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L INTRODUCTION

Defendants' Opposition and Response confirms the need for a protective order. Defendants
cannot refute that their noticed depositions are unduly burdensome and present unnecessary risk of
redundancy and waste of judicial and litigant resources. The Bank Defendants and the Outside
Directors do not (and cannot) justify deposing five individuals from the University of California's
Office of the Treasurer, then deposing individual Regents, and only then deposing Rule 30(b)(6)
designees. In contrast, plaintiffs' position is reasonable and well warranted. Defendants should take
Rule 30(b)(6) depositions of persons most knowledgeable of the subject matter. Then defendants
can determine whether additional depositions are necessary. The Federal Rules and case law in the
Fifth Circuit as well as in other circuits and districts supports this judicious approach.

Nonetheless, the Bank Defendants' Opposition is rife with finger-pointing. Defendants blame
the Court's Scheduling Order for their oppressive discovery schedule. Bank Defs." Opp. at 2.
Defendants blame plaintiffs for the exorbitant costs of their proposed discovery, claiming the number
of defendants is the sole cause of the expense. Bank Defs.' Opp. at 16. And defendants blame Lead
Counsel for the impasse resulting in The Regents' motion for a protective order. Bank Defs.' Opp.
at 1-4. Lead Plamtiff is justifiably concerned that defendants msist on pursuing duplicative
discovery which will result in undue burden and expense. The Regents agreed to significant class
certification discovery, including Rule 30(b)(6) depositions from each institutional plaintiff and
depositions from each individual named plaintiff. Defendants, however, refused this commonsense
approach and instead wish to ignite a barrage of repetitive depositions, affidavits, and then still more
depositions.

Defendants suggest their class certification discovery is necessary, but they do not provide
any sufficient basis for the duplicative depositions they want. Having reviewed defendants'
purported reasons for their deposition notices defendants seek, it is clear to Lead Plaintiff the Rule
30(b)(6) depositions will provide the information to which defendants are entitled. For example,
defendants repeatedly state all these noticed depositions are necessary because these individuals have

information concerning portfolio risk management and investment risk. Yet The Regents' Rule

00049764 1



30(b)(6) designee is the person most knowledgeable concerning strategic focus, management, and
policies concerning The Regents' equity portfolio.

Defendants also argue the instant motion is premature. Not so. The parties negotiated for
more than two weeks — without agreement. As the negotiations reveal, defendants did not reduce
the scope of their discovery. At most, defendants agreed to minor alternate scheduling, but they
never agreed to depose first the Rule 30(b)(6) designees, nor did they proffer a meaningful discovery
reduction.

Finally, plaintiffs do not (as defendants suggest) seek protection from defendants'
extraordinarily invasive document discovery requests at this time. Instead, plaintiffs seek a
deposition protocol prohibiting oral examination questions concerning non-Enron personnel
financial matters wholly unrelated to Enron, which defendants have signaled by the extraordmnarily
intrusive document production requests. Defendants' discovery is designed not to elicit probative
information, but to harass, intimidate and embarrass — tactics that increasingly appear to comprise
the core of defendants' class certification opposition strategy.

II. ARGUMENT

A. The Motion for a Protective Order Is Not Premature

Defendants argue The Regents' motion is premature and the meet-and-confer process never
ended, to which defendants ascribe Lead Plaintiff the fault. Intruth, the negotiations were significant
and continued for almost two weeks — without meaningful progress. Due to defendants' absolute
refusal to take first the proffered Rule 30(b)(6) depositions and due to defendants' improper demand
for numerous depositions and affidavits, the parties could not reach agreement. See Hodges Decl ,
17, 9 (noting the Bank Defendants refused to first depose institutional designee, agreement was
unlikely, and defense counsel would be unavailable to meet and confer).’

The Outside Directors additionally argue the motion is "plainly" premature because the Court
stayed all discovery. See Outside Directors' Response, at 1. The Outside Directors apparently

ignored The Regents' Motion for Protective Order, for the introductory paragraph states, "fw/hen the

'Citations to the Declaration of Helen J. Hodges in Support of The Regents' Motion for
Protective Order, filed with the Court on August 13, 2002, are designated "Hodges Decl."
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discovery stay is lifted, Lead Plaintiff requests the Court issue a protective order on the bases

discussed below."?

Delaying briefing until the discovery stay is lifted would be an extraordinary
waste of time. Briefing this issue now, while the motions to dismiss are being decided, accords with
the Court's desire to promptly resolve this litigation.

B. Defendants Never Agreed to Reduce the Scope of Their Discovery

The Bank Defendants distort the amount of discovery they demand. Having originally
noticed seven individual depositions from The Regents, defendants now claim they "agreed" to
reduce that number to only "three or four representatives," citing a letter by Lead Counsel as proof
of this "agreement." See Bank Defs.' Opp. at 4 (citing Hodges Decl, Ex. F). Defendants
misrepresent the record. What Lead Counsel's letter reflects is exasperation, not agreement. The
letter actually states defendants insist on deposing "at least three or four representatives from The
Regents to begin with," and states defendants demand declarations from personnel within the Office
of the Treasurer to determine whether certain individuals noticed for deposition even need be
deposed. Hodges Decl., Ex. F. Defendants' conduct speaks for itself. To date, defendants have not
withdrawn any portion of their notice of depositions.

What defendants demanded, and continue to demand, are all the depositions, subject to the
filing of numerous declarations by Office of the Treasurer employees to hopefully convince
defendants the depositions are unnecessary.” Defendants' conduct confirms the need for a protective
order, as plaintiffs requested defendants first take the Rule 30(b)(6) depositions to avoid precisely
this. In any event, defendants are in no position to demand that employees of the University of
California submit affidavits to satisfy defendants' mere speculation that myriad individuals have
“some responsibility" for The Regents' investment decisions. See Hodges Decl,, Ex. C. As Mr.

Heil's declaration explicitly states, certain individuals noticed for deposition perform routine tasks

*Unless noted otherwise, emphasis is added and citations are omitted.
*Defendants belatedly claim they wish to depose either Regent Judith Hopkinson or Regent

Gerald Parsky, but this concession appears to have been made to thwart entry of a protective order
Defendants never agreed to this during the meet-and-confer.
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such as order processing and transaction confirmation. Yet defendants still demand the sworn
statements of even those individuals.

Before noticing redundant depositions, defendants could have employed less burdensome,
less expensive means to determine who should be deposed. Instead, defendants noticed a large wave
of depositions, requiring plaintiffs to respond. Defendants' flawed process is only exacerbated by
their recent request for indefinite scheduling extensions to allow this harassing discovery.

C. The Regents' Proposed Discovery Method Is Reasonable, Prudent,
and Supported by the Law

According to defendants, The Regents "attempt to present class certification as a fait
accompli." Bank Defs.' Opp. at 6. Defendants state the Court "may not simply accept the Regents'
assertion that they or any other named plaintiff are an adequate class representative or that their
claims are typical of those of the class.” Bank Defs.' Opp. at 8. The Regents has done no such thing.
Far from "simply" accepting adequacy and typicality, The Regents and other plaintiffs agreed to
significant class certification discovery, but requested the Rule 30(b)(6) depositions proceed first.
It should come as no surprise plaintiffs and their counsel believe the proposed class representatives
will adequately protect the interests of the Class and that certification is appropriate.

Defendants ignore the central tenet of Salter v. Upjohn Co., 593 F.2d 649 (5th Cir. 1979),
Baine v. General Motors Corp., 141 F.R.D. 332 (M.D. Ala. 1991), and similar cases cited by
plaintiffs. The Fifth Circuit's directive in Salfer could not be more clear: when a party seeks to
depose numerous individuals from an institution, and when those individuals do not possess
information greater than the designated deponent, the 30(b)(6) depositions should proceed before
top-level individuals are deposed. Salter, 593 F.2d at 651. This is precisely the approach
recommended by The Regents.

Defendants claim to observe an "important distinction” in Lead Plaintiff's authority, which
is the cases are "typically ... by individual plaintiffs seeking to depose high-level officers of corporate
defendants or third parties." Bank Defs.' Opp. at 15 (emphasis omitted). Ifthis purported distinction
is so important, why do defendants fail to cite even a single case so stating? Moreover, there is no

such distinction in Lead Plaintiff's authority. For example, in /MR the court recognized, "courts
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have granted a protective order when a parfy seeks to initiate its discovery 'at the top' before
exhausting less intrusive discovery methods." FMR Corp. v. Alliant Partners, No. 108,350, 1999
TTAB LEXIS 354, at *7 (Trademark Trial and Appeal Board July 15, 1999). In FMR, the court
granted a protective order to prohibit the cumulative deposition of an "apex" level employee of the
party that instituted legal action. Thus, defendants are incorrect when they assert, "none of the cases
relied on by the Regents involve a plaintiff seeking to avoid its own deposition." Bank Defs.' Opp.
at 15. Defendants' purported distinction simply has no basis in the law. Indeed, Rule 26(c) of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure does not so distinguish between plaintiffs and defendants. See
Folwellv. Sanchez Hernandez, No. 1:01CV01061,2002 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18740, at *11 (M. D N.C.
Sept. 27, 2002) ("The Court need not permit a party to wear out or harass a corporation with a
number of futile Rule 30(a)(1) depositions.").

Further, defendants’ attempt to distinguish The Regents' authority on the basis that this is a
securities class action is equally unavailing. Rule 23 does not absolve defendants from comporting
themselves in a manner consistent with the discovery rules, and the class action vehicle most
certainly does not permit defendants to engage in cumulative, wasteful, abusive discovery. When
conducting expensive, burdensome discovery where top-level individuals are targeted for deposition,
the parties must scale the discovery ladder, not resort to the shotgun approach defendants employ
here. See Salter, 593 F.2d at 651.

D. Defendants' Strenuous Explanations Do Not Justify the Numerous
Depositions Defendants Want

1. Defendants Overstate the Fifth Circuit's Adequacy
Requirement

Defendants claim individual Regents have information "uniquely" available to them,
including the decisions to retain counsel, file a lawsuit and undertake the "burden” of acting as a
class representative. Bank Defs.' Opp. at 9. Defendants overstate the Fifth Circuit's adequacy
requirement. Indeed, defendants fail to cite even one case holding they are entitled to inquire into
The Regents' decision to retain counsel, file suit, or inquire about other class action litigation. Even

if such far-flung areas of inquiry were justifiable under Fifth Circuit law and in this case (they are
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not), defendants do not (and cannot) explain their desire to take redundant depositions of individual
Regents.

The Fifth Circuit's test for adequacy has nothing to do with defendants' jumble of purported
"adequacy" questions. According to the Fifth Circuit:

[Rule 23's] adequacy requirement mandates an inquiry into (1) the zeal and

competence of the representative[s'] counsel and ... (2) the willingness and ability of

the representatives to take an active role in and control the litigation and to protect

the interests of absentees.

Berger v. Compaq Computer Corp., 257 F.3d 475, 479 (5th Cir. 2001) (quoting Horton v. Goose
Creek Indep. Sch. Dist., 690 F.2d 470, 484 (5th Cir. 1982)). "To satisty the adequacy requirement
of class certification, Plaintiffs must [show] that 'the representative[s] will vigorously prosecute the
interests of the class through qualified class counsel.” Dartley v. Frgobilt, No. 3:98-CV-1442-M,
2001 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 20631, at *5S (N.D. Tex. Dec. 3,2001). As this Court stated in U.S. Liguids,
the Fifth Circuit neither read the PSLRA into Rule 23(a)(4)'s adequacy requirement nor changed
Fifth Circuit law when conducting the Rule 23(a)(4) adequacy inquiry. /nre U.S. Liquids Sec. Litig.,
No. H-99-2785, Order at 4 (S.D. Tex. June 12, 2002) (Hodges Decl., Ex. I) Here, the inquiry into
adequacy simply does not permit defendants to question individual Regents or a Rule 30(b)(6)
designee concerning the retention of counsel or The Regents' innermost decision-making processes
with respect to their prosecution of the Enron fraud.

For example, inquiring about the "retention” of class counsel will not elicit information
concerning the zeal of class counsel. Nor will questions about non-Enron class action litigation or
The Regents' intimate litigation discussions show they will vigorously prosecute the interests of the
class through qualified class counsel. The Court should reject defendants' attempt to expand class
certification discovery in such an unprecedented manner.

2. Treasurer David H. Russ Cannot Provide Information Greater
Than That of The Regents' Rule 30(b)(6) Designee

Far from justifying their burdensome discovery, defendants’ Opposition and Response
amplifies The Regents' concern the discovery is redundant. According to defendants, Mr. Russ
should submit to a deposition because he "should have knowledge of the basis for the decision to sell

some, but not all, of the Enron holdings" on November 16, 2001. Bank Defs.' Opp. at 11. In truth,
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nearly all of The Regents' purchases and sales of Enron stock occurred before Mr. Russ even began
his tenure as Treasurer for The Regents. The information defendants seek may be obtained from The
Regents' Rule 30(b)(6) designee, who can competently testify to all the purchases and sales of Enron
stock.

What's more, the timing of The Regents' sales of their Enron stock shows nothing of
substance can be gained from Mr. Russ' deposition. As The Regents' Certification shows, 2.22
million shares of Enron stock were sold from November 14 to November 29, 2001, i.e., The Regents
sold their Enron shares after the Enron fraud began to unfold. What evidence can be gleaned from
Mr. Russ concerning the unremarkable fact that The Regents sold Enron stock after defendants' fraud
began to be revealed?

Defendants try to cure this by stating Mr. Russ is one of the "key individuals responsible for

1

managing the University's investments" and has knowledge of "portfolio risk management
processes' and management of investment risk. Bank Defs.' Opp. at 11-12. Even assuming
"portfolio risk management processes" were relevant to class certification, and they are not, Mr. Russ
is not the person to depose concerning this topic. For example, Rule 30(b)(6) designee Mr. Heil
possesses information superior to that of Mr. Russ because Mr. Heil is responsible for the strategic
focus, management, and development of policies and procedures for The Regents' equity portfolio.
Heil Decl., 13 (filed on August 13, 2002). The simple facts are at no time during Mr. Russ' tenure
did The Regents purchase Enron stock and The Regents' November stock sales occurred after the
Enron fraud began to be revealed. Mr. Russ' deposition would be cumulative and wasteful because
Mr. Russ can offer no greater scope of testimony than Mr. Heil, or, for that matter, other potential

Rule 30(b)(6) designees.

3. Defendants Do Not (and Cannot) Justify Deposing Randolph
E. Wedding

According to defendants, Mr. Wedding must sit for a deposition to provide information
concerning a single — irrelevant — category of questions, namely, to "explore the reasons for the
decision not to invest in Enron bonds .. while ... the Regents decided to invest in Enron stock."

Bank Defs.' Opp. at 12. Plainly, Mr. Wedding's deposition is wasteful. Even if Mr. Wedding made
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a conscious decision not to invest in Enron bonds, does this mean The Regents' claims are atypical?
What can be gained from exploring why The Regents did not purchase more Enron securities?

Far less costly and burdensome discovery tools are available. For example, while the subject
matter is irrelevant, defendants can question The Regents' Rule 30(b)(6) designee and likely learn
even more information than they are entitled to know. And this could be accomplished without
seeking an additional deponent to testify on an irrelevant matter.

4, Defendants Do Not (and Cannot) Justify Deposing Both
Regents Judith Hopkinson and Gerald Parsky

Regents Judith Hopkinson and Gerald Parsky are the Chairpersons of the Committees on
Finance and Investment, respectively. According to defendants, their depositions are necessary
because they "should have knowledge" concerning the diversification of investment portfolios and
risk exposure. Bank Defs.' Opp. at 9. First, diversification and risk exposure are not relevant to
class certification and defendants do not (and cannot) cite any decision so holding. If such matters
were relevant to class certification they would defeat the central purpose of the fraud-on-the-market
theory, namely, investors may rely on the integrity of the market when purchasing stock.*
Diversification has nothing to do with an investor's reliance on the integrity of the stock market.
Second, none of these reasons demonstrates Ms. Hopkinson or Mr. Parsky possess unique
information, and in fact, these are the very same reasons purportedly demonstrating the depositions
of Mr. Russ and Mr. Wedding are necessary. Compare Bank Defs.! Opp. at 11 (Mr. Russ is
"responsible” for managing investments and has information concerning "portfolio risk management
process" and investment risk management) with Bank Defs.' Opp. at 9 (individual Regents have

information concerning implementation of policies for risk exposure and portfolio diversification).

*As this Court stated in [n re Sec. Litig. BMC Software, Inc., 183 F. Supp. 2d 860 (S.D. Tex.
2001):

The Fifth Circuit has reasoned, "An mvestor who buys or sells stock at the price set
by the market does so in reliance on the integrity of that price."

Id. at 906 n.46 (quoting Basic, Inc. v. Levinson, 485 U.S. 224, 299 (1988)). The presumption of

reliance may be rebutted, however, investor diversification is clearly not a basis for rebuttal. See 183
F. Supp. 2d at 906 n.46; Fine v. American Solar King Corp., 919 F.2d 290, 299 (5th Cir. 1990).
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Once again, there are other persons most knowledgeable to testify on these matters. Indeed,
as Mr. Heil declares, Ms. Hopkinson and Mr. Parsky did not “"make decisions concerning The
Regents' individual investments in securities. Neither Ms. Hopkinson nor Mr. Parsky was involved
in the decision-making process to purchase Enron stock." Heil Decl, 9. Hence, rather than identify
specific or unique information that can be provided by individual Regents, defendants merely
regurgitate the same bases for these depositions that is proffered for every other deponent.

Defendants argue these individuals must be deposed because they have "knowledge
concerning the replacement of the former treasurer, Patricia Small, who authorized the initial
purchase of Enron stock.” Bank Defs.' Opp. at 9. Defendants fail to explain how Ms. Small's
replacement is even remotely germane to class certification. Accordingly, there is no justification
for the depositions of Ms. Hopkinson and Mr. Parsky.

E. Defendants' Noticing the Depositions of Robert Yastishak and Paul

Ferreira and Subsequent Demand for Affidavits Further
Demonstrates Defendants' Discovery Is Wasteful and Vexatious

After noticing Messrs. Yastishak and Ferreira for deposition, defendants now state they will
"forgo" these depositions. Before they agree to do so, however, Messrs. Yastishak and Ferreira must
submit sworn affidavits disclaiming their participation in The Regents' investment decisions.
Apparently Mr. Heil's declaration was not enough. Mr. Heil, a Managing Director with oversight
responsibility of public equity portfolio employees, could not be more clear: Messrs. Yastishak and
Ferreira have "never" been involved in the decision-making process to purchase Enron stock and
perform transaction and trade-clearing functions for the Treasurer. See Heil Decl., §95-6. These
individuals cannot provide superior or unique knowledge compared to Mr. Heil or other potential
Rule 30(b)(6) designees.

F. The Regents Has Vigorously Pursued the Interests of the Class

Defendants claim the instant motion "calls into question [The Regents'] commitment to the
litigation." Bank Defs.' Opp. at 15. Nonsense. Plaintiffs have agreed to significant class
certification discovery. Plaintiffs merely seek to circumscribe discovery that is unduly expensive,
cumulative, and burdensome, which is their right under Rule 26 and which comports with their

duties to the Class. The Regents' Motion for Protective Order outlined its vigorous efforts to
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prosecute this action, to which defendants have no response. The seeking of a protective order
furthers The Regents' and other plaintiffs' commitment to the Class, since it is proposed Class
representatives that plaintiffs seek to protect, in addition to conserving litigant resources and
prohibiting the bleeding of directors' and officers' liability policies.

Defendants argue The Regents and other plaintiffs should be deposed in Houston because
they "voluntarily" selected Houston and thus plaintiffs cannot "complain" about appearing for
deposition here. See Bank Defs.' Opp. at 17. This 1s ridiculous. Enron's headquarters, accountants
and lawyers are in Houston. That Houston is the center of gravity in this litigation is demonstrated
by the consolidation and transfer of suits to Houston by the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation.
See Inre Enron Corp. Sec., Derivative & ERISA Litig., 196 F. Supp. 2d 1375, 1376 (J.P.M.L. 2002)
("We are persuaded that this litigation has a strong Texas nexus ... many parties, witnesses and
documents will be found in Houston, where Enron is headquartered and where Enron's auditors
performed much of their audit work ...."). However, that does not justify defendants' claims that
myriad employees of institutional plaintiffs should be hauled to Houston for their deposition on class
certification issues.

IMl. DOCUMENT PRODUCTION REQUESTS

The Regents does not "seek a protective order to avoid producing several categories of
requested documents.” Bank Defs.' Opp. at 18. The Regents seeks an order establishing deposition
protocol, including the prohibition of invasive personal questions to individuals concerning tax
returns, personal net worth, the "universe" of securities owned by plaintiffs, and similar harassing
questions that form the basis for defendants' document production requests. Lead Plaintiff's request
for an order establishing a deposition protocol is necessary because defendants' discovery questions
signal they intend to turn class certification into a relentless probe of plamtiffs' personal and private
financial lives unrelated to Enron. Innocent investors in Enron securities are not on trial. They
simply should not be forced to endure invasive questioning in a detestable effort to embarrass,
harass, and intimidate.

As The Regents explained in its Motion, plaintiffs and their counsel will interpose objections

and responses to defendants' improper document production requests. See Lead Plaintiff The
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Regents' Motion For Protective Order, at 12 n.3. If defendants do not curtail their wildly invasive
document discovery requests, plaintiffs will oppose and seek further protection from the Court. Lead
Plaintiff will not permit oral examination to devolve into a sweeping attack on these investors'
private lives.
IV.  CONCLUSION

Rule 30(b)(6) and individual plaintiff depositions should proceed first to provide maximum
information to defendants while avoiding redundant, cumulative, burdensome, costly, and
unnecessary depositions defendants noticed. Only after the Rule 30(b)(6) depositions are taken
should defendants determine what, if any, additional discovery is necessary. Defendants' purported
reasons for the numerous depositions noticed demonstrate institutional Rule 30(b)(6) designees can
provide all of the information to which defendants are entitled. Lead Plaintiff's motion should be

granted.
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Lynn Lincoln Sarko VIA WEBSITE
KELLER ROHRBACK, LLP

1201 Third Avenue, Suite 3200

Seattle, WA 98101-3052

206/623-1900

206/623-3384 (fax)

e-mail: Isarko@kellerrohrback.com

Co-Lead Counsel for 7iftle Plaintiffs

Roger B. Greenberg VIA WEBSITE

SCHWARTZ, JUNELL, CAMPBELL &
OATHOUT, LLP

Two Houston Center

909 Fannin, Suite 2000

Houston, TX 77010

713/752-0017

713/752-0327 (fax)

e-mail: rgreenberg@schwartz-junell.com

Local Counsel for Securities Plaintiffs in
Newby

William S. Lerach

Helen J. Hodges

Byron S. Georgiou

MILBERG WEISS BERSHAD HYNES
& LERACH, LLP

401 B Street, Suite 1700

San Diego, CA 92101-5050

619/231-1058

619/231-7423 (fax)

- and -

Melvyn I. Weiss

Steven G. Schulman

Samuel H. Rudman

MILBERG WEISS BERSHAD HYNES
& LERACH, LLP

One Pennsylvania Plaza

New York, NY 10119-0165

212/594-5300

212/868-1229 (fax)

e-mail: enron@milberg.com

Lead Counsel for Securities Plaintiffs in
Newbhy

Steve W. Berman VIA WEBSITE
Clyde A. Platt, Jr.

HAGENS BERMAN, LLP

1301 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2900

Seattle, WA 98101

206/623-7292

206/623-0594 (fax)

e-mail: steve(@hagens-berman com

Co-Lead Counsel for 7itt/e Plaintiffs




Justin M. Campbell, 111 VIA WEBSITE
CAMPBELL HARRISON & DAGLEY, LLP
4000 Two Houston Center, 909 Fannin Street
Houston, TX 77010

713/752-2332

713/752-2330 (fax)

e-mail: rharrison@chd-law.com

Liaison Counsel for 7ittle Plaintiffs

Thomas E. Bilek VIA WEBSITE

HOEFFNER & BILEK, LLP
440 Loutsiana, Suite 720
Houston, TX 77002
713/227-7720

713/227-9404 (fax)

e-mail: thilek722@aol.com

Local Counsel for Securities Plaintiffs in

Newby
James F. Marshall VIA WEBSITE | David R. Scott VIA WEBSITE
JUDICIAL WATCH INC. SCOTT & SCOTT, LLC

2540 Huntington Drive, Suite 201
San Marino, CA 91108-2601
626/287-4540

626/237-2003 (fax)

e-mail: marshall@attglobal.net

Attorneys for Plaintiff Ralph A. Wilt, Jr.

108 Norwich Avenue
Colchester, CT 06415
860/537-3818

860/537-4432 (fax)

e-mail: drscott@scott-scott.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff Archdiocese of

Milwaukee
Jon Cuneo VIA WEBSITE | George M. Fleming VIA WEBSITE
THE CUNEO LAW GROUP, P.C. FLEMING & ASSOCIATES

317 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20002

202/789-3960

202/789-1813 (fax)

e-mail: jonc@cuneolaw.com

Washington Counsel

1330 Post Oak Blvd., Suite 3030
Houston, TX 77056-3019
713/621-7944

713/621-9638 (fax)

e-mail: enron@fleming-law.com

Attorneys for Individual Plaintiffs

Sherrie R. Savett VIA WEBSITE
BERGER & MONTAGUE, P.C.

1622 Locust Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103

215/875-3000

215/875-4604 (fax)

e-mail: ssavett@bm.net

Attorneys for Plaintiff Staro Asset
Management

Robert M. Stern VIA WEBSITE

OMELVENY & MYERS, LLP
555 13th Street, N.-W._, Suite 500W
Washington, DC 20004-1109
202/383-5300

202/383-5414 (fax)

e-mail: rstern@omm.com

Attorneys for Defendant Jeffrey Skilling

Thomas G. Shapiro VIA UPS
SHAPIRO HABER & URMY LLP

75 State Street

Boston, MA 02109

617/439-3939

617/439-0134 (fax)

Attorneys for Plaintiff van deVelde

Robert C. Finkel
WOLF POPPER LLP
845 Third Avenue
New York, NY 10022
212/759-4600
212/486-2093 (fax)

Attorneys for Plaintiff van deVelde

VIA UPS




Kenneth S. Marks VIA WEBSITE
SUSMAN GODFREY L.L.P

1000 Louisiana Street, Suite 5100

Houston, TX 77002-5096

713/651-9366

713/654-6666 (fax)

e-mail: kmarks(@susmangodfrey.com

Attorneys for Defendant Enron

Anthony C. Epstein VIA WEBSITE
STEPTOE & JOHNSON, LLP

1330 Connecticut Ave., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

202/429-3000

202/429-3902 (fax)

e-mail: aepstein@steptoe.com

Attorneys for Defendants Philip J. Bazelides,
Mary K. Joyce, James S. Prentice

Eric Nichols VIA WEBSITE
BECK, REDDEN & SECREST, LL.P.

One Houston Center

1221 McKinney Street, Suite 4500

Houston, TX 77010

713/951-3700

713/951-3720 (fax)

e-mail: enichols@brsfirm.com

Attorneys for Defendants Michael J. Kopper,
Chewco Investments, LJM Cayman, L.P.

Abigail K. Sullivan VIA WEBSITE
BRACEWELL & PATTERSON, L.L.P.
South Tower Pennzoil Place

711 Louisiana Street, Suite 2900

Houston, TX 77002-2781

713/223-2900

713/221-1212 (fax)

e-mail: asullivan@bracepatt.com

Attorneys for Defendant James V. Derrick, Jr.

Linda L. Addison VIA WEBSITE
FULBRIGHT & JAWORSKI, LLP

1301 McKinney, Suite 5100

Houston, TX 77010

713/651-5628

713/651-5246 (fax)

e-mail: laddison@fulbright.com

Attorneys for Defendants The Northern Trust
Company, Northern Trust Retirement
Consulting LL.C

John J. McKetta 111 VIA WEBSITE

GRAVES, DOUGHERTY, HEARON &
MOODY, P.C.

515 Congress Avenue, Suite 2300

Austin, TX 78701

512/480-5600

512/478-1976 (fax)

e-mail: mmcketta@gdhm.com

Attorneys for Defendant Rebecca Mark-
Jusbasche

Billy Shepherd VIA WEBSITE
CRUSE, SCOTT, HENDERSON &
ALLEN, L LP.
600 Travis Street, Suite 3900
Houston, TX 77002-2910
713/650-6600
713/650-1720 (fax)
e-mail: bshepherd@crusescott.com

Attorneys for Defendants David Stephen
Goddard, Jr., Debra A. Cash, Michael M.
Lowther and Michael C. Odom

Jack C. Nickens VIA WEBSITE
NICKENS, KEETON, LAWLESS,
FARRELL & FLACK, LLP

600 Travis Street, Suite 7500

Houston, TX 77002

713/571-9191

713/571-9652 (fax)

e-mail: trichardson@nlf-law.com

Attorneys for Defendants Estate of J. Clifford
Baxter, Deceased, Joseph M. Hirko, Paula
Ricker, Kenneth D. Rice, Richard B. Buy,
Richard A. Causey, Mark A. Frevert, Stanley
C. Horton, Michael S. McConnell, Jeffrey
McMahon, Cindy K. Olson, J. Mark Metts,
Steven J. Kean, Mark E. Koenig, Kevin P.
Hannon and Lawrence Greg Whalley




James E. Coleman, Jr. VIA WEBSITE

CARRINGTON, COLEMAN, SLOMAN &
BLUMENTHAL, LLP

200 Crescent Court, Suite 1500

Dallas, TX 75201

214/855-3000

214/855-1333 (fax)

e-mail: deakin@ccsb.com

Attorneys for Defendant Kenneth Lay

Dr. Bonnee Linden VIA UPS
PRO SE

1226 West Broadway, P.O. Box 114

Hewlett, NY 11557

516/295-7906

DO NOT FAX OR E-MAIL

Charles G. King VIA WEBSITE
KING & PENNINGTON, L.L.P.

1100 Louisiana Street, Suite 5055

Houston, TX 77002-5220

713/225-8400

713/225-8488 (fax)

e-mail: cking@kandplaw.com

Attorneys for Defendants Bank of America
Corp., Banc of America Securities LLC

William F. Martson, Jr. VIA WEBSITE
TONKON TORP, LLP

888 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 1600

Portland, OR 97204-2099

503/802-2005

503/972-7407 (fax)

e-mail: enronservice@tonkon.com

Attorneys for Defendant Ken L. Harrison

Jeremy L. Doyle VIA WEBSITE
GIBBS & BRUNS, LLP.

1100 Louisiana, Suite 5300

Houston, TX 77002

713/650-8805

713/750-0903 (fax)

e-mail: jdoyle@gibbs-bruns.com

Attorneys for Defendants Robert A. Belfer,
Norman P. Blake, Jr., Ronnie C. Chan, John
H. Duncan, Joe H. Foy, Charles A. LeMaistre,
Wendy L. Gramm, Robert K. Jaedicke, Charls
E. Walker, John Wakeham, John

Mendelsohn, Paulo V. Ferraz Pereira, Frank
Savage, Herbert S. Winokur, Jr., Jerome J.
Meyer

Carolyn S. Schwartz VIA UPS
United States Trustee, Region 2

33 Whitehall St., 21st Floor

New York, NY 10004

212/510-0500

212/668-2255 (fax)

H. Bruce Golden VIA WEBSITE
GOLDEN & OWENS, LLP

1221 McKinney Street, Suite 3600

Houston, TX 77010

713/223-2600

713/223-5002 (fax)

e-mail: golden@goldenowens.com

Attorneys for Defendant John A. Urquhart

Craig Smyser VIA WEBSITE
SMYSER KAPLAN & VESELKA, LL.P.
700 Louisiana Street, Suite 2300

Houston, TX 77002

713/221-2300

713/221-2320 (fax)

e-mail: enronservice@skv.com

Attorneys for Defendant Andrew Fastow




Rusty Hardin VIA WEBSITE
RUSTY HARDIN & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
1201 Louisiana, Suite 3300

Houston, TX 77002

713/652-9000

713/652-9800 (fax)

e-mail: rhardin@rustyhardin.com

Attorneys for Defendants Arthur Andersen
LLP, Arthur Andersen-Puerto Rico, Andersen
LLP (Andersen-Cayman Islands), C.E.
Andrews, Dorsey L. Baskin, Michael L.
Bennett, Joseph F. Berardino, Donald
Dreyfus, James A. Friedlieb, Gary B.
Goolsby, Gregory W. Hale, Gregory J. Jonas,
Robert G. Kutsenda, Benjamin S. Neuhausen,
Richard R. Petersen, Danny D. Rudloff, Steve
M. Samek, John E. Sorrells, John E. Stewart
and William E. Swanson

Jacalyn D. Scott VIA WEBSITE
WILSHIRE SCOTT & DYER P.C.

3000 One Houston Center, 1221 McKinney
Houston, TX 77010

713/651-1221

713/651-0020 (fax)

e-mail: jscott@wsd-law.com

Attorneys for Defendant Citigroup, Inc. and
Salomon Smith Barney, Inc.

Sharon Katz VIA WEBSITE
DAVIS POLK & WARDWELL

450 Lexington Avenue

New York, NY 10017

212/450-4000

212/450-3633 (fax)

e-mail: andersen.courtpapers@dpw.com

Attorneys for Defendants Arthur Andersen
LLP, Arthur Andersen-Puerto Rico, C.E.
Andrews, Dorsey L. Baskin, Michael L.
Bennett, Joseph F. Berardino, Donald
Dreyfus, James A. Friedlieb, Gary B.
Goolsby, Gregory W. Hale, Gregory J. Jonas,
Robert G. Kutsenda, Benjamin S. Neuhausen,
Richard R. Petersen, Danny D. Rudloff, Steve
M. Samek, John E. Sorrells, John E. Stewart,
Michael D. Jones and William E. Swanson

Barry G. Flynn VIA WEBSITE
LAW OFFICES OF BARRY G. FLYNN, PC
1300 Post Oak Blvd., Suite 750

Houston, TX 77056

713/840-7474

713/840-0311 (fax)

e-mail: bgflaw@mywavenet.com

Attorneys for Defendant David B. Duncan

Paul Vizcarrondo, Jr. VIA WEBSITE
WACHTELL, LIPTON, ROSEN & KATZ

51 West 52nd Street

New York, NY 10019

212/403-1000

212/403-2000 (fax)

e-mail: pvizcarrondo@wlrk.com

Attorneys for Defendants Banc of America
Securities LLC and Salomon Smith Barney
Inc.

Mark A. Glasser
KING & SPALDING
1100 Louisiana Street, Suite 4000
Houston, TX 77002-5213
713/751-3200

713/751-3290 (fax)

e-mail: mkglasser(@kslaw.com

VIA WEBSITE

Attorneys for Defendant LIM2 Co-
Investments




William Edward Matthews VIA UPS
GARDERE WYNNE SEWELL LLP

1000 Louisiana, Suite 3400

Houston, TX 77002

713/276-5500

713/276-5555 (fax)

Attorneys for Defendant Andersen
Worldwide, S.C., Roman W. McAlindan and
Philip A. Randall

Tom P. Allen VIA WEBSITE
McDANIEL & ALLEN, APC

1001 McKinney Street, 21st Floor

Houston, TX 77002

713/227-5001

713/227-8750 (fax)

e-mail: tallen@mcdanielallen.com

Attorneys for Defendant Ben F. Glisan, Jr.

John K. Villa VIA WEBSITE
WILLIAMS & CONNOLLY, LLP

725 Twelfth Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

202/434-5000

202/434-5029 (fax)

e-mail: jvilla@wc.com

Attorneys for Defendants Vinson & Elkins,
L.L.P, Ronald T. Astin, Joseph Dilg, Michael
P. Finch, Max Hendrick, 111

Robert Hayden Burns VIA WEBSITE
BURNS WOOLEY & MARSEGLIA

1415 Louisiana, Suite 3300

Houston, TX 77002

713/651-0422

713/651-0817 (fax)

e-mail: hburns@bwmzlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant Kristina Mordaunt

Bernard V. Preziosi, Jr. VIA WEBSITE
CURTIS, MALLET-PREVOST, COLT
& MOSLE, LL.P.
101 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10178-0061
212/696-6000
212/697-1559 (fax)
e-mail; bpreziosi@cm-p.com

Attorneys for Defendant Michael C. Odom

Scott B. Schreiber
ARNOLD & PORTER
555 Twelfth Street, N.'W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-1206
202/942-5000

202/942-5999 (fax)

e-mail: enroncourtpapers@aporter.com

VIA WEBSITE

Attorneys for Defendant Thomas H. Bauer

John W. Spiegel VIA WEBSITE
MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON

355 South Grand Avenue, 35th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90071

213/683-9100

213/683-5152 (fax)

e-mail: enron@mto.com

Attorneys for Defendants Kirkland & Ellis

Mark C. Hansen VIA WEBSITE
KELLOGG, HUBER HANSEN, TODD
& EVANS, PLLC.
1615 M Street, N'W., Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20036
202/326-7900
202/326-7999 (fax)
e-mail: mhansen@khhte.com

Attorneys for Defendant Nancy Temple

Michael D. Warden VIA WEBSITE
SIDLEY AUSTIN BROWN
& WOOD, LLP
1501 K Street, N'W.
Washington, D C. 20005
202/736-8000
202/736-8711 (fax)
e-mail: mwarden@sidley.com

Attorney for Defendant D. Stephen Goddard,
Jr.

Ronald E. Cook VIA WEBSITE
COOK & ROACH, LLP

Chevron Texaco Heritage Plaza

1111 Bagby, Suite 2650

Houston, TX 77002

713/652-2031

713/652-2029 (fax)

e-mail: rcook@cookroach.com

Attorney for Defendant Alliance Capital
Management




Jack O'Neill VIA WEBSITE
CLEMENTS, O'NEILL, PIERCE,

WILSON & FULKERSON, LLP

1000 Louisiana, Suite 1800

Houston, TX 77002

713/654-7607

713/654-7690 (fax)

e-mail: sutton@copwf.com

Attorneys for Defendant Joseph W. Sutton

Andrew J. Mytelka VIA WEBSITE
GREER, HERZ & ADAMS, L.L.P.

One Moody Plaza, 18th Fl.

Galveston, TX 77550

409/797-3200

409/766-6424 (fax)

e-mail: amytelka@greerherz.com

Attorneys for American National Plaintiffs

Amelia Toy Rudolph VIA UPS
SUTHERLAND ASBILL & BRENNAN LLP
999 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 2300
Atlanta, GA 30309

404/853-8000

404/853-8806 (fax)

Attorneys for Defendant Roger D. Willard

Gregory A. Markel VIA UPS
CADWALADER, WICKERSHAM & TAFT
100 Maiden Lane

New York, NY 10038

212/504-6000

212/504-6666 (fax)

Attorneys for Defendant Bank of America
Corp.

Joel M. Androphy VIA WEBSITE
BERG & ANDROPHY

3704 Travis Street

Houston, TX 77002

713/529-5622

713/529-3785 (fax)

e-mail: androphy@bahou com

Attorneys for Defendant Deutsche Bank AG

Lawrence Byrne VIA WEBSITE
WHITE & CASE LLP

1155 Avenue of the Americas

New York, NY 10036-2787

212/819-8200

212/354-8113 (fax)

e-mail: Ibyrne@whitecase.com

Attorneys for Defendant Deutsche Bank AG

Richard Mithoff VIA WEBSITE
MITHOFF & JACKS

One Allen Center, Penthouse, 500 Dallas
Houston, TX 77002

713/654-1122

713/739-8085 (fax)

e-mail: enronlitigation@mithoff-jacks.com

Attorneys for Defendant J.P. Morgan Chase
& Co.

Bruce D. Angiolillo VIA WEBSITE
SIMPSON THACHER & BARTLETT

425 Lexington Avenue

New York, NY 10017-3954

212/455-2000

212/455-2502 (fax)

e-mail: bangiolillo@stblaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant J.P. Morgan Chase
& Co.

Chuck A. Gall VIA WEBSITE
JENKENS & GILCHRIST

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 3200

Dallas, TX 75202-2799

214/855-4338

214/855-4300 (fax)

e-mail: cgall@jenkens.com

Attorneys for Defendant J.P. Morgan Chase
& Co.

Mark A. Kirsch VIA WEBSITE
CLIFFORD CHANCE US LLP

200 Park Avenue, Suite 5200

New York, NY 10166

212/878-8000

212/878-8375 (fax)

e-mail: mark kirsch@cliffordchance.com

Attorneys for Defendants Alliance Capital
Management and Merrill Lynch & Co., Inc.




Lawrence D. Finder VIA WEBSITE
HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP

1000 Louisiana Street, Suite 4300

Houston, TX 77002-5012

713/547-2000

713/236-5520 (fax)

e-mail: finderl@haynesboone.com

Attorneys for Defendant Credit Suisse First
Boston Corp.

Richard W. Clary VIA WEBSITE
CRAVATH, SWAINE & MOORE

825 Eighth Ave.

New York, NY 10019

212/474-1000

212/474-3700 (fax)

e-mail: rclary@cravath.com

Attorneys for Defendant Credit Suisse First
Boston Corp.

John L. Murchison, Jr.
VINSON & ELKINS, LL.P.
2300 First City Tower

1001 Fannin

Houston, TX 77002
713/758-2222

713/758-2346 (fax)

e-mail: jmurchison@velaw.com

VIA WEBSITE

Taylor M. Hicks VIA WEBSITE

Stephen M. Loftin

HICKS THOMAS & LILIENSTERN, LLP

700 Louisiana, Suite 1700

Houston, TX 77002

713/547-9100

713/547-9150 (fax)

e-mail: thicks@hicks-thomas.com
sloftin@hicks-thomas com

Attorneys for Defendant Merrill Lynch & Co.,
Inc.

David H. Braff VIA WEBSITE
SULLIVAN & CROMWELL

125 Broad Street

New York, NY 10004-2498

212/558-4000

212/558-3588 (fax)

e-mail: enronpapers@sullcrom.com

Attorneys for Defendant Barclays Bank PLC

Barry Abrams VIA WEBSITE
ABRAMS SCOTT & BICKLEY, LLP

700 Louisiana, Suite 1800

Houston, TX 77002

713/228-6601

713/228-6605 (fax)

e-mail: babrams(@asbtexas.com

Attorneys for Defendant Barclays Bank PLC

Brad S. Karp VIA WEBSITE
PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON &
GARRISON

1285 Avenue of the Americas

New York, NY 10019-6064

212/373-3000

212/757-3990 (fax)

e-mail: grp-citi-service@paulweiss.com

Attorneys for Defendant CitiGroup

Hugh R. Whiting VIA WEBSITE
JONES, DAY, REAVIS & POGUE

600 Travis Street, Suite 6500

Houston, TX 77002-3008

832/239-3939

832/239-3600 (fax)

e-mail: hrwhiting@jonesday.com

Attorneys for Defendant Lehman Brothers
Holding, Inc.

David F. Wertheimer VIA WEBSITE
HOGAN & HARTSON, L.L.P.

875 Third Avenue

New York, NY 10022

212/918-3000

212/918-3100 (fax)

e-mail: dfwertheimer@hhlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant Debra A. Cash

Gary A. Orseck VIA WEBSITE
ROBBINS, RUSSELL, ENGLERT,
ORSECK & UNTEREINER, L.L.P.

1801 K Street, NW_, Suite 411

Washington, DC 20006

202/775-4500

202/775-4510 (fax)

e-mail: gorseck@robbinsrussell.com

Attorneys for Defendant Michael M Lowther




William H. Knull, IIT VIA WEBSITE
MAYER, BROWN, ROWE & MAW

700 Houston Street, Suite 3600

Houston, TX 77002-2730

713/221-1651

713/224-6410 (fax)

e-mail: cibc-newby(@mayerbrownrowe.com

Attorneys for Defendant Canadian Imperial
Bank of Commerce

Alan N. Salpeter VIA WEBSITE
MAYER, BROWN, ROWE & MAW

190 South LaSalle St.

Chicago, IL 60603

312/782-0600

312/701-7711 (fax)

e-mail: cibc-newby@mayerbrownrowe.com

Attorneys for Defendant Canadian Imperial
Bank of Commerce

Murray Fogler VIA WEBSITE
McDADE FOGLER MAINES, LLP

Two Houston Center, 909 Fannin, Suite 1200
Houston, TX 77010-1006

713/654-4300

713/654-4343 (fax)

e-mail: mfogler@mfml.com

Attorneys for Defendant Lou L. Pai

Harvey G. Brown VIA UPS
ORGAIN BELL & TUCKER LLP

2700 Post Oak Blvd., Suite 1410

Houston, TX 77056

713/572-8772

713/572-8766 (fax)

Attorneys for Defendants Andersen-United
Kingdom and Andersen-Brazil

Stephen J. Crimmins VIA WEBSITE
PEPPER HAMILTON LLP

Hamilton Square

600 Fourteenth Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20005

202/220-1665 (fax)

e-mail: crimminss@pepperlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant Kevin P. Hannon

Roger E. Zuckerman VIA WEBSITE
ZUCKERMAN SPAEDER LLP

1201 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20026-2638

202/778-1800

202/822-8106 (fax)

e-mail: enron@zuckerman.com

Attorneys for Defendant Lou L. Pai

Elizabeth T. Parker VIA WEBSITE
PEPPER HAMILTON LLP

3000 Two Logan Square, 18th & Arch Sts.
Philadelphia, PA 19103

215/981-4000

215/981-4756 (fax)

e-mail: parkere@pepperlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant Kevin P. Hannon

Mitchell A. Karlan VIA WEBSITE
GIBSON DUNN & CRUTCHER, L L.P.

200 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10166-0193

212/351-4000

212/351-4035 (fax)

e-mail: enronlitigation@gibsondunn.com

Attorneys for Defendant Merrill Lynch & Co.,
Inc.

Herbert S. Washer VIA WEBSITE

James Miller

Ignatius Grande

CLIFFORD CHANCE ROGERS & WELLS

200 Park Avenue, Suite 5200

New York, NY 10166

212/878-8000

212/878-8375 (fax)

e-mail: herbert. washer@cliffordchance.com
james. miller@chffordchance.com
ignatius.grande@cliffordchance.com

Attorneys for Defendant Merrill Lynch & Co.,
Inc.

Michael G. Davies VIA WEBSITE
HOGUET NEWMAN & REGAL, LLP

10 East 40th Street

New York, NY 10016

212/689-8808

212/689-5101 (fax)

e-mail: mdavies@hnrlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant Andersen Co.
(Andersen-India)
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