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It appearing to the Court that the within case is one of considera ublic

e SR G

interest and may result in substantial publicity. and that there is a reasonable
likelihood that dissemination by anv means of public communjcation of
extra-judicial statements relating to this case may interfere with a fair trial or
otherwise preiudice the due administration of fustice, on its own motion the
Court makes the following order:

No party nor attorney herein nor iudicial emplovee. nor any
agent, employee, independent contractor, business associate or
representative of such persons or entities, associated with this case. shall
release any extra-iudicial statement relating to this case, for

dissemination bv anv means of public communication, except as
follows:

1. Quotes from or reference without comment to public records
of the Court in this case. and to other public records and
communications heretofore disseminated to the public.

2. The scheduling of any stage in the judicial proceeding.

Nothing in the above exceptions is to be interpreted as allowing a
comment regarding the importance of this case, how it affects
other pending cases, if any, or the probable effect of this case on
any other pending cases, if any, or other pending claims, if anv.

This order remains in effect until the jury in this case is dismissed.

15 April 2002 Jydege of the Superior Court
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SOUTH TAHOE PUBLIC UTILITY
DISTRICT,

Plaintiff,
V.

ATLANTIC RICHFIELD COMPANY,
etal.,

Defendants.
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San Franciser .ounty Superior Gourt
APR 1 5 2002

GORBN EARK-%I! Clerk
BY:
Daputy Qerk

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, UNLIMITED JURISDICTION
DEPARTMENT NO. 514

CASE NO. 999128

)

)

g

g SPECIAL VERDICT [PHASE I]
; (3/4/02)
)

)

)

)

)

We, the jury in the above-entitled action, find as follows on the questions submitted to us:
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Question No. 1: Was gasoline containing MTBE manufactured, sold, or supplied by any of
the following defendants defective in design because the risk of harm inherent in its design
outweighed the benefits of that design?

Answer “yes” or “no" after the name of cach such defendant. If you answer “yes” as to any
defendant, during what time period was the gasoline containing MTBE manufactured, sold, or
supplied by that defendant defective in design? }

Yes No If yes, time
period

Answer:

\i-\ Shell Oil Company

v Texaco, Inc. 1988 lo (12-3)-1947

v Eqmlon Enterprises LIC v l-lf’b o By ead
v

13- Tosco Corporation

If you answer “no” as to each defendant, then go to question No. 3. If you answer “yes” as

to one or more defendants, then answer the next question only as to such defendants.

Question No. 2: As to cach defendant for which you answered *‘ves” in Question No. 1, did
the defect exist when the gasoline containing MTBE left the possession of such defendant?
Answer “yes” or “no” for each such defendant. If you angwer “yes” as to any defendant,
during what time period was the gasoline containing MTBE manufactured, sold, or supplied by that
defendant defective in design? ,
Yes No If yes, time
period

Answer:

-\ Shell Oil Company

+ Equilon Enterprises LLC 1-1-192b_ b Booet

1988 b 12.31-/957
AP"" 9 b Maxl, 199

v Texaco, Inc.

NN NN

o 3 Tosco Corporation

Fall fiaker 1192 L 12:3177

Afl‘.l\ ML o Meeh 177

Rlifindr 12% 4, (2.3). t‘#?
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Question No. 3: Was gasoline containing MTBE manufactured, sold or supplied by any of
the following defendants defective because of a failure to warn?

Angwer “yes” or “no” after the name of each such defendant. If you answer “yes” as to any
defendant, during what time period was the gasoline containing MTBE manufactured, sold, or
supplied by that defendant defective due to a failure to wamn?

Yes No If yes, time
period

Answer:
Ellpviaker 1970 o |231- 1997

FEIMD b foet
1993 ds_12.31-/9%7
A{,.n 1996 {o_Rest

\%-8 Shell Oil Company

v Equilon Enterprises LLC

v Texaco, Inc.

NRRK

18- Tosco Corporation

Question No. 4: As to each defendant for whom you answered “yes” in Question No. 3, did
the defect exist, because of a failure to wam, when the gasoline containing MTBE left the possession
of such defendant?

Answer “yes” or “no” after the name of each such defendant. If you answer “yes” as to any
defendant, during what time period was the gasoline containing MTBE manufactured, sold, or

supplied by that defendant defective due to a failure to wam?

Yes No If yes, time
period
Answer;
t2-© Shell Oil Company / FUMikr /99 Jo 12311957
v Equilon Enterprises LL.C / FI1-19%8 b Rnat
v Texaco, Inc. / 1992 4 12-3. 197
12 +Tosco Corporation / APrﬂ 192 fo Peut
\
A\
W
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Question No. 5: Were the risks involved in the transportation, §torage and handling of
MTBE recognized by all of Lyondell Chemical Company’s (ARCO Chemical Company's)
California refiner and distributor customers, who transported, stored and handled MTBE in bulk?
If not, during what time period were the risks not recognized?

Answer “yes” or “no.” If you answer is “no,” state the time period.

Yes No If no, time
period
Answer: \3.-0 \/ 1M

If you answered “no” to Question No. 5, then answer Question No. 6. If you answered “yes”

to Question No. 5, then answer Question No. 9.

Question No. 6: Was MTBE manufactured, sold or supplied by defendant Lyondell
Chemical Company (ARCO Chemical Company) defective because of a failure to wam?
Answer “yes” or “ne.” If you answer “yes”, during what time period was the MTBE

manufactured, sold or supplied by the defendant defective due to a failure to warn?

Yes No If yes, time
penod
Answer: vt o 1993 4o /93

If you answered Question No. 6 “yes", answer Question No. 7. If you answered Question

No. 6 “no”, answer question No. 9.

Question Ne. 7: Did the defect exist, because of a failure to wamn, when the MTBE left the
possession of defendant Lyondell Chemical Company (ARCO Chemical Company)?
Answer “yes” or “no.” If you answer “yes”, during what time period was the MTBE

manufactured, sold or supplied by the defendant defective due to a failure to wam?
' ' Yes No If yes, time
period

Answer: -\ —_ /M2 _Jo /994

If you answered Question. No. 7 “yes”, answer Question No. 8. If you answered Question

117-881_BBc4838
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No. 7 “no", answer question No, 9.

Question No, 8: Were the wamings of defendant Lyondell Chemical Company (ARCO
Chemical Company) to all of its custorners, as described in Question No. 5, above, adequate to make
those customers aware of the risks and how to avoid or reduce such risks? If not, during what time

period were such wamings of Lyondell Chemical Company (ARCO Chemical Company)

inadequate?
Answer “yes” or “na.” If you answer “no,” state the time period.
Yes No If no,
time
period
Answer: e \/ 1987 b 1%

Question No. 9: If you answered “yes” to both Question No. 1 and Question No. 2 as to
defendant Shell Oil Company, answer the question below. I you did not answer “yes” to both
Question No, I and Question No. 2 as to Shell Oil Company, then go to Question No. 10.

Do you find by clear and convincing evidence that defendant Shell Oil Company acted with
malice in selling gasoline containing MTBE that was defective in design because the risk of harm
inherent in the design outweighed the benefits of that design?

Answer "yes” or “no”. If you answer “yes,” state the time period.

Yes No If yes, time
period
Answer: ‘ e\ _\Z _ iibvink 1990 4o 12-1997F
W
A\
W
A\
W
W\
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2 Question No. 10: If you answered “yes” to both Question No. 3 and Question No. 4 as to

3 || defendant Shell Oil Company, answer the question below. If you did not answer “yes” to both |

4 Il Question No. 3 and Question No. 4 as to Shell Oil Company, then go to Question No. 11,

5 Do you find by clear and convincing evidence that defendant Shell Oil Company acted with

6 | malice in selling gasoline containing MTBE that was defective in design because of a failure to

7 || wamn? |

8 Answer “yes” or “no.” If you answer “yes,” state the time period.

9 | Yes No ggﬁzdme
10| Answer: 1=\ _3[ — FulAvinke 50 Je )2 P
11
12 Question No. 11: If you answered “yes” to both Question No. 6 and Question No. 7 and
13 || “na” to both Question No. 5 and Question No. 8, answer the question below. If you did not |
14 || answer “yes” to both Question No. 6 and Question No. 7 and “no™ to both Question No. 5 and
15 || Question No. 8, please sign and retumn this form.

16 Do you find by clear and convincing evidence that defendant Lyondell Chemical Company

17} (ARCO Chemical Company) acted with malice in selling MTBE that was defective in design

18 || because of a failure to wamn?

19 Answer “yes” or “no.” I you answer “'yes,” state the time peﬁod.‘

20 Yes No If yes, time
period

21}l Answer: Wi _)/ _ 1 b myg

22

23

24

23 | DATED: 54@4 /8, 2002 ' .

2 FO N

27

28
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