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BACKGROUND
This lawsuit was filed by Cameron Parish in 2016 under Louisiana’s State and
Local Coastal Resources Management Act of 1978, La. R.S. 49:214.21 et seq.
(“SLCRMA”). Shortly after suit was filed, the Secretary of the Louisiana Department
of Natural Resources (“LDNR”) and the Louisiana Attorney General intervened.
In 1972, Congress enacted the Coastal Zone Management Act (“CZMA”)' “to
entice coastal states to use their traditional authority over land use to further the

"2 and “to enhance state

national interest in comprehensive coastal management,
authority by encouraging and assisting the states to assume planning and regulatory
powers over their coastal zones.” The CZMA allows states with approved coastal
programs a large measure of control over federal land use, and over private land use
subject to federal permitting. Louisiana’s coastal management program, which
includes the SLCRMA and its implementing regulations, was federally approved in
1980.

Under the SLCRMA, the “secretary [of LDNR], the attorney general, an
appropriate district attorney, or a local government with an approved program may
bring such injunctive, declaratory, or other actions as are necessary to ensure that no
uses are made of the coastal zone for which a coastal use permit has not been issued
116 U.S.C. §1452(1).

2 Ann E. Carlson, Andrew Mayer, Reverse Preemption, 40 Ecology L.Q. 583, 596 (2013).

3S. Rep. N0.92-753, at 1 (1972), reprinted in 1972 U.S.C.C.A.N. 4776.

4 Carlson and Mayer, supra, at 596-97.



when required or which are not in accordance with the terms and conditions of a
coastal use permit.”” Respondent Cameron Parish is a “local government with an
approved [coastal] program.”® Respondents LDNR and the Louisiana Attorney General
are also statutory enforcers.

Suits under the SLCRMA are governed by a mandatory venue provision which
provides that “[a]ny action pursuant to this Section, whether criminal or civil, must be

997

brought in any parish in which the use or activity is situated.”” Despite this provision,

Applicants’ motion to transfer venue sought to transfer venue “to a parish outside the

coastal zone in which no party is domiciled.”®

Twenty of Louisiana’s sixty-four parishes
are located in the coastal zone.

The SLCRMA regulates “uses” of the coastal zone.® Cameron Parish filed eleven
separate SLCRMA suits. The petition in each suit contains a case-specific map of an
“Operational Area” that delineates the boundaries within which alleged SCLRMA
violations occurred. The relief claimed in each case is limited to the damage and land

loss caused by violations of the SLCRMA resulting from “uses” within the mapped

“Operational Area.” Despite these express geographic case-specific limitations,

5 La. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 49:214.36(D).

¢ Id.

"La. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 49:214.36(G). The present suit is strictly a civil action.

$Exhibit 1, excerpt of Memorandum in Support of Defendants’ Motion for Change of Venue, p. 20.

A “use” is defined as follows: “Use’ shall mean any use or activity within the coastal zone which has a
direct and significant impact on coastal waters.” La. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 49:214.23.



Applicants allege that all potential jurors in Cameron Parish have a “personal and
financial interest” in the outcome of all eleven cases,' and that this alleged personal
interest violates their due process rights (even though the SLCRMA does not authorize
“personal”’ claims), and overwhelms any legislative intent in enacting a mandatory
venue provision.

There is no evidence in the record that Cameron Parish residents are biased
against Applicants on account of their personal, financial or other interests in the
outcome of this case. Applicants attempted to demonstrate bias by offering a
hodgepodge of published statements of politicians, lawyers, teachers, and government
officials, statements of some residents, out-of-context statements of Plaintiff’s counsel,
and even evidence of eighth grade and high school projects."" Applicants argue that
this evidence shows that Cameron’s residents have been “told” they have personal and
financial interests in the outcome of this case. But this argument altogether ignores
abundant evidence of widely publicized industry-friendly statements and publications
claiming the Parish’s SLCRMA claims are unfounded. In a recent election, five of the
seven members of the parish governing authority (the parish “Police Jury”) who
supported the Parish’s SLCRMA suits were removed from office.

The SLCRMA claims alleged in this suit can be brought only by the “secretary
[of LDNR], the attorney general, an appropriate district attorney, or a local
government with an approved program.” Any money damages awarded must be used

19 Application For An Emergency Stay, Appendix, Ex. 27, p. vi and p. 8.

'1d., at pp. 14-15 (footnotes).



for “integrated coastal protection, including coastal restoration, hurricane protection,
and improving the resiliency of the coastal area.”’* No potential Cameron juror has the
right to urge claims under the SLCRMA, and thus no potential juror has any “direct,
personal, substantial, pecuniary interest” in the outcome.®

In their certiorari application in the Louisiana Supreme Court, Defendants
admitted they did not “question the integrity, honesty, or capability of Cameron
Parish residents.”’* They emphasized in oral argument in the state district court that
“We’re not arguing that oil and gas companies can’t get a fair trial in Cameron. We're
not arguing that. We’re not arguing that Cameron jurors can’t listen carefully to the
evidence and weigh the credibility of the witnesses. We're not arguing that.”'* But
what Defendants did argue in district court is this: “And there are jurors who would
do their best to try to decide the case fairly, but the law says, you know, that’s not the
test. We don’t try to find jurors who can sit and be fair and impartial. That’s not the
test. It’s — we take into account what the case is about and what the jurors are likely
to believe and conclude. That’s what the law tells us.”*® Not only does the “law” say no
such thing, but Applicants offer no evidence about what Cameron jurors as a whole are

“likely to believe,” and no evidence that the potential jurors are inherently biased. To

2 La. R.S. 49:214.36(0)(2).

BTumey v. State of Ohio, 273 U.S. 510, 523 (1927).

“Application For An Emergency Stay, Appendix, Ex. 27, p. 3.
SExhibit 2, excerpts of Transcript of Hearing on April 19, 2023, p. 6.

°1d., p. 25.



the contrary, there is substantial evidence that Cameron’s residents are decidedly not
of a single mind.

Oil and gas defendants have frequently prevailed in environmental jury trials
in smaller Louisiana parishes, especially in parishes like Cameron and other parishes
with a long history of o1l and gas activity and employment. In Clark, et al. v. Wagner
01l Co., Apache Corp., and BP America, Inc., a Cameron Parish jury returned a verdict
in favor of the oil company defendants who were alleged to have caused environmental
damage. The Cameron jury determined that there was no “environmental damage,” no
breach of contract, and no evidence to support tort or exemplary damages. Of
particular relevance to the present SLCRMA regulatory enforcement action, the jury
even refused to award damages to remediate the polluted property to Louisiana
regulatory standards.'” The jury’s verdict was rendered just three years after the
catastrophic Deepwater Horizon explosion, and a year after BP pled guilty to criminal
charges. Notwithstanding BP’s egregious conduct in the Deepwater Horizon
catastrophe, the jury evaluated the conduct of BP as it related only to the facts of the
case.

Of particular importance to this case, the Lower Cameron Hospital Service
District, a political subdivision of the Parish that operates the only hospital in the
parish, was a plaintiff in Clark. Yet, the Cameron jury rendered a defense verdict

notwithstanding the fact that the hospital was cash-strapped and that the potential

7 Exhibit 3, Clark, et al. v. Wagner Oil Co., Apache Corp., and BP America, Inc., No. 10-18866, 38"
Judicial District Court, State of Louisiana, Parish of Cameron, Verdict Form.



taxpayers of the Parish would have directly benefitted from a verdict in favor of the
hospital district. The Clark verdict alone provides clear and convincing evidence that
a jury can be seated in Cameron Parish without violating due process.'®

Ultimately, the state district judge in this case concluded that there was
insufficient evidence to justify a transfer of venue:

Under Code of Civil Procedure Article 122 and the due process clause of the
United States and the Louisiana Constitutions, the defendants have not shown
that they, quote, cannot obtain a fair and impartial trial because of the undue
influence of an adverse party, prejudice existing in the public mind, or some
other sufficient cause, closed quotes. Only through the complete process of voir
dire will one be able to establish whether a fair and impartial jury can be
impaneled in Cameron Parish to hear this particular case. The Court is not
unaware of the difficulty and the time consuming process that this will take due
to the uniqueness of this parish and the allegations made in this case. However,
the Court will take every precaution to ensure that the voir dire process will be
fair to all parties. Application For An Emergency Stay, Appendix, Ex. 1.

This denial of Applicants’ motion for transfer of venue constitutes an interlocutory
judgment that can be reversed by the district court “at any time.”"? The district court’s
ruling leaves the door open for a second venue challenge based on voir dire, and also
supervisory review of the trial court’s ruling on this second venue challenge.”® The

Louisiana Supreme Court has not hesitated to exercise its supervisory jurisdiction in

¥ Other examples of zero verdicts in legacy cases are: Hero Lands Co., L.L.C. v. Chevron U.S.A. Inc.,
2022-0383 (La. App. 4 Cir. 5/22/23), 2023 WL 3579049 (jury awarded no private damages on all four
tracts at issue in Plaquemines Parish); Meaux v. Hilcorp Energy Co., 2009-591 (La.App. 3 Cir. 12/9/09);
26 So.3d 875, writ denied, 2010-0441 (La. 4/30/10); 34 So.3d 294 (zero verdict in Jeff Davis Parish).

YLouisiana Code of Civil Procedure, art. 1915(B)(2).

PLand v. Vidrine, 62 So. 3d 36 (La. 2011).



ongoing trial proceedings involving jury prejudice.”’ Any alleged harm resulting from
a denial of the present stay request is thus not irreparable. Applicants’ argument
that they “will suffer the irreparable injury of a patently tainted jury venire and a trial

before an inherently partial decisionmaker” is simply not true.

ARGUMENT
I. THE COURT IS NOT LIKELY TO GRANT THE CERTIORARI PETITION

Applicants argue that the Court islikely to grant the certiorari petition because:
(1) the Louisiana Supreme Court’s denial of review and the state district court’s venue
ruling conflict with this Court’s precedent; and (2) the Louisiana Supreme Court’s
denial of review implicates a conflict between the highest courts of several states. Such
conflicts do not in fact exist.

The cases decided by this Court that are cited in the petition for certiorari (at
11-17) for the proposition that decisionmakers should not have a pecuniary interest in
the outcome of a case all involve decisionmakers with direct, substantial, and
measurable pecuniary interests. In Tumey v. Ohio, the mayor received payments in
addition to his salary in cases where the defendant was found guilty. This Court found
the mayor’s pecuniary interest violated due process, as the payments were not “minute,
remote, trifling, or insignificant.”® In Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Lavoie, this Court found
2Scott v. Am. Tobacco Co., 2001-2498 (La. 9/25/01); 795 So0.2d 1176.

ZApplication For An Emergency Stay, p. 10.

BTumey v. State of Ohio, 273 U.S. 510, 532 (1927). This Court in Tumey found that the Due Process
Clause required disqualification of the mayor-judge “both because of [the mayor-judge's] direct pecuniary
interest in the outcome, and because of his official motive to convict and to graduate the fine to help the
financial needs of the village.” In Ward v. Vill. of Monroeville, Ohio, a later “mayor-judge” case where

7



“Justice Embry's opinion for the Alabama Supreme Court had the clear and immediate
effect of enhancing both the legal status and the settlement value of his own case,” and
that his interest was “direct, personal, substantial, [and] pecuniary.”® And in
Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., Inc., this Court found that Blankenship’s
contribution of “some $3 million to unseat the incumbent and replace him with
Benjamin” to be so “extreme” as to violate due process.”” Caperton obviously involves
adirect, substantial and measurable pecuniary interest, whereas there is no competent
evidence in this case of any direct, substantial and measurable pecuniary interests.
The rulings of the Supreme Court and lower courts in Louisiana thus do not conflict
with this Court’s jurisprudence.

The state court cases Applicants allege to be in conflict with the rulings in this
case (see certiorari petition, pp. 21-26) all involve direct, substantial, and measurable
pecuniary interests. In Beech v. Leaf River Forest Products, Inc., the “evidence showed
that of the 8,909 residents of George County eligible for jury duty, 750 were plaintiffs
in dioxin cases brought against the defendants in this case. Even more were potential

class membersin a class action against the same defendants.” Moreover, the pre-trial

the mayor had no direct pecuniary interest, this Court found due process was violated because a “possible
temptation” to forget the burden of proof’ may exist “when the mayor's executive responsibilities for
village finances may make him partisan to maintain the high level of contribution from the mayor's
court.” Ward v. Vill. of Monroeville, Ohio, 409 U.S. 57, 60 (1972). Here, however, the Cameron jury
obviously has no “executive” responsibilities or equivalent powers.

75 U.S. 813, 824 (1986).

BCaperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., Inc., 556 U.S. 868, 884 (2009).

*Beech v. Leaf River Forest Products, Inc., 691 So.2d 446, 450 (Miss.1997).

8



publicity in the present case pales in comparison to volume and intensity of the pre-
trial publicity in Beech.

In Ex parte Monsanto, a large number of county residents (3500, two thirds the
size of Cameron) were plaintiffs who had an indisputable personal financial interest
in the outcome. Here, the residents of Cameron Parish have no right to bring SLCRMA
claims, and their status as parish residents is at best only indirectly related to the
outcome. In Ex parte Monsanto, the Court required proof regarding the effect the
widespread publicity in the county. In remanding the venue issue for reconsideration,
the Alabama Supreme Court explained that Monsanto must demonstrate “an actual
bias or prejudice against Monsanto that would make it impossible for Monsanto to get

1.”%" Here, Applicants merely assume without evidence that

a fair and impartial tria
widespread publicity has had a prejudicial effect, while at the same time ignoring their
own efforts to sway public opinion, and the likelihood that residents allied with the
industry have personal interests inimical to the Parish.

Without discussing due process, the Supreme Court of Minnesota in Berry v. N.
Pine Elec. Co-op. reversed a denial of a motion to transfer venue filed by an injured
plaintiff, finding that the transferee venue was more convenient, and that a fair trial
could not be had in the original venue because: (1) the defendant was an R.E.A.

cooperative that sold electrical power in the county; (2) approximately 1,300

stockholders were country residents; (3) each co-op customer was required to purchase

7794 So.2d 350, 355.



a membership entitling him to vote at the co-op’s annual meetings; (4) a “large
percentage” of petit jurors serving the district court between 1946 and 1950 were
members and customers”; and (5) plaintiff’s parents did “not have a particularly
favorable record in Pine county” and “much local prejudice existed against them.”*®
Needless to say, Berry bears little or no resemblance to the facts of the present case.

In Althiser v. Richmonduville Creamery Co., the court found that the 126
plaintiffs, their family members, plus a substantial number of other milk producers in
the same position as plaintiffs, and their family members, “constitute[d] a not
inconsiderable part of the adult population of the ‘small rural county’ in which the
venue was laid and for which the jury list is of but 1,500 names.”* Aside from the fact
that Cameron Parish’s population is considerably larger than the county population
in Althiser, a large percentage of the potential jurors in Althiser had a direct,
substantial, and measurable pecuniary interest in the outcome of the case. By contrast,
only the State of Louisiana and the Parish have a direct, substantial and measurable
pecuniary interest in the SLCRMA claims at issue here.

Contrary to Applicants’ argument, there is no lack of clarity in the due process
requirements of a civil jury trial. In defining the objective standards of due process in
Caperton, this “Court has asked whether, ‘under a realistic appraisal of psychological
tendencies and human weakness,” the interest ‘poses such a risk of actual bias or
prejudgment that the practice must be forbidden if the guarantee of due process is to
BBerry v. N. Pine Elec. Co-op., 50 N'W.2d 117, 122-123 (1951).

PAlthiser v. Richmonduville Creamery Co., 215 N.Y.S. 2d 122 (3d Dep’t 1961).

10



be adequately implemented.”*® Applicants cannot simply presume “a risk of actual
bias.” They must prove it.
I1. APPLICANTS ARE NOT LIKELY TO SUCCEED ON THE MERITS

Applicants seek to disqualify the entire Cameron jury pool before any juror is
summoned for voir dire. The state district court correctly concluded that the proper
time for determining prospective juror prejudice is during voir dire.** Venue transfers
based on due process concerns are rare.”” “[E]ven in a case involving outrageous
publicity and a ‘carnival atmosphere’ in the courtroom,” the conduct of a proper voir
dire is “sufficient to guarantee (the defendant) a fair trial . . . .”*® “Statistical evidence
or the results of opinion polls are often used to support a pre-voir dire request for
transfer because of prospective juror prejudice.”® No such evidence was offered here.

OCaperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., Inc., 556 U.S. 868, 883—84 (2009), quoting Withrow, 421 U.S., at 47.

31See, e.g., Skilling v. United States, 561 U.S. 358 (2010)(denying multiple motions to change venue in
highly publicized criminal case, finding that voir dire would be sufficient to detect jury bias); United
States v. Jones, 542 F.2d 186, 193 (4th Cir.1976), cert. denied, 426 U.S. 922 (1976)(“proper manner for
ascertaining whether the adverse publicity may have biased the prospective jurors was through the voir
dire examination.”); United States v. Caesar, 368 F.Supp. 328, 335 (E.D.Wis.1975); aff'd sub. nom.,
United States v. Hardin, 519 F.2d 1405 (7th Cir.1975); City of Cleveland v. Cleveland Electric
Illuminating Co., 538 F.Supp. 1240, 1253 (E.D.Ohio, 1980).

32See, e.g., Skilling v. United States, 561 U.S. 358 (2010).

3 Nebraska Press Ass'nv. Stuart, 427U.S. 539, 603 (Brennan, Marshall and Stewart concurring), quoting
Sheppard v. Maxwell, 384 U.S. 333, 358.

3*N. Indiana Pub. Serv. Co. v. Envirotech Corp., 566 F.Supp. 362, 365 (N.D. Ind.1983). The district court
in N. Indiana Pub. Serv. Co. noted that “there is considerable authority to the effect that the proper time
for determining prospective juror prejudice is during voir dire,” but found “that deferring a
determination of prospective juror bias until voir dire is utterly unworkable based on time, energy, and
cost considerations.” Id. The court denied the motion for transfer, but granted the defendants leave to
conduct a statistical survey upon which to re-urge its request to transfer venue. In Atkins v. Strayhan,
559 S0.2d 26 (La. App. 4" Cir. 5/11/1990), a job applicant filed a racial discrimination action against a
law firm and its partners. Defendants moved to transfer venue based on the nature of the allegations.
The defendants offered expert testimony and a Gallup survey of potential Orleans Parish jurors. Even
with this evidence, the trial court denied the motion to transfer venue, stating that “[t]his Court cannot

11



Rather, sans any statistical evidence, Applicants rely heavily on pro-Parish lawsuit
publicity, while ignoring strident, repeated anti-Parish lawsuit publicity sponsored by
industry interests.

Applicants argue that they will be denied due process if venue remains in
Cameron because Cameron’s residents have been “told” they have substantial
personal and financial interests in the outcome of this case, and are thus per se
biased. Defendants attempt to prove that Cameron’s residents will believe that a
verdict in this case, which involves only a discrete geographic area of the Parish,
will remedy parish-wide threats caused by land loss and dangerous storms. To show
before voir dire that the potential jurors believe that they have a personal and
financial interest in the outcome of this case, Applicants must at a minimum show
that these potential jurors presently have some knowledge of the nature of the
allegations. Yet, Defendants offer no proof that any of the public statements or
messages cited in their papers were actually received or heard by any significant
number of potential jurors, and no proof that any potential juror knows really what
this case is about. Worse still, they ignore what the oil industry itself has told
Cameron Parish residents.

Highly inflammatory publications in both the print and electronic media

have condemned the Louisiana coastal lawsuits as frivolous, and have attacked the

believe at this point that an impartial panel of twelve individuals cannot be selected after extensive voir
dire, careful and liberal challenges of jurors for cause, and the standard peremptory challenges.” Id. at
27-28.

12



parish governments and lawyers who have brought them. For example, the
Louisiana Mid-Continent Oil and Gas Association (“LMOGA”), as well as the
Louisiana Oil & Gas Association (“LOGA”), have published several statements
regarding the coastal land loss suits. In August of 2020, LMOGA and LOGA issued
the following joint statement:

[W]e will continue to defend against the meritless cases and show why the
lawsuits do nothing for Louisiana’s coast. These unnecessary and
abusive lawsuits continue to be counterproductive to our state, and any effort
to restore and protect our coastline. The hundreds of defendants in these
suits, made up of thousands of Louisiana families and employees, will
continue to do their part in providing reliable energy, economic opportunity,
and actual, tangible results for our state’s precious coast. In fact, largely as a
result of the industry’s ongoing investments and continued commitment,
CPRA will have more projects under construction this year than ever before
in our state’s history.*

On March 4, 2021, the presidents of LMOGA and LOGA, issued the following
statement:

It is disappointing that some elected officials have sided with plaintiffs’
attorneys in support of job-killing lawsuits and a flawed settlement scheme
that could put our coast further at risk.

Through these lawsuits, the government seeks to impose sweeping,
retroactive liability on the entire oil and gas industry for activities carried
out according to federal laws and regulations decades ago. This misguided
attempt to rewrite history and penalize energy producers for legally
conducted operations that have been endorsed and incentivized by state and
local leaders for nearly a century is a distortion of the law dreamed up and
marketed by plaintiffs’ attorneys, presumably to serve their own financial
gain.’

33 Exhibit 4, “Louisiana Oil & Gas associations respond to fifth circuit ruling in coastal litigation” (August
10, 2020, updated August 12, 2020).

3¢ Exhibit 5, Public comments from Louisiana Oil and Gas Association and Louisiana Mid-Continent Oil
and Gas Association.
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The oil industry employs a substantial number of Cameron Parish residents
who likely have personal interests at odds with the interests of the Parish.
Throughout the years, Cameron Parish’s well-known Louisiana Fur and Wildlife
Festival has celebrated the oil industry and voiced its appreciation for the
industry’s support of the Parish and its residents.?” Just last year, the oil and gas
industry partnered with the Rockefeller Wildlife Refuge and the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries “to develop and fortify a 20-mile levee system
to protect Cameron Parish and act as a first line of defense against storms and
rising tides.”® The project was widely publicized, and included videos for residents
to “[IJearn how this mutually-beneficial relationship is a perfect example of how the
state, industry and environment can come together to support our working coast.”*

The cherry-picked scrapbook of publications offered in Applicants’ motion to
transfer venue in the court below includes a November 19, 2015 article published in
the Cameron Parish Pilot, a local newspaper, discussing the coastal lawsuits. The
article dedicates three lengthy paragraphs to the oil industry’s opposition to the
coastal suits, including: (1) a statement by Don Briggs, president of LOGA, stating

that the coastal suits create a “legal climate that deters jobs,” that it makes “no

sense” for the parish to sue “the industry that is providing the majority of high

37 Exhibit 6, September 10, 1998, article “Festival set,” and October 7, 2010, article, “Schedule told for
the 2011 Fur & Wildlife Festival,” The Cameron Parish Pilot.

3Exhibit 7, Public comments from Grow Louisiana Coalition.

¥ 1d.
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paying jobs in this state,” and that the suits involve a “small group of trial lawyers
lining their pockets off the backs of the oil and gas industry”; and (2) a statement by
Chris John of LMOGA claiming that “Cameron Parish has been thriving the last
few years, mainly thanks to the oil industry who is responsible for over $18 million
in wages of residents and 30% of ad valorem taxes paid. . . . It is getting to the point
where o1l and gas companies will have to spend more on legal fees than drilling
budgets in Louisiana.”*

Cameron Parish citizens have been inundated with messaging from local
news sources that the oil and gas industry is critical to the durability of their
culture and community. State and local representatives quoted in the Cameron
Parish Pilot have highlighted that Cameron Parish is “vital to the nation[’s]” oil and
gas production,’’ and have emphasized that the people of Cameron Parish “support
oil and gas, Creole Nature Trail tourism, and thousands of workers flying out to the
Gulf of Mexico oil platforms.”* An article in the Cameron Pilot on what “keeps loyal
residents here in spite of storms and loss” explains that “Hackberry is bustling,

with more new industry and a growing population. . . . Businesses supporting oil

and gas industry and the commercial fishing industry are centered here.”*® The

40 Exhibit 8, “Time for Cameron Parish to Control its Own Destiny” by Cyndi Sellers (November 19,
2015), The Cameron Parish Pilot.

4 Exhibit 9, “Congressmen Visit” by Cyndi Sellers (June 1, 2006), The Cameron Parish Pilot, Vol. 49-34.
“ Id. “Congressmen Visit” by Cyndi Sellers (June 1, 2006), The Cameron Parish Pilot, Vol. 49-34.
4 Exhibit 10 “What is it about Cameron Parish?” by Cyndi Sellers (September 6, 2012), The Cameron

Parish Pilot.
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Pilot on September 26, 2013, reported that “[t]he governor seemed to be siding with
big landowners and, by extension, their environmental attorneys, whom oil execs
loathe as the most rapacious of trial lawyers.”*

Defendants claim that Cameron’s residents know what this case 1s about, and
that Cameron’s residents have been told, and in fact believe, that they have a
substantial personal and pecuniary interest in the outcome of this case. Yet,
Applicants offer no evidence concerning the extent to which the statements and
messages about this case have actually penetrated the “public mind” (words used in
Louisiana’s venue transfer statute, La. C.C.P. art. 122). Defendants must show that
the “public mind” is in fact a prejudiced mind. But public knowledge is not public
prejudice simply because “knowledge is not prejudice.”*’

What the record evidence actually shows is that Cameron Parish has been
exposed to conflicting views concerning the nature of the coastal lawsuits and the
importance of the industry for the future of the Parish. Most venue transfers occur
in highly publicized criminal cases involving inflammatory news coverage,®®
whereas successful transfers in civil cases are hen’s teeth rare. Unlike the oil

company defendants in this case, serial murderers seldom have access to media

consultants that can perhaps level the media playing field. Even if it is eventually

4 Exhibit 11, "Local Lawsuits are more to Gov. Jindal’s Liking” by John Maginnis (November 19, 2013),
The Cameron Parish Pilot.

5 Moschell v. State, 53 N.J.L. 498, 510; 22 A 50 (Sup. Ct.1891), aff'd, 54 N.J.L. 390; 25 A 964 (1892).

4See, e.g., Rideau v. Louisiana, 373 U.S. 723 (1963).
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shown in voir dire that some potential jurors may be prejudiced against one or more
of the litigants, the actual bias of a small subset of potential jurors is not enough to
justify a change of venue transferring this case from the mandatory venue assigned
by the Louisiana legislature.*’

To be sure, the Louisiana legislature was aware when it enacted the
SLCRMA that the claims under La. R.S. 49:214.36(D) would involve land loss and
pollution, and that such claims would be filed in the parish where the land loss and
pollution occurred under the SLCRMA’s mandatory venue provision, La. R.S.
49:214.36(G). And the legislature was certainly aware of the limited population of
several coastal zone parishes when it enacted this mandatory venue provision.
Concerns about storm damage, land loss, and pollution are not unique to Cameron
Parish, and are shared throughout all of the parishes in the coastal zone, and
throughout the State for that matter. Storms, land loss and pollution do not respect
parish boundaries. If such concerns are deemed sufficient to oust venue in Cameron,
the venue in any coastal case becomes problematic, and the mandatory venue
statute 1s effectively repealed based in large part on the ipsi dixit of Applicants’
lawyers. The Alabama Supreme Court in Monsanto, supra, pointedly notes that
what “a particular attorney believes” about the prejudice to his client “has no

bearing” on the issue of venue.*® Applicants’ request that this case be transferred to

Y'See Skilling v. United States, 561 U.S. 358, 380 (2010).

8 Ex parte Monsanto Co., 794 So0.2d 350, 355 (Ala.2001), quoting Ex parte Shepard, 481 So.2d at 1102.
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a parish located outside of the coastal zone based on due process grounds in fact
constitutes an attack (at least implicitly) on the constitutionality of the mandatory
venue statute itself.

The central argument urged by Applicants is that the nature of the recovery
sought compels the conclusion that the entire Cameron jury pool has a personal and
financial interest in the outcome, and on that basis alone, the entire jury pool
should be deemed inherently biased. However, in the absence of voir dire evidence,
courts have been reluctant to presume personal or financial interest bias based on
perceived personal or financial benefits that might redound to the general benefit of
the citizens of the venue, or to the customers of public utilities operating in the
venue. "

Civil jurors in Louisiana are routinely summoned to decide cases in which
their own parish government appears as a party. As shown here, this case is no
different than any other case where a parish resident is asked to determine an issue
involving his or her parish’s rights. Jurors are not presumed to have a “personal
interest” or “personal stake” in such cases based on the possibility that the parish
itself may realize some benefit from the outcome. The SLCRMA mandates that any
money damages awarded in this case must be used for “integrated coastal

protection, including coastal restoration, hurricane protection, and improving the

YLos Angeles Mem'l Coliseum Comm'nv. Nat'l Football League, 726 F.2d 1381, 1399-1401 (9th Cir.1984);
Virginia Elec. & Power Co. v. Sun Shipbuilding & Dry Dock Co., 389 F.Supp. 568 (E.D. Va.1975); V.
Indiana Pub. Serv. Co. v. Envirotech Corp., 566 F.Supp. 362 (N.D. Ind.1983); Pennsylvania Power &
Light Co. v. Gulf Oil Co., 270 Pa. Super. 514, 411 A.2d 1203 (1979); see also City of Cleveland v.
Cleveland Elec. Illuminating Co., 538 F.Supp. 1240 (N.D. Ohio1980).
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resiliency of the coastal area.” La. R.S. 49:214.36(0)(2). Louisiana has developed a
statutorily mandated “Master Plan” that must incorporate an “integrated coastal
protection” systems approach to ensure that expenditures for coastal protection and
restoration benefit the state as a whole. See La. R.S. 49:214.1, et seq. In Applicants’
myopic view of the relief sought in this case, the benefits of a successful recovery are
limited to the citizens of Cameron Parish. The truth is the citizens of the coastal
parishes surrounding Cameron Parish stand to benefit as much or more from a
successful outcome. And certainly it can be said without risk of overstatement
(think Katrina and Rita) that each and every citizen of Louisiana would benefit
from a successful outcome.”

All of the property in Cameron Parish damaged by the SLCRMA violations
alleged in all eleven suits comprises only approximately eight (8) percent of the
entire area of the parish, and that eight percent is, to a large extent, uninhabited.
The property damaged by the violations in this case is estimated at two (2) percent
of the parish. Considering the significant storm surge frequently suffered by
southwest Louisiana parishes, the residents of Calcasieu Parish, which is located

directly north of the sparsely populated geographic area of the damaged property at

PPar. of Plaquemines v. Total Petrochemical & Ref. USA, Inc., 64 F.Supp.3d 872, 888 (E.D.
La.2014)(“Defendants do not and cannot deny that the State is the real party in interest with respect to
any claim arising under the CZM Laws that pertains to a use of state concern, and the substantive rights
at issue in any such claim are actually those of the State.”).
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issue here, are the true beneficiaries of the efforts of Cameron Parish in pursuing
this suit.”
III. IRREPARABLE INJURY AND BALANCE OF EQUITIES

Applicants must show that there exists a “likelihood that irreparable harm
will result from the denial of a stay.” A showing that irreparable harm is possible
is not enough.”® Cameron Parish and the State opposed Applicants’ venue transfer
motion in the district court on grounds that the Applicants’ motion did not satisfy
the requirements of Article 122 of the Code of Civil Procedure, and alternatively,
that proof of the grounds of Applicants’ motion could only be derived from a
comprehensive voir dire. The state district court’s ruling expressly envisions a
reconsideration of its venue ruling (if a reconsideration motion is urged) upon
completion of voir dire, but before the first witness is sworn. The ruling states:
“Only through the complete process of voir dire will one be able to establish whether
a fair and impartial jury can be impaneled in Cameron Parish to hear this
particular case.” And even if the district court should deny a re-urged venue motion,
Applicants retain the right to again invoke the supervisory jurisdiction of the
Louisiana Third Circuit and the Louisiana Supreme Court. This supervisory
jurisdiction can be invoked in connection with a re-urged venue motion, or in
connection with Applicants’ objections to the court’s rulings during voir dire on

1See map, Exhibit 12.
S2Hollingsworth v. Perry, 558 U.S. 183, 190 (2010).

3Nken v. Holder, 129 S.Ct. 1749, 1753.
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challenges for cause. As noted previously, the Louisiana Supreme Court has not

hesitated to assert its supervisory jurisdiction to correct due process violations

* Under no circumstance is the complained-of harm

based on jury bias.’
“lrreparable.”

In arguing that the balance of equities favors a stay, Applicants assert that

“la] stay would not prejudice the Parish’s ability to seek relief or meaningfully

”5 The Parish’s injuries have already been

exacerbate its alleged injuries.
“meaningfully exacerbated” by seven years of pointless delays in litigating
Applicants’ multiple, baseless federal jurisdictional arguments.

The present case is one of forty-two cases filed by south Louisiana local
governmental entities (in this case the Cameron Parish Police Jury) against oil and
gas producers for violations of SLCRMA. Like this one, all of the cases allege that
the defendant oil and gas producers either failed to comply with permits or, more

often, failed to obtain necessary permits.”® Each of the cases relates to oil and gas

production operations in specific geographic areas. The current case relates to

3Scott v. Am. Tobacco Co., 2001-2498 (La. 9/25/01); 795 So0.2d 1176.
> Application For An Emergency Stay, p. 21.

SSLCRMA, which took full effect in 1980, exempted “[iindividual specific uses legally commenced or
established prior to the effective date of the coastal use permit program” from being subject to coastal
use permitting requirements. La. R.S. 49:214.34(C)(2). The plaintiff and intervenors, however, contend
that multiple actions of the defendants, such as illegally discharging produced water (an extremely
saline component of oil and gas production that kills vegetation) were not “legally commenced or
established,” and thus required permitting once the program went into effect in September 1980. The
defendants did not obtain such permits. This is the source of the complaint, at Application for
Emergency Stay, p. 5, that the plaintiffs “challeng[e] operations that preceded the law’s enactment for
many decades ....”
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production in the East and West Hackberry Fields in Cameron Parish.”” These
fields are in the extreme northernmost parts of Cameron Parish, and prior to oil
and gas production, they consisted of healthy fresh or brackish water marsh.
Today, they are open water.

The first of these cases were filed in 2013 by governing bodies of Plaquemines
and Jefferson Parishes; the present case was filed in early 2016. The oil and gas
industry’s response to this litigation has been denial, deflection, and delay. The
cases were first removed based on a plethora of jurisdictional theories. All the cases
were stayed pending a decision in a lead case. In that case, Parish of Plaquemines
v. Total Petrochemical & Refining USA,”® Judge Zainey rejected all of the
defendants’ jurisdictional arguments. The Western District ultimately agreed, and
all the cases were eventually remanded.

After a trial was scheduled in a Plaquemines Parish case, the defendants
removed all the cases for a second time in 2018. This time, based upon an expert
report, they claimed that their activities during World War II*° were at the direction
of federal officers, namely, the Petroleum Administration for War, and that they
were thus entitled to removal under 28 U.S.C. § 1442. Again, all the cases were

stayed in favor of a single lead case. Notably, a number of the cases involved oil and

" The geographical focus of the suits is reflected in the fact that, of over one hundred separate oil and
gas fields in Cameron Parish, the pending SLCRMA litigation encompasses only twenty of them.

364 F. Supp. 872 (E.D. La. 2014).

5 As noted above, fn. 55, the only relevance of this activity is whether it was commenced legally so as
to exempt it from permitting requirements after September 1980.
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gas fields that were not developed until well after World War II — and thus did not,
as a matter of fact, even meet the defendants’ removal criteria — but these cases
were stayed as well, and the district courts refused to lift the stays and remand those non-war
cases to state court.

Eventually, Judge Summerhays in the current case, 420 F.Supp. 532 (W.D.
La. 2019), and Judge Feldman in Parish of Plaquemines v. Riverwood Production
Co., 2019 WL 2271118 (E.D. La. May 28, 2019), both held that the second removal
was likewise without merit, because the cases involve exploration and production,
and the federal regulations and contracts were limited to refining. Pursuant to 28
U.S.C. §1447(d), however, their remand orders were appealable, and the defendants
appealed them, and stays were maintained. (Notwithstanding these determinations
on jurisdiction, the district courts denied reurged motions to lift the stays in post-
war cases.) The Fifth Circuit, despite having a complete record on the federal
officer issue, remanded the case to the district court for reconsideration of the issue
in light of its en banc decision in Latiolais v. Huntington Ingalls, Inc.®® Judge
Feldman, finding that the Latiolais decision had no bearing on the issues in this
case, again ordered remand. Eventually, the Fifth Circuit affirmed that decision.
There remain, however, several cases in federal court, in which the defendants have
seized upon a single line of dicta to carve out a distinction that they claim gives the

federal courts removal jurisdiction in those cases. Of course, those cases were all

%951 F.3d 286 (5th Cir.2020).

23



stayed as well, even though the district courts have uniformly held that they lack
jurisdiction. In its most recent pronouncement in these cases, Plaquemines Parish
v. Chevron USA, 84 F.4™ 362 (5" Cir. 2023), the Fifth Circuit reversed one of the
stay orders. In setting forth the history of the litigation, the Fifth Circuit agreed
with Judge Feldman’s ruling after remand of the second removal:

On remand, Judge Feldman agreed with Plaquemines Parish at oral

argument that it was “bordering on absurd” that jurisdictional litigation had

delayed these cases for so long. He then added, “Frankly, I think it’s kind of
shameful.” That very same day, he reaffirmed his previous remand order,
finding “[flor a third time,” that “these cases” do not “belong in federal court.”

See Riverwood II, 2022 WL 101401, at *1, *10.%

It is against this backdrop that Applicants yet again plead for even more delay.

The harms that will be suffered by the Parish and State by the grant of an
emergency stay far outweigh any harms Applicants may allegedly suffer as
consequence of the state district court’s decision to await a final determination of
venue pending a true test of Applicants’ bias claims in voir dire. The protection of
Louisiana’s coast is now a matter of extreme urgency,” and the State and Parish
are presently engaged in deploying all appropriate legal means to acquire the
resources necessary to manage this crisis. In fact, Louisiana’s stated public policy
declared in the SCLRMA itself is “[t]o protect, develop, and, where feasible, restore

or enhance the resources of the state's coastal zone, and “[t]Jo support sustainable

development in the coastal zone that accounts for potential impacts from hurricanes

6184 F.4™ at 368.

2See Affidavit of John Day, Exhibit 13.
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and other natural disasters and avoids environmental degradation resulting from
damage to infrastructure caused by natural disasters.””

In another case brought by a state concerning the failure of oil and gas
producers to comply with their legal obligations, and the alleged bias or prejudice of
state citizens who might sit as potential jurors, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
stated:

[T]his case also implicates other serious issues, such as a state’s sovereign

Interest in its courts, the need to prevent the federal system from being used

as a strategic forum for delay, and litigants’ interest in the speedy resolution

of cases. Federal courts have long hesitated to interfere with on-going state
litigation, and have repeatedly recognized the dangers of doing so. Given the
disruptive effect of allowing parties to transform every challenge to a state
tribunal into a federal due process claim, we will not lightly interfere with
pending state litigation.
Exxon Corp. v. Heinze, 32 F.3d 1399, 1403 (9™ Cir. 1994) (citations omitted). The
court there ultimately concluded that the defendant’s claims of due process
violations arising out of potential juror bias or prejudice were not ripe for decision.

The same result should be reached here. The State seeks a timely trial of a suit filed

in one of its own courts under its own laws.

%La. R.S. 49:214.22 (1) and (8), entitled “Declaration of Policy.”
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38TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT FOR THE PARISH OF CAMERON
STATE OF LOUISIANA
DOCKET NO. 10-19582 DIV, “A”»
THE PARISH OF CAMERON
VERSUS
AUSTER OIL AND GAS, INC., ET AL.
FILED:

DEPUTY CLERK

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS® )
' MOTION FOR CHANGE OF VENUE

MAY IT PLEASE THE COURT:

Defendants Shell Oil Company, BP America Production Company, Hilcorp Energy
Company, Chevron U.S.A. Inc., Chevron Pipe Line Company, Honeywell International, Inc., and
Kerr-McGee Oil and Gas Onshore LP, move for a charige of venue under Article 122 of the
Louisiana Code of Civil Procedure and the due process clauses of the fedefal and Louisiana
constitutions. Under federal and Louisiana law, a change of venue is appropriate when a
Defendant cannot obtain a fair trial in the current forum. Specifically, the Louisiana Code of Civil
Procedure provides for a change of venue when any party shows “sufficient cause” that he “cannat
obtain a fair and impartial trial.” La. Code Civ. Proc. art. 122. And the due process promises of
the federal and Louisiana constitutions likewise guarantee defendants an impartial fact finder. See
U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 1; La. Const. art. I, § 2; see also Gentile v. State Bar (éf Nevada, 501
U.S. 1030, 1075 (1991); Wilson v. City of New Orleans, 479 So. 2d 891, 901 (La. 1985). Here,
the nature of Plaintiffs’ claims, coupled with their messaging about this lawsuit, has created a
serious risk of an unfair trial.

Plaintiffs’ theory is that Defendants violated a.1980 permitting statute. Plaintiffs’
allegations in this and related cases are the first of their kind under this statute, claiming that

Defendants’ violations are to blame for land loss and an increased risk of hurricane damage in



enough that twelve unbiased jurors may be found in the county to try” the defendant because “a
fair trial means . . . in addition to the right to be tried by such individual jﬁrors, the right to be tricd
in an atmosphere” in which the public is not biased) (citations omitted). This concern is heightencd
in small communities where courts have found that the risk of community prejudice overrides
jurors’ representations that they can be impartial. See, e.g., Irvin, 366 U.S. at 727-28.
Unsurprisingly, residents of Cameron Parish perceive common threats to themselves and
to their Parish from coastal erosion—concems reinforced by state and local representatives, the
media, and Plaintiffs. These shared concerns create a constitutionally untenable risk that residents
will be unable to view the case objectively. Defendants are not casting aspersions—no individual
could put aside those concei'ns as irrelevant to themselves and their community. Thatis why venue

should be changed to a parish where the residents do not have these same concerns.

IV.  Conclusion

There is a serious risk that the residents of Cameron Parish will view themselves as
interested in the outcome of this lawsuit. Political and media statements have repeatedly asserted
that the financial interests of Cameron Parish residents and their ability to remain in the Parish are
tied to coastal restoration.” Plaintiffs have fueled these beliefs through their pleadings and out-
of-court statements. Under these circumstances, there is a serious risk that the limited jury pool
will view themselves as interested in the outcome of this lawsuit creating an unfair trial. This risk
constitutes “sufficient cause” for a change of venue under La. Code Civ. P. art. 122, and it
independently warrants a change of venue to prevent federal and state due process violations. The
Court should therefore grant this motion and transfer the case to a parish outside the coastal zone

in which no party is domiciled.

" E.g.,August 22,2021, article, ““No Way to Keep Up’: Efforts to Rebuild Coastline in Cameron Parish

May Be Unwinnable Fight”, The Advocate, Ex. E., in globo, E-160-169 (noting Cameron Parish
residents often take coastal restoration personally, “as do many others choosing to stick it out in a part
of Louisiana fighting the tides, literally and figuratively,” and quoting resident: “*It’s about the cultural
tapestry that’s here. . . . For me, it’s not just about the patchwork of coastal restoration and protection
projects. It's about a way of life.”).
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PROCEEDINGS:

THE COURT:

Good morning, everyone.
ATTORNEYS' RESPONSE:

Good morning, Your Honor.
THE COURT:

This is the matter of The Parish of Cameron
versus Auster 0il & Gas, et al., Docket
Number 10-19582. The defendants had filed a
motion for change of venue in this matter.

I see there's a lot of attorneys. Are just
the attorneys at the table making appearances or
is everyone making an appearance?

MR. MAZZONE:

Your Honor, my name is Michael Mazzone and
I'm going to argue the motion. So I don't khow
if others are going to appear or not. But I'm
—— I'm planning to argue the motion on behalf of
the moving defendants.

THE COURT:

All right, Mr. Mazzone.
MR. MUDD:

Yes, ma'am. Your Honor, for the record,
Chad Mudd appearing on behalf of The Cameron
Parish Police Jury. I have with me Vic
Marcello, as well as Mr. Donald Price is here,
Your Honor, on behalf of the State of Louisiana.
I'm going to principally argue any and all
issues. I may reserve a little bit of time.
Potentially, Mr. Marcello may have a comment or
two, Your Honor.

MR. MAZZONE:
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Your Honor, Kelly Becker of the Liskow firm
is with me as well on behalf of Shell in —- in
this case.

THE COURT:

All right. Mr. Mazzone, you may proceed.
MR. MAZZONE:

Thank you, Your Honor. May I use the
podium, Your Honor?

THE COURT:
Yes, you may.
MR. MAZZONE:

Good morning, Judge.
THE COURT:

Good morning.

MR. MAZZONE:

As I said, I'm —— I'm Michael Mazzone and
Kelly Becker here for Shell. And I'm going to
argue on behalf of the moving defendants.

Judge, the essence of the motion is that
because of how Cameron Parish has pled its case
and because of the Parish's publically stated
goals in this lawsuit and because of how we
expect the case to be tried based on comments by
the parish and its lawyers and others, Cameron
jurors will reasonably believe that they have a
vested interest in the outcome of this case and
that they are interested in the case in the way
parties are interested in their own cases.

As I'm about to explain, Judge, the evidence
in support of this motion is striking and
substantial and the legal basis is solid. Now,

I have to tell you what we're not arguing
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because the response addressed a number of
arguments that we did not make. So we're not
arguing that there's been too much publicity in
this case and, therefore, people who might come
to serve on a jury know about the issues in the
case and know a lot about it. We're not arguing
that. We're not arguing that oil and gas
companies can't get a fair trial in Cameron.
We're not arguing that. We're not arguing that
Cameron jurors can't listen carefully to the
evidence and weigh the credibility of the
witnesses. We're not arguing that. We're not
arguing any of those things.

We're arguing that this case is unique. The
plaintiffs seek damages for land loss. They're
claiming that land loss is an existential threat
to all of Cameron Parish and a financial threat
to the persons who would be called to serve on
the jury in this case. That's what we're
arguing.

Now, so I'd like to show you some -- some of
the applicable law here, Your Honor. And I
think you have it on your screen as well.

THE COURT:

Yes.
MR. MAZZONE:

Okay. So this is a quote from the Frank
case. That's a Louisiana Supreme Court case.

It was cited favorably by the plaintiffs in
opposition to our motion. Supreme Court has
made clear in several cases -- and this is just

not a one-off -~ there's several of these. This
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is the quote. "That the defendant must be
allowed to show that even 1f it were possible to
select a jury whose members were not subject to
a challenge for cause, that there exist
prejudice or influences within the community at
large that would affect the jury's answers
during voir dire or that for any other reasons a
fair and impartial trial could not be held in
the parish.” That's the Supreme Court of
Louisiana.

And in another case, in Clark, which is the
—-- the second blurb on the slide. The Court
said, "And the fact that a jury can be selected,
that the requisite number of jurors are not
subject to a challenge for cause, does not
mandate the conclusion that a motion for change
of venue was properly denied by the Court.

So as I said, these aren't isolated one-off.
There's a long series of cases that say it over
and over again. Some I have -- Magee says it;
Bell says it; a lot of cases. In these cases,
Clark and Frank, as I said, were cited by the
parish favorably in opposition to our motion.

So what does this language mean? Well, it
means that even if we believe today that we
could after a voir dire seat 12 jurors who won't
be subject to a challenge for cause, this motion
should still be granted for the reasons we set
out in our motion papers, and I'm going to walk
through today. In other words, even if you
decided -- I think we can seat 12 jurors who are

fair and impartial, that conclusion, that
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decision, that belief, Judge, doesn't resolve
this motion because the grounds for a change of
venue are different than the grounds for
challenging jurors for cause.

And the Supreme Court has said that the
concerns of the kind we raise today cannot be
resolved by voir dire. The Supreme Court has
said -- and this is from the Clark case --
another quote, not on the screen, quote, it is
no longer appropriate for a court to only
inquire about whether individual jurors could be
fair or impartial. That's the Clark case, and
they were quoting the Supreme Court case State
v. Bell.

So that means we don't have to prove that
every juror who might show up for jury duty
would be bias against a party or in favor of a
certain outcome in the case or that the court —-
it would be impossible for a court to seat a
fair and impartial jury. We don't have to prove
that.

It also means, with -~ with all due respect
to Judge Clement in Plaguemines Parish who heard
a similar motion back in 2018, Judge, that he
was clearly wrong. And this was his —— I took
it from his reasons for judgment. This is what
Judge Clement wrote: "Defendants are
essentially asking the Court to assume without
adequate proof that every potential juror in
this parish is incapable of being unbiased and
impartial." That's what he said.

Now, that's directly contrary to the Supreme
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Court cases that I've indicated a minute ago,
directly contrary. Because he's saying, where's

the proof of actual bias? And the Supreme Court

says, we don't -—- we don't -- that's the wrong
qguestion on a -- on a motion to change —-- change
venue.

Now, he also went on to say that,
"Defendants are asking the Court to assume
without adequate proof that every potential
juror in the parish is incapable of being
unbiased and impartial as to the oil and gas
industry because of their financial
self-interest and the threat of coastal erosion
to the residents of the parish.”

Now, he's made two mistakes here. The first
mistake, it was not argued in Plaquemines that
jurors couldn't be fair and impartial to oil
companies, oil and gas —-- and we're not arguing
that today. So when Judge Clement said that was
the argument, he got it wrong. That's all
right. The more important thing is, that he
applied the wrong legal standard directly
contrary to Louisiana law. So holding a voir
dire -~ as -- as good a job as you would do,
Judge —-- holding a voir dire does not resolve
the motion. So there's no shortcut to today.
We can't just waive our hands and say voir dire
settles it all. We can’'t punt to voir dire.
That doesn't answer this motion.

So now let me get into the substance of it
now that I think I've cleared the -- the path

for this. So I'm aware, Judge, that you have
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had hearings in two motions to transfer venue in
the past, at least legacy cases. And I read the
transcripts in both of them. You did one in
2012 and 2013, both legacy cases. You may have
other ones, I —— I wasn't aware of them, but I
did read the transcripts, and they were both
legacy cases. I'm going to explain in a minute
how this case is so dramatically and materially
different than a legacy case. I'm going to walk
through that in a second.

But -- and so I'm just prefacing that,
because this language that I'm about to quote,
it's your language from the 2012 Cameron Parish
School Board Case.

THE COURT:

Oh, goodness.
MR. MAZZONE:

It was a legacy case. Okay? And it's fine
language, Judge. I'm not going to —-- I'm not
going to —-

THE COURT:

Are you going to embarrass me in front of
all these people?
MR. MAZZONE:

I'm not going to throw you under the bus.
THE COURT:

Did I apply the wrong legal standard?

MR. MAZZONE:

No, no, no. I'm not -- I'm not going to
throw you under the bus. But I want to preface
this. This is the -- what you said in that

case. But I want to preface that Exxon made an
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argument in that case. It's not the argument we
made. They basically said, the school board
involved, you know, save the children. We kind
of, you know, every dollar that the -- the
school board gets will help the kids and so we
can't have a fair trial in Cameron. That's not
our argument. We didn't make that argument.

So I wanted to point -- point that out. TWe
make an entirely different argument. So here's
your —— here's what you said. And -- and this
was —— I -- you know, you denied the motion.
This language struck me, Judge, because we're
not arguing today that a Cameron jury would not
listen to the evidence. We agree with you when
you say they -- that you -- you know, the
suggestion that you thought they could. We're
not arguing they wouldn't weigh the credibility
of the witnesses. We agree that they can do
that too. We're not arguing that, and we agree
with you when you said that.

The —-- the language that really caught my
eye though was, you thought -- you said, there's
no evidence that a Cameron jury couldn't render
a just verdict. I thought, okay, that's -- what
does "just verdict" mean? Because I think this
—— that's what this case comes down to. Could
they render a just verdict? And it -- and it
means, I think, Judge, two things -- or two
questions we have to answer to get to that.
What's this case really about? What is the
relief being sought? What are the claims? What

are the allegations? What's the relief sought?
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And then, what is a just verdict?

And I'm going to start with just verdict,
because I think -- I don't think this is going
to be controversial. A just verdict would be a
decision—maker that does some of the things you
talked about.

You can take the slide down, Kelly, for a
second.

MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)
MR. MAZZONE:

The things you just talked about -- listen
to the evidence, weigh the credibility of the
witnesses, and follow the law. So in a jury
case, the jury would be following the
instructions of the Court. And we believe that
Cameron juries can do those things.

But there's a second component of a just
verdict, and that is that the decision-makers
have to be neutral; that is they can't be
interested in the outcome of the case directly
or indirectly. The United States Supreme Court
has said in the Irvin case, they -~ they
described it this way, Judge. The -- the lack
of interest that jurors need to have or
decision-makers need to have. They call it an
attitude of appropriate indifference -- an
attitude of appropriate indifference.

So you —-- could you show the next slide
then, Kelly?

MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)
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MR. MAZZONE:

So that means that potential jurors coming
into the case have to be unconcerned and
indifferent to the issues in the outcome of the
case. You know, other than the interest of, you
know, wanting to do a good job when -- you know,
whenever they're being asked to do something.

Here are some of the -- the things we
pointed out in our -- in our motion papers. So
in Murchison, "No individual can be a judge in
his own case or be permitted to try cases where
he has an interest in the outcome.”

But the -~ in ~-- in Berryhill, the Court
said, "Disqualifying interest need not be direct
or positive.”" That means it can be indirect.

In the Wilson case, that's the New Orleans
boot case, that -- that case says the same
thing, it can be indirect. It need only offer a
possible temptation not to hold the balance
nice, clear and true. That's the disqualifying
interest. And that's another Supreme Court
case, Tumey, "A possible temptation not to hold
the balance nice, clear and true."

And then in Andry, which is a Louilsiana
case, "Jurors with a pecuniary interest in the
outcome of the case are per se incapable of the
impartiality required of a juror."”

I don't think any of this is controversial,
Judge. And I think we all agree that this is
obviously what -— what is true and what we would
expect disinterested jurors to be.

So it requires that decision-makers -- who
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—— are not perceived to be judging their own
case and do not believe they are interested in
the outcome of the case. Both Louisiana and
federal law tell us that decision-makers lack of
interest is an essential component of due
process.

So go to the next one, please, Kelly.
MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)
MR. MAZZONE:

So I -- I think the -- the key words here,
Judge, my takeaways are, we have to see

appropriate indifference, and there can't be any

possible temptation. Not probable -- no
possible temptation on ~- on the part of the
jurors.

So what is indifference? What does
appropriate indifference mean? I -- I looked
that up. "Lack of interest or concern." And
what are the synonyms?

Let's go to that slide.

MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)
MR. MAZZONE:

I just put some of the synonyms of this
appropriate indifference on the -—- on the

screen. "Passive, unconcerned, impersonal,

apathetic, unmoved, unfeeling, dispassionate,

uncaring.” When we think about the typical
Cameron resident and the opinions and feelings
they have about their parish, are these the

words that come to mind? I don't think so.
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And, you know, I -—- I don't live here, Judge,
but I've been reading the Cameron Pilot back to
the Savoie days, so I kind of follow what's
going on in the parish. I don't think these are
the words that describe the typical Cameron
resident who would likely be summoned to jury
duty in this case.

Ckay. So with the just verdict in mind,
okay, and what that means in mind, let's see
what the case is about, according to the parish.
Not according to us, but according to the
parish. And -- and let's see what the parish
and their counsel have said about it. Lef's
look at the goals of the lawsuit and the relief
they're seeking, keeping in mind appropriate
indifference and no possible temptation.
Because the ultimate question, Judge, raised by
this motion is, given the lawsuit and what it's
about and what Cameron people believe in, we
expect them to believe about their parish. Can
we say the jurors will be appropriately
indifferent and have —- will have no possible
temptation to hold the balance nice, clear, and
true. Okay?

So I'm going to walk you through what they
say in the lawsuit. ©Now, generally though,
Judge -~ and this is one of the explanations of
why this 1s not a legacy case, why it's totally
different than a legacy case -- the defendants
say, there's a statute, it's called State Local
Coastal Restoration Management Aét. The lawyers

have been calling it SLCRMA, which sounds like a
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skin disease, but that's what they call it.
SLCRMA was violated the -- the plaintiffs and
the intervenors claim in this case in one of two
ways. They did something they was supposed to
have a permit for and didn't have a permit or
they had a permit and they violated the permit.
That's what the case is about. It's real simple
to say.

But let's see what they have alleged in the
lawsuit. So -- and I -- I've Jjust pulled some
of the highlights out, Judge, and they're on -~
on the screen here, but I think we should walk
through them. And these are quotes.

"Plaintiffs allege below that certain defendants
0il and gas exploration, production and
transportation operations caused substantial
damage to land and waterbodies in the Coastal
Zone within Cameron Parish."™ It's my
understanding that all of Cameron Parish is in
the Coastal Zone.

It goes on. "Defendants oil and gas
activities have cause the Cameron Parish Coastal
Zone and in particular, the canals, bayous,
sediments, marshes, soils, and groundwaters in
the operational area to become contaminated or
polluted in excess of applicable state standards
which has a direct and significant impact on
state coastal waters.™ Now, the operational
area, we think it's an arbitrary spot on the
ground that the plaintiffs put a map -- put on a
map, put a circle around it and said, this is

the operational area for this case. I think
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it's arbitrary. It doesn't really matter for
this motion. It's 8,000 acres.

Let's go on. "The dredging of the canals in
the operational area has a direct and
significant impact on state coastal waters
within Cameron Parish."”

Let's go to the next slide, please, Kelly.
MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)

MR. MAZZONE:

And then it goes on. "Additionally, the
destruction of the Cameron Parish Coastal Zone,"
that's all of Cameron Parish, as I understand
it, "has increased the risk of damage from
storm—generated surges and other flooding
damage, and has enabled and accelerated
saltwater intrusion.”

And then I have two things from their
prayexr. "Ordering the payment of costs
necessary to clear, revegetate, detoxify and
otherwise restore the Cameron Parish Coastal
Zone as near or as practical to its original
condition."”

And then, "Requiring actual restoration of
the Cameron Parish Coastal Zone to its original
condition.”™ That's what they claim in the
lawsuit.

Now, here's what the State Coastal
Protection Restoration Authorities, CPRA, thinks
about the condition of Cameron Parish and the
future of Cameron Parish if no action is taken.

Will you show that side, please, Kelly?
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MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)
MR. MAZZONE:

This one's a little hard to read, Judge, and
we're going to give you the slide deck later.
But the —-- the map on the left-hand side is a
map of Cameron Parish. This is from the Cameron
Parish Fact Sheet. It's one of our exhibits,
Judge, it's A-225. And it talks about what's
going to happen in Cameron Parish in the next 50
years if no action is taken. It even says on
the slide, "Future without action land loss and
flood risk."

And the map on the left-hand side, all that
area in red is going to be lost land. So land
now, gone in 50 years, according to the state if
no action is taken.

And then on the lower right-hand side that
map of Cameron Parish are just -- the colors
indicate how high the flood waters would be with
the purple and the reds being really high flood
waters in Cameron Parish from a 100-year storm
if no action is taken.

And you can see at the -- the lower
right-hand side, it says, "40 percent of the
Jand in Cameron Parish is going to be lost,"
according to the state, 40 percent of the land,
if no action is taken. That's what the state
thinks -- the state of Cameron Parish is -- with
respect to these issues of land loss and flood
risk.

Now, we've also gotten a little bit of a
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taste of what this case is about.

No, do we —-- no, we need to go to that
slide, please, Kelly. I'm sorry.
MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)

MR. MAZZONE:

Judge, we've given the Court a lot of
evidencé in support of our motion. I have a box
—— two boxes. Was it one or two?

MS. BECKER:

One.
MR. MAZZONE:

One box. I have a box. My box is here.
You got the same box. It's there. I'm not
going to go through the whole box obviously, but
I want to show some of the things that I thought
were —- that jumped out of the evidence that --

and we cited this in our motion papers too. So

here are some of the —-- the key -- some of the
key language. "With Cameron Parish pursuing the
claims,™ that's the -- this lawsuit, Judge, and

they filed ten other lawsuits in Cameron Parish.
So you have 11 on your docket that are identical
to this one, just different operational areas.
"Every dollar goes to the Parish for coastal
restoration." And by the way, it does not go to
the repair of the land that's involved in the
case. The statute's very clear about that,
Judge. So they're complaining about an
operational area, permits that were supposed to
be had on that operational area or permits that

were violated in an operational area, but any
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money awarded by the jury doesn't go to fix that
operational area.

So next, "It's time for Cameron Parish to
control its own destiny.”

"We need to protect this parish and do the
right thing and hold people accountable. It's
the people's responsibility to take care of
their coast. Without action, there may not be a
Cameron Parish in the vyears to come."

Next slide, please.

MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)
MR. MAZZONE:

So, John Day, he was -- he's one of the
plaintiff's experts. He opined that the delay
of these lawsuits threatens not only natural
ecosystems and economic infrastructure, but also
human life.

And the next one says, "Our residents are
tied to their family land and the freedom and
the history that come with it. Coastal erosion
and land loss has threatened this culture and
way of life." That's from the former
édministrator of Cameron Parish.

Next. Stay on that one, please —— thank you
—-—- for a second.

MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)
MR. MAZZONE:

That -- that's a really small taste, Judge.
But that's what the case is about. That's why

—— that's why the lawsuit has been brought; so
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that Cameron Parish people can control their own
destiny; stop being a stepchild of the state;
not get enough money from the state; not get
enough money from the federal government; take
matters into their own hands and prevent 40
percent of the parish being washed away. That's
what the case is about.

Now, we've also got a taste of what the case
is about from -- we've only had two depositions
in the case, I think, so far. And I'm going to
show you one of the questions that was asked in
one of the first or second witness by
Mr. Keating. "You talked about the fact that
some of the parish are a lot more impacted than
others. Do you remember saying that?"” "Oh,
yes. That's a fact," he says. And then
Mr. Keating asked, "And would it also be
possible that Cameron Parish is one of those
that's more impacted than others, true?" The
answer doesn't matter. It's the question is my
point. The case is about Cameron Parish. Wide
-— widespread ——- Cameron Parishwide is what the
case 1is about.

And then, at the status conference, what
struck me, something that Mr. Mudd said at the
status conference. "The victim" —- he was

talking about the delay. "The victim is our

~parish. The victim is our environment. The

victim is our land loss, our erosion, our
subsidence, and all the remedies we're entitled
to." DNow, "our land," Mr. Mudd was referring to

our land, he's not talking about the land
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involved in this case. Because Cameron Parish
doesn't own the land involved in this case.

The 8,000 acres that they've describe as the
operational area, Cameron Parish doesn't own it.
So that's another way in which this case is not
like a legacy case, where the school boarxd has
land. They own the land. They're trying to get
the land cleaned up. That's not the —-- Cameron
Parish does not own the land in this case. So
the only land Mr. Mudd could be referring to is
the land in Cameron Parish. The land that's
under threat.

Judge, in Exhibit B, to our motion, there
was a draft report of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. They have a plan for Coastal
Southwest Louisiana. The Corps went around all
of Southwest Louisiana and held public meetings.
And I was really struck by something that
occurred in these public meetings. The ~-- the
—-— by the way, when people come to the public
meetings, they sign in. They put their name and
their address and, I think, their phone number.

So they had a public meeting in Lake Charles
for Calcasieu Parish and then had a public
meeting in Cameron the very next day. In -- in
Cameron -- the population of Cameron is under
6,000 T think. Lake Charles way more, right?

In Cameron, there were five times more people at
the public meeting held by the Army Corps and it
was held -- held in the police jury building.
Five times more people came to the Cameron

meeting than the meeting in Lake Charles, when
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they had, you know, vastly more people in Lake
Charles.

So, Judge, that's the taste of the evidence
and -- and taste of what the case is about. And
I promised I would explain why this is different
than a legacy case. So I need to go over a
little bit more detail to that. You know you've
had a lot of experience in legacy cases that the
money goes to the plaintiff or it goes into the
court escrow for the cleaning up of property.
It's one of those two things.

The Jjurors don't get a share in the recovery
and so that's why we can have jury trials in
Cameron in legacy cases. They're not interested
in the outcome of those cases. But here in this
case, the parish dcesn't own the land that's
involved. The -— the land is essentially -- the
land is essentially a mechanism. So they say,
they violated the law with respect to this land.
We need a plan to clean up this land. This is
how much it's going to cost to clean up this
plan. But then the money doesn't go to that
property. It goes to a general parishwide fund.
Okay? That's significantly different than in a
legacy case.

It goes —-- and the parish has made no secret
that this lawsuit is a way to save the parish.
My point is, no one can tell the jury that the
money that they would be awarded in —-- in this
case 1s going to fix the operational area that
is claimed to be the subject of the case. And

no one can claim that because the statute is
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very specific. It tells you exactly where money
in a SLCRMA case is to go. It doesn't go to the
cleanup of any particular property.

So the very purpose of this lawsuit is not
to fix a discrete private property, like, in a
legacy case. You know, in a legacy case, we can
say, look, jurors, they don't own the property.
They're not connected to the property. You've
vetted them through the voir dire. We -- we
don't —— they don't have a connection to it. So
we can seat Cameron juries, surely, in legacy
cases.

Now, there's some public interest component
in legacy cases, Judge. I'll agree. Generally,
everybody wants their community to be cleaned
up, whatever. But that interest would not be
enough to disqualify a jury from sitting in a
jury. This case involved Hackberry, Judge. But
the other ten identical cases that are filed
here in Cameron involve Black Bayou, High
Island, Little Chenier, Mallard Bay, Crab Lake,
Little Pecan Lake, Pecan Lake, Deep Lake, and
North Lake, most of the parish is covered by
these lawsuits.

And the stated goal of the lawsuit, as
described by the plaintiffs, is to address
flooding associated with hurricanes and storms,
the erosion of land and other problems. The
plaintiffs described these lawsuits as a way to
protect every man, woman, and child in Cameron
Parish, as shown by the lawsuit and the

evidence.
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Now, can you show the synonym slide, again,

Kelly, please.
MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)
MR. MAZZONE:

Judge -- there you go. I -— I think we're
just kidding ourselves if we use an objective
standard that the law tells us to use if we
think the average Cameron juror is going to feel
like this in -- in a case like this. I -- I
think we're just kidding ourselves if we think
that. I don't think we can legitimately say
it's not possible for the average Cameron juror
not to be tempted to act for the parish in the
face of the state's evidence of what's going to
happen to the parish if no action is taken. No
action, like, this lawsuit being an action.

Now, surely there are people in Cameron
Parish, as in every parish, who have one foot
out the parish, ready to leave if there's -- for
the next storm or whatever, whatever problem
they don't like about the parish, whatever. And
there are jurors who would do their best to try
to decide the case fairly, but the law says, you
know, that's not the test. We don't try to find
jurors who can sit and be fair and impartial.
That's not the test. It's —-— we take into
account what the case is about and what the
jurors are likely to believe and conclude.
That's what the law tells us. It's not a
subjective test. We don't bring pecple in and

ask them, hey, can you be appropriately
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indifferent. That's not what -- the law

instructs us not to do that.

And -- and the reason that is, is, you know,
Article 122, which is -~ the motion is based on,
which allows for changes in venue. It -- it'd

have no meaning if all we did was say, no, let's
have a voir dire. We wouldn't have Article 122
if that were the law. Plaintiff's want you to
read that article out of the Code of Civil
Procedure. It doesn't say, in Article 122,
after a voir dire, you can move for a change of
venue. Doesn't say that. So plaintiffs are
confusing the grounds for cause challenges with
the grounds for venue transfers and the Supreme
Court has said specifically, don't do that.

Ckay. Once last thing, Judge, on this
point. Even i1f we were to find a person in
Cameron —— 12 persons in Cameron -— who don't
watch the news, don't read the Cameron Pilot,
don't submit comments to the CPRA, don't go to a
Corps of Engineers meeting, don't know —- never
heard about flood risk, whatever, even those
folks would not be qualified to sit on the jury
because they will then hear the evidence that's
going to come in on this case and the fate of
the parish. That's not going to be a secret in
this case. Even those jurors would not be
qualified because they would have an interest in
the outcome —-- in the outcome of the case.

Go to the next slide, please, Kelly. And
I'm almost done, Judge.

MS. BECKER:
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(Ms. Becker complies.)
MR. MAZZONE:

I —— I think it's helpful to compare the
disqualifying interest with the interest that
don't disqualify jurors, so I put this slide
together.

So on the left-hand side —-

Is that the correct version, Kelly? Because
it's supposed to say "appropriately
indifferent.” Well, we'll go for it.

I put on the left-hand side, Judge, things
that wouldn't disqualify jurors. "So the suit
by or against the parish for breach of
contract."” Those contractors screwed up
building the courthouse and the parish didn't
pay them and the parish sues -- or the
contractor sues the parish, hey, pay me for my
bill. That —-- that doesn’'t disqualify jurors
just because there might be some remote
interest. You know, their taxes might go up or
down at some tiny amount of money if the parish
wins the lawsuit. That doesn't disqualify.

"A suit against the parish officials where
there's a fine against the parish might be
possible.” I'm mean, it's too -— it's too
remote and too small of an interest to
disgualify. And I take these -- these topics
right out of the cases. The cases that were
cited by plaintiffs' counsel.

"A suit by a parish for reimbursement for
settlement payments."” They cited New York

cases, Oregon cases, New Jersey cases. These

ROXANE D. BOUDOIN, CCR
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
THIRTY-EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
CAMERON, LOUISIANA 27




10

11

12

i3

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

217

28

29

30

31

32

are the cases they essentially cited, but it
would be these kinds of interest. They don't
disqualify people.

But then you look on the right-hand side, "A
suit that involves a community-wide threat or
interest.” That's this case.

"A suit in which jurors perceive to be in
harms way." That's this case.

"A suit in which jurors perceive a financial
benefit or harm,”™ and Wilson said it could be
direct or indirect. That's this case. This
case 1s clearly on that side.

Judge, we've cited six cases in our papers
where these concerns were raised, these
community-wide type concerns, six. In every one
of them the case was transferred, the venue was
transferred. We couldn't find a Loulsiana case
where the —— this was raised, other than the
Plagquemines case, which I already talked about.
But there's been no Louisiana case.

So just real quickly -- and these are in our
papers -- there was a case in New York brought
by a dairy farmer against milk buyers. And the
Court felt like, well, every juror that's going

to show up for jury duty is a dairy farmer who

buys milk, so we can't have a jury —-- a fair
trial in that -- in that place. That venue was
changed.

North Dakota was a dram shop case, just an
auto wreck case; that the case posed a threat to
a local hospital because the hospital was linked

to the bar in some way. I think the bar was
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contributing money to the hospital to keep it
going. Court said, jurors are going to see that
as a threat to the local community hospital. It
was a small community. Case was transferred.

A Florida case where jurors were considered
financial interest in the outcome. That was
transferred. That was the First National Bank
of Gaihesville case.

Alabama toxic tort case where jurors might
believe —-- jurors were believed to be in harms
way by the Monsanto chemical releases. That was
transferred.

A New York case brought by the utility
company. They said they had to pay too much for
petroleum in that case. And the -- the essence
was the jurors thought that they would get a
rebate if they awarded money to the utility
company suing in that case. That was
transferred.

And finally, in Washington State, there was
a case, it was a federal case. The court sent
the Washington State case to Arizona because he
thought he couldn't get a fair jury in the
entire state of Washington. So all the cases
that we found, which have this community
interest, venue was transferred.

Now, I'm going to wrap up, Judge, with just
two final comments. One is, there's a venue
provision in the SLCRMA law. And I think the --
the plaintiffs are relying on that. They —-
they would like you to interpret it this way.

In SLCRMA cases, involving Cameron Parish,

~
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you've got to bring them to Cameron Parish and
the defendants' iights under the constitution
are hereby suspended. Obviously, it doesn't say
that, but that's how they want you to read it.
You can ignore the due process concerns of the
defendants because we have a statute here that
says venue 1s mandatory in Cameron Parish.
That's the practical affect of their argument.

But —-- now the venue provision controls
where the suit gets originally filed, but it's
not an obstacle to your granting this motion.
And the reason we know that, Judge, in the
United Supreme Court case in Skilling, that was
that Enron debacle. Justice Ginsburg wrote that
opinion. She said, "Even with a place of trial
provision in the constitution of the United
States that does not trump the due process
concerns that" -- "raised in the case.”

So ~-- so even if the legislature were to
say, venue 1s mandatory in Cameron and you don't
have any constitutional rights, we would laugh
at that. We would ignore that. But that's
basically our argument. They can ignore our due
process concerns because the statute says venue
is mandatory here in -- in Cameron. So that -—-
that's —— that's -- I just don't think that is a
good argument.

And then one last thing, Judge. So I think
given what I've said today and what we said in
our motion papers, it should be clear that we're
not criticizing the people of Cameron in any

way. If anything, it's the virtues of the
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people of Cameron that disqualify them from
sitting in this case, which involved them and
their parish and their property. It's their
virtues that disqualify them. And you don't
have to take my word for what we think of the
people of Cameron, because what's been our
conduct, Judge? You know, Shell has had cases
in Cameron. We have not moved to transfer venue
claiming that we couldn't get a fair trial from
a Cameron jury.

Even in Savoie, where Ms. Hazel, her husband
was the longtime sheriff of the parish,
well-known sheriff of the parish. If we had
thought we couldn't get a fair trial, we would
have brought a motion in Savoie. We didn't.

And -- and recall, Judge, that we asked in that
case, I filed a motion for a jury view. I
wanted the jury to see the property. And --
and, you know —-- now, we were happy with you
trying the case, Judge. You ——- you recall, we
didn't think the plaintiffs had -- went through
the steps to get a jury trial. But we didn't
file a motion saying that jurors -- we didn't
think jurors could be fair in that case.

And -- and this motion has been joined by a
number of defendants, Your Honor. They've had
many cases in Cameron Parish. To the best of my
knowledge, not a single one of the moving
defendants has ever moved to transfer venue from
a Cameron case claiming that they couldn't get a
fair trial in Cameron. So despite what the

other side might accuse us of, we're not
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criticizing the ability or the character of
Cameron jurors. And our conduct, in many cases,
proves that we have no problem with Cameron
jurors in -- in those cases that they —-- that
don't present disqualifying interest. But this
case 1is clearly, clearly different.

So our due process concerns, Judge,
summarized here and outlined in our papers are
quote, sufficient cause under Article 122 for a
change of -- of venue. Plaintiffs confuse the
grounds for a venue change with the grounds for
challenges for cause, 100 percent contrary to
the law. Each dollar awarded, Your Honor, in
this case to Cameron Parish -- each dollar for
restoration or resiliency, which is what the
statute requires, each dollar improves the
chances that a person on the jury will get a
restoration or resiliency project on their
property or near their property or on their
friend's property or on their co-worker's
property. Each dollar they award improves their
chances of getting restoration done in their
parish. Each dollar that -- that is awarded
improves their chances that they're not part of
the 40 percent of the land loss that's predicted
for Cameron Parish.

And the opposite is true. Each dollar they
don't award, they are going to reasonably
perceive makes it less likely they'll get a
restorational or resiliency project on their
property or their friends property or their

co-workers property. Each dollar they don't
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award increases the chances that them or their
friends of the family will be the victims that
Mr. Mudd talked about of the 40 percent that's
predicted for Cameron Parish.

So we would ask that you grant our motion to
transfer venue, Your Honor.

THE COURT:

All right. Thank you.
MR. MUDD:

Good morning, Judge.
THE COURT:

Good morning.

MR. MUDD:

Judge, with your permission, I'm going to
argue from here. I have —-— I don't have a
PowerPoint so —--

THE COURT:

That's fine.
MR. MUDD:

-— I have all of my documents here on —— on
counsels’' table.

I really don't know where to start, Your
Honor. I've read the defendants' papers in this
matter. I was presented with a PowerPoint this
morning. It seems like their argument is
shifting and changing by the day from the
original motion and accompanying memorandum that
was filed with the reply memorandum that was
filed, and today we're hearing a little new
argument. But what I want to do is, I want to
start back, Your Honor. I think I have -- I'm

going to sort of go out of order and I'm going
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to just real quick, they put up a slide from
Your Honor.
MR. MAZZONE:

You want us to show them?

MR. MUDD:
Yeah.
THE COURT:

Uh~huh (affirmatively).
MR. MUDD:

Yeah. Put it up.

MS. BECKER:

(Ms. Becker complies.)
MR. MUDD:

It's a ruling from the Cameron Parish School
Board —-— Central Crude. I think it's slide
number --

MS. BECKER:

There you go.

MR. MUDD:
-— four. That was ~-- that hearing was with
the same -- a lot of the same lawyers and law

firms that are here today, Your Honor. And that
case involved the State of Louisiana and the
Cameron Parish School Board in an environmental
claim that we represented the Cameron Parish
School Board. Cameron Parish School Board
contrary to what's been argued today does not
own the property. The State of Louisiana owns
the property.

But you heard a lot of the same and similar
arguments that you're hearing today Cameron

Parish jury can't be paired. It's for the kids.
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It's for the teachers. It's for the janitors.
It's for capital improvements. It's for the
betterment of Cameron Parish. And Your —-- Your
Honor listened very keenly and very astutely to
the defendants' argument. Some of the same
defendants who are sitting back here behind me
today. That's important what you said.
THE COURT:

Get to a mic.
MR. MUDD:

Judge, they -- they --
THE COURT:

Or do you want a handheld mic, Mr. Mudd?
MR. MUDD:

They conveniently fail to read the other
part of what you said. That day —-
MR. MAZZONE:

Chad, she wants you to use the mic.

THE COURT:
Well, I -—- or if —-
MR. MUDD:

I got the mic right here.
THE COURT:

Yeah, if he walks away from the mic he needs
to --

MR. MUDD:

Judge, considering the defendants' motion to
transfer venue in the Cameron Parish School
Board case, this is what you said. Quote, the
defendants have the burden of proof in this
motion. It's not up there. "They haven't

presented any evidence that would not" -- "that
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they would not be able” -- "that a jury would
not be able to seat a falr and impartial jury in
this case.” And there's no evidence that a
Cameron jury would not listen to the evidence,
weigh the credibility of the witnesses and
render a just verdict.

So what you said in that case, Your Honor,
was, number one, the defendants have the burden
of proof. Number two, they presented -- they
have not presented any evidence that they cannot
seek a fair and impartial jury. I want to
offer, just so that the record is indeed clear,
at the end of this hearing, offer, file, and
introduce in evidence, the entirety of that
hearing.

MR. MAZZONE:

No objection to that, Your Honor.
THE COURT:

All right. Let it be received.
MR. MUDD:

So what happens, your Honor, and just by way
of history, this is December 2012. The
defendants in that case, many of which are --
are here today, they say, that this Court should
transfer venue because it involves Cameron
Parish School Board. You find that a Cameron
Parish jury can be seated, should be seated, can
be fair, can be impartial, will listen to the
evidence, and will follow the law. That's what
you ruled in 2012. OQOkay?

In 2013, the Clark case, in that case, you

know, if you look at their papers, they want to
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dismiss the Clark case. And the Clark -- Clark
case involved, as a plaintiff, the Cameron
Parish Hospital District. You know as well as I
do, Your Honor, our fledgling little hospital
has always needed money, and at that time needed
money. In fact, we had to pass a millage to
subsidize that hospital. In fact, we had to
expand the taxing district, at that time. But
what happened?

In 2010, Judge —-— they want to talk about
publicity. They want to talk about notoriety.
The want to talk about sensationalism. In 2010,
the BP Horizon happens. NBC, CBS, KPLC, world
~- nationwide, worldwide, it's being infused all
over the gulf coast and right here in Cameron
Parish. There's a moratorium in the gulf,
right? There's BP claims Cameron Parish
residents are filing. Those below the scat line
(ph.sp). There's 11 counts of felony
manslaughter by BP. There's a 4 billion dollar
fine. And the list goes on and on and on and
on.

In 2013, nine months after you said Cameron
Parish people will and can be fair when it
involves a public body, you empaneled a jury
right on this side. Subject to voir dire and
involving who —- they let Shell argue they --
but involving BP of all people. You did your
job like Judge Fontenot always did. You ensured
that the jury was impartial, fair. Voir dire
was conducted. The jury listened to the facts,

evaluated the evidence. You instructed them on
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the law and you know what they did concerning
the Cameron Parish School Board -- I mean, the
Cameron Parish Hospital District -- they zeroed
them. They zeroed them. You were right.

My point is, in 2012, you were right, Judge.
You know, we can sit here, we can throw all of
this up on the screen. I don't have one of
those. They can throw it all up there. What
General Honore said, what Mary Landrieu said,
what Ryan Bourriaque said in a status conference
—— what I argued to the Court. Who in Cameron
Parish was here other than Roxane, the bailiff,
may have been a few other -- nobody heard my
argument at a status conference.

They can throw all of this up on the board
that they want today, but the fact of the matter
is, I should be able to candidly argue, you were
right, their theory has been disproven. Cameron
Parish Jury zeroed a political subdivision of
our parish that needed it. It would have been
so easy for them to say, you know what, we have
a fledgling little hospital. We're in dire need
of money. We're fixing to have to pass this 20
millage tax. We have to increase the taxing
district. That's not what they did, Judge. And
you knew it. They listened to the law. They
listened to the facts. They weighed the
credibility of the witness and they zeroed them.
They could make light of it. They can minimize
it. But it is essentially the same argument
that they're making here today.

Now, Your Honor, there's a lot of smoke.
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There's a lot of distorted characterization of
what this lawsuit is and what it's not. And,
Judge, may I approach? I don't have the -- the
PowerPoint like that.
THE COURT:

Yes, you may.
MR. MUDD:

It's just the petition.
MR. MAZZONE:

Okay.
MR. MUDD:

Your Honor, I'm not going to wade through
the entirety of our petition. But I would like
to spend just a little bit of time on it. Okay?

We spent a lot of time fashioning that
petition. And Shell can stand up and say, well,
it was randomly created and randomly drawn. And
what I would like to do, Judge, is despite what
they characterize this petition as, I would like
to kind of go through with you and explain the
statute, and explain the law, and explain what
is in the -- the petition and why and how we put
it in there. Okay?

So this in an enforcement action, Your
Honor. The Cameron Parish Policy Jury, in fact,
Mr. Tom Barrett, our D.A., has the authority to
enforce the CZMA Rules & Regulations. Okay?
And beginning in 1977, 1977, '78, 15979,
ultimately in 1983, they did -- Cameron Parish
did a very, very, very, very comprehensive
assessment and study of the parish. And they

said, okay, we -—- we want to protect -- we're
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going to adopt a Coastal Zone Management Plan.
Ckay?

So when we created this petition, Judge,
what we did is, we say, do we have standing to
assert this claim and we do. And we cite the
law. Okay? We named the respective defendants.
Okay? We define the extent of complained on
operations. I'm going to refer that to as the
operation area. And the reason we have to do
that, Your Honor, because under the statute, the
Coastal Zone has delineated limits. So we have
to plea to ensure that the operational area is
within the Coastal Zone, right? And we define
that.

Then we get into the jurisdiction, wvenue,
and statutory regulatory framework. And I'm
going to spare you all the details, Your Honor.
But we go through methodically, if you look at
the end of the various allegations, we cite the
law. And in essence, this is the way it works,
Your Honor, that in order to -- if you're going
to conduct operations in the Coastal Zone, you
have a local government like Cameron Parish that
has a local program, they have the authority to
regulate quote/unquote use, right? And in order
to be constituted use, it has to have a direct
-~ so the verbiage -- if they put up there --
direct and significant impact -- that is the
buzz words. Because i1f the activity,
quote/unquote, the activity -- does not have
direct and significant impact, it's not a use.

So we plead very specifically, and I'll —-
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I'11l give you some examples, Your Honor. We —-
we define linear -- it was called linear
facilities. And when you -- the activities
pertaining to linear facilities, it talks about
what they have to do, how they have to design
it, how they have to operate it. And ultimately
when operations are terminated, what their
obligation is upon sensation of operations. And
we go through all of the various components.

Now -— and I —— I'll spare you all the
details, Judge, but that -- that is how it's
structured. If you can lock, and then what we
do is, we identify all the permits that we
maintained was violated. So, Judge, this entire
document that you have in front of you, the word
"hurricane"” doesn't appear, number one. Number
two, if you look at their paper, they site
paragraph 21 and paragraph 25. Twenty-one, I've
read it ten times. I don't see storm,
hurricane, anything in paragraph 21. Maybe I
missed it.

So we're going to go to paragraph 25. Okay?
All they have in all these 80-something pieces
of paper is in one paragraph, down at the
bottom, it says, quote, additionally -- and I
think they have this as one of their slides.
"Additionally, the destruction of the Cameron
Parish Coastal Zone has increase the risk of
damage from storm generated surges and other
flooding damage and has enabled and/cr
accelerate saltwater intrusion.”™ That's it.

Down at the bottom of page 25.
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And we cite —-— Judge, we didn't put that in
the papers just for sensationalism or just to
insight the jury or whatever we've been accused
of today. If you look R.S. 49:214.22, "The
legislature declares that it is the public
policy of the state to support sustainable
development in the Coastal Zone that accounts
for potential impacts for hurricane and other
natural disasters and avoids environmental
degradation resulting for damage to
infrastructure caused by natural disasters.”" So
it's a policy statement and that's it.

So the characterization of this petition and
this lawsuit that we're here and citing hysteria
in Cameron Parish and that this case is going to
be the salvation of all of their problems as it
relates to hurricane damage, it's going to save
them tax money, it's going to do this, it's
going to do that. It's nowhere in my papers.
Nowhere in this petition, I promise you.

So I -- I think we have a —— we do have a -—-
and —-— and the only other precedent, Your Honor,
regarding this issue is, I understand it's not
binding. T know Your Honor's not obligated to
—-— to follow the rule of Judge Clement.
Basically, the same arguments that are being
claimed today. Judge Clement visited and
determined that a transfer of venue was
improper.

We do have a real, I guess, disagreement. I
like to start, Judge, with just the general

rules. I'm not going to cite to you -—- and I'm
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going to talk to you about these —-- they got
some slides. They talk about State of Louisiana
versus Clark and State of Louisiana —- these are
murder cases. These are guys that were
convicted of murder. And I'm -—- I'm going to
talk about how and why they should be
distinguished, but it's pretty simple. We'll
get to that in just a little bit.

But what is -~ what should be the analysis

of the Court today is, okay, let's not talk
about the Code of Criminal Procedure. That's
all they want to talk about, let's talk about
the Code of Criminal Procedure Article 622.
What we should be talking about is Article 122
of the Code of Civil Procedure. Okay? The Code
—-— Article 122 deals with the change of venue in
a civil case. Now, if you want to talk about
change of venue in a criminal case, you go to
Article 622. And Article 622, I —— I will admit
has a, what, seven-factor test. It does. It
says, if you want a change of venue in a
criminal case, this is what you look at, "the
nature of the pre-trial publicity and particular
degree to which it has circulated in the
community, connection of the government
officials with the release of publicity, the
length of time between the dissemination,” blah,
blah, blah, blah. Right? It's in a criminal
case. Citing Code of Criminal Procedure Article
422.

But I took the liberty to take a look at

State versus Frank, the case that they have on
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their slide real quick. This is what the Court
does say, it says —-- in a criminal proceeding
when somecne's life is at issue, it says,
"Therefore, the defendant must prove more than
mere public knowledge or familiarity with the
facts of the case to be entitled to have his
trial moved to another parish. Rather, the
defendant must show the extent of prejudice in
the minds of the community as a result of such
knowledge or exposure to the case before the
trial.™

Number one, it's the wrong statute. Number
two, 1t doesn't apply. But even in this case,
when a man's life is on the line, you have to
prove the extent of prejudice. Throw in a bunch
of speculation, supposition, buzz words,‘and
comments on the board, Judge, isn't sufficient
proof. And that's what Article 122 says, 122
that applies to -- to this case, Your Honor. It
says, "Any party by a contradictory motion may
obtain a change of venue upon proof that he
cannot obtain a fair and impartial trial because
of undue influence of an adverse party,
prejudice exists in the public mind or some
other significant cause”™ -- Article 122 --
proof.

And so, Judge, we cite to you in our papers
and what -- just generally speaking Article 122.
Supreme Court has said that the granting of a
change of venue is to be exercised
quote/ungquote, with caution. Moreover, the

commentors interpreting the Article goes on to
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say, "That Courts have been extremely reluctant
to permit a Article 122 transfer to a different
venue. Such transfers are almost unheard of."

Now, I'm not here arguing, we didn't put
that in our papers. I'm not there today
arguing. I'm not suggesting that the 14th
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution doesn't
apply. I mean, I -- I readily acknowledge that
the 14th Amendment always applies. But let's
talk about -- let's talk about -- oh, how they
get —-- they cite you these cases -- how they get
to where they want to be.

They cite to you, Your Honor, the case of
Caperton. This is essentially their argument.
And I had to read it and reread it and read the
cases because it's clever. It's very, very,
very, very, very clever. They say that blas --
the judge can't be bias. And then they slip in
"or the decision—-maker," and I was like, whoa.
When I read the case I was, like, oh, well. So
I got to reading. So I started reading. I read
every one of the cases. And so let's start with
Caperton. And that's the one they like the most
and citing Tumey. And they cite Tumey again
today.

Caperton is a case, Judge, whereby all -- a
defendant was cast into judgment for 50 million
dollars in a case. And obviously, the case was
going up on a ~— to the Supreme Court, I think
it was Alabama.

MR. MAZZONE:

West Virginia.
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MR. MUDD:

West Virginia. And in the interim, the CEO,
CFO, and some executive -- what the defendant --
plunges 3 million dollars into a judge's race
seeking -- apparently seeking to try to get this
incoming judge elected. And -- and in that
situation, just like the rest of the cases that
they cite to you, they say, well, an objective
standard. Typically as you know, Judge, dealing
with the recusal of judges historically actual
bias was required to achieve a recusal. So in
that case, the Supreme Court said, look, look at
the totality of the circumstances, which is what
they're suggesting should be used in this case,
look at the totality of the circumstances. This
judicial candidate received more funds from one
person than the whole expected —-— all of his
other donors combined by a factor of whatever.
They said the totality of the circumstances are
such that the appearance of being unable to be
fair and impartial, we're going to use an
objective standard. That's what the case stands
for in Caperton. Has nothing to do with
transfer of venue. Has nothing to do with the
jury. You know why?

THE COURT:

You answer.
MR. MUDD:

The jury's subject to voir dire. So they
say —— they come here, they have cited the case
of Tumey versus Ohio, 1927, United States

Supreme Court case. Correct result. And it
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says, "Judge or decision-maker." Wherein, the
Tumey case, that was when -- that was a time
during prohibition and you had an old mayor that
had the function of both executive functions and
some quasi judiciary functions. And he was
presiding over cases during the prohibition
whereby the mayor's office would get a
significant cut or the fines. And his office
had a disproportionate share of his income
coming from the fines that he was imposing and
benefitted from his office.

So at that point, of course, Jjust like the
case in Caperton, they say, well, no. Hang on.
As -- as a judge, you can't decide a case and
then give the direct economic benefit. Again,
that mayor wasn't subject to voir dire
examination. Proper result.

And then they say, okay, look at Caperton

and they say in their papers, "The equivalent to

Caperton in the State of Louisiana" -- that's
how they -- they refer to it -- "the Louisiana
counterpart to Caperton.”™ So if you want to

prove that Caperton is right, you have a case in
Louisiana that says, the standard is the same in
Louisiana, quote. Now, that's the case —— and
you probably remember this, first hand, Judge —-
that's infamous case of Judge Castle and Justice
Jimmy Genovese unfortunately in a very
contentious judge's race.

Judge Castle took the liberty to -- made
some direct, disparaging remarks regarding

personal injury lawyers and specifically she
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named some of the Lafayette firms and -- and in
that case, again, they said an objective -- an
objective standard is permissible when
determining whether or not the decision-maker,
i.e., a judge should be removed from a case.
It's the right result, right result. Judge —-
again, the judges aren't subject to voir dire
examination. The judges aren't subject to being
stricken for cause. The judges can't be
excluded by virtue of a peremptory challenge.

We cite -- we cite you a case, Your Honor --
oh, I guess while I'm on that subject -- and
then I'm looking at their slide. They talk
about, well if -- let's see how they say it.
Where's it at? Oh, here we go. So they —-- they
take the cases that deal with recusals, okay,
and they say "Well, if a judge has a potential
pecuniary interest in the case or a
decision-maker." Now we know that doesn't apply
to juries. It applies to mayors or -- or quasi
judges. Not juries —-- not juries. Then they
jump to -- then they say, "Jurors with a
pecuniary interest in the outcome of the case or
a person incapable of impartiality required of a
juror."” And they cite Andry versus Cumis,
Fourth Circuit case.

Well, that case has nothing whatsoever to
do, Your Honor, with a transfer of venue. That
case, as you know, dealt with a situation where
they had three perspective jurors that were on
the jury. And they said, in voir dire —-- the

benefit of voir dire —— we can't be fair because
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we have -- we have insurance with this defendant
insurance company and we're fearful that if the
insurance company gets assessed with liability,
that that's going to increase our premium,
therefore, we can't be fair. The judge didn't
excuse those jurors. The plaintiff got
lowballed in the case. And the -- the case does
not stand for the point ~- for the proposition
that voir dire can't handle it. The case simply
says that if a juror after, voir dire says, hey,
I can't -~ I feel like I have a pecuniary -- a
financial interest in the case, they should be
dismissed -- which is exactly what Your Honor
would do.

And so jumping back real quick, Your Honor.
I -~ I == in connection with their one reference
to Article -- paragraph 25 in the petition where
the words "storm surge" appears, right? I want
to go back and —-- Judge, may 1 approach?

THE COURT:

Yes, you may.
MR. MUDD:

Your Honor, that's just as simple -- Your
Honor, that's just a simple aerial map depicting
where the Cameron Parish line is located. And
if you -~ and -- and where it says Black Lake,
Your Honor, the exact area of interest i1s noted
as an attachment in our petition which you have
before you. But I represent to you, for
purposes of this discussion, the operational
area, li.e., the area at interest in this

litigation is right there in and around the
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Black Lake area. Okay?

So if the argument today is, in the case
Cameron Parish Police Jury versus Auster that
some juror thinks that this case is going to
solve their storm surge issues, Judge, there's
not one person that has a house north of where
the operational area is located. Nobody -——
zero. So I don't know how they can legitimately
sit here and argue today that this case is going
to protect somebody from some storm surge. And
just as another point, Judge, they rely on the
case of Ward versus Village of Monroeville,
Ohio. It was the same thing. It was a mayor
getting income off of fines and what have you.
Case doesn't apply.

I -- we cite a couple of cases, Your Honor,
that I feel is very instructive. We cite the
case of Savoie, and we cite the case of Mike
Faulk. And those cases are cited, if you look,
not only in —— in the Third Circuit, Judge --
what I learned in —-- in reading all the cases as
it pertains to a motion to transfer venue, these
—— these are actually seminal cases that are
cited throughout Louisiana and most all of the
various districts.

But in Faulk, as you probably remember,
that's when Mia and Tunie's dad, Mr. Michael,
was killed in unfortunately in an automobile
accident and three kids, all over the press, all
over the news. Everybody knew about it.
Everybody knew about where it happened, when it

happened, the facts of it. Obviously, very,
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very, very sympathetic to the two little girls
and their —-- and the little boy. But this is
what I think is important. This is what the
Third Circuit said about Judge Fontenot. This
is what the Court said about Cameron. And this
is what the Court said about transferring venue.
It says, "During the jury selection process,
counsel probed particularly into the
relationship of all of the prospective jurors
selected to voir dire examination which might
indicate close friendship with the plaintiff's
counsel, the deceased, or any other plaintiffs.
Several were challenged for cause and the trial
court excused all but one of the five jurors so
challenged by Schlumberger's counsel."

As you know from trying -- trying cases with
Judge Fontenot, Judge Fontenot would do —— does
a better job of voir dire usually than the
lawyers trying the case. "Throughout voir dire
examination, the trial jurors was alerted to
discover any close relationships or friendships
between the prospective jurors and the parties
and counsel. Many were excused by the Court on
its own motion without the necessity of counsel
having to challenge the prospective jurors
either for cause or peremptory." Sound
familiar? "The trial Court was quite diligent
in screening the jury or jurors who might
possibly have been unable to be objective and
fair."

Same thing you do. Same thing you did in

Savoie. Same thing you'll do in this case.
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Likewise, in Savoie, and I'll spare you the
quote, but the Third Circuit goes on to say that
they reviewed the record. And there's —-
there's record evidence. You know, I —-— they --
I don't represent Plagquemines, but I —-—- from
what I understand in Plagquemines, they call some
expert to come in and testify and offer a lot of
testimony to say that for somehow, scmeway, that
they can't receive a fair and impartial trial in
Plagquemines. But he ain't here. They didn't
offer anything. They got a bunch of slides with
some selective quotes, and I'd be happy to go
through them with you, Your Honor. But I —- I
had to look up the word -- I don't know what he
-~ he says —-- that has nothing to do with what
we're here to decide today.

You know, I'm going to specifically comment
on some of the direct arguments that really
wasn't included in their papers that's now being
argued today. I guess if we were arguing, if
Mr. Barrett were here to argue a criminal case
against Shell, maybe Article 622 of the Criminal
Code of Procedure would apply. But we're not
prosecuting anybody in this case. Specifically,
although there's a criminal component to the
Statute, we expressly waive it in our papers —--

in our pleadings.

"I'm happy to hear" -- this is the first
time I've heard this one -- "I'm happy to hear
that in a" -—- "312 legacy cases, now Cameron

Parish jurors can be fair and impartial.

There's no concerns.” I don't even know what
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they're talking about. I wrote this down. "No
other changes of venue have been filed in this
court in legacy cases.”" Well, I know of two for
sure. In Mhire, Shell said, "Cameron Parish
people couldn't be fair."™ I know in the Chaukley
case they said, "Cameron Parish jury can't be
fair. They can't decide a school board case.™
Judge, did they move to transfer venue in that
Clark case involving the hospital district? I
don't know. But anyways, you get my point, Your
Honor.

You know, the reason we cite to you, Your
Honor, the —— the issue about a mandatory wvenue
provision, it's simply to say that generically
speaking under Article 122, very, very, very,
very difficult to transfer venue in a civil
case, not a criminal case, but a civil case.

And my point is, when you have a mandatory venue
provision like we do in this case, it should be
even harder because the Louisiana legislature
has spoken on the issue as to where these
disputes deserve and should be resolved.

Keeping in mind, Judge, that these -- this
SLCRMA scheme, this statutory scheme, was vetted
by the federal government. NOAA vetted the
rules and procedures before they were approved.

So it's not only just an issue with
Louisiana, the feds also approved it. So I'm
not suggesting, Your Honor, that the mandatory
venue provision trumps the 14th Amendment to the
Constitution. All I'm simply saying, Your Honor

is, there's a strong public policy above and
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beyond, which Article 122 itself contains. So I
—-— I do not —-- respectfully, Your Honor, I do
not ignore due process.

You know, Judge, specifically they made a
lot of smoke about our prayer. Okay? Just a
second, I'm going to read it. On page 23 of our
petition, paragraph -- below paragraph 37, Your
Honor, basically sets forth that the plaintiffs
demand judgment against the defendants for what?
"Awarding damages and other appropriate relief
specifically provided by the CZM laws for
violation of the applicable state coastal zone
management program statutes and regulations
within the Coastal Zone" -- within the Coastal
Parish Coastal Zone.

(b) Ordering the payment of costs necessary
to clear, revegetate, detoxify, and otherwise
restore the Cameron Coastal Zone as near as
practicable to it's original condition pursuant
to" -- and it c¢ites —-- Judge, I'm not making
this up. This is verbiage out of the statute.
And that's my point.

"Requiring actual restoration of the Cameron
Parish Coastal Zone to its original condition.”
It's in the statute.

"Awarding reasonable attorneys' fees" ——
"costs and attorneys' fees."™ That's directly
out of the statute. Awarding -- so that is what
this case is about. That's it. That's it, Your
Honor, nothing more, nothing less.

I'm going to close with this, Your Honor.

Prepare to talk about any and all of the cases.
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I've got a lot more in my presentation.
Respectfully speaking, Your Honor, this is how
the Cameron Parish Police Jury sees it. These
same arguments essentially were made in this
Court in the Cameron Parish School Board case
and they cite it up there.

Contrary toithe snipit and abbreviated
version of what you said at that time and on
that day you were right. South Cameron Memorial
Hospital was funded by the people of this
parish. Certainly the -- the jurors, according
to what they -- the standard today —— this
totality of circumstances and perception, could
have said, oh, well, maybe we won't have to fund
any taxes. Maybe we'll let old BP pay for it.
You were right. And just like you were right
then, Judge, you deny this motion to transfer
venue. You're going to be right again.

Because I have -- you know, we -- we —-—
there's a great quote in a case we cite —-- one
case. It's a case wherein in Atkins versus
Trahan -- it's a case wherein -- it was a —— a
discrimination case against a law firm. And
apparently three lawyers made derogatory,
slanderous, racial epithets, disgusting
language, and they were sued for discrimination
in Orleans Parish. And of course, the lawyers
and the law firm said, look, we —-- there's no
possible way we're going to receive a fair and
impartial jury in Orleans Parish because the
fact of the matter is the vast majority is going

to be African American Black jurors.
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And in that case, they even called, which --
you are not —- you didn't hear -- you heard a
bunch of argument today, no proof. They called
Dr. LeBlanc to testify to basically tell the
district court judge and to offer proof that a
jury could be fair and impartial in Orleans
Parish. ©Now, think about that. Being insulted
to the -- to your core, not withstanding that
the Fourth Circuit said this, "The trial Court
considered Dr. LeBlanc's testimony that the
survey data can be used to support a particular
position. Dr. Ryan did not state that it was
impossible to impanel a fair jury. Rather that
a percentage of Black perspective jurors may not
be fair. Obviously, there remains perspective
Black jurors who can be impartial under the
alleged facts in this litigation. Based on this
record, the defendants do not convince us that
they cannot receive a fair trial in Orleans
Parish.

And, Judge, basically you're right. You've
been proven to be right. And you would be right
again, Your Honor, and to properly deny the
motion to transfer venue in this case for all
the reasons stated herein, Judge, and those
offered in our papers. And Judge, I'd like to
-~ before I forget -- I'd like to offer, file,
and introduce into the record, not the snipit,
but the entirety of the hearing in the Cameron
Parish School Board case, as well as the aerial
photography depicting the Cameron Parish lines

and the -- Judge, we —-- we do have the amending
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and supplemental petition in the Clark case that
is simply going to evidence that the hospital
district was a party plaintiff to that
litigation.
MR. MAZZONE:

I don't have any objections, Your Honor, to

those offers.

THE COURT:
All right.
MR. MUDD:

Yeah, when I say offer, file, and introduce
our papers, that means not only the opposition,
Your Honor, but any and all attachments that are
attached thereto.

THE COURT:

All right. Let it be received.
MR. MAZZONE:

No objection to that, Your Honor.

Your Honor, may I respond briefly?

Go ahead, Vic.

MR. MARCELLO:
No, go ahead.
MR. MAZZONE:

No, no. You go. You first.
MR. MARCELLO:

Your Honor, Victor Marcello for the
plaintiffs. I'm going to try to be as brief as
possible. I want to just pick up on a thing
that Mr. Mudd addressed. When this motion was
filed, the motion was filed by the -- by the
defendants based on Article 122. We responded

and answered the arguments made in that
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memorandum and then the reply brief seems to
drift much more heavily into the constitutional
area. So basically it seems to me that at least
if you read the papers, there's almost an
implicated admission that they can't carry their
burden of proof under Article 122. They have to
~--~ they have to go to the constitution for
support for a change of venue.

And as Mr. Mudd pointed out, the principle
case they cite or rely on in connection with
that is the Caperton case, which is the case
involving Mr. Blankenship and the coal company
in West Virginia. But I'd like to point out to
you what happened in Caperton because —— because
in Caperton, the Supreme Court emphasized that
it was an extreme case by any measure. What the
Court said was, "The facts now before us are
extreme by any measure. The parties point to no
other instance involving judicial campaigns,”
et cetera, et cetera "or that present the same
circumstances."

Then they go on to say, "It is true that
extreme cases often test the bounds of
established legal principles and sometimes no
administrable standard may be available to
address the perceived wrong. But it is also
true that extreme cases are more likely to cross
constitutional limits.” So basically what
they're arguing is that you should agree and
change with them and change venue because this
is an extreme case. But this is not an extreme

case, and I don't think they've carried their
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burden of showing it's an extreme case.

They —-- they rely very heavily on the Tumey
case. And the Tumey case says, i1t is -- which
is a constitutional case. It is cited in the
Caperton case and it -- Tumey basically says, it
is well established"” -- this -— I'm quoting
Caperton and it includes the quote from Tumey.
"It is well established that a judge may not
preside over a case in which he has a, open
quotes, direct personal substantial pecuniary
interest.” I don't see how in -- under the
facts of this case —- that any potential juror
could have a direct pecuniary personal interest
in the case.

As a matter of fact, the argument being made
is that, well, the jury won't know where the
money's going. Well, if the jury doesn't know
where the money's going, how are they going to
know what their interest is in the case? How —-
how could they —-- they cannot prove a direct
personal interest. So it seems to me that they
pretty much conceded. They can't carry their
burden under 122. They're relying on the
constitution and the —-- and this is not an
extreme case, and if the —- if it's not an
extreme case, they have no constitutional
argument.

Now, we also question, Your Honor, their use
and reliance, in large part, on recusal cases as
opposed to change of venue cases. And I just
want to point out in connection with that, that

if you -- it's kind of ironic, but if we read
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the recusal article, it kind of refutes their
entire argument. Because in the -- in Article
151, which involves a recusal of judges it says,
"In any cause in which the state or a political
subdivision thereof is interested, the fact that
the judge is a citizen of the state or a
resident of the political subdivision or pays
taxes therein is not a ground for recusal.

So 1f you look at our recusal argument --
article, it seems to say, look, you can't —— the
fact that the taxpayer may not -- the judge may
have to pay more taxes or whatever, doesn't
count. You can't go there. And that's where
they're going.

Lastly, Your Honor, they -- one of the
things pointed out by —-- by the descent in -- in
the Caperton case, because I'll point out the
descent in the Caperton case didn't even —-—
didn't even think that the extreme facts there
warranted the application of the due process
clause. But what the descent points out is that
there is a presumption of honesty and integrity
in those serving as adjudicators.

The jury here is entitled to a presumption
~— the prospective jurors are entitled to a
presumption that they will be honest and carry
out their duties with integrity. And to suggest
otherwise is an insult to the -~ to the citizens
of the parish.

With this, Your Honor, I'll ask that, Your
Honor, deny the motion.

THE COURT:
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All right. Thank you, Mr. Marcello.
MR. MAZZONE:

May I respond, Your Honor?
THE COURT:

Oh, just a minute, Mr. Mazzone.
MR. MAZZONE:

I should take a number.
MR. PRICE:

Get in line here. Donald Price on behalf of
the State of Louisiana, through the Department
of Natural Resources. At its base, this is an
argument that the jurors self-interest is going
to outweigh their ability to be fair and direct.
When it comes to the jurors self-interest, this
is a regulatory enforcement action. No juror —-
there's no private right of action under SLCRMA.
No juror is going to benefit from anything that
is awarded under SLCRMA. This is a regulatory
action.

And I am certain that as someone who has to
face voters on a periodic basis, I don't need to
remind, Your Honor, that there is a certain
amount of skepticism about self-government and
about the government generally among the people
of this state, people of this parish. And they
don't have to be reminded that they are —— what
is done by government in their name is not
necessarily for their benefit. And I'1ll leave
it at that.

Thank you, Judge.

THE COURT:

All right. Thank you.
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All right. Mr. Mazzone, you can —-—
MR. MAZZONE:

Nope.

THE COURT:
—-— you may reply now.
MR. MAZZONE:

Thank you, Your Honor.

Your Honor, I'm going to start with —- T
apparently got a fact wrong about the Cameron
Parish School Board case and Mr. Mudd corrected
me and said the property wasn't owned by the
parish, but it was owned by the state. My -- of
course, my point was the same. That was a
legacy case. The property -- the lawsuit was
about a specific piece of property that the
claimants, whether it be the school board or the
state owned and the money was going to clean up
that property or to the -—- the landowner, the
property. That's not what we have here. Okay?

And I think it's —-- it's probably the most
important thing I can say is that nobody has
denied that not one penny of the money, i1f any
is awarded in this case, would go to restoring
or making more resilient the property that
they've called the operational area that's
inside this lawsuit. Not one penny of the money
is going to go to that property. It goes to
Cameron Parish for restoration, resiliency
project. Okay? That means the people sitting
on the jury can benefit from the biggest
possible award and be harmed by a zero award in

that case, because the money 1s to be —— is to
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go to restoration projects in Cameron Parish
which could be their properties. They have no
idea of how -—- where it's going to go.

They =~ unlike a legacy case, they can't
say, well, that's over in Creole or whatever,
that doesn't affect us, I'm not interested in
that case. They don't know where the money is
going. They do know it goes to Cameron Parish.
They do know it goes to restore Cameron Parish.
Could be their property, their families
property, their friends property, their
co-workers property. As I said, that's where
the money goes. That's why this is not like a
legacy case. So that's -- that's point one.

Now, Mr. Marcello read the statute about
recusal and you can't be recused because you're
a taxpayer. Well, that -- those are the cases
they cited. The cases they cited in their
opposition were, your status as a taxpayer in a
case involving a government entity doesn't
disqualify you as a jury. We agree with that.
We're not saying'the jurors can't sit in this
case because they're residents of Cameron Parish
and the plaintiff -- one of the plaintiffs is
Cameron Parish. That's not our —— in our
argument.

We're saying these jurors will benefit from
the outcome of this case or be harmed by an
adverse outcome in this case. That's our point.
Not the fact that Cameron Parish is the
plaintiff in the case and they're residents of

the parish and be impacted in some that -- some
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intangible way in that way.

Mr. -- Mr. Marcello said the pecuniary
interest has to be direct. That's not what the
Wilson case says. It says it can be indirect.
As I said before, every single dollar awarded by
this jury goes to restoration in Cameron Parish.
Not awarded by the jury will not go to
restoration in Cameron Parish. Cameron Parish
will be hurt as a result.

Now, the other thing I heard from both
Mr. Mudd and Mr. Marcello was that somehow we've
changed our position; that we didn't really talk
about the constitution too much in our ~- in our
memorandum. Judge, if you read it, you know
that we did. Okay? It's very clear. The basis
of the motion is Article 122, the reasons
articulated on '22 -- prejudice in the public
mind or other sufficient cause, including the
due process arguments we made. If -- if vyou
want, go back and reread it, but it's -- it's
clear as a bell. We made both Article 122 and
constitutional arguments in our original motion
papers. And basically the reply just points out
all the arguments that -- that the plaintiff
thinks we made that we didn't make. That's what
the essence of the reply is.

Mr. Mudd had said that there's no evidence,
no evidence that these jurors can't be fair.
Well, that's why I started my presentation of
what the law is. The law does not require you
to ask, do I think these jurors could be fair in

this case? The law does not require you to ask
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that, when the challenge is -- when the —— when
the motion is a motion to transfer the venue of
the case. Once again, there are confusing

challenges for cause and the basis for transfer.

The basis for transfer here is not that you
might not be able to find 12 jurors. We -- we
walked through the cases. The fact that you
could find 12 jurors who might be fair and
impartial doesn't resolve the motion. The
question is, will they be interested in the
outcome of the case? Will they reasonably
believe that a jury -- a verdict in favor of the
parish will help them or a verdict against the
parish will hurt them? Do they reasonably
believe that? And I think all the evidence
shows that.

We're not argulng about bad publicity or too
much publicity or whatever or anything like
that. The expert in the Plaquemines case
focused only on the extent of publicity
involving these cases. The Faulk case, the
Savoie case, the Atkins case that have been
talked about, Judge, in those cases,
Schlumberger or McCalls or the defendant law
firm in Atkins no body argued that the Jjurors
were going to be interested in the outcome of
the case. Nobody argued that.

In Faulk the argument was —-- in Savoie that
argument was —-- Michael Savoie is the son of the
-- the sheriff, and, you know, we can't get a
fair trial. No one argued that the jurors were

interested in the outcome of the case. Same
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with Faulk. Faulk was a policy juror who was —-—
died. His wife brought the case. His -- his
wife was running for Police Jury at the time.
The argument was, we can't get a fair trial in
Cameron Parish because of all these political
connections. That's not our argument. Atkins
is a race discrimination case. Nobody said they
couldn't -- the jurors were interested in the
outcome of the Atkins case. Those cases —- is
just not applicable.

Okay. So we heard about, well, Clark and
Frank, the cases we're talking about are
criminal cases. And they -- we heard about
Article 622. This is not an Article 622 case,
it's a 122 case. Well, those -- those
provisions are similar. They're not identical.
Don't know why they're not identical, they ought
to be. But it's really interesting, Judge. The
principles the same, right? Whether we're
talking about a recusal of a judge or the —-
whether a jury's impacted, whether a mayor
should be presiding over a forfeiture case or
whatever, the principles are all the same. We
want the decision-maker to be neutral whether
it's administrative officer, a mayor, a judge,
whatever. We want the decision-maker to be
neutral. That's the principle. It's the same
in Article 622, same as Article 122.

Now, here's the kicker of all that. The
reason why the criminal cases are applicable and
on point and you can rely on them, if you look

at Revised Statute 13:3041, which tells you what
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the juror qualifications are in a civil case, 1if
you go look, I want to know what are the
qualifications for serving on a jury in a civil
case? I go to that statute. Where does it send
me? It sends me to Article 401 of the Criminal
Code. So we —- the law recognizes these --
these things are related and -- but the
principle is the same. So Revised Statute
13:3041 sends you to Article 401 of the Criminal
Code for qualifications of jurors in civil
cases.

The comment of motions to transfer a venue
are almost unheard of, that was made by some
commentator. It's not in the statute. Article
-— Article 122 doesn't say only in extreme cases
can you transfer a venue in a case. Doesn't say
that. And so, you know, that's the law
according to Mr. Marcello. I've —-- I don't see
any case that says you can't transfer venue in a
civil case unless it's an extreme case, I don't
even know what that is.

QOkay. Mr. Mudd said, you know, no one heard
his comments at the status conference. Well,
that's not our point. It's not that the jurors
have heard Mr. Mudd argue a case or talked about
this case, that's not the point. So the jurors
who come to sit in this case are going to
reasonably believe they're going to be
interested in the outcome of the case based on
the way they pled it.

The —-- they seem to suggest that we -— we've

distorted their lawsuit. Judge, I quoted from
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the lawsuit. Those things -- those words on the
slide were from the lawsuit. They were quotes
from the lawsuit. The only thing I said outside
of those gquotes was the operational area is
arbitrary. And it is arbitrary. They picked
what 8,000 acres are in. They could have easily
brought one lawsuit and sued with respect to all
those -- brought all ten of the lawsuits in one
case. They could have easily done that because
the operational areas are arbitrary from case to
case. But we didn't distort the lawsuit. We
quoted from the lawsuit. Mr. Mudd told me
earlier, the word "hurricane" is not in the
lawsuit. Well, "storm" is. That's what the
case is about. It's about land loss in Cameron
Parish that they think is caused by these permit
violations. That's what the case 1s about.
Again, a lot of talk about Clark. Clark
case involved a public body. The jury zerced
out the public body in that case. Okay. So
what? That's not our argument. We've not said
an oil and gas company can't get a fair trial or

can't win in Cameron. We've not said that.

Clark is not —-- doesn't have anything to do with
what we're talking about here. Nobody in —— in
Clark said -- or there's not even a suggestion

that the jurors are interested in the outcome of
that case. It was a legacy case. Not our
argument.

Mr. Mudd talked about the same lawyers in
the same law firms. I think he -- what he's

trying to do is to say -- undermining my point
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that —-- the moving defendants in this case to
the best of my knowledge have never moved for a
change of venue in any case in Cameron Parish
claiming that the jurors can't be fair and
impartial. We never said that. Now, I don't —-
you know, we have to go by what the clients did
in their case, not what their lawyer said. So
that's —-- that’'s still the case.

Judge, for the most part, I don't think
they've -— they've responded to our argument.
The only thing I heard that comes remotely close
to responding to our argument is Mr. Marcello
saying the jurors need a direct pecuniary
interest in the case. That's not the law. It's
clearly not the law. The Supreme Court said in
the Wilson case -- Supreme Court of Louisiana —-
an indirect pecuniary interest is enough.

So I —-- Judge, I would —-—- I don't have
anything more to say because I don't think they
really responded to my -- our argument. But I
would like to offer and introduce into evidence
all of our motion papers, the memorandum, the
reply, and all the exhibits attached and
referred to in those papers. I'm assuming
there's no objection.

MR. MUDD:
No objection, Your Honor.
THE COURT:
All right. Let them be received.
MR. MAZZONE:
Again, Your Honor, I would urge you to grant

this motion to transfer venue.
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THE COURT:

All right. Thank you.

The motion was well argued by both sides. I
think it's an important and serious matter, so
I'm going to take the matter under advisement
and issue a written opinion within 30 days.

All right. Thank you.

ATTORNEYS' RESPONSE:
Thank you, Your Honor.
THE COURT:

Anything else? Okay.

All right. Court is adjourned.
THE BAILIFF:

Court is adjourned.

MR. MUDD:
Judge?
THE COURT:

Yeah. On the record?
MR. MUDD:

Yes, ma'am.

THE COURT:
Okay.
MR. MUDD:

I think I offered -- I think I offered,
filed, and introduced the petition and the
amended petition in the Faulk case.
ATTORNEYS' RESPONSE:

Yeah, you did.

THE COURT:

So the clerk needs a copy.

All right. Thank you.

[PROCEEDINGS IN THIS MATTER CONCLUDED]
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This certification is valid only for a transcript
accompanied by my original signature and original seal on
this page.

I, ROXANE D. BOUDOIN, CCR, OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
in and for the State of Louisiana, contracted as an
official court reporter by the Thirty-Eighth Judicial
District Court for the State of Louisiana, as the officer
before whom this testimony was taken, do hereby certify
that this forgoing 70 pages of testimony was reported by
me 1n the stenomask reporting method, was prepared and
transcribed by me or under my direction and supervision,
and is a true and correct transcript to the best of my
ability and understanding of the proceedings taken in the
cause entitled THE PARISH OF CAMERON VERSUS AUSTER OIL &
GAS, INC. ET AL, DOCKET NUMBER 10-19582, the time and
place set forth on page one hereof; that the transcript
has been prepared in compliance with the transcript
format guidelines required by statute or by rules of the
board or by the Supreme Court of Louisiana; and that I am
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INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims. '

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained environmental
damage from oilfield operations?

Yes No \g

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs” property?

Yes No k

{When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3)



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed fo the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim indepen dently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Breach of Contract / Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs’ property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases™ means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases execnted
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Qil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No V

(X nine or moxe of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5 )

" 4. 'What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)

s N/

7




INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed, When

nine: memb_ers of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
thfa mstructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

T brt and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No %

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors?

{When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

$ N!lﬁl

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs’ property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April

16, 19967
Yes No \/

(Xf nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
against BP?



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act 312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to refurn to the

courtroon.)
Area 2 $ - 0~
Ata3d 8 - 0~
Aread  $ - 0-

Date: H'IL{‘\%
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DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT

VERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained environmental
damage from oilfield operations?

Yes No /

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

- Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No \/

{When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.)



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how yon answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Breach of Contract/ Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
retumn the plaintiffs® property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases” means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs” predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No 1/

{If nine or more of you answer *“yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

4. What amount of money, if any, is necessary to retumn the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below, Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)

5 O




INSTRUCT_IONS: For each le
nine members of the j
the instructions. You should answer the

without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

5.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

‘Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No /

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

‘What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

3 @

Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs’ property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April

16, 19962
Yes No ! e

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award

against BP?

gal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
ury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
questions under each legal claim independently and



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When

nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act312

5. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the

foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that yon are ready to return to the
courtroorm.)

Area? $ O

Area 3 hY D

Aread $ O

o ALYk

Foreperson:




MARK CLARK %13 N3V 14 Pﬂ81§l JT{!?ICIAL DISTRICT COURT
VS.NO. 10-18866

WAGNER OIL COMPANY,
APACHE CORPORATION, and
BP AMERICA, INC.
FILED:
DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT
VYERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the guestions under the other legal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained envirommental
damage from oilfield operations?

Yes No /

(If nine c;r more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs” property?

Yes No

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.}



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You sheuld answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims. ’

Breach of Contract/ Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs’ property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases™ means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at Issue in this case.

Yes No /

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

4. 'What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)




mSRUCHONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agre

> * © On an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should

¢ answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs” property?

Yes No Nd

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors?

{(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amonnt,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

7. Did BP or its predecessors bandle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs” property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19967 '

Yes = No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
against BP?



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. Yeu should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how yon answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act 312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the
courtroom.)

Area2 3 Z(

Area3 $ Q{
Aread 3 é

Date: H"q}3

Foreperson: B\W mg {s
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MARK CLARK. 713 MU 14 P 33"YRUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
V. NO. 10-18366 CARL ! 32013 STATE OF LOUISIANA
3R OF CoURT
WAGNER OIL COMPANY, PARISH OF CAMERON
APACHE CORPORATION, and :
BP AMERICA, INC.
FILED:
DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT
YERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim indcpendently and
without regard to how yon answered the questions ander the other legal claims.

-1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained environmental
damage from oilfield operations?

Yes No \/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No \/

{When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.)



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
ninet members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Breach of Contract / Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs” property to the condition promised?

-The term “Leases” means the 1948 Qil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No \/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4, If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

4. 'What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)




INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the

> . Jjury agree on an answer, proceed fo the next question in aceordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes - No V/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs’ property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19967

Yes __ _~~~ No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
against BP?



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

{When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the
courtroom.)

Area2 $ [9
Area3 3 (')
Argad $ O

e L1903

Forepersom: 4 MW
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MARK CLARK : 387" JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

AINAVIY PA O3 Y4
VS.NO. 10-18866 : STATE OF LOUISIANA

CAZL T LEQNSTARD
WAGNER OIL COMPANY, CLIRRK 2F COUPARISH OF CAMERON
APACHE CORPORATION, and  GAMEROM PARISH, L A.
BP AMERICA, INC. :
FILED: :
DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT
VERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When

nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should apswer the questions under each legal claim independently and

without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained environmental

damage from oilfield operations?
Yes No l/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3)

Do you find that BP or its predecessors were respomsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.)



INSTRUC

without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

3.

Breach of Contract / Lease

Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs’ property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases” means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs” predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Qil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No ‘\/,

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or-more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs® property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)

s ()

TIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury 8gICe o1 an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No / &

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
cater the amount on the line below. Once you bave entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs’ property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19967

Yes No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No, 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
against BP?



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordauce with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each

"area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to retum to the
courtroom. )

Area2 8 [

Area3 3 ()

Area 4 $ (-)

Date: /] — /L/‘/B

1 PR S
Foreperson: / %z/ s 1////,’/,/



MARK CLARK 7013 NOU 14 PN 33#1HJUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
VS. NO. 10-18866 SARL T SACUECASPATE OF LOUISIANA
CLERK OF $3URT
WAGNER OIL COMPANY, GAMERD: PLRISHPAARISH OF CAMERON
APACHE CORPORATION, and
BP AMERICA, INC.
FILED:
DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT
VERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained environmental
damage from oilfield operations?

Yes _ No 3/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
mine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3)

- /
2. Do you'\?ihd\ﬂgai BP or its predecessors were resp'ong'b}/for the
environmental daniage ;o the plaintiffs’ property? //

. ,//
- -

Yes _ . /It]o'

- .
."/ RN
{(When nine or more of ygu/ré:i:h an agreement, proceed-to Question No. 3.)
-~ .~
-
g /
-

e

-



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Breach of Contract / Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs’ property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases™ means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property a1 issue in this case.

Yes No \/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

4. What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the Jine below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)

s O




INS

TRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
e members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how yon answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

3. Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No \/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Questiof No. 6. If
nine of more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. §.)
7.

/
1

6. What amezunt of money, if any, would compensate the piaintiffs for the
pegligence of BP or its predecessors?
l‘:x
{When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amotwt on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or iransport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs’ property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19962

Yes - No

(If nine or more of you answer “yé§,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or pumitive 'damages, if any, do you award
against BP?



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how yon answered the questions under the other legal clajms.

Acr312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the
courtroom.)

Area2 3 O

Ara3 §_ O

Area 4 $ @)

Date: b /N/ S
It

Foreperson: - : ) i 3\



MARK CLARK. s iy 3™ TUDICIAL DISTRIC
B3 MU Ty Py NP T COURT
VS. NO. 10-18866

CAR! . STATE OF LOUISIANA
WAGNER OIL COMPANY, Lo PIXRISH OF CAMERON
APACHE CORPORATION, and ~ CAMEROR FAR'SH 1A,
BP AMERICA, INC. :
FILED:
DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT
VERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how yon answered the questions under the other Iegal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained environmental
damage from oilfield operations? ——

Yes No /

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. ¥
nine or more of you answer “no0,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No /

{When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.)



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other Iegal claims.

Breach of Contract / Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs” property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases” means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Miperal Leases executed
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No /

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

4. What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

{When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)

s O




.l

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When

m'n§ memb.ers of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No /

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

s O

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs’ property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19967 v

Yes No \‘/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
against BP?



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. Yeou should answer the questions under ‘each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the
courtroom.)

aea2 5 ()

Area 3 $ O

Area 4 $ O

Date: H" )LH}

" Foreperson: j\k\rn(‘ +#H




MARK CLARK 703 MU 14 PA 3 $i™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
VS. NO. 10-18866

iErOy 243184, {RARISH OF CAMERON

CAH

WAGNER OIL COMPANY,

APACHE CORPORATION, and ™"~ "
BP AMERICA, INC.
FILED:
DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT
YERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer eack question aod proceed as directed. When
nine menabers of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each Iegal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained environmental
damage from oilfield operations?

Yes No l/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No /

(\th; nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.)



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the néxt question in accordance with
the instructions. You shounld answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Breach of Contract / Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs® property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases” means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No ’/

(If nirie or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

4. 'What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)

5 O




mSTRUCHONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When

, proceed to the next question in accordance with

¢ questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No /

{If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors?

(When nige or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

$ O

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs® property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19962

l/

Yes No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
against BP?



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under cach legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the
courtroom.)

Area 4 $ 0

Date: “\Bﬂ EEC TSI N

Foreperson:  _) A0
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MARK CLARK 7503 Ay 19° Pm 38UYUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

VS. NO. 10-18866 = STATE OF LOUISIANA
CLERE OF UAYRT
WAGNER OIL COMPANY, CAMERGH Samic wPARISH OF CAMERON
APACHE CORPORATION, and o ST
BP AMERICA, INC.
FILED:
DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT
VERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other Iegal claims.

I. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained envirommental
damage from oilfield operations?

Yes No /

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “ne,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes __~~~ No

{When nine or more of you reach an agreémcnt, proceed to Question No. 3.)



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed 1o the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Breach of Contract / Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs” property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases™ means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No /

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed 1o Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.}

4. What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)




INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how yon answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No /

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
" negligence of BP or its predecessors?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs’ property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19967

Yes  ~  No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
against BP?



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Omnce you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the
courtroom.)

Area2 3 ~0 -

Area3 3 -0 -

Area 4 Y -0 -

Date: //— /‘4~g’10/3

— UL% Ora N 0e kO




MARK CLARK - : 8m3)’UDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
i NIy PM 3Y
VS. NO. 10-18866 ARt © farac STATE OF LOUISIANA
WAGNER OIL COMPANY, OL=iR OF SOURLRISH OF CAMERON
APACHE CORPORATION, and CAMEROM PARISH. LA,
BP AMERICA, INC. :
FILED: :
DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT
VERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the juty agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
. the instructions. You should answer the questions under each Iegal claim independently and
without regard fo how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained environmental
damage from oilfield operations? — T

Yes No \/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs” property?

Yes No

{When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.)



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Breach of Contract / Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs’ property to the condition promised?

- The term “Leases” means the 1948 Qil, Gas, and Miperal Leases executed
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No \/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

4. What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered thal amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)




H}ISTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard fo how You answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or'its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property? ’

Yes No V4

(I nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs” property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19967

Yes = No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to_Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
apainst BP?



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act 312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Ounce you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the
courtroom.)

Area2 b O Ob

C 60

Area3
Area 4 3 6 °O
Date: \ \’ )\\ ‘\’)J

Foreperson:




MARK CLARK

VS.NO. 10-18866

WAGNER OIL COMPANY,
APACHE CORPORATION, and
BP AMERICA, INC.

FILED:

RESTIVED £ FILED

- 8™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT
7013 N l‘i Pﬁl qu
P STATE OF LOUISIANA
CLEzf & AIEI?H OF CAMERON

CAMERGH ?A'Z'C H LA

DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT

YERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustamed environmental
damage from o1lﬁe1d operations?

Yes v No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes

No

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.)



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
unine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions wader the other legal claims,

Breach of Contract/ Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs’ property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases™ medns the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No 4

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

4. What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)




H}ISTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. Yeu should answer the guestions under each legal claim independently and
withont regard to how youn answered the questions under the other Iegal claims,

Tort and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs® property?

Yes No \ 5/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors? ‘

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs’ property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19967

Yes = No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
against BP?



'INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the
courtroom.) :

Area2 $_ O

Area3 $ 2

Area 4 $ 0

Date: =14 - 13

Foreperson:




MARK CLARK

V5. NO. 10-18866

WAGNER OIL COMPANY, : PARISH OF CAMERON
APACHE CORPORATION, and
BP AMERICA, INC. :
FILED:
DEPUTY CLERK OF COURT
YERDICT FORM

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the guestions under each Iegal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained envirommental
damage from oilfield operations?

Yes \/ No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs’ property?

J

Yes No

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.)

-



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Breach of Contract / Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs® property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases™ means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs” predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Oil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No \/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 5.)

4. ‘What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

{When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.) s




INSTRUCTIONS:
nme members of th

without regard to how you answered the questions under the other Iegal claims.

5.

Tort and Exemplary Damages

Was any negligence of BP or its predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No \/

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9)

What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plaintiffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
cater the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.) ,
\?‘\

Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs’ property at arny time between September 3, 1984 and April

16, 19967 \J

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

Yes ==~~~ DNo

‘What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
apainst BP?

F?r each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
> " € Jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the otber legal claims.

Act 312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the plaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the

courtroom.)
Area2 $ &
Area3 § O
Aread  § 0

”_ fo“ -'3




MARK CLARK
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FILED: 25 . =
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Loy, 2
RE 2w
A S
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VERDICT FORM >

INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When

nine members ‘of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with

the instructions. You should answer the questions under cach legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other Iegal claims.

1. Do you find that the plaintiffs’ property has sustained environmental
damage from oilfield operations?

w

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 2. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 3.)

Yes

2. Do you find that BP or its predecessors were responsible for the
environmental damage to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement, proceed to Question No. 3.)



INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the guestions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how yon answered the guestions under the other legal claims.

Breach of Contract / Lease

3. Do you find that BP or its predecessors breached the Leases by failing to
return the plaintiffs’ property to the condition promised?

The term “Leases” means the 1948 Oil, Gas, and Mineral Leases executed
between the plaintiffs’ predecessors and BP’s predecessor, Stanolind Qil
and Gas Company, burdening the property at issue in this case.

Yes No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 4. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No_ 5.)

4. What amount of money, if any, is necessary to return the plaintiffs’ property
to the condition promised in the Leases?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 5.)




II_\ISTRUC’I'IONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims. :

Tort and Exemplary Damages

5. Was any negligence of BP or s predecessors a legal cause of any damage
to the plaintiffs’ property?

Yes No

(if nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 6. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

6. What amount of money, if any, would compensate the plainﬁffs for the
negligence of BP or its predecessors? .

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount of damages,
enter the amount o the line below. Once you have entered that amount,
then proceed to Question No. 7.)

7. Did BP or its predecessors handle, store, or transport hazardous or toxic
substances with wanton or reckless disregard for public health and safety on
the plaintiffs” property at any time between September 3, 1984 and April
16, 19962

Yes No

(If nine or more of you answer “yes,” then proceed to Question No. 8. If
nine or more of you answer “no,” then proceed to Question No. 9.)

8. What amount of exemplary or punitive damages, if any, do you award
against BP?




INSTRUCTIONS: For each legal claim, answer each question and proceed as directed. When
nine members of the Jury agree on an answer, proceed to the next question in accordance with
the instructions. You should answer the questions under each legal claim independently and
without regard to how you answered the questions under the other legal claims.

Act 312

9. What amount of money, if any, is required to remediate the Pplaintiffs’
property to the Louisiana standards and regulations?

(When nine or more of you reach an agreement on the amount for each
area, enter the amount on the line below. Once you have entered an
amount for each area, then proceed to the end of the form, date it, have the
foreperson sign it, and advise the bailiff that you are ready to return to the
courtroom. )

Area2 3 O

Area 3 b D
Area 4 $ O

s

Foreperson: {




EXHIBIT 4



3/22/23, 12:08 PM : LOGA

Louisiana Oil & Gas Associations
Respond to Fifth Circuit Ruling in
Coastal Litigation

AUGUST 10,2026 by LOGA | THE VOICE OF LOUISIANA'S OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY in NEWS

Baton Rouge, LA (August 10, 2020) — Gifford Briggs, President of the Louisiana Oil and Gas Association (LOGA)
and Lori Leblanc, Interim President of the Louisiana Mid-Continent Oil and Gas Association (LMOGA) issued the
following joint statement in response to today's order from the U.S. Court of Appeals, for the Fifth Circuit:

"To be clear, the Fifth Circuit's decision issued today has no bearing on the facts of the case nor the merits of the issues
raised by the defendants in the litigation. Whether these cases move forward in federal court or state court, we will
continue to defend against the meritless cases and show why the lawsuits do nothing for Louisiana's coast. These
unnecessary and abusive lawsuits continue to be counterproductive to our state, and any effort to restore and protect our
coastline. The hundreds of defendants in these suits, made up of thousands of Louisiana families and employees, will
continue to do their part in providing reliable energy, economic opportunity, and actual, tangible results for our state's
precious coast. In fact, largely as a result of the industry's ongoing investments and continued commitment, CPRA will

have more projects under construction this year than ever before in our state’s history."

https:/Awww.loga.la/news-and-articles/louisiana-oil-gas-associatio ns-respond-to-fifth-circuit-ruling-in-coastal-litigation

in
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LOGA & LMOGA Issue Joint
Statement Regarding Coastal Land

.oss Suits

MARCH 4,2021 by KATIHYER | VICE PRESIDENT OF COMMUNICATIONS /1 NEWS

BATON ROUGE, LA (March 3, 2021) — Tyler Gray, President of the LouisianaMid-Continent Oil and Gas
Association (LMOGA), and Mike Moncla, President of the Louisiana Oil and Gas Association (LOGA), issued the
following joint statement today in response to new developments regarding the Louisiana coastal lawsuits:

\

“It is disappointing that some elected officials have sided with plaintiffs” attorneys in support of job-killing lawsuits and
a flawed seitlement scheme that could put our coast further at risk.

Through these lawsuits, the government seeks to impose sweeping, retroactive liability on the entire oil and gas industry
for activities carried out according to federal laws and regulations decades ago. This mis guided attempt fo rewrite
history and penalize energy producers for legally conducted operations that have beenA endorsed and incentivized by
state and local leaders for nearly a century is a distortion of the law dreamed up and marketed by plaintiffs’ attorneys,

presumably to.serve their own financial gain.

The secretive manner in which the proposed settlement with one defendant is being plotted behind closed doors also
raises serious concerns. It’s been over a year since this purported ‘deal’ was announced, and the pubﬁc has yet to see the
details, including the actual terms. This complete lack of transparency and oversight has allowed private plaintiffs’
attorneys to act with unbridled discretion over government-sponsored lawsuits, which have the potential to impact

coastal, economic, and environmental policy in the state for generations.

Contrary to recent claims by some elected dﬁcials, this proposed settlement is not dedicated to coastal restoration—ithe
_ supposed reason why these lawsuits were filed. Under this problematic proposal, funds could be used for projects
unrelated to coastal restoration and hurricane protection. This convoluted approach is inconsistent with current state law,

and it exposes these lawsuits for what they really are—a money grab unconcerned with coastal restoration.

hitps/Avww.loga la/news-and-arficles/loga-Imoga-issue-joint-statement-regarding-coastaHand-loss-suits . 12
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LMOGA, LOGA, and our member companies will continue to fight these meritless coastal lawsuits and oppose the
implementation of this untenable settlement scheme. However, were main committed to developing real solutions that
will preserve and protect our coast, and we welcome the opportunity to work with Govcn-lor Edwards, Attorney General
Landry, and other leaders in undertaking collaborative effortsto achieve this shared goal.”

About LMOGA

Louisiana Mid-Continent Oil and Gas Association, founded in 1923, is a trade association exclusively representing all
sectors of the oil and gas industry operating in Louisiana and the Gulf of Mexico. LMOGA serves exploration and
production, refining, transportation, marketing and mid-stream companies as well as other firms in the fields of law,

engineering, environment, financing and government relations.

About LOGA

The Louisiana Oil & Gas Association was organized in 1992 to represent the Independent and service sectors of the oil
and gas industry inLouisiana; this representation includes exploration, production and oilfield services. LOGA’s primary
goal is to provide our industry with a working environment that will enhance the industry. Find out more information

at: http:]/wwwlog&la

hitps:/Avww.loga la/news-and-arficles/loga-imoga-issue-joint-statemeni-regarding-coastal-land-loss-suits 2/2
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Charles Hackett

C. Hackeft
dies Monday
in L. Gharles

Charles S. Hackett, 75, or |

Luke Charles, passed aws:

on Monday, Oct. 4, 2010 m 7

residence

Bir. Hackett was owner of
Hacket's Cajun Kitchen on
Hywy. 14 for 22 years. He was
a board member of Jeff Davis
Electrie Co-op, s member of
Rudolph Kranse Masonic
JYodgo, Scottish Rilo Bedias

and York Rite Bodien, 2 past

Potentaie of Hubibl Temple
{Shrine), bosrd of Directors of
McNeese State University
Alnm Association a5 well as
member of Sweetlake
Um(zd Methedist Church.

Mr. Hacketts parents ran
a grocery store iz the
Sweastlake area for years and
the Jocation became known
s Hackect’s Corner. He grew
up m Cameron Parish,

is survived by hie wile,
Kamn Hackott and his sister,
‘Wanda Matt of Bell City.

He was preceded in desth
by his brothers, Thomas L.
Hackett of Wolfs, Maine,
TReobert 0. Hackett Jr. of Luke

es.

His Memorial Service was
held  at  10:30  am.
Wednesday, Oct. &, at
Ui United

Pilot

October 7, 2010

Yol. 53-No. 51

Cameron, La. 70631

TS
L. J SALTZVIAN AND Sing Faulk fook up their names on the ne
Cameron Parish Veterans d':splay in the Court House lobby. The 55" scraan and

the A

‘were pi

Legion to hopar the past present and
future military veterans frorn the parish. Between 1900 and 2000 names are on the
registry, and more can be added as needed.

{Photo by Cyndi Sellers.)

Veterans’ names displayed

By CYNDI SELLERS

In tune with the 21st cen-
tary, the old stainless steel
veterans plaques in the
Cameron Court House lobby
have been. replaced with an

intersctive display, courtesy
of the Veterans of Foreign

Charch. Rav. Wayne ’Ihylm-
and Rav. Charite Langford
oficinted. Mil:hnd Heinen
alse spoke.

Wordx of mmfort may be
shared with 1h e Cnmily at

On Oct. 1 a 53" screen
‘was “‘ !:be lobb),

that may have been provid-
ed. Families may add infor-
mation, such as dates of
service, training location,
post, unit, duties, awards,
etc. Photos may salso be
added.

The list can be sorted by
alphabetical names, Tank,
apd war. Those wbn "died in
service are lis n bald
Ennt.Anedals mus&he made

2 ne

the numes of EUO-
2000 Camoron Parish wili-
tary veterans. A keyboard
allows visitors to look up the
nnmss of veterans and view

Schedule told

for the 2011

Fur & Wildlife Festival

The 2011 Louisiana Fur &
Wildlife Festival acheduje
has been announced by tbe
Fostival board.

The Fustival pageants will
be held on Saturday, Now. 20,

Cameron Parish will begin at
2 p.., Sollowed by the Deb,
Teen, and Jr. Miss Cam:rm
Parish ot 4 p.m., and conctod-
ing with the Miss Camermm
Quoen
Pageant 2k 7 pm.

Entry forms for the pug-
sants ¢xn, be obtuined by
itmg the fostival website ot
lafurandwildlifefestival.cor.

The festival will be held at
the Cameron Parish School
Buard grounds in downtewn
Cameron, _on Fridey and
Saturdoy; Jan. 7-8.

Gates will open at 12 noon.
on Friday and at 9 a.m. on
Suiurday.

The ndx?kds:ﬂcn fee xs 35 per
person an 12 years
old and under will be admit-
ted free.

The festival parade will
roll down Main St. at 1 pm.
on Sa

Busmass:s and organiza-
tions ore mv;tad to enter

ﬂu'z(s m the
} 'al s honor-
ing ﬂle Oﬂ lud

und the Buyou Boys will clove
{he festival from 6:30-3:30

J;ry will take
applications
for position

By CYNDI SELLERS

Applications will be taken
for the positon of QEP
Director, the Police Jury
decided by a vote of 6-1 un
Monday, “Qualifications foxr z
the position will be ndver-
tised for 30 days.

Scott Trakans motion to
sdveriise, seconded hy Clmn
Racen, was mcp
Jurors exeept Charles Pn:c.ht,
who bad « cumpeting motion
on the agenda to appoint the
direclor immediataly.

Jurors also voted to adver~
tise for bids oo the Mwia
Fire Station, Cameron
Multipurpose Building, and
vecoustruction and repairs Lo
Parisk Road 613, Chuanel
Drive, in Rackberry.

Low bide wers :cceptcd for
sulvert and

parsons who

have the possword.

Tnformation can be given to
tho Clerk of Court's ofice.

Carl “Sing” Faulk, head of

the  Cameron  Parish

Veteran'z Wall Committee,

suid the instalintion of the
new interactive sereen will
allow for future additions to
the Wall, even after the out.
door monument i filled up.
The cost of the display use
up the last of the
fun and the post wm
probably be disbanded, he
s2id. The display iz a woy to
keep ‘honaring Cameron
Parish veterans even aftar
tha post I3 gono.

The disploy wns designad

and ingtulled by WebTronics

Data Development Team, Jed
by Keith Thibodeaws

By CYNDL SELLERS

Jurors have asked the
District Attomefs Office o
prepare changes to the parish
Burn Ordinance lo try to geb
more contrel over future
grass fires. In spite of repeat-
ud requests from the OBP for
landowners to coordinate
agricultural burns with the
local fre departments, more
fires bave be:n set and have
gotten out of contrel in the
past week.

Propozed rules would
Tequire nolification to Iosal
fixe chiefi, would require fre
broaks be cut or plowed espo-
cially aloog fence lines, would
restrict the size of burns 10 20
acres or less at a iime, and
would prohibit burps that
result in smeke blowing over
roads zatncung vision for

S::te law alrzady bolds
Yandowners responsible for
damage 1o neighbors’ proper-
17, with or without intent.

Thomas McDaniel said the
current situation is ‘unaceept

able. "If ench fire districk iz
invalved with a big grass fire,
and ’s house catches

nsp'hlvlb repair on  Decp
Bayon Road in Johnson
Bayou. Crx:am Brothers and

on fire, there will be no one
available to save the house.
which is ’-\hy these fHre

Friday’s
will be Steel Shot frvm &8
pan. On Suturdsy, Waler's

Ddge will take the stzgs from
36 pam. and Bamy Badon

Beesett t ware
the successinl bidders, at
$42,156 and §24,905, respec-
tively.

ALLIGATOR FESTIVAL royaity as picurad wers: Baby M'ss Gema Kingham,

e Bt e be s
the first place,” be sai

. Propased cimnges will Be
hrvughl. ts the next agenda

Toddler Miss - Alexis LeMaire, Tiny Miss - Reyee Broussard, Patita Miss - Kaylee
James, Little Miss - Amberies Saltzman, Deb Miss - Briley Richard, Teen Miss -
Savannah Quinn, Baby Mister - Evan Comeaux, Toddler Mister - Drake Stelly,
Master Mister - Aiden Saltzman.

meeh.ng‘ rnr a vaote in
Novamber, They will be
advertised for 30 days for
public comment. In the meao-
time, ofidals hopa landown-
rs will act responsibly.

A burn ban remains in
ploce for all private burms,
indndmg tcash firex &nd
eammp

OTHER BUSINESS

Jurors adopted & resolu-
tion agking the state to open
the Loujsiana side of the
Sabine Lake to oyster fiching,
with a limit of 10 sacks, and
to opan (he West Cove of
Caleasiou Lake with the
same limit.

’l’huc apmmgs and limits

d by the

UalLGly HILAD GIGULLGU

o S. B. /Pnhce Jury

Tracy Carter was elected
lothe CamuonP:ﬂah School
Board on Saturdsy.

aner defeated “Terxi®
Thexiot Welch 103-56 or 64

percent Lo 36 percent, for the
District 5 seot that repro-

sents Creole and portions of

eron.
Anthony “Dino” Bicks won
the District 2 Police Jury

geat. He garnered 235 votes, ko

or §6 percent, Chriz Races
and George Shove hed 91
votes each, ar 22 percest. The
seat represents erry.
Hackb, voters

arxy
§ appraved a properly tax for

their zecreabion district with
2, 276-111 vete, or 71 percest

% raiso about $290,000 annuzl-

Iy te pay for and maintain
recreation facilitien.

Voters in Lowery. xpprwed
2 10-yeax, 11.324 paill property
{ax for five pratection by 2. 20-
4 margis, or 83 percent ta 17
pcrcznt. The Lax, which is
S rmsuf n‘l_::_:lt

60,1 000 nyen: Pﬂ>‘s for facdl-
ltxcs, firotxucks ond freGght-
ing egquipmank.

“Johoson Bsyou voters
approved a 10-yeox, 4.66-nill
‘property tax for drnnag: in
the district by a vote ol 36-21,
or 63 percent o 37 per:mL
The tax is expected to raise
about 3345.000 & year.

FIRE HYDRANTS fn the 1

Cameron area, like this
one in Ridgecrest subd‘x;t-
Y

sion, may be P

Tracy Carter

Ja the Heulenonl gover-
nor’s race, Cameron voters
favared *Sammy Kershaw
with 658 votes, or 58 percent,

He was followed by Caraline
Fayard with 170 votes, ar 15
percent; Jay Dardennce with
140, or 1z percent; Jim
Crowley with 46, or 4 per-
zent; Roger Villers with 41, or
* percent' Melanie Mcnght
with 33, or 3 percant, “B
Gautreaux with 28 or 2 per-
cent; and Kevin Davia with

28, nr 2 percent.
Cameéran  voters _alen
favored Copstitutionul

Amendment No. 1 by a 606-
464 vobe, or 57 perccn: to 43
pexcent. They voted
Constitutional Amen Lnt
No, 2 575487, or 54 percent
10 48 percent.

* Burn han

in effect
in parish

The Cameron Parish
Offica of  Emargency
Preparedoess and Earndnnd
Security hag jusued an ont-
dpor burn bnn alfoctive

‘Thuraday Sy

Police .Tury \’iw P:mdenr,
Thomas McDaniel, ordered
the outdeor burn ben in
accordance  with  the
Louisiana Emergency
Aspistance and Disaster Act
of 1993,

Offidals say enrrend
draught conditions poteatinl-
v {hroalen the health and
snfoty of the citizens of
Cnmeron Porish. It has been
dctv.mmcd there is not suifi-

residents and painted in a
variety of patrietic or
team colors. Those Inter-
ested should cafl the
Cameron  Waterworks

office.
{Photo by Cyndi Sellers.}

Fire plugs
adoption
plan told

Cmeron rmdents and
“adopt” a fire

Camn:ron Parish Ovster Task
Force. The stote Department
of Wildlife and Fisberiw will
make a final decision on the
sack limits on Thursday
Jurors aise adopted an
updal.n b the Rond Home

hydmm‘. thmugh a program
now being offered Ly the
Cameron Water and
Waslewsnter sttnct #1. The
fire h;rd.ranrs are in soed of
new point, and waterworks
manager Edward Peterson
d that arca residents.

This
action i Entmd:d fa clear up
the “glitches” that have been
holding up payments through
the parish housing program.

Seve appointments
wcm made to parish b

mz’fzt wunt to individualize
Jocal hydrant with &
nmque color acheme, such a8
patTiotic, achool eolors, ese.
Peterson said the water-

onras wa:k: will provide the paint;

just need to bring

District -

LenaGnI.Et.h Johnson Bayou
Reercation Distriet - Angle
Jinks, Lowar Cameron
Bospital Service District £2 -
Patty Morris, Beachfront
Develupment District #1 -

Patty Brougsard, Gravity
District #7 - Eric , O3
Fire Distdct #10 - Mark
McCambs.

Dales and times [or the
next two wmectings were
The preliminary 2011 budget

7 meeting vill be beld Monday,

Oct. 25 st 4 pa, followed by
the agends mesting at 530
pan. The November vohng

their jdeas to Nm for
roval and ao that he ean
er the right colors.

The last Eme Caieron fire
bydrants were painted in
non—smndnrd colors was dur-

ing the American Bi-centen-

4 mialio 1976,

meeting waz moved to
Wednesday, Nov: 3 ab 4 pan.
Nov. 1135 Suints Day

e All
ere sot huliday, and Nov. 2is Eloction
Day:

R e Eigp E
M

to mini-
mxzu thc ofiects and prob]cms
created by  dengerous
draught conditiana,
Aziy_one that is plasning
an agriculture burp is ask to
their area fire chisf,
Cameron Sheriff Qlce or the
Cameron OEP 1o report the
doy and size of ﬁdd aren that
they plan on doing the b
Restxictions bhave boen
placed on uny outdoor burn-
ing nctivities for 2 period not
to cxceed 30 day
Feor more iop, you
can contact the Office of
Emergency Preparednesa
and Homelnnd. Security at
337-775-7048.

Classes offered

The Cosneron Parish Adult
Education program Is oifer-
beginning computer
clusges, Adully in the area
who would like to learn how
to mre Micrusolt Word may
corell. Classes will be beld on
Monday and Wednesday
eveningt from 5 to 8 pam.

The classes will begin on
Monday, Oct. 31 and exlend
throngh Wednesday, Oct, 27.
Registration is required to
paxﬁcipnu: in the program.

Any interosted participant
can call 598-5334 or 1-883-
LIT-SWLA to enroll All par-
ticipants will receive a certifi-
cats of conrse completion for
up to 18 hours of instruction.

Limnjted

Seating is
The dedication
2nd blessing of
“the new building at
South Carneron High
School will ba held
Thursday, Ocl. 14,
al 2 p.am.

THIS TRUCK and traller overturned on Hwy. & near Ha:kherry on Monday. The

driver was not injured.

{Phato by Coot Mcinnis.}
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CONGRESSMEN CHARLES Boustany and

£ b

3

Bill Shuster met with local officials in

Cameron Tuesday to learn more about the state of the hurricane recovery in Southwest
Louisiana. Shown are, from left: Sheriff Theos Duhon, Parish Planner Ernie Broussard,
West Cameron Port Board member Terry Hebert, Police Juror Charles Precht, WCPB
member Howard Romero, Juror Sonny McGee, Clerk of Court Carl Broussard,
Calcasieu Police Juror Hal McMillan, Rep. Shuster, Jury President Douaine Conner,
Juror James Doxey, Rep. Boustany, Congressional staffer Dan Matthews, WCPB mem-
ber Dwight Savoie, and Calcasieu Juror Brent Clement.

(Photo by Cyndi Sellers)

Congressmen visit

By CYNDI SELLERS

Cameron Parish received a
visit from an influential
Congressman on Tuesday,
when Rep. Bill Shuster, senior
member of the House
Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee and
Chairman of the subcommit-
tee that deals with FEMA,
accompanied Congressman
Charles Boustany on a fact
finding tour.

Rep. Shuster has now
made four trips to the Gold
Coast, but this was his first to
Southwest Louisiana.
Boustany showed his col-
league the "critical energy
infrastructure” in the parish,
saying, "What we supply of oil
and gas through this area is
vital to the nation.” Shuster
said he hadn't realized how
much there was in the west-
ern part of the state.

Both Congressmen met

Moore named

Hackberry’s Nick Moore
was named to the LSWA Class
C All State team. The junior
batted .521 during the season.

G. L. girls
are named

Three Grand Lake High
School girls were named to the
Class B All-State Softball
teams.

Pitcher Lakeyn Duhon, 25-
4, and outfielder Maggie
Fruge, .297, were named to
the first All State team.

Marlene Lavergne received
an honorable mention,

with local officials at the
Court House to find out how
the recovery is going.
Boustany said “progress has
been God-awful slow.”

Shuster has been pushing
to remove FEMA from the
Department of Homeland
Security and return it to its
former status as a separate
cabinet level agency. He said
the DHS is too big, with immi-
gration, airport security, and
other terrorism prevention
functions, to adequately deal
with disaster preparation and
recovery.

“There is a caltural differ-
ence between the two func-
tions,” he said. "For example,
every one of the 20 to 21
departments at DHS, except
FEMA, carries guns.
Prevention and preparation

Tarpon girls
are honored

The Class 1A state champi-
on South Cameron Lady
Tarpons split the top tweo
Louisiana Sportswriters
Association honors with dis-
trict rival and state runner-up
Merryville. Lady Tarpon head
coach Angie Little was named
Class 1A Coach of the Year.

Outstanding Player award
went to Merryville’s Brittani
Blair.

Laken Mock and Haley
McCall were named to the
first team. Senior pitcher
Mock compiled an 18-3 season
record. Outfielder McCall, one
of two sophomores on the first
team, had a batting average of
.300. D'Nae Desonier was
named as an honorable men-
tion.

are different.”

Shuster also believes there
should be a long term recovery
office in Louisiana. “In
Florida, after the 2004 hurri-
canes, they were having the
same problem with FEMA
officials changing every 90
days,"” he said. "They opened a
long term recovery office,

Cont. on pg. 12

Taxes told

A list of Cameron Parish
property owners whose post
office addresses are unknown
can be found elsewhere in this
issue of the Pilot.

Certified tax notices sent to
their former addresses were
returned to the Cameron
Sheriff’s tax collector’s office.

Property owners are
advised that their property
will be sold if the taxes remain
unpaid.

Owners may call 775-5826
to verify taxes and fees that
they owe.

Another list of unpaid
property taxes will be pub-
lished at a later date. These
will include owners whose
mailing addresses are correct
but who have not paid their
taxes.

Library to open

The Hackberry Library
which was damaged during
Hurricane Rita will be
reopening on Thursday, June
1. An open house will be held
from 10 am. - 2 pm.
Refreshments will be served.
Everyone is invited to come
by, have refreshments and
check out the materials the
library has to offer.

Students complete Rita project

By KATHIE ISTRE

Fifth grade gifted students
from Calcasieu Parish recent-
ly spent a week in Cameron
Parish working with students,
teachers and families to cap-
ture and document what life
has been since Hurricane
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Stories: Documenting  the
Disaster Through the Eyes of
Children.” It was sponsored
by a La. Heritage Grant,
Apple Computers and
Hurricane Relief Funds., The
Calcasieu students inter-
viewed Cameron Parish stu-
dents to document the untold
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were interviewed for this pro-
ject. Mrs. Elizabeth
Brasseaux, South Cameron
Elementary, was a huge help
in making this project happen
for our children in Calcasieu.
She was the connection we
needed to arrange interviews

and visit sites that had been
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trips into Creole to tell the
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IT WAS HATS off as the

2006 graduating

- F3

class of

South Cameron High School

received their diplomas and ended the most eventful school year of their lives.

(Photo by Cyndi Sellers)

All South Cameron seniors
return for graduation Sat.

By CYNDI SELLERS

Forty-four seniors, the
entire pre-Rita senior class of
South Cameron High School,
returned to their alma mater
on Saturday for graduvation
exercises held in Tarpon
Stadium. The high school and
every elementary school these
students had attended were
no more. Only the two gymna-
siums remained near the foot-
ball field, and the Tarpon stat-
ue by the front fence.

Yet, thanks to the dedicat-
ed efforts of many school
employees, the stands, track
and field looked almost the
same as before Hurricane Rita
devastated the area, destroy-
ing schools, towns, and most
of the homes of the students
and faculty.

ty.
‘ -
et it
By CYNDI SELLERS

"Get it to the road.” This is
the message for Cameron
Parish residents as June 12
will be the absolute final day
to place hurricane debris
beside the road for pickup by
the Corps of Engineers.

At the first Police Jury
meeting held in Cameron
since Hurricane Rita, jurors
were told that the final pass
for right of way debris
removal will begin rolling on
that day. Until then, residents

Family and friends filled
the stands to capacity and the
proud seniors marched down
the track to the strains of
"Pomp and Circumstance’.
There were few dry eyes in the
crowd.

Yet when Superintendent
Doug Chance asked the crowd
to “give a big Tarpon welcome”
to the guest speaker, you'd
have thought the Tarpons had
just made a winning touch-
down. And perhaps they had,
as this graduation was like
winning a long hard battle
against a fierce opponent
named Rita.

The class was honored to
have as special guest speaker,
Chairman Don  Powell,
Federal Coordinator for Gulf
Coast Rebuilding, and former
FDIC chairman, who said "I

Don Powell

can't comprehend what you've
been through these last
months. The lessons you've

Cont. on pg. 4

to the road’

are urged to place all storm
related debris beside the road
and then call their juror or the
Right of Entry office at 775-
7048 and have the location of
the pile listed. Crews will fol-
low the lists to pick up the last
of the debris. Any questions
about debris removal should
be directed to the Police
Jurors, they said.

Hazardous household
chemicals, paint, and ammu-
nition should be reported to
the EPA for pickup by calling
the same number. The EPA

Hospital gets state
funds to rebuild

By SHAWN MARTIN
AMERICAN PRESS

Money to build a new hos-
pital in lower Cameron
Parish is now available
thanks to a $1.8 millien state
grant.

Engineering and design
work for the hospital are
under way, and its eight-bed
emergency room is expected
to open by September,
Cameron hospital spokesman
Jennifer Jones said Monday.
The completed facility will
have 25 beds, she said.

“Before the storm we had
49 beds,” Jones said,"So our
new hospital will be much
smaller, but better for our
needs.”

Some of the money will be
used to help get the hospital
going and to provide health
clinics and pharmacy and

dental services, Jones said.
Some will pay the 10 percent
match required by the
Federal Emergency
Management Agency to build
the facility.

“We have the money to
build. Now we need money to
operate the hospital,” Jones
said. “We are looking at a new
hospital maintenance tax and
other funding sources to help
us get going.”

The state Department of
Health and Hospitals award-
ed $21 million Monday to
seven hurricane-ravaged
areas to establish primary
health-care services.

The money is from a feder-
al block grant funding pool.

Cameron Parish is the
only area in Southwest
Louisiana to get funds. The
other six are in and around
New Orleans.

will not be making any more
sweeps on private property.

r the final pass ends,
around June 30, the parish
will be responsible for the cost
of disposing of any other
materials left beside the road.
Jurors pleaded with the public
to get their debris out before
the deadline, since the parish
cannot afford a large clean-up
bill. "We have citizens that
will not clean their property,”
said OEP Director Clifton
Hebert. Action by the Police
Jury may be necessary for
those properties.

All storm related debris is
eligible for pickup. Not eligi-
ble are mew construction
debris and household garbage.
For this reason, residents are
asked not to bag their debris,
but just pile it up. Concrete
taken to the right of way will
be picked up.

In the final pass, crews will
pick up those piles of electron-
ic equipment, white goods,
small engines, and tires that
have been left behind so far.
These must be handled sepa-
rately at the disposal site.

Jurors also learned that
the Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality is
finally about to begin remov-
ing derelict vehicles and boats
from the highway rights of
way. However, the contract
does not include those dotting
fields and pastures around the
parish unless there is money
left over. Residents who have
hurricane damaged cars on
their property may want to
push them to the road to be
sure they get picked up., said
Jurors.

Cont.on pg. 4
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Legal Notices
Cont. from Pg. 11

Cameron; Deborah K. Scroggins,
Cameron; Michael A. Simon,
Hackberry; Kurt R. Storm,
Cameron; Eve G. Stromer,
Hackberry; Henry F. Suire,
Gueydan;

Joy D. Tanner, Grand Chenier;
Angela L. Theriot, Lake Charles;
Charles D. theriot, Grand
Chenier; Karen Q. Theriot, Bell
City; Michelle R. theriof, Grand
Chenier; Noble Theriot, Lakre
Charles; Randy E. Theriot, Lake
Charles; Seth J. Theriot, Grand
Chemer' Tyler W. Theriot,
Sweetlake; Vedamae D. Theriot,
Creole; Richard E. Toerner, Lake
Charles;

Rosa C, Vargas, Cameron;
Patricia F. Vincent, Lafayette;
Rathy L. Woodard, Holly Beach;
Mark A. Young, Cameron; John A
Zamora, Creole.

RUNS: June 1-J 10

ADVERTISEMENT FOR

BIDS
REVISED

Sealed proposals for the con-
struction of the following project
will be received by the Cameron
Parish Police Jury until 10 am.
on 18 June 2006 at the Cameron
Parish Police Jury Temporary
Offices, 10080 Gulf Hwy, Grand
Lake Community, Lake Charles,
LA 70607,

Project Number: 2006-06
Post-Rita _ Restoration of
Cameron Parish Courthouse
Basement, Jail and District
Attorney’s Office

The rules and regulations for
the State Licensing Board for con-
tractors will apply; the project
being classified as:

1. Building Construction

. Specialty.
Subclassification: Plumbing,
Subelassification: Electrical
Subclassification:  Mechanical:

Subclassification: Painting

Proposal forms will not be
issued later than 24 hours prior to
the hour and date set for receiving
proposals. Every bid submitted
shall be accompanied by a certified
check or bid bond in the amount of
5% of the bid and shall be made
payable to the Cameron Parish
Police Jury.

Full information and preoposal
forms are available at the office of
Lonnie G. Harper & Associates,
Inc., Post Office Box 229, Grand
Chenier, Louisiana 70643-0229,
(337) 538-2574. Plans and spedifi-
cations may be inspected upon
deposit of $50.00 per set. Bids
must be submitted on proposal
forms provided by the engineer
Official action will be taken at the
regularly scheduled Cameren
Parish Police Jury meeting. The
Cameron Parish Police Jury
reserves the right to reject any or
all the proposals and to waive
informalities.

Cameron Parish Police Jury
/s/Douaine Conner, President
RUNS: June 1, 8,15-J 13

MEETING TO BE HELD AT
CAMERON COURTROOM
CAMERON PARISH POLICE
JURY

AGENDA
JUNE 5, 2006
6:00 PM.

1. Call to Order

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. Reading of Minutes

4, Honoring of South
Cameron Lady Tarpons - Class 1A
State Softball Champions

5. Southwest Louisiana Crime
Lab Budget - Tracy LeGros

6. Tax Levies

7. Drilling Permits:

a. Aspect Energy, LLC - Grand
Chenier, Sections 28 & 33, T158,
R3W, Rabbit’s Foot Prospect Well
No. 1, (proposed 200'X312" ring
levee), Cameron Parish, LA.
(060603)

b. ExxonMobil Production

Company - Grand Chenier, Section
35, T158, R3W, and Sections 3, 8,
and 9, T16S, R3W, Miami Corp
Well #1 & 60 RA SUA; N. AM. LD.
‘Well #1, (proposed site clearance
#06-0014), Cameron Parish, LA.
{060604)
c. Nearburg Producing Company -
Klondike, Section 15, T13S, R3W,
S. L. 18506 No. 1 Well, (proposed
shell pad and structure}, Cameron
Parish, LA. (060605}

d. Lake Ronel Oil Company -
NW Corner of Cameron Parish,
Section 30, T12S, R13W, Bonne
Terre No. 2 Well, (proposed
cleanout, slip, and struetures),
Carneron Parish, LA, (060606)

e. Samuel Gary, Jr. &
Associates, Inc. - Sabine Lake,
T138, R14W, Miami Corporation
Well No. 7, (proposed dredging
and location), Cameron Parish,
LA. (060607)

f. Samuel Gary, Jr. &
Associates, Inc. - Sabine Lake,
T13S, R14W, Miami Cor

CAMERON PARISH reS|dent Wendy chké and son Josh are shown bemg inter-
viewed and videoed by Calcasieu Parish fifth grade gifted students for a video on
Hurricane Rita as viewed by the children. The interview as in front of Grand Lake High

School.

Cameron
Outdoors

By LOSTON MCEVERS

TAKE ME FISHING

Remember actress Jane
Seymour, star of the hit TV
series Dr. Quinn, Medicine
Woman? She is honorary
chairperson for National
Fishing and Boating Week,
June 3-11.

She is encouraging fami-
lies across America to partici-
pate in fishing, saying “Go
Fishing & Boating.” Seymour
is an accomplished angler,
often found on the water with
family and friends.

The CCA's S.T.AR. tourna-
ment has begun, anglers
across the state trying to
catch a tagged red fish, “Win a
Boat,” and trying for the
largest speckle trout. To com-
pete for the bigger rigged
boat, motor, trailer, combina-
tion, fifty tagged redfish were
released along our Louisiana
coast. The 101 days of compe-
tition will end on Sept. 4,
Labor Day. There is $500,000
in prizes, which consist of (8
divisions) 25 mnew boats,
motors, trailer rigs. Some of
the species are speckle trout,
black drum, lemonfish, floun-
ders, tagged redfish and a
youth division.

This year, there were
changes made, speckle trout
will have three zones; east-
central-west. The central zone
was added because of big
trout caught in this area. the
west zone will consist of
Vermilion - Cameron to the
Texas state line. The east zone
is Louisiana/Mississippi state
line to the west bank of the
Mississippi River. The central
zone will be the Vermilion Bay
- Cocodrie-Fourchon area.
There will also be two seasons
on speckle trout - May 27 -
July 15 then July 16 - Sept. 4.
Remember, register to win.

AREA FISHING

Last Saturday on my way
to South Cameron’s gradua-
tion, from the Gibbstown
Bridge to the Oak Grove area,
there were over 100 people
crabbing. Crabbing has been
good in lower Cameron
Parish. There is also lots of
shrimp in our waters. Fishing
the Lake Misere area, there’s
shrimp. Lots of our marshes
which were fresh, now have
shrimp since Hurricane Rita.

Anglers braved the strong
winds Saturday and Sunday,
fishing Big Lake. There were

Well No. 8, (propused dredgmg

Tmmmiiay
g. Targa Resources, Inc -
Holly Beach, Section 30, T14S,
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(proposed excavahcn and f 1),
ono

a. Vera Farque & Juhe Daxey -
Kountry Cafe & Grill - Blg Lake
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nice trout caught, but the
rains and thunderstorms took
over early Memorial Day.

THE BEND

Anglers on Toledo Bend
had a “hey-day” on schooling
bass in 6 to 8 feet of water,
just north of Big Bass Marina.
Water temperatures were
running up to 86 degrees
around the coves, water mov-
ing and bass in the 14 inch
size were schooling, although
lots of smaller bass also.

Anglers are doing great on
white perch. There's a strue-
ture that the Sabine River
water system has, although
there’s buoys marked off,
white perch are 10 to 50 feet
in that area. There're fishing
on bottom with a small white
redhead tube jig and using a
dead shiner on the hook’s tip.
‘When the water is moving you
can limit out easily, but if the
water isn’t moving, you'll
catch exactly zero fish. (Some
white perch measuring 10” in
length.)

My son Rudy has been
watching these schooling bass
late afternocon, 5:30 p.m. to
dark and doing well on water-
melon candy worms rigged
Texas style, with a screw on
drop bullet weight.

. NEWS BRIEFS

Every year, we're seeing all
sort of new baits on the mar-
ket. The top colors according
to a survey in order are:
‘Watermelon, pumpkinseed,
June Bug, red shad, tequila
sunrise and green pumpkin.
Lots of these plastic lures
have added blue, red, green,
gold flakes to make the plastic
attractive. They are using
these colors in all types of
plastics, worms, lizards,
tubes, flutes and bushhogs.
Then you've got hooks in red
color, lead heads and bullet
weights in plain, gold,
black/blue, brown, June Bug,
watermelon seed, blood red,
green pumpkin, black aznd
chartreuse, so attrsction
seems to be the “Name ¢of the
Game.”

There’s all types of older
lures that came and went, but
when you say Rapala around
bass anglers, even some sali-
water anglers are using the
Rapala, that talk has been
here for 100 years. Rapala
lures because of its wooden
design was recognized by the
International Game Fish

Association, third Annual
Awards ceremony for the

Iure< ‘vrth the most -world
ia. Thae had IR

S. Cameron
Elementary
Honor Lists

South Cameron
Elementary honor and banner
roll for the sixth six weeks is
as follows:

First grade - Banner Roll -
Madeline Mudd, Briley
Richard, Kelsey Bouderau.

Honor Roll: Niklas Bailey,
Allie Bonsall, Abby LeBoeuf,
Jakin Morales and Gatlin
Welch.

Second grade - Banner Roll
- Ross Dahlen, Seaira
Duplechian, Brookiyn Frerks,
Sydnee McCall and James
Hebert.

Honor Roll: Tristan Guidry,
Jacee Meiltenberger,
Jeremiah Dockins, Clarissa
Gary, Kelsi Moon, Catherine
Portie, Garen Romeroc and
Austin Swire,

Third grade - Banner Roll -
Dalynn Mhire, Luke Miller
and Tianna Dunaway.

Honor Roll: Kaine Badon,

Tyler Daigle, Jarrett
Thibodeaux, Kerrigan Meaux
and Linlee LaLande.

Fourth grade - Banner Roll
- Haley Duhon, Andrew
Bonsall, XKylie Davidson,
Corbet Dupont and Alex

Jones.

Honor Roll: Mary Bell,
Dylan Daigle, Amber
Guilbeau, Blair Little, Logan
Manuel, Tyler Nunez and
David Shaw.

Fifth grade - Banner Roll -
Jensen  Bertrand, Becka
Richard, Alayna Trazhan,
Kendal Badon and Elizabeth
Marcantel.

Honor Roll: Joshua Wicke,
Abby Miller, Daniel Peshoff,
Sierra LeJeune, Xaleb Stoute
and Logan Broussard.

Sixth grade - Banner Roll -
Channing LaLande.

Honor Roll - Myli Hay,
Cami Richard, Taylor Canik,
and Branson Richard.

Seventh grade - Banner
Roll - Caitlin Theriot and
Jonathon Quinn.

Honor Roll - Lakin Labove,
Javen Little, Shelby Wolfe,
McKayla  Fountain angd
Brendan Trahan.
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The Cameron Parish
Police Jury held a special vot-
ing meeting Tuesday at 6 p.m.
The Jury voted to authorize a
request for proposal for engi-
neering services and fo
engage the services of design
professional Randy Goodloe.
The advertisment of bids for
repairs to the health unit and
the Deep Bayou Bridge were
also authorized.

The Jury accepted the bid
of $1440 per year for lease of a
two acre tract by the Council
on Aging for a Senior Center
in Grand Lake, and the bid of
$6 per square by the Cameron
Pilot to serve as the parish's
official journal.

Vehicle bids were accepted
from All Star Pontiac for two
trucks. A four wheel drive,
short bed 3/4 ton truck was
authorized for the use of the
OEP, at a cost of $31,078.58,
to be paid through a grant
from Homeland Security. A
four door, four wheel drive,
long bed truck with optional
trim package was chosen for
the Parish Economic
Development Department, at
a cost of $34,082.78, which is
part of a grant from Cheniere
Energy establishing the
department.

At the agenda meeting fol-
lowing the special meeting,
jruors heard a proposal from
the LSU AgCenter to con-
struct a model home in
Cameron Parish, displaying
the best ideas in storm resis-
tance and energy conserva-
tion. The home would be used
as office space by the
Cameron extension office
while serving as a display
home, open to the public, to
showcase current building
standards and new materials
and practices. The house
might be built near the parish
rodeo arena, to place exten-
sion agents near the site of

AgCenter proposes to
build model home here

youth activities.

The jury discussed rolling
back up the previously low-
ered tax levies on three parish
wide taxes and a number of
fire district taxes. A public
bearing will be announced if
such action is approved.

Clifton Hebert, Parish
OEP Director, presented a
proposal to change parish pol-
icy to allow management level
employees, who do not nor-
mally receive overtime pay, to
be compensated for their over-
time during declared states of
emergency. The rate would be
the same as the employees'
regular rate of pay.

During the days immedi-
ately hefore and after hurri-
cane Rita, many such
"exempt” employees worked
extremely long hours for
which they were not compen-
sated. The Jury will consider
the matter at its regular
meeting on Monday.

Staff reported that work is
about to begin on the Oak
Grove Bridge repair. Parish
employees will first remove
the water line that crosses the
canal. Then the contractor
will be able to begin. When
the repairs are done, the
Creole bridge on Hwy 27 will
be closed and traffic re-routed
through Oak Grove until that
bridge is replaced and
widened.

Plans are being made to
replace street lights along the
main street in Cameron, and
perhaps in neighberhoods
where people have returned
to live.

Parish Administrator Tina
Horn is to meet with Waste
Management this week to dis-
cuss re-instating garbage
pickup in lower Cameron
Parish, and plans are under-
way to begin to clean out the
drainage ditches in the area,
as well.

CONGRESSMEN continued from pg. 1

with staff staying for three
years, and things ran much
more smoothly. We should
have the same thing here.”
Shuster said the bureau-
cratic red tape involved with
moving the funds from
Congress to the areas that
need them is frustrating. He
said there is money to fix the
levees for marsh restoration.
"$3-$4 million is p ts com-

dredging of storm surge silt
from the Cameron loop, pre-
liminary elevatlon maps that
"make no sense,” unreason-
able elevation requirements, a
hospital, and ferries.

The looming dJune 30
FEMA deadline for 100%
reimbursement is one of the
greatest worries for the parish
government Parish

ator Tina Horn said

pared to how much damage it
will stop,” he said. "The feder-
al government needs to oper-
ate more streamlined, in some
ways like a business.”

Both Congressmen were
outraged over the handling of
the debris in Sabine National
Wildlife Refuge. The Stafford
Act would not allow federal
disaster funds to be used by
FEMA on federal lands. Now,
apparently, money has been
found elsewhere. Donald
Voros, refuge employee, said
"Now we will have to re-mobi-
lize and spend z lot more tax-
payer dollars to clean up this
toxic waste dump on Sabine
Refuge."

Boustany said "The stupid-
ity of it was that it could have
been taken care of earlier”
The massive piles of debris
have begun to sink into the
marsh, including whole eigh-
teen-wheelers.

Qther concerns shared by
local officials included hous-

seafood industry support
mc luding an ice house, better
evacuation routes for
cleanup of drainage and navi-
gable lateral waterways,

the parish can't afford to pay
even 10% of the cost of remov-
ing vehicles, demolishing pub-
Hc buildings, and landfilling
debris. The entire parish bud-
get is only around $3 million
per year, therefore an exten-
sion of the deadline is desper-
ately needed, she said.

Juror Charles Precht said
"The thing that cripples
Cameron Parish is population.
You're at the bottom of the
bucket if your population is
under 10,000.” He pointed out
that the 6000 people in
Cameron Parish support oil
and gas, Creole Nature Trail
tourism, and thousands of
workers flying out to the Gulf
of Mexico oil platforms. And
when Katrina threatened
New Orleans, Cameron had
four times the number of oil
field vessels shipping out of its
port, becanse companies were
looking for alternate ports.

Shuster said he is from a
rurel area of Pennsylvania,
and it is his goal to make sure
the needed money gets to the
smaller towns and rural areas
that need it, not just the big
cities like New Orleans.”

Bureaucracy defends the status quo long past the
time when the quo has lost its status.
--Laurence J. Peter

CAMERON PARISH RESIDENTIAL
PICK-UP SCHEDULE
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Bobby Jindal responded
calmly to Jefferson and

sns of oil companies for
stal damage, compared to
pallistic reaction to a simi-
suit filed earlier by the
theast Louisiana Flood
tection Authority-East,

es, the parishes’ suits are
ght by elected local offi-
mstead of an appointed
d. And yes, the parishes
t have eye-popping contin-
sicy-fee contracts with their
roeys as the flood authori-

ut “the mast compelling
on why the governor does
pudiate the parishes’
action against Big Oil is
it's what he has been
ting for.

The governor has been
ily cntlclzed by environ-
tal and civic groups. for
. offensive against the
PA-E  board, including

Y ofJohn Fred

ebrated Satijiy
urch in CrUrda;‘

€o tively removing its vice
) Wegdmg B rman, author John Barry,
avid Boudre oquent and credible pub-

11 grandch I
will follow the im;
Through th
> attend..

voice for the legal cause,
al was seen to be protect-
the interests of the oil
panies, when, actually, the
rests he was protecting
ere his own. The unilateral
ition by the appointed state
d, out of line with state
1icy toward the coast ‘and
¢ industry, was. an intolera-
ffront to the power of the
rnor. Not to mention that,
e suit succeeded, Barry,
indal, would get the cred-

le the governor may
ek’ to -quash the  flood
ority’s lawsuit, his action
d not be. mlstaken for is
ing with the oil companies.
There are aha! moments
here are uh-oh moments.
tter came for oil. firm
eys and executives dur- -
he 2012-legislative ses-
Un when they grew alarmed.
i¥at Jindal did not back their
m the

1ts may’ t
version availad

slatxon to :rein

quemmes parishes suing

John Maginnis

Talbot, Carmouche and
Marcello which happens to be
the lead attorneys on the law-
suits by = Jefferson and
Plagquemines parishes.

- The parishes’ suits have
been likened to the dozens of
legacy lawsuits that
Carmouche’s firm has brought
oni behalf of landowners in
southwest  and central
Louisiana. (They are called
“legacy” because the claims for
damages often go back for
decades to ensnare the major
oil companies as defendants.)

But the new suits differ in
two important. -ways. Because
they are filed in the Coastal
Zone, the potential damages,
consuiermg coastal erosion,
are much greater. Also,
instead of the parishes suing
as landowners, they are bring-
ing action ag the govemment
regulators of development in
the Coastal- Zone. Sharing
that ‘regulatory authority is
the - “state Department of
Natural Resources. - :

The governor - could have

. the state intervene:and sup-

plant the panshes as plaintiff.
But: there is no need to do so.
The administration can moni-
. tor the lawsuits as it nudges
the parties‘toward a negotiat-
ed. settlement. At'that point,

the two coastal parishes won't .
“be "alone, for it-is’ likely' that
"negotlatlons ‘would lead to a
'global settlement to ‘include
“and fhe potsTAT AEHEEHY
other. parishes, .

levee boards

Local lawsuits are more
o Gov. Jindal’s liking

ere is a good reason why

only one person who can sit at
the head of that bargaining
table. And it’s not John Barry.

The governor does not nec-
essarily want to be seen as the
one who starts this fight, but
he is bound to be there when it
18 resolved.

Such a gettlement could go
a long way toward funding the
state’s master plan for the
coast, projected to cost $50 bil-
lion over 50 yeara. Not only
would that secure Jindals
reputation as a coastal protec-
tor, but it would also, national-
ly, establish his independence
from and his power over the
mighty oil industry.

The late great Russell Long
once said that he could never
be president because he was
an oil state senator. There are

~other reasons why Bobby

Jindal won't be president, but
he can see to it that a cozy
relationship with Big Ol
won’t be one of them.

BUCK TIPS
. Blg bucks will almosl always
& be the last deer to move into a
- field fo feed. Watch the feeding
‘does already in the Tield. They-*
‘often raise their heads while
i “feeding 10 scan the area for
predators. But, If one keeps
staring intently Into the same
patch of caver, there's probably
M a big buck gettlng ready to; g
.come put, -
your stand ls se! where
ou'can‘see as much terraln -
s possible, how i many big
“bucks do you'think youwlll
see? Maybe Some, but you are ]
tter off in lhe_lhl ;
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No. 23A364

IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

BP AMERICA PRODUCTION COMPANY; HILCORP ENERGY COMPANY; AND
SHELL OIL COMPANY,
Applicants,
V.

PARISH OF CAMERON, LOUISIANA;

STATE OF LOUISIANA, EX REL. JEFF LANDRY, ATTORNEY GENERAL;
STATE OF LOUISIANA, THROUGH THE NATURAL RESOURCES OFFICE OF
COASTAL MANAGEMENT AND ITS SECRETARY THOMAS H. HARRIS;
CHEVRON U.S.A,, INC. TEXAS PACIFIC OIL COMPANY, INC.;

AND TEXAS PETROLEUM INVESTMENT COMPANY,

Respondents

AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN DAY

BEFORE ME, Notary, personally came and appeared:
JOHN W. DAY

who, after being duly sworn, did attest and testify as follows:

I

I am and expert in Oceanography and Coastal and Wetland Science. I am
distinguished Professor Emeritus in the Department of Oceanography and Coastal
Sciences, College of the Coast & Environment at Louisiana State University, where
I have taught since 1971. 1 have published extensively on the ecology and
management of coastal and wetland ecosystems, with emphasis on the Mississippi
delta. I received B.S. and M.S. degrees in Zoology from LSU and a Ph.D. in marine
sciences and environmental sciences from the University of North Carolina in 1971. I
have conducted extensive research on the ecology, human impacts, and management
of the Mississippi Delta. I have also conducted extensive research on coastal
ecosystems in Latin America and the Mediterranean. I was a visiting professor at
the National University of Mexico, the University of Utrecht, the Unversité Claude
Bernard, at Cambridge University, and at the Institute of Ecology in Xalapa,



Mexico. I have studied the impacts of climate change on the Mississippi Delta and
coastal systems worldwide. I studied the impacts of oil and gas activity on coastal
systems in the Mississippi delta and have served as an expert in several cases related
to these impacts. I served as major professor for 70 M.S. and Ph.D. students and
have written and edited 14 books, published over 350 peer-reviewed articles, and
have a total of over 400 publications. My publications have been cited over 21,000
times.

II.

I have been hired as an expert by Plaintiffs in the above captioned litigation
regarding coastal restoration in the State of Louisiana. I am a resident of East Baton
Rouge Parish and am over the age of 18.

III.

Based on my experience and personal knowledge, I am able to state that any
further delay in coastal restoration is not in the public interest and will substantially
injure the State of Louisiana and the coastal parishes, including Cameron Parish
given the following facts:

1. Coastal Louisiana wetlands are one of the most critically threatened
environments in the United States and currently experience greater coastal
wetland loss than all other States in the contiguous United States combined.!
Evidence indicates that the forces leading to wetland loss are occurring so
rapidly action is critical to restoring these wetlands.

2. Especially high rates of wetland loss resulted from the 2005 and 2008
hurricanes (Katrina, Rita, Gustav, Ike, Delta and Laura) and future
hurricanes of similar magnitude and path will increase land loss rates.2
Evidence indicates that the frequency of such strong hurricanes is increasing
bringing urgency to enhancing resilience of wetlands to strong storms.

3. The potential for even greater land loss rates increases during hurricane
season and there has been a 10-year hiatus on direct strikes of major
hurricanes on the Louisiana coast. This makes it more imperative there should
be no unnecessary delay in wetland restoration and implementation of
resilience measures.

1 USGS, Land Area Change in Coastal Louisiana (1932 to 2016), Brady R. Couvillion, Holly Beck, Donald
Schoolmaster, and Michelle Fischer, page 1.
21d., at 13.



4. It is known that coastal wetlands provide many ecosystem goods and services
that form the basis of important economic activities. These include commercial
and recreational fishing, trapping, hunting and tourism. Continuing
degradation of coastal wetlands that provide theses goods and services
threatens the coastal economy.

5. One of the most important services that coastal wetlands provide is the storm
buffering capacity of these important ecosystems. Studies show that these
wetlands significantly reduce storm surge and waves. Continuing degradation
of wetlands and lack of prompt restoration threatens not only natural
ecosystems, economic infrastructure, but also human life.  Since that time,
numerous storms have damaged housing and infrastructure and threatened
human safety. Perception of further degradation of coastal wetlands will
inhibit planning for new economic activity in the Parish.

6. Wetlands in Cameron Parish are home to endangered species and essential
fish habitat. Wetland loss threatens protection of these species in the parish
and removes habitat for important commercial fisheries vital to the Cameron
Parish economy.

7. Because of this ongoing critical threat to coastal Louisiana and the continuous
wetland loss, there should be no unnecessary delay in wetland restoration and
implementation of resilience measures.

/\/Z

JOHN W. DAY~ /

-

Further, Affiant sayeth not.

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED
BEFORE ME, THIS 2nd DAY
OF NOVEMBER, 2023.

e Do o 22l

Notary Public, State of Touisiana
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