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IN THE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
EASTERN DIVISION
J&R PASSMORE, LLC, et al.,
Plaintiffs,
V. Civil Action 2:18-cv-1587
Judge Sarah D. Morrison
Magistrate Judge Jolson
RICEDRILLINGD, LLC, et al.,
Defendants.

OPINION AND ORDER

This matter is before the Court on Pl#fst Motions to Compel (Docs. 168, 169, 170,
171); Motions for Sanctions Agast Defendants Gulfport Energy @oration (“Gulfport”) (Doc.
168) and Rice Drilling D, LLC ([Rice”) (Doc. 169); and Motion t8trike Defendant’s Untimely
Response (Doc. 180), as well as Gulfport’s MofmmExtension (Doc. 184)For the reasons that
follow, Plaintiffs’ Motions to Compel ar&6RANTED in part and DENIED in part. Plaintiffs’
request for sanctions against RiceDENIED, and Plaintiffs’ requdsfor sanctions against
Gulfport isHELD IN ABEYANCE pending Gulfport’s compliance with the directives in this
Opinion and Order. Finally, Plaintiffs’ Motion to StrikeDENIED, and Gulfport’s Motion for
Extension iSGRANTED.

l. BACKGROUND

This is a dispute over oil and gas rigim&elmont County, Ohio. Between 2011 and 2013,
Plaintiffs and “many of their nghbors” conveyed their right® Defendant Rice to produce oll
and gas from two geological fornats, Marcellus Shale and Utica Shale. (Doc. 1 at 11 39-40).
Rice entered into joint venture agreemenith idefendants Gulfport, Ascent Resources-Utica,

LLC (*Ascent”), and XTO Energy Inc. (“XTO"to drill and share renue from the wells
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producing oil and gas beneath Plaintiffs’ properti€dee(generallfpoc. 1). But Plaintiffs allege
Defendants produced and sold mdran the leases permitted. See generallyDoc. 1).
Specifically, the parties’ point @ntention is the production and safeil and gas from the Point
Pleasant Formation, which lies below the basthefUtica Shale Formation. Plaintiffs believe
they reserved their rights to the @hd gas produced from that formationld. (at { 44).
Accordingly, they seek damagéor collective tresps, conversion, and wgt enrichment. See
generallyDoc. 1). Defendants maintain that everyone involved knew that “Utica Shale,” as it
appeared in the class leases,udeld rights to Point PleasanBefg generallfpocs. 174-179).
Discovery began, and in July of this yetire parties encountered numerous discovery
disputes, namely concerning Plaintiffs’ secondagerequests for prodtion served on February
21, 2020. The parties resolved a handfutlisputes extrajudicially. SeeDocs. 152, 153, 156,
159, 160). The Court ordered expedited briefingttan disputes they were unable to resolve.
(Doc. 160). All but Gulfport, wich filed its response one week late (Doc. 179), complied with
the Court’s expedited briefing schedule. Plaintifigs ask the Court &irike Gulfport’s untimely
response or, alternatively, grant them leaveléod sur-reply. (Docl80). Once aware of the
issue, Gulfport sought an extension of time&plaining that its courd was in trial and
“inadvertently overlooked” the Cots briefing schedule. (Dod84). The Court notes, as do
Plaintiffs, that Gulfport’s resp@@ mostly repeats the other Dadants’ positions. Thus, another
reply from Plaintiffs would besuperfluous. Consequentiipe Court, in its discretio@ENIES
Plaintiffs’ Motion to Strike andGRANTS Gulfport’'s Motion for Extasion. And Plaintiffs’

Motions to Compel are nowipe for resolution.
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1. STANDARD

Two federal rules matter here. Rule 26(bjhef Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provides
that “[p]arties may obtain discomeregarding any nonprivileged mattthat is relevant to any
party’s claim or defense and proponal to the needs of the casé:ed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1). Rule
37, for its part, allows for a motidn compel discovery when a paféyls to answer interrogatories
submitted under Rule 33 or to provide propepmses to requests for production of documents
under Rule 34Seefed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(1), (3). “Tipeoponent of a motion to compel discovery
bears the initial burden gfoving that the informatiosought is relevant.’Gruenbaum v. Werner
Enters., Inc. 270 F.R.D. 298, 302 (S.D. Ohio 2010) (citatiomitted). “Relevant evidence” is
evidence that “has any tendency to make a facempless probable than it would be without the
evidence,” and “the fact is @bnsequence in determiningethction.” Fed. R. Evid. 401.

“While relevancy is broad, ‘district courts\eadiscretion to limit th scope of discovery
[when] the information sought mverly broad or would prove unduly burdensome to produce.”
Plain Local Sch. Dist. Bd. of Educ. v. DeWiB85 F.R.D. 115, 119 (N.D. Ohio 2020) (alteration
in original) (quotingSurles ex rel. Johnson @reyhound, Lines, Inc474 F.3d 288, 305 (6th Cir.
2007)). At base, “the scope of discovery ithwm the sound discretioof the trial court.” Stumph
v. Spring View Physician Practices, L1o. 3:19-CV-00053-LLK, 2020 WL 68587, at *2 (W.D.
Ky. Jan. 7, 2020) (quotation maraad citations omitted).

1. DISCUSSION

Plaintiffs’ discovery requests fall into two tegories. First, as the Court noted in its
September 14, 2020, Order (Doc. 173), as part gpadines’ extrajudicial agreements regarding
discovery, Defendants agreed to produce certainments responsive todtiffs’ second set of

requests for production. But Gulfport apparefdijed to produce a singlagreed-upon document
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(see generallypoc. 168), and Rice and XTO failed to cdetp this production within a reasonable
amount of timegee generallypocs. 169, 170). Plaintiffs now mot@compel this discovery and
request that the Court impose fideadlines for this productionS¢e generallypocs. 168, 169,
170).

The other category consistsrefjuests for production tehich all or nedy all Defendants
object. These include requests for: (1) information related to the language used in Defendants’ oil
and gas contracts; (2) sales cants and statementg fine sale of oil and gas production from the
class wells; (3) information concerning “gapiace” and “estimated ultimatecovery”; (4) “well
decks” and royalty interest owrship; and (5) class operatingragments. The Court addresses
the agreed-upon discovery before turniodefendants’ discovery objections.

A. Agreed-Upon Discovery

As explained, Gulfport, Rice, and XTO agd to produce on a rolling basis certain
documents responsive to Plaintiftaitstanding discovery requestBut Gulfport failed to do so,
and Rice and XTO apparentlyagged their feet.Sge generallpocs. 168, 169, 170). Defendants
respond, namely, that the discoveeguests are time consuminggdahey are working to produce
the documents. See generallypocs. 174, 175, 176, 179). But as Ridiis note, class discovery
currently closes on November 15, 2020, and Plairgdfsed these requestdate February. The
Court thusGRANTS Plaintiffs’ Motions toCompel the outstandinggreed-upon discovery and
ORDERS the following:

e Gulfport shall produce, within twenty-onel(2days of the date of this Opinion

and Order, the four categories of docursehagreed to produce in the parties’
July 17, 2020, joint status report (Doc. 159 at 3—4).
e Rice shall complete, within twenty-one (21) days of the date of this Opinion

and Order, its production of additidnaelevant emailcommunications and
royalty information for potentiatlass leases (Doc. 169 at 6).
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As for Plaintiffs’ request it Rice produce declarations pboled units (“DPU"), Rice
asserts that it produced them $aptember 4, 2020. (Doc. 176 at 5). And because Plaintiffs do
not explain why Rice should be ropelled to produce DPUs for Wit does not operate, Rice
has, from the Court’s pgysctive, fully responded to thisgeest. Additionally, XTO agreed to
produce royalty information for the purported sdalessors, (Doc. 170 &), and Plaintiffs
acknowledge in reply (Doc. 182 at 2) that XTO ke produced thinformation. This request
is, therefore, also res@d. Finally, Plaintiffs asert that Gulfport waived privilege by failing to
produce a privilege log for documeiritsvithheld in reponse to certain discomerequests. (Doc.
168 at 10-11). In reply, however, they acknowlettge Gulfport produced privilege log on
September 17, 2020. (Doc. 180 at Blappears, thereforéhat this isue, too, has been resolved.
Apparently, though, the privilegedd'raise[d] questions conceng the claimed privileges,” so
Plaintiffs requested additionaiformation from Gulfport. Ifl.). The Court expects the parties to
cooperate quickly to address tissue. In sum, Plaintiffd¥lotion to Compel Rice’s production
of DPUs, Motion to Compel XTO’s production ofyalty information, and Motion to Compel
Gulfport’s production of a privilegleg, or alternatively, deem th&ulfport waived privilege, are
DENIED as moot.

To ensure discovery proceeds swiftly and teuea the parties are continuing to meet and
confer, each Defendant@RDERED to file a joint status report i Plaintiffs within thirty (30)
days of the date of this Opinion and Order.e Parties may, if necessary, raise any issues with
the discovery discussed in this Opinion and Oridethese status reports. Before doing so,
however, they must first meet and confer in Hareto resolve any disputes extrajudicially. And

they must summarize those effortdheir joint status reports.
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Finally, so that Plaintiffs have sufficienime to review forthcoming discovery before
moving for class ceification, the CourHEREBY EXTENDS the class certification discovery
deadline to December 15, 2020, and the classicatidn motion deadline to January 26, 2021.

B. Disputed Discovery

The Court turns now to the paridive discovery disputes.

1. Lease Language

The parties interpret the subject oil and gas ledifiesently. Plaintiffs insist they reserved
their rights to the Point Pleasant Formation, while Defendants counter that “Utica Shale” includes
everything beneath the Utica ShalerRation, including Point PleasantSg€e generallypoc. 168
at 14-16; Doc. 169 at 7-10; Doc. 170 at 8-10¢.Di¥1l at 6-8). So Plaintiffs asked to see
Defendants’ other contracts cairting similar language regardindtica Shale, Point Pleasant,
“and other depth limitations,” as well as Defendants’ correspondence with potential class members
regarding the sameSée id). The Court consideeach request in turn.

I. Contracts

The leases at issue in this casetam the following reservation clause:

Lessor’'s Reserved Righteessor reserves all rights not specifically granted to

Lessee in this Lease. Lessor specilicakserves the rights to all products

contained in any formation Yfrom the surface of the lsed Premises to the top

of the formation commonly known as tivarcellus Shale, (2) in any and all

formations below the base of the Marcellus Shale to the top of the formation

commonly known as thetida Shale and (3) iall formations below the base of
the Utica Shale.

(See id) (emphases added).
Defendants assert they haveeally produced hundreds of patial class leases containing
this language See generallipoc. 174 at 4-5; Doc. 175 at 6—7; Doc. 176 at 6—7; Doc. 179 at 5— 6).

And when read together, they contend the requestd encompass nearly all of their leases across
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Ohio, when the class definition Ignited to Belmont County leases.Sd€e id). Defendants
exaggerate, say Plaintiffs. Rioperates wells in only BelmonbGnty (Doc. 181 at 5), and Ascent
operates wells in only five counsigincluding Belmont (Doc. 183 8). Plaintiffs further assert,

if Defendants are going to rely éimtent and usage” defenses, then they have a right to discover
evidence of that tent and usage.Sée generallpoc. 174 at 4-5; Doc. 175 at 6—7; Doc. 176 at
6—7; Doc. 179 at 5-6). The Court agrees.

Indeed, Defendants believe this case turns on how the parties interpreted the leases in this
case:

However, whether Utica Shale and PoRleasant are geologically distinct is

inconsequential to whether the Point Pleasaas reserved in the at-issue leases.

Instead, the relevant consideration is tiet public and industry understood that

when someone used the phrase “Utical&h the Point Pleasant formation was

included in the statement, and thus that tiasintent of the parties to the lease.

The parties’ intention in this regardbslstered by the parties’ use of the phrase

“commonly known as” in refere® to the Utica Shale.

(Doc. 176 at 1-2). Plaintiffs are, therefore, eaditto see other contracts containing the at-issue
reservation language or other contracts with similar languageif &&te are none, Plaintiffs are
entitled to know that, too.Seee.g, Doc. 182 at 4 (noting Plaints “suspicion” that Defendants
have not used this language in other contilaesides the subject leaseghis case)).

Moreover, Defendants have not convincedGloert that responding tlaintiffs’ request
would be unduly burdensomeSde, e.g.Doc. 176 at 7). Defendantsdrghe burden to make that
showing, and “[a] general statement that discovennduly burdensome,itiout more, is simply
not enough to prohibit discovery ofhatrwise relevant information.Anderson v. Dillard’s, Ing.

251 F.R.D. 307, 311 (W.D. Tenn. 2008). Defendausot specify how the discovery would

prove unduly burdensome—only thtae request falls outside tie class definition. Seee.qg,

Doc. 176 at 7). But Defendants contend that fihklic and industry understood” Utica Shale to
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include Point Pleasant. (Doc. 176 at 1-2). Sortdgss of where they are from, other contracts
with similar language areighly relevant to rebutting that defense.

Nor does the Court find Plaintiffs’ requesir contracts containg “materially similar
language” to be ambiguous waigue. As Plaitiffs note, the phrase “ontextually Imited to the
specific terms requested in each request’—€dtand Point Pleasant Formation”—and refer to

“depth limitations,” including, foexample, “under,” “below,” “aa depth lower than,” “lower
than,” “but,” or “except.” Hee, e.g.Doc. 169 at 8). The Court understands what it is Plaintiffs
want and expects the parties to talk to onetlaer about any alleged confusion or vagueness
regarding this request.

On balance, Plaintiffs’ reques “proportional to the needs the case, considering the
importance of the issues at stake in th[is] actitime discovery is “important[] . . . in resolving
the issues;” and “the burdene@xpense of the proposed discovatges not “outweigh(] its likely
benefit.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(@)(iii)). Plaintiffs’ Motions to Compel oil and gas leases,
contracts, and applications ngi the relevant terminology a®RANTED. Defendants are
ORDERED to produce these documents within twenty-(@1 days of the date of this Opinion
and Order.

il. Draft Forms of Subject Lease, Cla3srrespondence, and Lease Amendments

Plaintiffs also move to compel draft fosnof the lease in quisn, correspondence with
class members regamngd the depth limitation and geologyygilease amendments regarding these
depth limitations. $eeDoc. 168 at 15; Doc. 169 at 8; Doc. 1at®; Doc. 171 at 7). They assert
these documents, too, are relevant to Dadats’ “intent andisage” defense.Sée id).

Defendants do little to challenge this requeSulfport and XTO do noaddress it at all

(seeDocs. 175, 179), and Ascent does indicate whether it has prodedt or is in the process of
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producing these documentsegDoc. 174 at 4). Only Rice substively addresses the request,
explaining that it has not yet idi#fired any draft leases and haoduced and continues to search
for communications with putatt class lessors concerningethease. (Doc. 176 at 12).
Accordingly, as the Court finds that Plaintiffs hamet their initial burden to show that the request
seeks relevant information, and fBedants do not substantively otfigo this request in their
briefing, Plaintiffs’ Motions to Compel these documents GRANTED, and Defendants are
ORDERED to complete this production within twenty-one (21) days of the date of this Opinion
and Order.

2. Sales Contracts, Statements, and Royalty Calculations

Plaintiffs’ next two sets ofliscovery requests concern potahtlamages. They move to
compel the production of Defendantsiles contracts and statemefotsthe sale of oil and gas
produced from the class wells, as well as docusnegarding Defendantgdyalty calculations to
determine whether Defendantsneaered any costs in calculating royalty paymentSee(
generallyDoc. 168 at 17-18; Doc. 169 at 10-12; Doc. 170 at 10-12; Doc. 171 at 9-10).

Defendants object to producingethctual documents requested, asserting that they already
produced or are in the procesgpodducing the requested infortima in summary form. Gulfport
agreed to produce this data in summary form in the parties’ July 18 s¢qtort (Doc. 179) and
has been directed to promptly do sed supreéSec. A). In late Apl and May 2020, Plaintiffs
agreed that Ascent, XTO, and Rice could do tmeesa(Doc. 174 at 5-6; @0175 at 7; Doc. 176
at 8). More specifically, Plaintiffs agreedethcould produce the following in summary form:
(1) the monthly price for oil and gas producé?) monthly gross proceeds; and (3) monthly

royalties paid to each royalty owneiSe id).



Case: 2:18-cv-01587-SDM-KAJ Doc #: 198 Filed: 10/14/20 Page: 10 of 15 PAGEID #: 2771

In accordance with that agreement, XT0,August 14, 2020, produced reports “showing
gross volume and gross revenue through 2018 for each Class Well[.]” (Doc. 175 at 8). It
subsequently realized it fail to produce data through 202@&will supplement its production”
accordingly. Id.). It is also “working diligently taggather and compile the [royalty payment]
information. (d.). Ascent, on August 22, 2020, produced “spreadsheets reflecting all summary
data,” as well as “three spreadsheets detailoyglty payments on the temtial class leases.”
(Doc. 174 at 6). Finally, Ricen August 26, 2020, “produced a spreadsheet showing gross volume
and gross revenue” and “is working diligently to gather and compile the [royalty payment]
information.” (Doc. 176 at 8-9).

Plaintiffs respond thahey always reserved the rightrequest the underlying documents
they now move to compel.SéeDoc. 181 at 6; Doc. 182 at 5; Doc. 183 at 4). But they do not
explain why the previouslgigreed-upon summary data is insufficiel8ed id). From the Court’s
view, Plaintiffs want to undstand how Defendants calculdté¢he sales price and royalty
payments. $ee generallypoc. 168 at 17-18; Doc. 169 at 10-12; Doc. 170 at 10-12; Doc. 171 at
9-10). The summaries should do thHtthey do notPlaintiffs may serve narrowed requests on
this issue.

In brief, Plaintiffs’ Motionsto Compel this production al@ RANTED in part and
DENIED in part. Requiring Defendants to produce the underlying documents when they have
worked to produce the information in summary fgoer their earlier agement with Plaintiffs
would constitute an undue burden at this pointendfise. This is especially so because Plaintiffs
fail to articulate why it is necessabgefendants do so. Defendants, howeverDARECTED to
complete the production of thersmary data within twenty-one 12 days of the date of this

Opinion and Order. And because the Court gecxes that this summary data may not contain

10
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some of the more nuanced information Riffsn want, including Dé&ndants’ methods of
calculation, Plaintiffs areDIRECTED, if necessary within seven (7) days of Defendants’
production, to develop a creative, less burdensmptien to obtain this discovery. Defendants are
ORDERED to respond to the revisedgueests fourteen (14) daysetieafter. The parties shall
update the Court on the progresshi$ discovery in their forthening joint status reports.

3. Gas in Place and Estimated Ultimate Recovery

Next, Plaintiffs move to compel the prodion of “gas in place” or “estimated ultimate
recovery” (“EUR”) analyses that Defendantamqaeted for their respective wells in Belmont
County. See generallipoc. 168 at 18—-19; Doc. 169 at 12; Db¢0 at 12—13; Doc. 171 at 10— 11).
Plaintiffs assert that the amount of gas beneatlltdss members’ respective properties is relevant
to calculating Defendants’ potential damages in this caSee (d). Not so, say Defendants—
damages are calculated from theuat gas recovereftom the properties.(Doc. 174 at 6—7;
Doc. 175 at 10; Doc. 176 at 9; Doc. 179 at And the parties relpyn competing case law
regarding the proper calculationddmages in this case. The Cawed not resolve that issue at
this juncture as Plaintiffs k@ met their initial burden satishg the broad relevancy standard
governing discoverySeeFed. R. Civ. P. 26(b); Fed. R. Evid. 401.

What is more, the parties kawowledge that at least sonoé the information sought is
publicly available. $ee, e.g.Doc. 169 at 12; Doc. 176 at 11ndeed, Defendants tethat it is
“easily” obtainable to both sidesS€e, e.gDoc. 176 at 11). In thatse, the burden on Defendants
to produce this information is slight. So Plaintiffs’ Motions to Compel the production of any gas
in place or estimatl EUR analyses completed feells in Belmont County al@ RANTED, and
Defendants ar®RDERED to produce this information withitwenty-one (21) days of the date

of this Opinion and Order.

11
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4. Well Decks and Royalty Interest Ownership

Plaintiffs also move to congbRice, XTO, and Ascent toguuce what are known as “well
decks’—spreadsheets or othetatmses identifying the owner and contact information for each
class lease.Sge generallfpoc. 169 at 14; Doc. 170 at 13; ©d.71 at 12). Ascent responds that
it “produced three spreadsheets containing rgyialfiormation for the purported class lessors,
which includes the relevant information from a well deck concerning the royalty owner of the
lease.” (Doc. 174 at 9). It ppars that XTO has since producedponsive documents (Doc. 182
at 2), and Rice is in the process of doing the saee)oc. 175 at 11; Doc. 176 at 12-13).

Defendants object, however, to producing woents containing formation “regarding
royalty owners in the cts wells that are not putative class des$as “that infomation would of
course not be relevant.” (Doc. 174 at 9). élained, Plaintiffs beathe initial burden of
establishing the relevance thfe informaion sought. Gruenbaum?270 F.R.D. at 302. Plaintiffs
note, without further explanation, that the imf@tion “will provide detailed information on each
individual owner’s interest in thsubject well, and wilbrovide Plaintiffs vith information on the
potential class member.” (Dot69 at 14). To the extent Pldffg are moving to compel the
production of this information fonon-putative class members, thegve failed to establish the
relevance of that informatiorSee, e.g.Guinn v. Mount Carmel Health Syslo. 2:09-CV-0226,
2010 WL 2927254, at *5 (S.D. Ohio July 23, 2018¢nying motion to congd where plaintiff
failed to “provid[e] specific arguments” regang relevancy and noting ah “the Court is not
required to do [so] for him”).

Nor have Plaintiffs explained why theqgoluction of spreadsheets containing royalty
information for the purported class members, whigpear to include thelevant information that

would be found on a well deck, is not responsiviigar request. Their conclusory contention that

12
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Ascent’s spreadsheets do “nohtain the information requestedPoc. 183 at 6—7), does not help
clarify matters. Further, to the extent Plaintiffant Defendants to crema well deck containing
additional information regardingon-purported class members, Defendants are not required to do
so. See, e.gHarris v. Advance Am. Cash Advance Centers, 288 F.R.D. 170, 172 (S.D. Ohio
2012) (emphasis in original) (citahs and internal quotation mar&smitted) (noting that parties
are not required to create dooemts to respond toraquest for productiorna denying plaintiff's
motion to compel “to the extentgihtiff asks defendant to creatdist of the names, race, date of
hire, position hired i, job title, etc.”).

Plaintiffs’ Motions to Compel welllecks and royalty information aBRANTED in part
and DENIED in part. All told, once Defendants produce the above-described royalty
information—which encompasses information tglly contained in a well deck—they will have
satisfied their obligan to respond to this regste The Court agrees thiPlaintiffs, though, that
Defendants have had enough timectmnplete this production. his, as already noted, Rice is
ORDERED to complete its production difie relevant royalty inforation containingnformation
responsive to this request withimenty-one (21) days of the datéthis Opinion and Order, and
XTO is ORDERED to do the same to¢hextent it has not corgted this production.

5. Class Operating Agreements

Finally, Plaintiffs move to compel Rice ardcent to produce opemag agreements for
each class well. SeeDoc. 169 at 15; Doc. 171 at 12). Rlkiffs “need the op&ating agreements
to determine the ownership efch well, and liability of eacbwner of the well for trespass
damages owed.” See id). Rice and Ascent agreed to proeube operating agreements for the

class wells they operateSde id). As for the wells they do not opge, they contend that Plaintiffs

13
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should either subpoena the operators of those wmatisllect the operating agreements themselves.
(Doc. 174 at 10; Doc. 176 at 13).

The Court agrees. Notably, XTO producenhfjmperating agreements for only the class
wells it operates. See id). Yet Plaintiffs have not modeto compel XTO to produce other
operating agreementsge id), and the Court finds no basisctlmmpel Defendants to produce joint
operating agreements for weltkey do not operate. Plairfif Motions to Compel those
documents arBENIED as a result. As for the operating agreements for the wells Rice and Ascent
do operate, it is uncleavhether those agreements have beemluced. If not, Rice and Ascent
are ORDERED to produce them within twenty-one (2dys of the date of this Opinion and
Order.

C. Request for Sanctions

Plaintiffs accuse Gulfport ahtentionally delayig discovery. (Doc. 168 at 19). So they
request monetary sanctions foeithexpenses, including attorneyées, associated with bringing
the instant Motion to Compel against Gulfport.ld.), Additionally, Plaintiffs, perhaps
inadvertently, also moved for sanctions agaRise but did not address this request in the body
of their brief. SeeDoc. 169). To the extent Plaintiffsedesanctions from Re, that request is
DENIED. As for sanctions again&ulfport, Plaintiffs’ MotionisHELD IN ABEYANCE. The
Court agrees that Gulfport has delayed praayithe agreed-upon discovery and does not appear
to be working as diligently as the other Dedants to produce responsive documents on a rolling
basis. The Court has addre$ghis concern and ordered Quoft to complete this production
within a short timeframe. In the event Gulfpoitfao comply, the Court will consider Plaintiffs’

request for sanctions at that time.

14
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V. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs’ Motions to Compel (Docs. 168, 169, 170, 171) are
GRANTED in part and DENIED in part. Plaintiffs’ request foisanctions against Rice is
DENIED, and Plaintiffs’ request for sanctions against GulfporHELD IN ABEYANCE
pending Gulfport's compliance witheldirectives in this Opinion and Order. Finally, Plaintiffs’
Motion to Strike (Doc. 180) I®ENIED, and Gulfport's Motion forExtension (Doc. 184) is
GRANTED.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.

Date: October 14, 2020 /s/ Kimberly A. Jolson
KIMBERLY A. JOLSON
UNITEDSTATESMAGISTRATE JUDGE
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