANY; BALDWIN )
PIANC & ORGAN CO.: BALL BROS )
TRUCKING CO.; BAVARIAN MOTORS,)
INC.; BROWN & ROOT, INC.:; )
CHICKASHA MANUFACTURING CO., )
INC.; CONMACK, INC.; CONOCO, )
INC.; CONTINENTAL BAKING )
COMPANY; GREYHOUND LINES, )
INC.; CRAIN INDUSTRIES, INC.; )
AMERICAN CAN COMPANY d/b/a )
DIXIE CUPS; DESOTO, INC.: )
ENVIRO-CHEM CORPORATION; )
ERNIE MILLER PONTIAC GMC, )
INC.; EXXON CORPORATION: )
FACET ENTERPRISES, INC. )
a/k/a PURALATOR PRODUCTS CO.; )
FEST IMPORTS, INC.; F1NE }
TRUCK LINE, INC.; FGRSCRIN, )
INC.; FRANKS & SONS, INC.:; );
GEAR PRODUCTS, INC.:; GRIEF )
BROS CORPORATION: HACKNEY )
BROTHERS BODY COMPANY; )
HALLETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )



HEEKING CAN, INC.; JOHN )
HENSHAL; HUDSON OIL COMPANY; )
J R WOODS TRANSPORT SERVICES, )
INC.; JONES TRUC¥ LINES, TINC.:)
LITTLE ROCK 20AL MACHILERY: )
MASONITE CORPORATION; MOLL )
TOOL & PLASTIC:; BAXTER HEALTH )
CARE CORPORATION; OKLAHOMA )
SOLVENTS & CHEMICAL COMPANY; )
P M F, INC.; PETROLEUM )
MARKETING CO.; STANDARD )
BRANDS, INC. d/b/a PLANTERS )
PEANUTS; PORCHE RACING; )
REID SUPPLY COMPANY; RENTAL )
UNIFORM SERVICES, INC. )
a/k/a T&G LEASING, INC.; )
ROLLINS TRUCK RENTAL; SCREW )
CORPORATION DIVISION VSI; )
SUPERWRENCH, INC.; SYNTEX )
AGRI BUSINESS INC. a/k/a )
SYNTEX CORPORATION; T D )
WILLIAMSON, INC.:; TEXAS )
INSTRUMENTS, INC., TIMEX )
CORPORATION; TRANSMISSION )
SPECIALISTS COMPANY; TULSA )
TRAILER & BODY, INC.: )
U S POLLUTION CONTROL, INC.; )
UNION CARBIDE CHEMICALS AND }
PLASTIC COMPANY, INC.: )
VALMONT OILFIELD PRODUCTS )
COMPANY; WASTE MANAGEMENT OF )
TULSA, INC.; YATES IMPLEMENT )
co., INC.: COMMERCIAL )
CARTAGE; OLYMPIC OIL COMPANY; )
RUTHERFORD/PACIFIC, INC. }

)

]

Third Party Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISHIBBAI:;___'_E)!' THIRD PARTY DEFENDANT,
BALL BRO@ TRUCKING CO.

COMES NOW the Defendant/Third Party Plaintiff Vacuum &
Pressure Tank Truck Services, .Inc., pursuant to and in accordance
with Rule 41(a) (1), Federal R@;es of Civii Procedure, and hereby
dismisses its Third Party COmpiaint in relation to the Third Party
Defendant, Ball Bros Trucking Co.

2
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Respectfully Submitted,

DOYLE & HARRIS

Steven M. Harris, OBA #3913

Michael D. Davis, OBA #11282
2431 E. 61st St., Suite 260

Tulsa, OK 74136

(918) 743-1276

F_MATLING

I do hereby certify that on the K7 day of May, 1992, I

caused to be mailed a true and

correct copy of the above and

foregoing instrument to the following parties with proper postage

fully prepaid thereon.

Larry Gutterridge
SIDLEY & AUSTIN

2049 Century Park East
Suite 3500

Los Angeles, CA 20067

William Anderson
DOERNER, STUART, et al.
1000 Atlas Life Building
415 S. Boston

Tulsa, OK 74103

610-1.3/rawp

Steven M. Harris
Michael D. Davis
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT F I L E D

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

MAY27 1992 &
WARD PRICE,
Pt e dan
Plaintiff, NORTHERN DISTRICT 0F oxuﬂm
vs. No. 92-C-113-E

K-MART, INC., et al.,

e Tt Vsl Vsl Vil Vot Nt VP Vet

Defendants.

QRDER

Before the Court is the Report and Recommendation (R&R) of the
U. S. Magistrate and Plaintiff's objection thereto. The Court has
reviewed the record in light bf the relevant law and finds that the
R&R should be affirmed.

In his complaint, Mr. Price asserts that certain alleged
conduct, on the part of K-Mart employees, infringed upcon his
constitutional rights. The R&R articulated the elements required
to sustain a claim under 42 U.S8.C. §1983: that Defendants' actions
constituted a violation of specific constituticnal guarantees and
that those actions were taken "under color of state law." By way
of explanation, the latter element requires that a justiciable
claim under §1983 must pertain to the invasion of an individual's
federal rights effected through state participation or
authorization. Because it can be said to a legal certainty that
any deprivation of Plaintiff's constitutional rights by K-Mart
through its employees does not implicate the state, the Court must
dismiss this action.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Magistrate's R&R is affirmed.



ORDERED this _26_5-" day of May, 1992.

. ELLISON, Chief Judge
STATES DISTRICT COURT
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 199
FOR THE MAY 27 2

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Richard M, Lawrence Ciark
+

S. DISTRICT ¢O

. URT
MOUNTAIN STATES FINANCIAL NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OK{AHOMA

RESOURCES, CORP.,
ENTERED ON DOCKET

oxre_5-27- 9388

Plaintiff,

vS. NO. 91-C-865-E
L. DAVID HUSO, a/k/a L. D.
HUSO, an individual, and
OMAHA CREDIT REINSURANCE
COMPANY, LTD., an Arkansas

corporation,
Defendant.
JOURNAL ENTRY OF JUDGMENT
NOW ON THIS ‘] day of k777c-mf , 1992, this cause
comes on to be heard before the uUndersigned Judge. The

defendants, L. David Huso, a/k/a L. D. Huso, and Omaha Credit
Reinsurance Company, Ltd., were served with summons more than
twenty (20) days prior to this date. The Court finds that the
defendants are in default.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that this Court has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject
matter of this cause, that said defendants are adjudged to be in
default, and the allegations contained in plaintiff's complaint
be taken as true and confessed against the said defendants.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the plaintiff is granted judgment against the defendant,
Omaha Credit Reinsurance Company, Ltd., on its first cause of
action with respect to promissory note number 8064873, for the

principal sum of $236,578.83, accrued interest in the amount of



$98,390.87, through September 30, 1991, interest accruing thereon
at the rate of $74.54 per diem from October 1, 1991, until fully
paid, as provided by 28 U.S.C. Section 1961.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the plaintiff is granted judgment against the defendant, L.
David Huso, a/k/a L. D. Buso, on its second cause of action with
respect to promissory note number 6006930, for the principal sum
of $14,393.55, accrued interest in the amount of §2,004.06
through September 30, 1991, interest accruing thereon at the rate
of $4.14 per diem from October 1, 1991, until fully paid, as
provided by 28 U.S.C. Section 1961.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the plaintiff is granted Jjudgment against the defendant, L.
David Huso, a/k/a L. D. Huso, on its third cause of action with
respect to a certain Cash Reserve (Credit Agreement, for the
principal sum of §1,452.06, accrued interest in the amount of
$781.25, through September 30, 1991, interest accruing thereon at
the rate of §.716 per diem from October 1, 1991, until fully
paid, as provided by 28 U.S.C. Section 196l.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court
that the plaintiff is granted judgment against the defendant, L.
David Huso, a/k/a L. D. Huso, on its fourth cause of action with
respect to a certain Cash Reserve Credit Agreement, for the
principal sum of §8,885.1l, accrued interest in the amount of
84,778.25, through September 30, 1991, interest accruing thereon
at the rate of $4.38 per diem from October 1, 1991, until fully

paid, as provided by 28 U.S.C. Section 1961.



IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court that
the plaintiff is granted judgment against the defendant, L. David
Huso, a/k/a L. D. Huso, on its sixth cause of action with respect
to his February 18, 1988, continuing Guaranty Agreement, for the
principal sum of $236,578.83, accrued interest in the amount of
$98,390.87, through September 30, 1991, interest accruing thereon
at the rate of $74.54 per diem from October 1, 1991, until fully
paid, as provided by 28 U.s.cC. Section 1961. This judgment shall
pe joint and several with the judgment appearing on page 1,
paragraph III, supra. |

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the Court that
the plaintiff should have and recover an in personam judgment
against the defendants, for its costs and a reasonable attorney's
fee, to be determined by this Court following notice and a hearing,
as provided by Federal Rule 54(d), and 12 0.S. Sections 928 and
936, and the terms of the promissory notes, cash reserve credit
agreements and guaranty agreement mentioned above.

So ORDERED this Qé fday of May, 1992.

FOR ALL OF WHICH LET EXECUTION OR GARNISHMENT ISSUE.

ELLISON, Chief Judge
STATES DISTRICT COURT
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

FILED
MAY 27 1882 (5

'ﬁ‘ nard M. Lawrance, Glerk
No. 91-C-79-E / 8. DISTRICT COURT

DAVID LEE SACK,
Plaintiff,
VSs.
ST. FRANCIS HOSPITAL, et al.,

Defendants.

)
’.
)
)
)
)
).
)
)

on the 8th day of May, 1992 the Motion to Dismiss of all
Defendants was before the Caﬁrt for oral argument. Plaintiff,
David Lee Sack, was present ﬁro se. Defendants, Saint Francis
Hospital, Benjamin G. Bennex,:Karl N. Detwiler, Harold Dunlap,
chrys W. Corcoran, John C. Sacrxa, Unknown Security Guard, Unknown
Medical Person were present by and through their attorney of
record, Jennifer J. Keglovits. The Court has reviewed the
pleadings, briefs and other evidence contained in the record, as
well as the oral argument presented by counsel and pro se Plaintiff
and Plaintiff's subsequent H&tion to Reconsider, filed May 15,
1992. The Court believes that Mr. Sack now understands and

acknowledges that the principﬁl igsues raised herein are barred by

res judicata and collateral é@toppel because they were heard and
ruled upon by Judge Seay in the Eastern District. CIV-90-554-S.

The Court finds that the remaiﬁing pendant state claims should not

be considered by the Co pursuant to the Supplemental

Jurisdiction Act, 18 U.S.C. §1367. See King Fisher Marine Service,

Inc. v. 21st Phoenix Corp., 893 F.2d 1155 (10th Cir. 1990), Transck



Pipeline Co. v. Darks, 565 F.2d 1150 (l10th cir. 1977).
The Court therefore holds that Plaintiff's claims should be

dismissed in their entirety.

So ORDERED this o1 ‘Z"agy of May, 1992.

ELLISON, Chief Judge
STATES DISTRICT CCOURT
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IN THE UNITEDR STATES DISTRICT COURT F I L E D

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
MAY 27 1992@{

lﬁhlrd M, Lawrenes, Cls
. 8. DISTRICY
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF %ﬂ%’o’?‘fk

ERWIN AND ELKE REIFF,
Plaintiffs,

vs. No. 90-C-1030-E

~
BLUE CROSS AND BLUE SHIELD OF
OKLAHOMA, Individually and as
Trade Name of GROUP HEALTH
INSURANCE OF OKLAHOMA, INC.,

it Nt Ut VNt Nl Van? Nt bl N Wt Vgt Yagh

Defendant.

E

Pursuant to the Tenth Circuit Mandate of March 27, 1992, this
Court's Order of September 4, 1991 is vacated, Plaintiffs' Petition
for fees and costs is dismissed as moot, and this action is hereby
dismissed.

4
So ORDERED this Zé ﬁday of May, 1992.

O/M .

JAMES %ELLIS{SN, Chief Judge

UNITED/STATES DISTRICT COURT
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

FILED
A2 1092

Richard M. L awr
U.S. DISTAICY gayger

BRUCE W. ROBINETT, JAMES R,
JOHNSON, JESSE J. WORTEN, 1II,
and DAVID B. KING,
individuals, d/b/a

BREWER, WORTEN, ROBINETT,
JOHNSON, WORTEN & KING,

a professional law
partnership,

vsS. Case No. 92-C-243 E
RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION,

a government corporation and

receiver for Peoples Savings

& Loan Association,

Bartlesville, Oklahoma,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Plaintiffs, )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Defendant.'
DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

COME NOW Plaintiffﬂ, Bruce W. Robinett, .James R.
Johnson, Jesse J. Worten, III and David B. King, individuals,
d/b/a Brewer, Worten, Robinatt, Johnson, Worten & King, a
professional law partnership, and hereby dismisses with
prejudice the above-capti&ﬁad matter against the Defendant,
Resolution Trust Corporation.

Dated this 21st day of May, 1992.

Respectfully submitted,
BREWER, WORTEN, ROBINETT,

JOHNSON, WORTEN & KING
Attorneys for Plaintiff

By C::%zg;t*“dg‘ ( ~
Dm King, OB¥ 5025
P. 1066

Bartlesville, OK 74005
(918) 336-~4132
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DI&TRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED BTATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiref,

oy

vS.

RICHARD DUVALL FIELDS; BHIR&;;
ANN FIELDS; DONALD L. JURI¢I
and WANDA MAE JURICK, K
Individually and as Co-Trusté t
of the Donald L. Jurick Trust;
GRAND INVESTMENT COMPANY; _
COUNTY TREASURER, Tulsa County
Oklahoma; and BOARD OF COUN!
COMMIBSBIONERS, Tulsa County,
Oklahona, o

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Defendants. CIVIL ACTION NO. 89-C-041-B

UDGMENT

of America, acting on behalf £ the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, for

leave to enter a Deficiency JEdgment. The Plaintiff appears by

Attorney for the Northern District of

Tony M. Graham, United States

Oklahoma, through Phil Pinn':-, Assistant United States Attorney, and
the Defendants, Richard Duvall Fields and Shirley Ann Fields, appear

through their attorney of re rd, Dennis A. Caruso. The Court being

fully advised and having ex: 'nad the court file finds that a copy of

Plaintiff's Motion was mail o Dennis A. Caruso, at Brune, Pezold,

Richey & Lewis, 700 Sinclai fldaing, 6 East 5th Street, Tulsa,

Oklahoma 74103, Attorney fof Defendants, Richard puvall Fields and

Shirley Ann Fields, and all er counsel and parties of record. The

court further finds that the'mount of the Judgment rendered on

December 27, 1989, in favor of the Plaintiff United States of America,



and against the Defendants, Richard Duvall Fields and Shirley Ann
Fields, with interest and costs to date of sale is $44,356.61.

The Court further finds that the fair market value of the
real property at the time of sale was $20,000.00.

The Court further:finda that the real property involved
herein was sold at Marshal'q'iala, pursuant to the Judgment of this
Court entered December 27, 1§39, for the sum of $8,981.00 which is
less than the market value. -

The Court further finds that the Marshal's sale was

confirmed pursuant to the Order of this Court on ﬁ§aﬁng%/ '
- '/

1991.
The Court further finds that the Plaintiff, United States of

America on behalf of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, is accordingly
entitled to a deficiency judgiient against the Defendants, Richard

puvall Fields and Shirley Ann Fields, as follows:

Principal Balance ag of 12-27-89 $32,530.72
Interest 9,871.85
Late Charges to Date of Judgment 398.52
Appraisal by Agency’ 500.00
Management Broker F;.s to Date of Sale 588.15
Abstracting ‘ 94.00
Publication Fees of_Notice of Sale 148.37
Court Appraisera'.?nas 225,00
TOTAL L $44,356.61
Less Credit For Fdiy Market Value -20,000.00
DEFICIENCY . $24,356.61



deficiency being the differ# e between the amount of Judgment

rendered herein and the appraised value of the property herein.

IT I8 THEREFORE Q BD, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the

United States of America on ‘behalf of the Secretary of Veterans

Affairs have and recover fr

Shirley Ann Fields, a defici
plus interest at the legal

deficiency judgment from date of judgment until paid.

o TUOR D BT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT:

TONY M. GRAHAM ”lﬂ.
United States Attorney

//}'-d~;§€f‘ ,:Z>,,LAA,J1;,,wf<ff

PHIL PINNELL, OBA #7169
Assistant Unlted States Attarnny
3900 U.S. Courthouse

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

(918) 581-7463

BRUNE, PEZ0LD, RICHEY & LEWIS
700 slnclalr Bulldinq S
Six East Fifth Street
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

Attorney for Defendants,
Richard Duvall Fields and
Shirley Ann Fields

PP/esr

befendants, Richard Duvall Fields and
©y judgment in the amount of $24,356.61,

e of ,//67 percent per annum on said



ENTERED ON DUOCKET

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NG_THERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA (% V(\Q‘Jo

Richarg
U s r hdL

'}i @ G
DAVID WAYNE FRIDAY, HGR{‘:ERN D;'STplﬂ- e § (}CURT
Plaintiff, ‘
v. No. 90-C-943-B

DELORES DELSO, and BRUCE B. BURTON,

Defendants,

g UDGMENT

In accord with the Order of June 18, 1991 sustaining the

Defendants' Motion for S ary Judgment, the Court hereby enters

judgment in favor of the Defendants, Delores Delso and Bruce B.

Burton, and against the Plaintiff, David Wayne Friday.

Dated, this ,Z,é /day of May, 1992.

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT F I L E D

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

MAY 26 1992 \\
PATRICK THRASHER, ; ﬂﬁhgdéﬁéﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂ‘uﬂt
) - co
Plaintiff, ) NORTHERN DISTRICT 0 omln'gﬁ
)
V. ) No. 90-C-871-E
)
B & B CHEMICAL COMPANY , INC.,)
a Florida Corporation, )
)
Defendant and )
Third-~Party Plaintiff, )
)
FLORIDA DRUM COMPANY, )
)
Third-Party Defendant. )

R D JUDGMENT

The Court has before it for consideration the Plaintiff's, the
Defendant's, and the Third-~Party Defendant's Motions for Summary
Judgment. Summary judgment is authorized if the movant establishes
that there is no genuine dispute about any material fact and that
as a matter of law he is entitled to judgment. Fed. R. Civ. P.
56{c). Summary judgment cannot be awarded when there exists a
genuine issue as to a material fact. Adickes v. Kress, 90 S.cCt.
1598 (1970). 1In Celotex Corp,; Vv. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 106 S.Ct.
2548 (1986), the Supreme Court Stated that "Rule 56(c) mandates the
entry of summary judgment, after adequate time for discovery and
upon motion, against a party who fails to make a showing sufficient
to establish the existence of an element essential to that party's
case, and on which that party will bear the burden at trial." Id.
at 322, 106 S.Ct. at 2552,  The moving party, of course, must

shoulder "the initial responsibility of informing the district



court of the basis of its motion, and identifying those portions of
the pleadings, depositionﬁ, answers to interrogatories, and
admissions on file, togethaﬁ with affidavits, if any.which [it)
believes demonstrate the absence of a genuine issue of fact." Id.
at 323, 106 S.Ct. at 2553.

The Court has reviewed the pleadings and filings in this
action, and finds, construiﬂ@ the pleadings liberally in favor of
the party opposing summary judgment and considering all factual
inferences tending to show triable issues, that material issues of
fact do not remain to be litigated.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Defendant's, B & B Chemical
Company, Inc., Motion for $ﬂmmary Judgment is granted and that
Plaintiff Patrick Thrasher's'_iil_otion for Summary Judgment is denied.
The Third-Party Defendant’#z Motion for Summary Judgement is
rendered moot by the above order.

SO ORDERED on the 19th day of May 1992.

JUDGE JAMES 0. ELLISON
ED STATES DISTRICT COURT
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT [1AY 22 {992
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA ! ?

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY,

Plaintiff,
vs.

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC., et al.,

Defendants.

AND CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC., et al.
Third-Party Plaintiffs,

Vs,

AMF; et al.

Third-Party Defendants.

e Tt N e St Ve Vet Mt S Yt S N Vst Nt Nt St Nt S St el Nt el

: ISSA

Hichard M. Lawrence, Clork
U.S. DISTRICT COURT

Case Nos. 89-C-868 B;
89-C-869 B;

90-C-859 B
(Consolidated)

The Group I Defendants/Third-Party Plaintiffs American

Airlines, Inc., et al., pursqant to and in accordance with Fed. R.

civ. P. 41(a) (1), hereby dismiss their Third-Party Complaint, with

prejudice, against each of the Third-Party Defendants listed below,

with these Third-Party Plaintiffs and the Third-Party Defendants

listed below each to bear their own costs, expenses, and attorney

fees with regard to this resolution of these respective third-

party claims:

1. Big cabin Truck Plaza, Inc. f/k/a Cherokee Truck Terminal, Inc.

2. Breeden Dodge, Inc.



3. Bryan & Sons, a Limited Partnership

4. Wayne Compton d/b/a Wayne's Auto Repair & Radiator Shop

5. Flexi-Van Leasing, Inc.

6. Gelco Corp. d/b/a Feld Truck Leasing Division

7. Gutierrez Brothers, Inc.

8. Midwestern Equipment Coﬁpany

9. Minstar, Inc.

10. AMF Incorporated

11. Tulsa Auto Spring Company

12. Varity Corporation f/k/afﬂassey-Ferguson Equipment
CHARLES W. SHIPLEY, OBA No. 8182
DOUGLAS L. INHOFE, OBA No. 4550
Hﬁﬂ¥ B. JENNINGS, OBA No. 10082
MARK A. WALLER, OBA No. 14831
SHIPLEY, INHOFE & STRECKER
3600 Pirst National Tower
15 East Fifth Street

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103
(9&8) 582-1720

By'mf
Markggiﬂgszgipgé

Attorneys for Third-Party
Plaintiffs (GROUP 1)




¢ MAILING

I do hereby certify that on the Z/Z"day of May, 1992, I
deposited the above and foregoing instrument in the United States
mail, first class, postage pra-paid to the following:

Professor Martin A. Frey

Tulsa University College of Law
3120 E. 4th Place

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74104

Larry G. Gutteridge, Esq.

Sidley & Austin

2049 Century Park East, Suite 3500
Los Angeles, CA 90067

Michael D. Graves, Esq.

Hall, Estill, Hardwick, Gable, Golden & Nelson
4100 Bank of Oklahoma Tower

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74172

William C. Anderson, Esq.

Doerner, Stuart, Saunders, Daniel & Anderson
320 South Boston, Suite 500

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

Steve Harris, Esqg.
Doyle & Harris

P. O. Box 1679

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74101

John H. Tucker, Esq.

Rhodes, Hieronymus, Jones, Tucker & Gable
2800 Fourth National Bank Building

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119

Bradley Bridgewater, Esq.
U. S. DOJ-Environmental &
Natural Resources Division
999 18th Street, Suite 501
North Tower

Denver, Colorado 80202

."747@’4/% _ -
V4 ( ) 4
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 1
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT COF OKLAHOMA MAT o 0 1uay]

F{ima d M. Lav er‘ca

h
Iihe

LEONARD L. MUNSON, PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE ) U e r Gouk
OF THE ESTATE OF STEVEN LEWIS MUNSON. ) Homhm c.,.nu DF o.ummm
PLAINTIFF, g
VS. g
CITY OF TULSA, OKLAHOMA, A MUNICIPAL ) /
CORPORATION, ET AL.. DEFENDANTS, ) Case No. 92-C-3/0-B

PURSUANT TO FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. RULE 41,
PLAINTIFF DISMISSES ADDITIONAL DEFENDANTS GROUP II, THE CITYy COMMISSION
OR COUNCIL MEMBERS OF THE CITY OF TULSA FOR YEARS 1985 THROUGH 1990,

NAMELY:
DIST. 1 - B.S. ROBERTS DIST. 6 - JAMES HOGLE, SR,
DIST. 2 - DARLA HALL DIST. 7 - JOHN BENJAMIN
DIST. 3 - DOROTHY DEWITTY DIST. 8 - RICHARD POLISHUK
DIST. 4 - GARY WATTS DIST. 9 - DEWEY BARTLETT, .R.

DIST. 5 - ROBERT NELSON

DATED May 20, 1992,

2= T

. SELLERS, OBA Ag06b
ERSON D. SELLERS, OBA #8068
JACK B, SELLERS LAW ASSOCIATES, INC.
P.0. Box 730
SAPULPA, OKLAHOMA 74067-0730
(918) 224-9070

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS




I CERTIFY THAT ON THIS MAY 20, 1992, [ MAILED COPY OF THE ABOVE AND
FOREGOING DISMISSAL TO:

DAVID PALL ING MR. MERL A. WHITEBOOK
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY ATTORNEY FOR JAMES HOGUE, SR.
316 CITY HALL AND RICHARD POL ISHUK
200 Civic CENTER 2431 EAST 51T STREET
TuLsa, 0K 74103 TULSA, OK 74105

B.S. ROBERTS ' DOROTHY DEWITTY

5471 E, LATIMER PL. 2415 N. WHEELING
TwsA, OK 74106 Tusa, 0K 74110

GARY WATTS JOHN BENJAMIN

1564 S. GILLETTE 6030 S. LAKEWOOD
TuLsA, OK 74104 TuLsA, K 74135

DEWEY BARTLETT. JR.

1208 £, 26TH ST,

Tusa, OK 74114

APu,
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT -F' I I,
g p

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

'%"’”ara * 1195z ﬁ
ﬂﬂﬁﬁi DIST}? Wy ne

No. 91-C-451-B sf”f O CO%%!&
JM

NANETTE D. LEES,
Plaintiff,
vs.

STATE FARM FIRE AND CASUALTY
COMPANY, a corporation,

Defendant.

JUDGMENT

In accord with the Verdict entered this date, the Court hereby
enters judgment in favor of the Plaintiff, Nanette D. Lees, and
against the Defendant, State Farm Fire and Casualty Company, for
the amount of $223,189.50, plus prejudgment interest pursuant to
Okla. Stat. tit. 36, §3629(B)}, accrued as of July 19, 1991, at the
rate of 15% per annum until this date, plus post-judgment interest
from this date forward at the legal rate of 4.40% per annum, on the
breach of contract claim; an& for the amount of $12,600.00, plus
prejudgment interest pursuant to Okla. Stat. tit. 12, §727(a)(2),
accrued as of May 30, 1991, ﬁmtil this date in the amount of 9.58%
per annum, plus post-judgmeﬁt interest from this date forward at
the legal rate of 4.40% pef annum, on the bad faith breach of
contract claim. Costs and attorney fees may be awarded upon proper
application.

57
DATED this 2/ = ~day of May, 1992.

%MM

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOP‘F I L E D'
[y

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION in its corporate
capacity as holder of

assets of the failed UTICA
NATIONAL BANK & TRUST CC.,

Plaintiff,
vSs.

CHRISTOPHER DESIGN HOMES, INC.,
an Oklahoma corporation; MARK
EN, LIMITED, an Oklahoma
corporation; PAM STRONKS,

AKA PAMELA STRONKS; LIBERTY
NATIONAL BANK AND TRUST
COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA CITY, a
national banking association;
G.E. DUPLEXES, INCORPORATED,
an Oklahoma corporation; R & W
CONTRACTOQRS, INC., an Oklahoma

corporation; MARK C. ENTERLINE;

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF TULSA COUNTY, OKLAHOMA;
and JOHN F. CANTRELL, County
Treasurer of Tulsa County,
Oklahoma,

Defendants.

and

DAVID C. ROBERSON and LINN A.
ROBERSON, husband and wife,

Additional Defendants,
and

E.E.G. CORPORATION, an
Oklahoma corporation,

Additional Defendant.

—— St ! S o e Tt T St i N Nt Wat® S N’ et T N Nt Nt Mt Mt Mt Wt St Yt Ve Vs st Ntrt® Nt St Vot e Nt St Mt S Somet” Sl Seal St et

Case No.

May © 1198 ﬂ/“)

M. Lawrence} Cl
(Bchard My
lORTHERN DlSTR!Cl OF OKLAHOMA

)

90-C-572~-B



ORDETR

This matter comes on for consideration of Plaintiff, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation's (FDIC) Application For Assessment
Of Attorneys' Fees.

FDIC's initial Application was filed July 22, 1991, seeking
attorneys fees and expenses as provided for in the multiple Notes
and Guaranties signed by the various Defendants. Plaintiff sought
fees of $25,527.40, representing 293.10 hours of work of
Plaintiff's attorneys and legal assistants. Such amount was, in the
Court's view, sufficiently documented.

Defendants objected thereto, specifically as to Plaintiff's
alleged failure to allocate fees among the Defendants in view of
the fact that not all Defendants were subject to the several claims
brought by Plaintiff. Defendants concede the award of a reasonable
attorneys fee is appropriate herein.

Plaintiff, in November, 1991, sought and received Court
approval to file a supplemental pleading in support of its
Application For Attorneys' Fees. In such supplemental pleading
Plaintiff alleges it is virtually impossible for it to allocate the
attorneys' fees expended in prosecution of a particular cause of
action due to the mutual defenses and counterclaims raised by
Defendants, Christopher Design Homes, Inc., Mark En Ltd., G.E.
Duplexes, Inc., and Mark C. Enterline. Notwithstanding, Plaintiff
amended it fee claim, from $25,527.40 to $21,696.60, in an attempt
to exclude those amounts complained of by Defendants.

Defendants have filed no response thereto nor have applied to

2



the Court for leave to file any response thereto.

The Court, after considering the pleadings and record before
it, concludes Plaintiff's attorneys' fee request, in the amount of
$21,696.60 is reasonable. The Court further concludes Plaintiff's
Application For Attorneys' Fees in the amount of $21,696.60 should
be and the same is hereby GRANTED.

IT IS SO ORDERED this Zgﬁiay of May, 1992.

TH!
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA F 1- L

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION in its corporate
capacity as holder of

assets of the failed UTICA
NATIONAL BANK & TRUST CO.,

Plaintiff,
vs.

CHRISTOPHER DESIGN HOMES, INC.,
an Oklahoma corporation; MARK
EN, LIMITED, an Oklahoma
corporation; PAM STRONKS,

AKA PAMELA STRONKS; LIBERTY
NATIONAL BANK AND TRUST
COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA CITY, a
national banking association;
G.E. DUPLEXES, INCORPORATED,

an Oklahoma corporation; R & W
CONTRACTORS, INC., an Oklahoma
corporation; MARK C. ENTERLINE;
BOARD OF COQUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF TULSA COUNTY, OKLAHOMA;

and JOHN F. CANTRELL, County
Treasurer of Tulsa County,
Oklahoma,

Defendants.
and

DAVID C. ROBERSON and LINN A.
ROBERSON, husband and wife,

Additional Defendants,
and

E.E.G. CORPCRATION, an
Oklahoma corporation,

Additional Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

May o4
Richarg )

. S, Dig
NORTHERy ofssﬁ}?f'rc

Case No. 90—C—572—B~//

J U GMENT

wra
T
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1992 [\,
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In accord with the Order filed May 21, 1992, sustaining
Plaintiff's Application For Assessment Of Attorneys' Fees in the
amount of $21,696.60, the Court hereby enters Judgment in favor of
Plaintiff, FDIC, and against the Defendants, Christopher Design
Homes, Inc., Mark En, Limited, E.E.G. Corporation and Mark C.
Enterline, in the amount of $21,696.60.

DATED this A [ day of May, 1992.

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ‘_F I L E D

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

May 211382

ard M. Lawtance, Clerie
(akh : DISTRICT COURT

$.8.D
CHARLES A. ROBINSON, HORTHERN DiSTﬂlU OF OKLAHOMA

Plaintiff,

vs. Case No. 90-C-1029-B

PRISCILLA ELLIS,

Nt N s Vs Vgl Vet N St

Defendant.

AMENDED JUDGMENT

In accord with the Court's Order filed May 6, 1992, wherein
the cCourt directed Defendant's Motion For New Trial would be
granted unless, within twenty days from the date thereof, Plaintiff
entered Notice that he acceded to the Court's ordered remittitur of
$40,000, reducing the jury award of $100,000 to the sum of $60,000,
the Court, recognizing such Notice having been filed May 15, 1992,
herewith enters an Amended Judgment in favor of Plaintiff, Charles
A. Robinson, and against the Defendant, Priscilla Ellis, in the
amount of $60,000.00, plus post-judgment interest at the rate of
4.02% per annum (28 U.S.C. § 1961) from February 3, 1992 on said

principal sum. Defendant's Motion For New Trial is denied as moot.

e
5/
DATED this A /~day of May, 1992.

/’f/; \\ 1 A

Sl &,,,4,//” _ ,

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ) AN ,_)
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA May & 11832 |

KﬂlchardDM, Lawraneg.uc K
MORTHERN DISTRICT CF OKLAROMA

/

BRENT CARROLL,
Plaintiff,

vs. Case No. 91-C~132-B
GENE C. HOWARD and GAE WIDDOWS;
HOWARD & WIDDOWS, P.C., an
Oklahoma Professional Corporation,
and JOHN W. HUNT,

Tt Wt Nt St St e S Vet Vgt Vst Smmt Semat®

Defendants.

ORDER

This matter comes for consideration of summary judgment
motions filed by both Plaintiff and Defendants pursuant to Rule 56,
F.R.Civ.P., and a Motion in Limine filed by Defendants.

Defendant law firm Howard and Widdows, P.C. ("the
Corporation") is a professional corporation with all of its shares
owned by Defendant attorneys Gene C. Howard and P. Gae Widdows. The
Corporation was a subscriber to the services of the Tulsa Credit
Bureau.

The essentially undisputed facts show that a credit report on
Plaintiff Brent Carroll was obtained through the Tulsa Credit
Bureau on August 31, 1990, by a paralegal employed by the
Corporation, acting in the scope of her employment and at the
direction of Defendant John Hunt, an associate attorney employed by
the Corporation. Neither Howard nor Widdows personally obtained nor
directed anyone to obtain the report. The report was used to
determine both the economic viability of pursuing a client's claim

1



against Carroll and his whereabouts for service of process.

Plaintiff Carroll moves for Partial Summary Judgment that
Defendants are liable for a willful violation of the Fair Credit
Reporting Act as provided in 15 U.S8.C. §1681n; and that Defendants
obtained the report under false pretenses as proscribed by §1681q.

Defendants Howard and Widdows move for Summary Judgment on
grounds that they have no personal liability for the alleged
tortious acts of the Corporation because they are individual
shareholders only and did not personally order or direct the order
of the credit report in issue.

Summary Judgment was granted by this Court on October 10,
1991, in favor of Defendants Howard, Widdows, Hunt, and Howard and
Widdows, P.C., and against Plaintiff carroll on the issue relating
to a violation of §1681b, ruling that §1681b applies only to credit
agencies generating reports, not to users of those reports. The

Court now considers the remaining summary judgment motions.

I.
Summary judgment pursuant to Fed.R.Civ.P. 56 is appropriate
where "there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that
the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law."

Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317 (1986); Anderson v. Liberty

Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242 (1986); Windon Third 0il and Gas V.

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 805 F.2d 342 (10th Cir.

1986) cert. den. 480 U.S. 947 (1987). In Celotex, 477 U.S. at 317

(1986), it is stated:



"The plain language of Rule 56(c) mandates the entry of
summary judgment, after adequate time for discovery and
upon motion, against a party who fails to make a showing
sufficient to establish the existence of an element
essential to that party's case, and on which that party
will bear the burden of proof at trial."

To survive a motion for summary Jjudgment, nonmovant "must
establish that there is a genuine issue of material fact..."
Nonmovant "must do more than simply show that there is some

metaphysical doubt as to the material facts." Matsushita v. Zenith,

475 U.S. 574, 585 (1986).

IX.

In its earlier order, the court was of the view, and remains
of the view, that §1681b as a premise for liability relates only to
credit bureaus, as opposed to credit bureau customers, i.e., users
of information. This persuaded'the court that §1681n could not be
bootstrapped with §1681b to create liability under either section.
In its earlier order, after acknowledging the potential of civil
liability based on the "criminal liability" provision of §1681q,
the court concluded the present record was "sufficiently bereft of
facts relating to the issue of false pretenses to prevent the court
from proceeding further at this juncture." The parties have now
supplanted the record.

Plaintiff Carroll's cross-motion for Partial Summary Judgment
seeks judicial determination that Defendants obtained the credit
report under false pretenses as enumerated under §1681q and that
Defendants are liable for a willful violation of FCRA as provided

in §1681n.



Section 1681q:

Any person who knowingly and willfully obtains
information on a consumer from a consumer reporting
agency under false pretenses shall be fined not more
than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than one year,

or both.

Section 1681n:
Any consumer reporting agency or user of information
which willfully fails to comply with any requirement
imposed under this subchapter with respect to any
consumer is liable to that consumer ...

As stated in this court's earlier order, §1681g on its face

only provides a basis of criminal 1iability, and courts have held

this section also provides a basis of civil liability under §§1681n

and 168lo. Zamora v. Valley Savings and lLoan Association, 811 F.2d
1368 (10th Cir. 1987); Yohay v, Alexandria Employees Credit Union,

Inc., 827 F.2d 967 (4th Cir. 1987); Kennedy v. Border City, 747

F.2d 367 (6th Cir. 1984); Hansen v. Morgan, 582 F.2d 1214 (9th Cir.

1978) . However, if a party does not employ false pretenses to get
a credit report, he will not be liable under §1681q, even if the
information was requested for improper purposes. Heath v. Credit
Bureau of Sheridan, Inc., 618 F.2d 693 (10th Cir. 1980).

Whether a consumer report has been obtained under false
pretenses is determined by reference to the permissible purposes
for which consumer reports may be obtained, as enumerated in
§1681b. Zamora, 811 F.2d at 1370. Section 1681b(3) lists
permissible reasons for a credit agency to release credit reports:

(1) In response to the order of a court having
jurisdiction to issue such an order.

(2) In accordance with the written instructions
of the consumer to whom it relates.

(3) To a person which it has reason to believe:

4



(A) intends to use the information in connection
with a credit transaction involving the consumer
on whom the information is to be furnished and
involving the extension of credit to, or review
or collection of an account of, the consumer; or
(B) intends to use the information for employment
purposes; or

(C) intends to use the information in connection
with the underwriting of insurance involving the
consumer; or

(D) intends to use the information in connection
with a determination of the consumer's eligibility
for a license or other benefit granted by a
governmental instrumentality ...

(E) otherwise has a legitimate business need for
the information in connection with a business
transaction involving the consumer.

According to Zamora, "if a user requests information for a
purpose not permitted by §1681b, while representing to the credit
agency that the report will be used for a permissible purpose, the
user may be subject to civil 1liability." Zamora, 811 F.2d at 1370.

Both Plaintiff and Defendants agree that Defendant Hunt and
Cathie White, a Corporation employee, did not make affirmative
misrepresentations at the time the report was obtained because it
was obtained via computer modem. While Zamora does not specifically
state whether affirmative representations are needed at the time a
credit report is obtained, that case involved a defendant who
verbally informed a credit bureau that the report was for "business
purposes."

Plaintiff argues that, according to Heath, "it may be
reasonable to assume the agency expected the information to be used
for a proper purpose" if the agency is not told why the report was
requested. However, that argument is more germane to the potential

liability of the credit agency under §1681b, addressed in the

5



court's previous order.

The 10th Circuit offers no precedent regarding the facts
herein, but at least one other jurisdiction has held that obtaining
credit reports to determine the viability of a lawsuit against the
subject of the report is not a permissible use under the "business
purposes" of 1681b(3) (E), as Defendants here claim. The court in
Mone v. Dranow, 945 F.2d 306 (9th Cir. 1991), reversed summary
judgment in favor of the user of the credit information, holding
that acquiring a credit report to determine whether the plaintiff
would be able to satisfy a judgment is not a lawful purpose.

The Mone court turned to Congressional intent behind the FCRA,
and determined that obtaining a report to decide "whether an
adverse party in litigation will be able to satisfy a judgment is
plainly a purpose unrelated to 'an individual's eligibility for
credit, insurance or employment.'" Id. at 308.

In addition, the court in Houghton v. New Jersey Manufacturers

Ing, Co., 795 F.2d 1144 (3rd cir. 1986), rejected a broad
application of "business need", saying that an §1681b(3) (E)
traﬁsaction must involve a consumer relationship between the party
requesting the report and the subject of the report, or the
specificity of the other provisions of §1681(b)(3) would be
rendered meaningless.

This court believes the Mone and Houghton positions have
merit, and are in accord with Zamora's policy of looking to the
§1681b permissive reasons to determine liability under §1681g. This

court is of the view that the phrase "legitimate business need"



specified under §1681b(3) (E) has more defined application than use
as a convenient labeling for any business transaction of the user.
Therefore, this court concludes that a credit report obtained for
the purpose of determining financial worth in relation to impending
litigation is not a legitimate business purpose as described under
§1681b(3) (E) .

There still remains, however, the question of whether
Defendants "knowingly and willfully" obtained the report under
false pretenses, a fact gquestion for the jury under Zamora and
Heath. Plaintiff offers into thé record a Terminal Access Agreement
between Howard and Widdows, P.C., and the Tulsa Credit Bureau,
which delineates the agreed reasons credit reports can be accessed
via computer from the Tulsa Credit Bureau. The question is whether
entering into this agreement can be considered "representing to the
agency that the report will be used for a permissible purpose" as
described in Zamora, and therefore be reflective of Defendants'
intent.

The Agreement allows reports to be obtained for the following
reasons:

(a) In connection with a credit transaction involving

the consumer on whom the information is to be furnished

and involving the extension of credit to, or review or

collection of an account of, the consumer; or

(b) For insurance underwriting involving a consumer; or

(c) For employment purposes.

Plaintiff was not a party to the Terminal Agency Agreement nor

a third-party beneficiary thereof. However, such contract may be

relevant evidence in determining what the Defendants knew or should



have known regarding permissible purposes. Clearly, obtaining the
credit report to determine the economic viability of pursuing a
client's claim against Carroll and to determine his whereabouts for
service of process in an unrelated matter does not meet the
criteria set forth in the Terminal Access Agreement. The agreement,
signed by Defendant Widdows on behalf of Defendant Howard and
Widdows, P.C., could be considered as "representing to the agency"
that the firm would only obtain credit reports for those allowable
purposes enumerated herein.

Defendants have submitted affidavits in which Defendant Hunt
and Corporation employee White state they did not "knowingly and
willfully" obtain the report under false pretenses. Defendants
argue that the database is for the "exclusive use" of Defendant
subscribers, and that the contract language refers to the
"legitimate business need" of Defendants.

Plaintiff submitted for this court's consideration a recent
unpublished opinion from the Western District of Oklahoma. In
Bennett v. Adams, No. 91-1241 (W.D.Okl. May 6, 1992), the court
entéred partial summary judgment for the Plaintiff, ruling that if
a report is obtained for a reason not permitted under §1681b, then
the defendant is, as a matter of law, in violation of §1681n. The
court states:

"It is undisputed that [the defendant's) stated
motivation in requesting the information does not
fall within any of the categories set forth in
§1681b. Thus, there is no genuine dispute that [the
defendant] sought the information for a purpose other
than one found on the exclusive list of permissible
purposes set forth in the Act. Accordingly, liability

under §1681n has been proven."

8



That court also found a violation under §1681g for the same
reason: that the report was not obtained for a reason permitted
under §1681b. However, this court concludes the Western District
order did not address whether there was a knowing and willful
violation of the Act, which this court views as necessary to
establish liability under both §1681n and §1681q. See Zamora and
Heath.

In Zamora, the court granted partial summary judgment on the
issue of whether the report was obtained for a reason listed under
§1681b, properly reserving for the jury the issue of whether the
defendant willfully and knowingly obtained the credit report under
false pretenses. Without a knowing and willful violation,
Defendants cannot be held liable under §1681lg or §1681n. In this
case, the question of Defendants' intent is a disputed issue of
material fact, thereby making summary judgment inappropriate on the
issue of whether §1681q or §1681ln was knowingly and wilfully
violated by Defendants.

Accordingly, Plaintiff is GRANTED Partial Summary Judgment on
the- issue that a credit report, obtained for the purpose of
determining financial worth and whereabouts of Plaintiff in
anticipation of litigation, if knowingly and willfully done under

false pretenses, is in violation of the FCRA.'

'The court is troubled by the considerable possibility that
interpretations of FCRA could result in the following illogical
conclusions:

John Jones opens an account at Sears, charges items thereon,
and fails to pay. Sears obtains a credit report to determine the
whereabouts of John Jones for purposes of pursuing collection
and/or suit. This would be a permissible use of the credit bureau

9



I1I.

Defendants Howard and Widdows seek judicial determination that
they, as sole shareholders of the Corporation, are not personally
liable for the alleged tortious acts of the Corporation since they
did not personally order or direct the order of the credit report.

Oklahoma law clearly states that shareholders of a
professional corporation can be held perscnally liable for torts

they commit. American National Bank v. Clarke & Van Wagner, 692

P.2d 61 (Okl.App. 1984} ("The professional corporation was never
intended as a shield to protect jndividual attorneys from liability
for their actions."). However, Oklahoma case law is silent on the
issue of a shareholder's personal liability for the acts of non-
shareholders employed by a professiocnal corporation.
Section 802 of the Oklahoma Professional Corporation Act

(OPCA) states:

This act shall be so construed as to effectuate

its general purpose of making available to

professional persons the benefits of the corporate
form for the business aspects of their practices

report.

Assume the above, except that Sears refers the matter to its
law firm, which orders a credit report to determine the whereabouts
of John Jones to pursue collection and/or suit. This also would be
a permissible use of the credit report.

Assume none of the above. Instead, John Jones, in a drunken
stupor, drives upon the Sears premises and rams his vehicle into
Sears! front door, doing considerable damage. John Jones has no
credit or other connection with Sears. Sears and/or its law firm
obtain a credit report on John Jones to determine his whereabouts
for purposes of collection and/or suit. This would be an
impermissible use of the credit bureau report.

In the court's view, this splitting of hairs would be unwise
and illogical. o

10



while preserving the established professional
aspects of the personal relationship between the
professional person and those he serves.

One of the benefits of the corporate form is limiting
liability. A professional corporation "shall enjoy the same powers
and privileges of business corporations except where it 1is
inconsistent with the letter and purpose of the Act." Deaton,
Cassaway & Davison v. Thomas, 564 P.2d 236 (Okl. 1977).

Section 805 of the OPCA states that the Oklahoma General
Corporation Act shall be applicable to professional corporations,
except where inconsistent with the letter and purpose of the act;
OPCA takes precedence in any conflict with provisions of OGCA or
other laws.

Section 814 of OPCA addresses personal/professional
liability issues thusly:

This act does not alter any law applicable to
the relationship between a person rendering
professional services and a person receiving
such services, including liability arising out
of such professional services.

Since there is no conflict between OGCA and the OPCA
regérding personal liability, the court concludes that OGCA applies
and therefore provides, in this case, insulation from liability for
non-culpable corporation shareholders.

Other Jjurisdictions are Split on the issue of shareholder
liability for the acts of co-shareholders within a professional
corporation law firm. The most sweeping pronouncement was made in

Georgia, where the court held that "when a lawyer holds himself out

as a member of a law firm, the lawyer will be liable not only for
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his own professional misdeeds but also for those of the other
members of his firm. We make no distinction between partnerships
and professional corporations in that respect.™ First Bank & Trust
v. Zagoria, 302 S.E.2d 674 (However, the Zagoria court noted there
remains insulation from 1liability for shareholders of a
professional corporation "with respect to obligations of a purely
business and nonprofessional nature."). oOohio has held that, since
shareholders of a professional corporation have direct contact with
running the corporation, limitqd liability is unnecessary. South
High Development v, Weiner, 445 N.E.2d 1106 (Ohio 1983). Hawaii
refused to allow limited liability because of the concern that "its
adoption would not provide adequate protection to a client's claims
against a law corperation.™ ﬁﬁx Association of Hawaii, 516 P.2d
1267. |

Other jurisdictions alldw.insulation from liability if the
shareholders are nhot involved in the alleged wrongdoing. In Utah,
whose professional corporation act mirrors that of Oklahoma,
shareholders who have not participated in alleged acts or omissions
of‘another shareholder are not vicariously liable. Stewart V.
Coffman, 748 P.2d 579 (Utah 19#8). The Stewart court said it could
find no specific justification in the state's professional

corporation act or its corporatian act to allow vicarious liability

for the acts of another sharéholder. Rhode Island courts ruled

that professional corporationﬁ’provide limited liability "in that
the lawyer-shareholders who do ‘not participate in the rendering of

the services out of which an a&tionable wrong arises will be free

12



from personal liability." In the matter of Rhode Island Bar, 263
A.2d 692 (RI 1970).

The jurisdictions that refuse to allow limited liability do so
in fear of restricting a clienﬁ‘a potential claim against the law
firm and lawyers involved in the case. The case before this court,
however, affects neither shareholders involved in the alleged
wrongdoing nor clients of the law firm.

Accordingly, Summary Judgmant for Defendants is GRANTED on the
issue that shareholders of a ﬁﬁbfessional corporation are not
individually liable for violatiﬁn of FCRA involving a non-client (a
potential adverse party) by a ﬁon-shareholder employee within the

scope of employment.

IV.

The court next consider-_3 Defendant's Motion in Limine to
prohibit Plaintiff from mentioning at trial allegations of
embezzlement from the Corporation by former employee Tyler M.
Atkinson. Defendant argues that Atkinson's activities ceased in
April 1990, and the credit wxeport at issue in this case was

herefore no relevance to this case

obtained on August 31, 1990, i
exists. Defendant states there is no evidence Atkinson had access
to the report.

Plaintiff states that th@;?orporation is negligent with their
control of income, as evideﬁﬁhd by the alleged embezzlement by
Atkinson, arguing therefore itfiﬁ easily anticipated that others in

the firm could have illegally oébtained credit information "in order

13



to bilk the victims."

The court views such evidence as essentially irrelevant to
this case. Therefore Defendant's Motion in Limine is GRANTED at
this time, subject to Plaintifffs right to reurge such evidence at
trial. However, Plaintiff carries a heavy burden indeed to convince
this court that the relevance of such evidence, if any, would
outweigh the danger of unfair prejudice, pursuant to Rule 403,
Fed.R.Evid. |

IT IS SO ORDERED this Z-! day of May, 1991.

1//./ ////(%ﬂ

T
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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MAY 26 1932
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN-DISTRICT OF OKLAH%& I L E D

Ay 01997

Richard N, Lawrence, Clerk
U. S. DBTHKJ COUHT
NORTHERK GISTRICT OF OXLARDMA

STEINAR REMETUN,
Plaintiff,

vS. 90-C-318-B

BRAD WEBB, d/b/a VWEBB

LEASING, d/b/a WEBB
BOATS,

B L vy

Defendant.

ORDER FOR DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

Now on thlséaa/ day of May, 1992, upon a Joint Application
for Dismissal filed herein by R. Allen Benningfield, attorney for
Plaintiff and Ronald D. Cates, attorney for Defendant, the Court
finds, orders and decrees that the above entitled cause should be
and is hereby dismissed with prejudice to the bringing of any

future action thereon.

United States District Judge

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

- 2
,///;/7/ e
/:(/// /
7 7 g
. 3 / ,{/_—
R. All srMmingfield

for Plaintiff

omald D. Cates
Attorney for Defendant
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT W - d b
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS
CORPORATION,

Plaintiff,
v.
FRED JONES FORD OF TULSA,

Defendant.

IP

INC.,

MAY 22 B
o x,
| M. Lawrongo @l

L

Case No., 92-C-280 B

WITH PR D

COMES NOW Plaintiff MCI Telecommunications Corporation,

pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 41(a)(1)(ii), and hereby dismisses this

action with prejudice. All parties to this action have signed this

stipulation of dismissal and have agreed to bear their own costs.

Respectfully submitted,

HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK, GABLE,
GOLDEN & NELSON, P.C.

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74172
(918) 588-2700

-and-

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
Anthony J. DeLaurentis

1133 19th Street, N.W.
wWashington, D.C. 20036

- (202) 736-6128

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION



.....

McAFEE & TAFT

v Gl K P [a=))
ohn R. Morris, OBA #6425 ¢/ .
Tenth Floor
o Leadership Square
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102

(405) 235-9621

'ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
FRED JONES FORD OF TULSA, INC.

JIP-2256 -l
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TES DISTRICT COURT

IN THE UNITED S

HOMEWARD BOUND, INC. w22 8%
et al., Lawrenes: .‘
a1 M. Sai0T CO
s, m&;f‘g{&; SEUROMA
Plaintiffs,
V. Case No. 85-C-437-E

THE HISSOM MEMORIAL CENTER,
et. al.,

Defendants.

E Nt gt Nt Nt gt "ot St vt “agt el "t “saut? "
5 _

In accordance with the Stlpulatmmas to uncontested fees and expenses, and the

Order entered on this Q&:J day of 1992, awarding Plaintiffs’ counsel, Bullock

& Bullock, interim base attorney fees and éxpenses, the Court hereby enters judgment in
favor of Plaintiffs’ counsel, Bullock - &Bullack, in the amount of $ 29,087.50 for

uncontested base fees and $ 3,669.98 for

ORDERED this 25" day of

JAMES O. ELLISON
United States District Court

NOTE: THIS &
B\f' : . N 'I_:__ e -
pro sl TS
UpCay 1



Judement

Louis W. Bullock
BULLOCK & BULLOCK
320 South Boston

Suite 718

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103-3708
(918) 584-2001

Frank Laski

Judith Gran

PUBLIC INTEREST LAW CENTER OF
PHILADELPHIA

125 South Ninth Street

Suite 700

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS

Chdl_( Mot

rlie Waters
Harris
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
P. O. Box 53025
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73152
(405) 521-3638

ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANTS

HB-JUDG.FEE
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UNITED STATES EIBTRICT COURT FOR TJE%
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

FILED
MAY 22 1992

Plaintiff,

)

)

)

)

vs. )

. )

KATHY A. WILSON; GARY L. WILSON; ) .

STEVE HASSINGER d/b/a PRYOR - ) H'f;hg'dpfé Lawrance, Clerk
LUMBER COMPANY; SAM STONE; ) +$. DISTRICT COURT

COUNTY TREASURER, Mayes County, )

Oklahoma; BOARD OF COUNTY )

COMMISSIONERS, Mayes County, - )

Oklahoma; STATE OF OKLAHOMA )

ex rel. OKLAHOMA EMPLOYMENT )

SECURITY COMMISSION, )

)

)

Defendants, CIVIL ACTION NO. 91-C-381-E

This matter comes on for consideration this ;kaf day
of [Zlgfg , 1992, Thn:Plaintiff appears by Tony M.
Graham, United States Attorney for the Northern District of
Oklahoma, through Phil Pinnali} Assistant United States Attorney;
the Defendants, County Treasurer, Mayes County, Oklahoma, and
Board of County Commissioners, Mayes County, Oklahoma, appear by
William H. Castor, Assistant_ﬁintrict Attorney, Mayes County,
Oklahoma; the Defendant, staﬁ@:of Oklahoma ex rel. Oklahoma
Employment Security Commission, appears not, having previously
filed its Disclaimer; and tha}Dhtendants, Kathy A. Wilson,
Gary L. Wilson, Steve Hassinger d/b/a Pryor Lumber Company, and

Sam Stone, appear not, but make default.

The Court being fully advised and having examined the
court file finds that Defendant, Kathy A. Wilson, acknowledged

receipt of Summons and Complaint on March 10, 1992; that the



Defendant, Gary L. Wilson, acknowledged receipt of Summons and
Complaint on June 17, 1991; that the Defendant, Steve Hassinger
d/b/a Pryor Lumber Company, acknowledged receipt of Summons and
Complaint on June 13, 1991; that the Defendant, Sam Stone,
acknowledged receipt of Summons and Complaint on July 10, 1991;
that the Defendant, County Treasurer, Mayes County, Oklahoma,
acknowledged receipt of Summons and Complaint on July 11, 1991;
that the Defendant, Board of County Commissioners, Mayes County,
Oklahoma, acknowledged receipt of Summons and Complaint on
June 10, 1991; and that the Defendant, State of Oklahoma ex re].
Oklahoma Employment Security Commission, acknowledged receipt of
Summons and Amended Complaint on September 12, 1991.

It appears that the Defendants, County Treasurer, Mayes
County, Oklahoma, and Board of County Commissioners, Mayes
County, Oklahoma, filed their Answer and Cross Petition on
November 20, 1991; that the Defendant, State of Oklahoma ex rel.
Oklahoma Employment Security Commission, filed its Disclaimer and
Consent to Judgment by Defendant on September 24, 1991; and that
the Defendants, Kathy A. Wilson, Gary L. Wilson, Steve Hassinger
d/b/a Pryor Lumber Company, and Sam Stone, have failed to answer
and their default has therefors been entered by the Clerk of this
Court. |

The Court further finds that this is a suit based upon
a certain mortgage note and for foreclosure of a mortgage
securing said mortgage note upﬁn the following described real
property located in Mayes County, Oklahoma, within the Northern

Judicial District of Oklahoma:



Lot Numbered 4 in Block Numbered 3 of the
Sportsmen Acres Second Addition a subdivision
in Mayes County, according to the recorded
plat thereof. ’

Said lots having bsen surveyed and platted

from and lying entirely within the NE4 of

Section 2, Township-20 North, Range 19 East of

the Indian Base and Meridian.

The Court further finds that on October 18, 1977, the
Defendants, Kathy A. Wilson and Gary L. Wilson, executed and
delivered to the United States of America, acting through the
Farmers Home Administration,-their promissory note in the amount
of $22,200.00, payable in monﬁhly installments, with interest
thereon at the rate of eight percent (8%) per annum.

The Court further finds that as security for the
payment of the above-described note, the Defendants, Kathy A.
Wilson and Gary L. Wilson, exscuted and delivered to the United
States of America, acting through the Farmers Home Administration,
a mortgage dated October 18, 1977, covering the above-described
property. Said mortgage was recorded on October 19, 1977, in
Book 548, Page 8, in the records of Mayes County, Oklahoma.

The Court further finds that on August 18, 1979, the
Defendants, Kathy A. Wilson and Gary L. Wilson, executed and
delivered to the United States of America, acting through the
Farmers Home Administration, a Reamortization and/or Deferral
Agreement pursuant to which the entire debt due on that date was
made principal.

The Court further tinds that on July 9, 1990, Farmers

Home Administration releasednﬁﬁfendant, Gary L. Wilson, from

personal liability to the Government for the indebtedness and
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obligation of said note, mortgage and reamortization and/or
deferral agreement.

The Court further finde that the Defendant, Kathy A.
Wilson, made default under thy-tarma of the aforesalid note and
mortgage by reason of her failure to make the monthly
installments due thereon, which default has continued, and that
by reason thereof the Defenduﬂt, Kathy A. Wilson, is indebted to
the Plaintiff in the principal sum of $23,054.05, plus accrued
interest in the amount of $1,733.48 as of November 29, 1990, plus
interest accruing thereafter at the rate of 8 percent per annum
or $5.0529 per day until judgment, plus interest thereafter at
the legal rate until fully paid, and the costs of this action in
the amount of $34.84 ($20.00 docket fees, $6.84 fees for service
of Summons and Complaint, $8Q00 fee for recording Notice of
Lis Pendens).

The Court further finds that the Defendants, County
Treasurer and Board of County Commissioners, Mayes County,
Oklahoma, have a lien on the property which is the subject matter
of this action by virtue of ad valorem taxes in the amount of
$93.58, plus penalties and interest, for the year 1991. Said
lien is superior to the interest of the Plaintiff, United States
of America.

The Court further finds that the Defendant, State of
Oklahoma ex rel. Oklahoma Enp$0yment Security Commission,

disclaims any right, title or interest in the subject real

property.



The Court further finds that the Defendants, Gary L.
Wilson, Steve Hassinger d/b/a Pryor Lumber Company, and Sam
Stone, are in default and have no right, title or interest in the
subject real property.

IT I8 THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover judgment against Defendant, Kathy A.
Wilson, in the principal sum of $23,054.05, plus accrued interest
in the amount of $1,733.48 as of November 29, 1990, plus interest
accruing thereafter at the rate of 8 percent per annum or $5.0529
per day until judgment, plus interest thereafter at the current
legal rate of LL\JD percent per annum until paid, plus the costs
of this action in the amount of $34.84 ($20.00 docket fees, $6.84
fees for service of Summons and Complaint, $8.00 fee for
recording Notice of Lis Pendens), plus any additional sums
advanced or to be advanced or sxpended during this foreclosure
action by Plaintiff for taxes, insurance, abstracting, or sums
for the preservation of the subject property.

IT I8 FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
Defendants, County Treasurer aﬁd Board of County Commissioners,
Mayes County, Oklahoma, have and recover judgment in the amount
of $93.58, plus penalties and interest, for ad valorem taxes for
the year 1991, plus the costs of this action.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the
Defendants, Gary L. Wilson, Steve Hassinger d/b/a Pryor Lumber
Company, Sam Stone, and State of Oklahoma ex rel. Oklahoma
Employment Security Commission, have no right, title, or interest

in the subject real property.



IT I8 PURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that upon
the failure of said Defendant, Kathy A. Wilson, to satisfy the
money judgment of the Plaintiff herein, an Order of Sale shall be
issued to the United States Marshal for the Northern District of
Oklahoma, commanding him to advertise and sell according to
Plaintiff's election with or without appraisement the real
property involved herein and apply the proceeds of the sale as
follows:

Rirst:

In payment of the costs of this action

accrued and accruing incurred by the

Plaintiff, including the costs of sale of

sald real property;

8econd:

In payment of Defendants, County Treasurer,

and Board of County_Commissioners, Mayes

County, Oklahoma, in the amount of $93.58,

plus penalties and_ihterest, for ad valorem

taxes which are prdiﬁntly due and owing on

said real property;

Third:

In payment of the judgment rendered herein

in favor of the Plaintiff.

The surplus from said sale, if any, shall be deposited with the
Clerk of the Court to await further Order of the Court.
IT I8 FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that from

and after the sale of the above-described real property, under
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and by virtue of this judgment and decree, all of the Defendants
and all persons claiming under them since the filing of the
Complaint, be and they are forever barred and foreclosed of any
right, title, interest or claim in or to the subject real

property or any part thereof.-
§/ JAMES O. ELLISON

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:

TONY M. GRAHAM
United States Attorney

e 2oz

PHIL PINNELL, OBA #7169
Assistant United States Attorney
3600 U.S. Courthouse

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

(918) 581-7463

o Kl (G A |
WILLIAM H. CASTOR, OBA # /540
Assistant District Attorney
Attorney for Defendants,

County Treasurer and
Board of County Commissioners,
Mayes County, Oklahoma

Judgment of Foreclosure
Civil Action No. 91-C~381-E

PP/css
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

CARL NICKLESON,

Plaintiff,

)
)
) T
v. % 92-C-358-E / F I L E D
)
)
)

MAY 29 199
0%

Richarg p, 3

US. DISTRICT Gy Sk

RON CHAMPION,
Defendants.

ORDER TQO TRANSFER CAUSE

The Court having examined the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus which the
Petitioner has filed finds as follows:

(1) That the Petitioner was convicted in Pottowatomie Oklahoma, which is
located within the territorial jurisdiction of the Western District of Oklahoma.

(2)  That the Petitioner demands release from such custody and as grounds
therefore alleges he is being deprived of his liberty in violation of rights under the
Constitution of the United States.

(3) In the furtherance of justice this case should be transferred to the United
States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

(1)  Pursuant to the authority contained in 28 U.S.C. §2241(d) and in the exercise
of discretion allocated to the Court, this cause is hereby transferred to the Untied States

District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma for all further proceedings.



(2)  The Clerk of this Court shall mail a copy of this Order to the Petitioner.

Dated this _|§ H_day of /W , 1992,
/

JAMEZA. ELLISON, CHIEF JUDGE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT




F
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT L E D

NORTHERN DISTRICT
OWL CREEK INVESTMENTS, PLC,
a United Kingdom company,
Plaintiff,
vs.

SOUTHPORT EXPLORATION ASSOCIATES,
INC., an Oklahoma corporation;
DANIEL A. WOODS; BEN C. GROENEWOLD;
E. MURRAY GULLATT; and PHILIPPE
SCHREIBER,

Defendants.

OF OKLAHOMA

R et

MAY 221992

Hichard M. Lawren
U, DISTRICT ccébg?'k

Case No. 92-C-231 E

ENTERED ON DOCKET
5-22-92 44

DATE

ORDER OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE

Based upon the parties Stipulation, the Court hereby approves

the Dismissal With Prejudice by Plaintiff Owl Creek Investments,

PLC with all parties to bear their

own costs and attorneys'

fees. The dismissal is effective upon filing of this Order.

Honorable James O. Ellison,
United States District Judge

RWG/05-92422A
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UNITED DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MAY 201992
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

Richard M. Lawrence, Clork
T

DEBORAH BRODRICK, U.S. DISTRICT COUR

Plaintiff,

vsS. Case No. 92-C-307 B
HEALTH ENTERPRISES OF
OKLAHOMA, INC., a Texas
Corporation,

Defendant.

Nt st st Vot Yl Nl Nl NomilVt Yot Woagut

DISMISSAL W PREJUDTICE

COMES NOW the Plaintiff and hereby dismisses the above

cause without prejudice.

DATED this [QH, day of A&y , 1992.
J

RICHARD H. RENO, OBA #10454
WHITE & RENO, a Professional
Association

1802 Philtower, 427 S. Boston
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

(918) 582-7888

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I, Richard H. Reno, do hereby certify that on the [q
day of Mecy , 1992, I caused a true and correct copy of the
above and “foregoing Dismissal without Prejudice to be hand
delivered or mailed to: Robert D. Looney, 528 Northwest 12th
Street, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73103.

Richard H. Reno
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c MAY 217
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 'nlﬁ
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF Richarg -
OKLAHOMA, an Oklahoma u. Arﬂﬂemm Clark

S,
NORTHE Ry EESTH

corporation, RCT 05 § aUHT

HOMA
Plaintiff,

vs. Case No. 92-C-391-B

WAGNER & BROWN II, a
partnership, GERALD

ADKINS, and FALSE RIVER
LIMITED,

T e g et Nt Tt St Vsl N Vot Nt S N St

Defendants.

NOTICE OF DISMISSAL
Plaintiff, Public Sef?ice Company of Oklahoma, hereby
dismisses this action without prejudice pursuant to Rule
41(a) (1) (i). In support of this Notice of Dismissal, PSO states
that no adverse party has yet been served, and therefore no adverse
party has yet filed an Answer or Motion for Summary Judgment.

DOERNER, STUART, SAUNDERS,
DANIEL & ANDERSON

4241)
L. McQueen

(OBA"No. 10100)

Tom Q. Ferguson

(OBA No. 12288)

320 South Boston Avenue
Suite 500

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103
(918) 582-1211

Attorneys for Plaintiff,
Public Service Company of
Oklahoma
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IN THE UNITED. STATES DISTRICT CORT -
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT o okamoma o+ I Lo B2 D

JBS/MLP

JEAN F. TRIGALET AND MYRA J, TRIGALET. ) NAY 0 1350 &/
PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVES OF THE ESTATE OF ) -
CONSTANCE TRIGALET. PLAINTIFFS, ) nt::u%:d d\gﬁ.ﬂgz;}ﬁg;nén, Clark

Vs, g NGRIHERA DISTEICT OF GALAHGA

) ;

CITY OF TULSA, OKLAHOMA, A MUNICIPAL ) /

CORPORATION, ET AL.. DEFENDANTS, ) Case No. 92-C-368¢

PURSUANT TO FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, RULE 41,
PLAINTIFFS DISMISS ADDITIONAL DEFENDANTS GROUP [I, THE CITY COMMISSION
OR COUNCIL MEMBERS OF THE CITY OF TULSA FOR YEARS 1985 THROUGH 1990,

NAMELY:
DIST. 1 - B.S. ROBERTS DIST. & - JAMES HOGLE. SR.
DIST. 2 - DARLA HALL DIST, 7 - JOHN BENJAMIN
DIST. 3 - DOROCTHY DEWITTY DIST. 8 - RICHARD POLISHUK
DIST. 4 - GARY WATTS DIST, 9 - DEWEY BARTLETT. .R.

DIST. 5 - ROBERT NELSON

DATED May 20, 1992.

i %E E. SELLERS: é %g

JEFFERSON D, SELLERS., OBA #8068
JACK B, SELLERS LAW ASSOCIATES, INC.
P.0. Box 730

SAPULPA, OKLAHOMA 74067-0730

(918) 224-9070

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS



[ CERTIFY THAT ON THIS MAY 20, 1992, 1 MAILED COPY OF THE ABOVE AND
FOREGOING DISMISSAL TO:

DAVID PALLING MR, MErRL A, WHITEBOOK
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY ATTORNEY FOR JAMES HOGUE, SR.
316 CITY HALL AND RICHARD POL ISHUK
200 C1vic CENTER 2U431 EAST 51ST STREET
TuLsa, 0K 74103 TuLsa, K 74105

B.S. ROBERTS DOROTHY DEWITTY

541 £, LATIMER PL. 2415 N. WHEEL ING
Tusa, OK 74106 Tusa, K 74110

GARY WATTS JOHN BENJAMIN

1564 S. GILLETTE 6030 S, LAKEWOOD
TuLsa, OK 74104 TuLsa, K 74135

DEWEY BARTLETT, R,
1208 E. 26TH ST,
Tusa, OK 74114

o Rt
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT OF E |
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA F I L E D

MAY 2 0 1952

M. Lawrence, Clark
mﬁl.mrfjDlSTRlCTI COURT
HORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

EWING T. ROSS and DARLENE
L. ROSS, husband and wife,

Plaintiffs,
Vs, No. 91-C-514-C

TARGET STORES, a division
of DAYTON HUDSON CORPORATION,

Defendant.

ORDER
e

This matter comes on for consideration on this Jng;
day of May, 1992, upon the Motion of the Defendant, Target
Stores, a division of Dayton Hudson Corporation, to dismiss this
case and to close the file. The Court, having reviewed the
Motion and its Order of March 19, 1992, and the file herein,
finds that this case should be dismissed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED by the
Court that the above entitled cause of action be and is hereby

dismissed and the file ordered closed.
s/H. DALE COOK

H. DALE COOK, UNITED STATES
DISTRICT JUDGE



e

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

Case No. 91-C-762-B /

FILED
Defendants. MVARD) quz\\\ﬂ.)

Richard M. Lawrence, Clerk
QRDER U.S. DISTRICT COURT

AMERICAN AIRLINES, INC.
Plaintiff,
v.

CRAIG TWEEDY and
LILLIAN GRAHAM,

This matter comes on for consideration of Defendants' Motion
For Reconsideration of this Court's Order of March 31, 1992,

wherein the Court enjoined Defendants Craig Tweedy and Lillian

Graham "from proceeding further in the state court proceeding

styled Lillian A. Graham v, American Airlines, Inc., George Barton,

Union of America, CJ-91-4125, D.C. Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma.
These Defendants are further enjoined from instigating, against
American and those parties in privy thereto to the claims and
issues herein, any further action or proceeding, in either state or
federal court or any court or administrative tribunal, on these
same claims and/or issues. Any violation of the Court's injunction
by either Defendant will subject the violator to appropriate
sanctions."

The Court has carefully examined Defendants' 20 page pleading,

plus attachments, in support of their Motion For Reconsideration,



and Plaintiff's response thereto. The Court concludes Defendants'
Motion and Supporting Brief essentially re-urges and re-argues the
same issues and arguments presented by these Defendants in earlier
pleadings. The Court further concludes these Defendants have
presented no substantial reasons why this Court should reconsider,
vacate and/or modify its previous Order of March 31, 1992.

Every Motion filed with the Clerk of this Court, no matter
whether meritorious, repetitious or frivolous, requires some
portion of this Court's limited resources. The Court, as the
Honorable Wayne Alley' recently observed, is not just "hitting
fungoes" when it enters an Order.

Conversely, the Court is indebted when a party, through a
Motion to Reconsider, brings to its attention an oversight. It is
the automatic or standardized use of Motions To Reconsider which
gives the Court pause. The Court observes that motions to
reconsider are not uncommon to these Defendants.

The Court concludes Defendants' Motion For Reconsideration
should be and the same is harawit%y%EEIED.

IT IS SO ORDERED this X day of May, 1992.

-

THOMAS R. BRETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

! United states District Judge for the Western District of
Oklahoma.



