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Case No. 15-697-EL-CSS 

 
COMPLAINANT’S MEMORANDUM CONTRA  

MOTION TO BIFURCATE AND  
MOTION FOR LIMITING INSTRUCTION AND STAY 

Nationwide Energy Partners (NEP) insists that Complainant is neither a “customer” of 

NEP nor a “consumer” of utility services, and therefore has no standing to bring the Complaint. 

If NEP really believed this, it would file a motion to dismiss on those grounds. It has not. NEP 

also claims the Commission has no subject matter jurisdiction in this proceeding, but it has not 

sought dismissal on those grounds, either. NEP has instead resorted to half-measures, filing a 

motion to “bifurcate” the proceeding into two phases, the first to address standing, the second 

everything else. NEP also requests a “limiting instruction” and stay to shield it from discovery 

until the first phase is resolved.  

The motion should be denied. And in denying the motion, the Commission should make 

additional, express findings that: (a) Complainant has standing, (b) the Commission has subject 

matter jurisdiction, and (c) reasonable grounds for Complaint have been established. There is no 

reason to let these issues linger.  

NEP argues that bifurcation is necessary because Complainant’s standing is in doubt. The 

standing issues should be resolved before any other, it claims. But there is no doubt that 
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Complainant has standing, and the question is not even close. NEP tries to frame the standing 

issue as a question of whether Complainant is a “customer” or “consumer,” but those labels are 

irrelevant. R.C. 4905.26 authorizes complaints by “any person” against “any public utility.” 

Complainant is a “person” and alleges that NEP is a “public utility.” NEP is free to deny on the 

merits that it is a utility, but denying a claim on the merits does not defeat standing to bring a 

claim, or divest the Commission of subject matter jurisdiction to decide the claim. If NEP’s 

theory were correct, no one would have standing to bring a complaint against an entity that 

unlawfully circumvents Commission regulation – not even the Commission itself.  

The reason offered for a “limiting instruction” or “stay” of discovery is also meritless. 

This relief is predicated on bifurcating the proceeding, which as just explained, is unnecessary. 

What NEP characterizes as a “limiting instruction” is, in any event, an alternative label for a 

protective order, and none of the requirements for a protective order (procedural or substantive) 

have been observed.  

In its effort to show a lack of standing or jurisdiction, NEP makes several claims that 

grossly mischaracterize the true nature of its business. It claims that the North Bank 

Condominium Owners Association (NBCO) is the only entity permitted to contract with utility 

service providers, and that NEP merely does “billing and collection” on NBCO’s behalf. Indeed, 

according to NEP, there is no contractual relationship whatsoever between NEP and 

Complainant. (Mem. Supp., Ex. 1, ¶10.) Swearing that this is true does not make it true; indeed, 

the actual contracts belie NEP’s claim. NEP does not have a contract with NBCO. NEP’s 

contract is with the developer of North Bank, whom NEP paid to let it arrange for what NEP 

itself characterizes as “utility” services, to end-users NEP calls its “customers.” (See Exhibits A, 

B, C.)  NEP sends disconnection notices to customers, sues them in its own name when they 
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don’t pay, and has even evicted people from their homes for nonpayment of utility bills. (See 

Exhibits D, E.) For NEP to claim there is no relationship between itself and Complainant (and 

others similarly situated) is not only fanciful; it insults the fact-finder’s intelligence. The order on 

NEP’s motion should affirmatively find that reasonable grounds for complaint have been stated.  

ARGUMENT 

A. The Commission has subject matter jurisdiction. 

NEP questions the Commission’s subject matter jurisdiction, claiming, “the Commission 

does not now regulate submetering companies and absent a statute . . . has no authority to do so.” 

(Mem. Supp. at 15; see also NEP Answer ¶ 50 (asserting lack of subject matter jurisdiction as 

affirmative defense.) Given that a judgment or decision rendered in the absence of subject matter 

jurisdiction is void, judicial economy dictates that the Commission address this issue now. Bank 

of America v. Kuchta, 141 Ohio St.3d, 2014-Ohio-4275, ¶19 (“[A] court’s lack of subject-matter 

jurisdiction renders that court’s judgment void ab initio.”) 

NEP’s “argument” is premised on a belief that NEP gets to decide for itself whether it 

should be regulated as a public utility. It does not. Where a complaint is filed under R.C. 4905.26 

alleging that the respondent is engaged in the business of a public utility, the Commission has 

subject matter jurisdiction to decide the question. See, e.g., Atwood Resources, Inc. v. Public 

Util. Comm’n, 43 Ohio St.3d 96, 538 N.E.2d 1049, syllabus ¶ 2 (1989) (“Whether a natural gas 

producer’s activities constitute those of a public utility, whether it has complied with the 

applicable laws, and whether it should be subject to regulation, are questions that the Public 

Utilities Commission has authority to determine  . . . . under R.C. 4905.04, 4905.05 and 

4905.06.”). Complainant could cite many other examples where the Commission has taken up 
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the issue of whether an entity is subject to its jurisdiction, but the point is so self-evident that it is 

unnecessary to do so.  

This is all that needs said about subject matter jurisdiction. The Commission has it. 

B. Complainant has standing.  

 NEP insists that Complainant lacks standing to bring this action because he is not a 

customer or consumer of utility services. (Mem. Supp. at 9.) According to NEP, NBCO is 

actually its customer -- not the North Bank residents hooked up to NEP-owned meters, billed by 

NEP every month, and referred to by NEP as “customers.” While the suspension of disbelief is 

one problem with NEP’s standing argument, it is not the only one. A more fundamental problem 

is NEP’s failure to cite any authority for the proposition that standing to bring a complaint under 

R.C. 4905.26 is limited to “customers” or “consumers” – under NEP’s definition or any other. 

Standing is a question of whether the person bringing a claim is the right person; he or 

she must have a “sufficient, personal stake” in the outcome of the proceeding. See Motion at 1 

fn.1, citing In Re: Estate of Boone, 190 Ohio App.3d 799, 944 N.E.2d 307 (2010). Complainant 

has a personal stake in this proceeding. He owns the condominium where utility services are 

provided, uses the services, gets billed for the services, pays for the services, and was threatened 

with disconnection when one of his payments was late. (See Exhibit D.) Where, as here, a party 

asserts “a personal stake in the outcome of the action,” the standing requirement is satisfied. 

Bank of America, 2014-Ohio-4275 at ¶23 (emphasis in original.).  

 Moreover, R.C. 4905.26 authorizes complaints by “any person” against any “public 

utility.” The statute does not limit complaints to “consumers” or “customers.” Nor is the term 

“public utility” qualified in a way that limits its application to entities voluntarily subjecting 

themselves to Commission regulation. Atwood Resources, 43 Ohio St.3d 96, syllabus ¶2. NEP is 
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free to argue that it is not engaged in the business of a public utility. But arguments that NEP is 

not a public utility go to the merits of the Complaint, not Complainants standing to bring the 

Complaint.  

  C. There is no basis for a “limiting instruction” or stay. 

 NEP’s motion includes a request for “a limiting instruction and stay the time to answer 

all discovery requests not associated with the Phase One issue of standing until there is a ruling 

on Phase one.” (Motion at 6.) This is necessary, it says, because parties are trying to “hijack” and 

“abuse” the discovery process for “political purposes.” (Id.) The term “limiting instruction” is 

code for “protective order,” as that is actually what NEP is seeking: an order relieving it of any 

discovery obligations. NEP is not entitled to a protective order because it has not followed the 

procedure for obtaining one. Even if it had, a party is not entitled to a protective order on 

grounds that the litigation process itself is inconvenient, which is really all NEP’s argument 

amounts to.  

 Rule 4901-1-24 spells out the requirements for seeking a protective order. Subpart (B) is 

very clear: “No motion for a protective order shall be filed under paragraph (A) of this rule until 

the person or party seeking the order has exhausted all other reasonable means of resolving any 

differences with the party seeking discovery.” Efforts to resolve the dispute are to be 

documented in an affidavit of counsel and included with the motion. NEP has done none of this. 

It has ignored rules intended to “minimize commission intervention in the discovery process” 

(Rule 4901-1-16(A)) and jumped the gun with a motion that serves only to maximize the 

Commission’s involvement.  

Rule 4901-1-24(B) exists for good reason. When counsel has an issue with an opponent’s 

discovery requests or responses, the rule requires counsel to bring its concerns to opposing 
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counsel’s attention. The subsequent back-and-forth between counsel and resultant “horse 

trading” usually narrows and minimizes disputes. By the time a discovery dispute reaches the 

Commission, the parties’ positions should be clear (and documented), and specific requests and 

responses identified.  

None of this has happened here. And because it has not happened, there are no specific 

discovery issues for the Commission to address. Instead, the Commission is being asked to shut 

down discovery altogether based on factors that have already been addressed, or are not yet ripe 

to address. NEP protests that some of the motions to intervene allegedly seek to “expand” or 

“transform” the case, but it has already made that point in opposing intervention. Likewise, NEP 

cites Complainant’s discovery requests as evidence of “Mr. Whitt’s desire to expand his 

Complaint into an investigation of NEP and sub-metering companies in general,” but what is the 

point? (Mem. Supp. at 11.) The Commission can decide the proper scope of discovery in 

response to a motion to compel, if and when one is filed. No motions to compel have been filed, 

and no protective orders sought for relief from any specific discovery requests. 

What NEP is really complaining about is the litigation process itself. It acknowledges that 

a process exists for resolving discovery disputes but complains that availing itself of that process 

would be too “time-consuming and expensive.” (Id. at 15). It is difficult to envision a scenario 

where it would be less time consuming and expensive to have two proceedings instead of one, 

with separate discovery for each. NEP’s premature, improper and defective request for a 

protective order should be denied. 

D. Reasonable grounds for complaint exist.  
 

Although styled as a procedural motion, NEP’s motion reads much like a dispositive 

motion. Complainant trusts that the Commission will not follow NEP’s impromptu, pseudo-
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summary-judgment attempt to decide contested facts by motion. The resolution of factual 

disputes is a matter for hearing, not motion practice. NEP has not expressly asked the 

Commission to dismiss the Complaint, but it has made certain representations that, left 

unaddressed, could cause the Commission to consider dismissal. Specifically, NEP disclaims any 

relationship with Complainant, and denies supplying any utility services to any part of North 

Bank. Again, Complainant is addressing these assertions not because motion practice is the 

appropriate forum to decide them, but to make sure the Commission understands that (a) NEP’s 

representations are false and (b) there is another side of the story to NEP’s narrative.  

1. NEP’s characterization of service to North Bank is false. 
 

 The lynchpin of NEP’s defense in this case is that utility services are not really provided 

to condominium owners at North Bank; the services are provided to the owners’ association, 

NBCO. It cites three “facts” for this conclusion. First, it claims, “under the condominium 

declaration and bylaws only [NBCO] can contract for utility services.” (Motion at 2, emphasis 

added.) Second, it claims that “NEP is under contract with [NBCO] to provide certain services, 

including billing and collection of utility services, to North Bank.” (Mem. Supp., Ex. 1, ¶ 4.) 

And third, it claims that all utility services to North Bank “are in the name of [NBCO].” (Motion 

at 2.)   

Unfortunately for NEP, these “facts” simply are not true.  

a. The condominium bylaws do not permit NBCO to contract for 
utility service on behalf of individual unit owners.  

 
By claiming that “only” NBCO may enter contracts for utility services, NEP 

misleadingly suggests that Complainant is actually prohibited from having a contract with NEP. 

The bylaws do not say this. Article X, page 16 says that “each Unit Owner by acceptance of a 

deed to a Unit agrees to pay the local utility company or a private third-party provider, as 
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applicable, for utility services separately metered or separately submetered to that Unit . . . .”  

The bylaws plainly envision a direct relationship between unit owners and service providers. 

The bylaws authorize NBCO to contract for utility services, but only for common areas 

of the building. Utility services not provided to a specific unit “shall be common expenses and 

paid by the Association.” The next sentence in Article X authorizes the association to “enter into 

one or more service agreements with a private utility provider . . . .” This sentence clearly 

pertains to contracts for service to common areas. Article X does not say what NEP wants the 

Commission to believe: that “only” NBCO may contract for utility services to individual units.  

The bylaws quite clearly make unit owners responsible for service provided to their 

condominium, and NBCO responsible for service to common areas. For NEP to suggest 

otherwise is misleading and inappropriate. 

  b. NBCO is not “under contract” with NEP. 

NEP also says it is “under contract” with NBCO to provide “billing and collection of 

utility services.” (Mem. Supp., Ex. 1, ¶4.) The implication here is that whatever services NEP is 

providing are being provided to the owners’ association, not Complainant. This is also wrong. 

The contract to which NEP refers is not with NBCO and it is not limited to “billing and 

collection” services. 

Exhibit A, titled “Commodity Coordination Service Agreement,” is between NEP and 

NWD 300 Spring LLC, the entity that developed North Bank. The services NEP provides 

include operating and maintaining metering equipment to measure usage at individual 

residences, “advising Customer [meaning the developer, not NBCO] regarding the supply and 

delivery of Commodity to the Community,” “invoicing Unit owners (‘Owners’) for Commodity 

usage,” and “collection from Owners of amounts due for Commodity usage.” (Exhibit A, Sec. 

1.1.1.) The agreement specifically appoints NEP as the developer’s “Aggregator” of electric 

commodity (Sec. 1.3.2.1.) and expressly prohibits the developer from purchasing commodity 

service without NEP’s consent. (Sec. 1.3.2.) The agreement also specifies rates for individual 

condominium units (Sec. 1.4.3), direct billing to unit owners (Sec. 1.4.5.), and unit owner 
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responsibility for electric charges (Sec. 4.4.). All of this sounds remarkably similar to the kind of 

services provided by public utilities and competitive retail suppliers. 

 NEP will undoubtedly argue that the Commodity Coordination Service Agreement does 

not really mean what it says, or that whatever NEP is actually doing is different than what the 

contract says it should be doing. So be it. That’s what evidentiary hearings are for. The only 

point for now is that, to the extent any contractual arrangements lead the Commission to question 

whether there are reasonable grounds for complaint, the Commission should consider the 

contract that actually exists. 

c. The utility bills do not list NBCO as the customer.  
 

In an effort to buttress its claim that service to North Bank is provided to NBCO and not 

individuals, NEP claims that “the contracts for utility services are in the name of [NBCO].” 

(Motion at 2.) The veracity of this statement is by no means apparent from the bills provided. 

The first page of Exhibit 1, Attachment A is labeled “American Electric Power / Summary of 

Consolidated Billing.” The top left corner indicates that “Nationwide Energy Partners” is the 

subject of the report. The only other entity mentioned in the report is “Nationwide Realty 

Investors, LTD,” toward the bottom. NBCO is not listed anywhere in this document.  

Attachment B at least lists “Northbank Condo” in the customer line, but it is not clear 

whether this describes the purported customer or just the service location – or perhaps neither. 

The service address is listed as “237 Neil Ave. Unit A,” but this is not Complainant’s address -- 

the North Bank building is located at 300 W. Spring Street. The bills are apparently issued to a 

different address – 230 West St. Suite 150 – which happens to be NEP’s address.  

The utility bills plainly do not establish the facts for which they are offered – that NBCO 

has contracts with utility service providers for service to individual units. Perhaps these bills are 

for common area service, but not even that much is clear. 
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2. NEP’s business practices are consistent with those of a public utility. 
 

NEP insists it is not a public utility or competitive supplier, and its motion hints at 

righteous indignation toward anyone who would suggest otherwise. But as just shown above, the 

claims it makes to distance itself as a service provider to North Bank residents simply are not 

true. If these mischaracterizations are not sufficient to pique the Commission’s interest about 

what is really going on at North Bank (and similarly-situated communities), the Commission 

should consider additional information about NEP’s business. The discussion below is merely a 

sample, but more than sufficient to establish reasonable grounds for complaint.  

a. New residents fill out an NEP “new customer form.”  
 

Directly contravening its litigation position, NEP in countless statements has referred to 

Complainant and those in the same position as “customers.” Upon taking possession of his 

condominium, Complainant was presented with a form bearing the NEP name and logo, and 

titled “New Customer Form.” (Exhibit B.) The back of the form lists “general terms and 

conditions.” The very first term addresses payment options NEP offers “our customers” to pay 

“their bills.” Automated payment options are available to those who complete a “Customer 

Authorization” form. “Customers” are invited to call the “NEP Customer Care team” with billing 

questions. “Customer’s monthly statement is due and payable on presentation,” and once past 

due, “customer may be subject to late fees” and “electric service may be subject to 

disconnection.” The bottom of the form advises: “This information is subject to change, without 

notice to Customer, at the discretion of Nationwide Energy Partners.” 

b. NEP direct bills end users. 

Also contrary to its litigation position, NEP directly serves condominium owners, not 

associations. Attached to the Complaint are the front of several utility bills. Each shows a 

“service address” of 300 W. Spring St. #507. There is a reference to “your next meter reading,” 

and text in the “message center” section expressing thanks for “your patronage.” Exhibit C is an 

example of text appearing on the back of NEP’s bills. Like the New Customer Form, an 
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invitation is extended for “you” to set up automatic payment so “you” don’t have to worry about 

late charges for “your” payment (which is due, NEP says, regardless of when “you” receive a 

bill, or whether “you” receive a bill at all). The “Billing Period” explanation warns that a late 

payment fee may be charged to “your account.” Several places in the “NEP Payment Methods” 

column refer to “your utility account,” and a means for contacting “Customer Service” are also 

provided. 

c. NEP sends disconnection notices to customers. 

NEP also issues disconnection notices directly to end users. Exhibit D is a disconnection 

notice issued to Complainant. It advises that “your account” is past due and “your electric utility 

service will be disconnected due to nonpayment.” Bold, capital letters announce what is required 

to “AVOID DISCONNECTION OF YOUR ELECTRIC SERVICE.” A bullet point list follows 

that explains what happens if “I don’t pay my past due amount and my electric service gets 

disconnected.” The “Customer Support Team” is again listed as a point of contact for questions. 

d. NEP sues customers (not associations). 

NEP’s insistence that Complainant and others similarly situated are not its “customers” is 

also at odds with representations made in lawsuits filed against delinquent customers. NEP has 

sued individuals not only to recover money owed for delinquent bills; it has evicted people from 

their apartments for not paying their utility bills. (See Exhibit E.) It is hard to say how many 

collection and eviction actions NEP has pursued. The Franklin County Municipal Court website 

only returns up to 250 results per search, but the number of cases filed by NEP exceeds that 

amount. For all the hay it makes about “standing,” it would be interesting to hear NEP’s 

explanation of how it has standing to sue people who are not its customers.  

CONCLUSION 
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This proceeding puts squarely at issue whether NEP is engaged in the business of a 

public utility. The “quality and price” of service to Complainant is only nominally at issue. 

Whether service is being provided to Complainant reasonably and lawfully depends on whether 

NEP is a public utility. And in order to determine whether NEP is a public utility, the 

Commission must examine not only how service is rendered to Complainant, but the character 

and scope of NEP’s business generally. Industrial Gas Co. v. Public Util. Comm’n, 135 Ohio St. 

408, syllabus ¶1 (“Whether a corporation is operating as a public utility is determined by the 

character of the business in which it is engaged.”). One can easily understand why NEP does not 

want the Commission to go there, but NEP is not entitled to special treatment. “If one embarks in 

a business which public interest demands shall be regulated, he must know regulation will 

ensue.” Atwood Resources, 43 Ohio St.3d at 102, quoting Nebbia v. New York, 291 U.S. 502, 

533-36 (1934). 

NEP’s motion should be denied. Additionally, the Commission should affirmatively find 

that it has subject matter jurisdiction, that Complainant has standing, and that the Complaint 

states reasonable grounds. Whether Complainant or NEP has the better end of the argument is a 

matter for the Commission to decide after hearing – but NEP has stated no grounds for avoiding 

that decision. 
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Dated: July 13, 2015     Respectfully submitted, 

 

s/ Mark A. Whitt 
Mark A. Whitt (0067996) 
WHITT STURTEVANT LLP 
The KeyBank Building 
88 East Broad Street, Suite 1590 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 
(614) 224-3911 
(614) 224-3960 (fax) 
whitt@whitt-sturtevant.com 
 
(Complainant is willing to accept 
service by email) 

INSTRUCTIONS  
 



 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I hereby certify that a courtesy copy of Complainant’s Memorandum Contra Motion to 

Birfurcate and for Limiting Instruction and Stay was served by electronic mail this 13thth day of 

July 2015 to the following: 

 

Howard Petricoff 
(mhpetricoff@vorys.com) 
 
Stephen M. Howard 
(smhoward@vorys.com) 
 
Michael Schuler 
(Michael.schuler@occ.ohio.gov) 
 
Kimberly Bojko 
(bojko@carpenterlipps.com) 
 
Colleen Mooney 
(cmooney@ohiopartners.org) 
 
Steven Nourse 
 (stnourse@aep.com) 
 
Matthew Satterwhite 
(mjsatterwhite@aep.com) 
 
Matthew McKenzie 
(msmckenzie@aep.com) 
 
Frank Darr 
(fdarr@mwncmh.com) 
 
 

 

  
 

/s/ Mark A. Whitt    
Mark A. Whitt 
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FCMC Clerk

New Search

ATTENTION! ­ MAXIMUM RESULTS LIMIT REACHED!
250 RECORDS DISPLAYED.

PLEASE PROVIDE ADDITIONAL SEARCH CRITERIA TO NARROW RESULTS.

CASE NUMBER STATUS PARTY
TYPE NAME DOB

2007 CVG 014607 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARNTERS VIEW

2007 CVG 014606 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARNTERS VIEW

2007 CVG 014605 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARNTERS VIEW

2006 CVG 041661 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARNTERS & THE
RESIDENCES VIEW

2006 CVG 004050 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTMENTS VIEW

2011 CVG 015499 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 015460 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 015449 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 015448 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 015447 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 015052 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 014721 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 014720 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 014719 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 014717 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 010491 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 010485 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 010484 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 002525 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 002030 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 002028 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 002027 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 002025 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 000356 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 000355 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2011 CVG 000354 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 046082 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 046081 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 046080 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 046078 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 046077 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS
VIEW

Exhibit E
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2010 CVG 046076 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 042739 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 042738 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 042737 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 042736 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 020056 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 020055 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 020053 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 020051 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 020050 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 016395 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 016394 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 016393 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 016392 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 016391 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 016390 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 016389 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002995 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002767 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002248 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002246 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002245 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002243 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002242 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002241 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002239 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002238 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002236 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVG 002235 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVF 009840 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVF 009839 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2010 CVF 009283 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 053918 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 053910 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 053749 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 053748 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 047140 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 047139 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 047138 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 047132 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 047128 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 046182 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 042606 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 041466 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS
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VIEW

2009 CVG 041464 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 041462 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 041460 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 037055 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 037054 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 037052 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 037050 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 037049 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 037047 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 032810 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 031839 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 031838 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 027227 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 027225 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 027223 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 027218 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 018051 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 018050 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 018049 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 018046 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 012027 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 007716 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 007715 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 007714 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 007713 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 007443 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 007442 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 007440 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 007272 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 003993 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 003992 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVG 001143 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2009 CVF 030891 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 050230 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 050228 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 045891 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 045889 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 040148 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 030063 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 030062 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 030061 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 030060 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

VIEW
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2008 CVG 030059 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS

2008 CVG 019564 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 019563 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 019561 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 019560 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 019557 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 015503 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 015502 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 015500 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 015498 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 009809 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 009808 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 009805 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 004657 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 002857 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 002856 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2008 CVG 002855 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 053237 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 053236 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 053235 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 049877 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 049874 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 048617 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 048616 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 048615 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 048614 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 043876 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 043875 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 043874 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 035621 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 035052 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 035049 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 035042 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 034336 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 034334 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 034333 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 024528 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 024526 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 018077 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVG 018076 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVF 049088 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2007 CVF 021983 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2006 CVG 046112 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW
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2006 CVG 046110 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2006 CVG 026247 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2006 CVG 000204 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2006 CVG 000203 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2006 CVG 000202 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2006 CVG 000201 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 050545 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 050143 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 041165 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 031556 OPEN PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 031529 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 031527 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 031526 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 031523 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 022773 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 018245 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 018244 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 018243 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 018242 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 014958 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 012005 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 012004 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 008701 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 008227 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2005 CVG 000447 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 052009 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 052007 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 034754 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 034663 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 029595 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 029593 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 029590 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 029588 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 020407 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 020406 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 019954 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 011380 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 010272 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 010271 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 010269 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 010037 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 008050 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVG 008049 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVF 044843 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW
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2004 CVF 042320 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVF 018517 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2004 CVF 014668 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 051097 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 047128 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 047127 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 047126 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 047118 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 043000 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 038130 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 037940 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 033271 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 033270 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 033269 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 029595 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 024615 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 024614 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 020559 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 020558 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 012495 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 012493 OPEN PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 009044 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 008510 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 008509 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 002628 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVG 002627 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVF 051352 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVF 041184 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2003 CVF 038436 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2002 CVG 045767 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2002 CVG 045006 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2002 CVG 044112 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS VIEW

2015 CVF 003001 OPEN PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2015 CVF 002998 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2015 CVF 002996 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2015 CVF 002994 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2014 CVF 037539 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2014 CVF 037538 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2014 CVF 037536 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2014 CVF 037535 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2014 CVF 037533 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2014 CVF 033517 OPEN PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2014 CVF 033516 OPEN PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2014 CVF 033515 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW
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2014 CVF 033514 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

2014 CVF 033513 CLOSED PLAINTIFF NATIONWIDE ENERGY PARTNERS LLC VIEW

ATTENTION! ­ MAXIMUM RESULTS LIMIT REACHED!
250 RECORDS DISPLAYED.

PLEASE PROVIDE ADDITIONAL SEARCH CRITERIA TO NARROW RESULTS.

New Search
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