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Relator Permian Highway Pipeline LLC (PHP) filed a petition for writ of mandamus 

in the above-referenced cause on November 6, 2020. By one issue, PHP contends that 

the trial court abused its discretion by ordering PHP to produce “documents relating to 

PHP’s transportation contracts with third parties and/or affiliates, and ownership and use 

of the products transported” on PHP’s pipeline.  

 
1 See TEX. R. APP. P. 52.8(d) (“When denying relief, the court may hand down an opinion but is not 

required to do so,” but “[w]hen granting relief, the court must hand down an opinion as in any other case”); 
id. R. 47.4 (distinguishing opinions and memorandum opinions). 
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Mandamus is both an extraordinary remedy and a discretionary one. In re Garza, 

544 S.W.3d 836, 840 (Tex. 2018) (orig. proceeding) (per curiam). For mandamus to issue, 

the relator must show that the trial court abused its discretion and that no adequate 

appellate remedy exists to cure the error. In re N. Cypress Med. Ctr. Operating Co., 559 

S.W.3d 128, 130 (Tex. 2018) (orig. proceeding); In re Christus Santa Rosa Health Sys., 

492 S.W.3d 276, 279 (Tex. 2016) (orig. proceeding). The relator bears the burden of 

proving both requirements. In re H.E.B. Grocery Co., 492 S.W.3d 300, 302 (Tex. 2016) 

(orig. proceeding) (per curiam); Walker v. Packer, 827 S.W.2d 833, 840 (Tex. 1992) (orig. 

proceeding). An abuse of discretion occurs when a trial court’s ruling is arbitrary and 

unreasonable or is made without regard for guiding legal principles or supporting 

evidence. In re Garza, 544 S.W.3d at 840; In re Nationwide Ins. Co. of Am., 494 S.W.3d 

708, 712 (Tex. 2016) (orig. proceeding). We determine the adequacy of an appellate 

remedy by balancing the benefits of mandamus review against the detriments. In re 

H.E.B. Grocery Co., 492 S.W.3d at 304; In re Essex Ins. Co., 450 S.W.3d 524, 528 (Tex. 

2014) (orig. proceeding) (per curiam). As it pertains to this case, a discovery order that 

compels production beyond the rules of procedure is an abuse of discretion for which 

mandamus is the proper remedy. In re Nat'l Lloyds Ins. Co., 449 S.W.3d 486, 488 (Tex. 

2014) (orig. proceeding); In re Deere & Co., 299 S.W.3d 819, 820 (Tex. 2009) (orig. 

proceeding) (per curiam); Texaco, Inc. v. Sanderson, 898 S.W.2d 813, 815 (Tex. 1995) 

(per curiam).  

The Court, having examined and fully considered the petition for writ of mandamus 

and the applicable law, is of the opinion that PHP has failed to meet its burden to obtain 

relief. See In re N. Cypress Med. Ctr. Operating Co., 559 S.W.3d at 130; In re Garza, 544 
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S.W.3d at 840; In re Christus Santa Rosa Health Sys., 492 S.W.3d at 279. Accordingly, 

we deny the petition for writ of mandamus.     

        GINA M. BENAVIDES 
        Justice 
 
Delivered and filed the 
13th day of November, 2020. 


