BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Monroe Energy, LLC, :
Lucknow-Highspire Terminals, LLC, : C-2025-3053018
Sheetz, Inc. and PBF Holding Company LLC

V.

Laurel Pipe Line Company, L.P.

ORDER REGARDING RESPONDENT’S MOTIONS TO COMPEL - SHEETZ

On July 18, 2025, Laurel Pipe Line Company, L.P. (Laurel) served Set II
Discovery on Sheetz, Inc. (Sheetz).

On July 28, 2025, Sheetz timely objected to Set II Instructions No. 15 and No. 16
and Discovery Request Nos. 1-9, 10(a-d), 11(a), 12(a), 12(c), and 14.

Counsel for Laurel and Sheetz met and conferred regarding possible resolution of

the objections on August 6, 2025.

On August 6, 2025, Sheetz provided responses subject to and notwithstanding its
objections to Set II Instructions No. 15 and No. 16 and Discovery Request Nos. 1-9, 10(a-d),
11(a), 12(a), 12(c), and 14.

Sheetz maintained its objections to Set II Instructions No. 15 and No. 16 and

Discovery Request Nos. 1-9, 10(a-d), 11(a), 12(a), 12(c) and 14.

On August 7, 2025, Laurel filed Motion to Compel Sheetz to respond to Set 11
Instructions No. 15 and No. 16 and Discovery Request Nos. 1-9, 10(a-d), 11(a), 12(a), 12(c), and
14.



On August 12, 2025, Sheetz filed an Answer (Answer) to Laurel’s Motions to
Compel.

The Motion to Compel is ready for ruling.

Laurel-Set I1, Instructions No. 15 and No. 16

Laurel agrees not to compel the instruction and will not require a privilege log
subject to confirmation by counsel that all non-privileged information has been provided.

Motion 9 12.

Counsel for Sheetz has provided counsel for Laurel with the required

confirmation that all non-privileged information has been provided. Answer 9 12.

Based upon the foregoing, Laurel’s Motion to compel responses to Set I,

Instructions No. 15 and No. 16 is moot.

Laurel — Set I1, Request Nos. 1-9

Laurel — Set II, Request Nos. 1-9 provides as follows:

1. Please provide copies of all Documents,
studies, analyses, and workpapers upon which you
relied in the preparation of Exhibit JDJ-1. Please
provide electronic copies of such materials in their
native format (e.g., Microsoft Excel).

2. Please provide copies of all Documents,
studies, analyses, and workpapers upon which you
relied in the preparation of Exhibit JDJ-2. Please
provide electronic copies of such materials in their
native format (e.g., Microsoft Excel).

3. Please provide copies of all Documents,
studies, analyses, and workpapers upon which you
relied in the preparation of Exhibit JDJ-3. Please
provide electronic copies of such materials in their
native format (e.g., Microsoft Excel).

2



4. Please provide copies of all Documents,
studies, analyses, and workpapers upon which you
relied in the preparation of Exhibit JDJ-4. Please
provide electronic copies of such materials in their
native format (e.g., Microsoft Excel).

5. Please provide copies of all Documents,
studies, analyses, and workpapers upon which you
relied in the preparation of Exhibit JDJ-5. Please
provide electronic copies of such materials in their
native format (e.g., Microsoft Excel).

6. Please provide copies of all Documents,
studies, analyses, and workpapers upon which you
relied in the preparation of Exhibit JDJ-6. Please
provide electronic copies of such materials in their
native format (e.g., Microsoft Excel).

7. Please provide copies of all Documents,
studies, analyses, and workpapers upon which you
relied in the preparation of Exhibit JDJ-7. Please
provide electronic copies of such materials in their
native format (e.g., Microsoft Excel).

8. Please provide copies of all Documents,
studies, analyses, and workpapers upon which you
relied in the preparation of Exhibit JDJ-8. Please
provide electronic copies of such materials in their
native format (e.g., Microsoft Excel).

0. Please provide copies of all Documents,
studies, analyses, and workpapers upon which you
relied in the preparation of Exhibit JDJ-9. Please
provide electronic copies of such materials in their
native format (e.g., Microsoft Excel).

Sheetz objects to Request Nos. 1-9 to the extent that they seek information not in
the witness’s possession as he might have been influenced by information no longer in his
possession. According to Sheetz, the request appears to demand the production of "all"
documents upon which Mr. Jadlocki might have relied, regardless of time and regardless of

degree, that was in any way the basis of his testimony.



A party may serve on another party a request for
either of the following:

(1) To produce and permit the party making the request, or
someone acting on the party’s behalf, to inspect and copy
designated documents—including writings, drawings, graphs,
charts, photographs, computer records and other compilations of
data from which information can be obtained, translated, if
necessary, by the respondent through detection devices into
reasonable usable form— or to inspect a copy, test or sample
tangible things which constitute or contain matters within the
scope of § § 5.321(b), 5.323 and 5.324 (relating to scope; hearing
preparation material; and discovery of expert testimony) and which
are in the possession, custody or control of the party upon whom
the request is served.

In its Motion, Laurel explains that its request presumes that the materials relied
upon by the witness are likely to still be in the possession of the witness. Sheetz has inferred
from the request that it seeks the entire universe of information that a witness may have, prior to
his participation in the case. Laurel explains that that is not the case. In accordance with
regulation, Laurel is seeking only those materials that were relied on during the witness’s

preparation of his testimony. Motion § 16.

Upon careful consideration of both parties’ positions, I agree that Sheetz should
produce the materials that were relied on during the witness’ preparation of his testimony. The
said information should be produced by no later than September 1, 2025. Laurel’s Motion to
compel response to Laurel — Set II, Request Nos. 1-9 is granted. Sheetz’ objections to same are

overruled.

Laurel — Set I, Request No. 10 (a-d)
Laurel — Set II, Request No. 10 (a-d) provides as follows:
10. With regard to Mr. Jadlocki's discussion of
Sheetz's operations and the states in which it operates in

Exhibit JDJ-1 at 2:11-21.

a) Please identify each terminal facility in which
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Sheetz stores refined product in Pennsylvania,
Maryland, West Virginia, Virginia or Ohio.

b) For each facility identified in response to subpart
(a) please provide the quantity of refined product
stored at the facility by day from 2017 to the present.

c) For each facility identified in response to subpart
(a) please identify the supplier and quantity supplied
at each terminal from 2017 to the present.

d) For each of the stores located in Pennsylvania,
Maryland, West Virginia, Virginia or Ohio please
provide the address of each store in machine
readable form and identify the terminal from
which refined product is obtained, to the extent a
store is supplied by more than one terminal please
identify all terminals that supply the store and
provide the percentage of product supplied by each
store.

Sheetz objects to Request No. 10(a-d) and argue that “A party may obtain
discovery only on matters relevant to the subject matter and issues in the proceeding, and thus
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 52 Pa. Code § 5.321(c).
Specifically, the request is irrelevant and immaterial because the issues here concern only
Pennsylvania terminals. In addition, they argue that the interrogatories are burdensome and

would cause unreasonable investigation.

Laurel argues that the data at terminals both inside and outside of Pennsylvania is
highly relevant to the issues that Mr. Jadlocki raises in his testimony. Specifically, the witness
says that they have changed their operational parameters because of the uncertainty caused by
Laurel bi-directional status; this testimony is not limited to the claim that they have changed
operations in Pennsylvania alone. Compelling this response would ensure that Laurel has the

ability to test this claim. Motion 9 20.

Laurel further adds that the discovery request in question merely asks for

information about Sheetz’s own operations and shipment quantities, is not burdensome as



claimed. In addition, given that Sheetz has specifically claimed that it changed its operations in
response to bi-directional service on the Laurel pipeline, Laurel argues that both information
before and after bi-directional service has been implemented is necessary to test this claim.
Requiring a party to provide the information underlying claims they advance in their testimony

does not call for an unreasonable investigation. Motion 9 21.

In response, Sheetz reasons that the request for information on the specific
terminals supplying each of Sheetz’s retail locations across five states is unlikely to lead to
admissible evidence relevant to Sheetz’s testimony. Sheetz references its operations in states
outside of Pennsylvania only in the background section of its testimony. In addition, compiling
data related to the specific supply source for each terminal, the daily volumes for each terminal
used by Sheetz, as well as the specific terminal(s) that have supplied each individual retail outlet
is a considerable production that imposes an unreasonable burden on top of being untethered to

the issues addressed in Mr. Jadlocki’s testimony. Answer 9 20-21.

I agree with Laurel that the information sought is relevant to the issues raised in
this case; however, I find that compiling data related to the specific supply source for each
terminal, the daily volumes for each terminal used by Sheetz, as well as the specific terminal(s)
that have supplied each individual retail outlet in the last eight years imposes an unreasonable
burden of Sheetz. Consequently, Laurel’s Motion to Compel is denied as to Request No. 10(a)-

(d). Laurel can propound a revised interrogatory to Sheetz.

Laurel — Set I1, Request No. 11 (a)
Laurel — Set II, Request No. 11 (a) provides as follows:

11. With regard to Mr. Jadlocki's statement that a pipeline outage
"allows Midwest refiners to immediately increase product
costs" as well as his discussion of Gulf Coast and other
alternatives in Exhibit JDJ-1 at 4:21-5-9:

a) Please provide in machine readable form, all prices at
which Sheetz has purchased re-fined product in the
Midwest, Gulf Coast and East Coast from 2019 to the
present.



Sheetz objects to Request No. 11(a) to the extent that the request is irrelevant,
immaterial, and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding with
respect to Sheetz, arguing Laurel already has the information, so it would lead to an

unreasonable investigation.

In its Motion, Laurel argues that Sheetz provides no explanation regarding why
this would require unreasonable investigation by Sheetz. Instead, Sheetz states that Laurel should
have some of this information but does not indicate why this makes the investigation
unreasonable. Further, Laurel maintains that this information is relevant to the issues the witness
raises in his testimony, as cited in the interrogatory, and Laurel needs the information the witness
here analyzed to arrive at his conclusion. Specifically, Sheetz’s claims regarding cost increases
require validation by information within its possession that such cost increases have actually

occurred. Motion 9 25-26.

According to Sheetz, Laurel claims that it “needs the information the witness here
analyzed to arrive at his conclusion” but seeks information far beyond that. See Motion to
Compel at 7. To the extent Laurel seeks the information analyzed by the witness, that

information has been provided. Answer 99 25-26.

Upon consideration, I do not find that the discovery sought through Request 11
(a) is either irrelevant or overly burdensome as it pertains to Mr. Jadloski’s statements in Exhibit

JDJ-1 at 4:21-5-9. T also do not believe that it is necessary for produce information that already

is on Laurel’s possession. I, however, will accept Sheetz’ statement that it has already provided
to Laurel all the information that Ms. Jadloski analyzed in preparation for his testimony in

Exhibit JDJ-1 at 4:21-5-9. If additional information has been analyzed by Mr. Jadloski and is

either not disclosed to Laurel by September 1, 2025, or already in Laurel’s possession, Sheetz

will not be allowed to introduce that information or rely on it at the hearing.

Laurel — Set II, Request No. 12(a) and 12 (¢)

Laurel — Set II, Request No. 12(a) and 12(c) provides as follows,



12. With regard to Exhibit JDJ-6, discussed in Exhibit JDJ-1 at
8:12-9:3:

a) Please provide in machine readable form the data
maintained by "PSM Application — Sheetz Petroleum Back
Office System of Record that is subject to outside industry
audits" in the original form in which that data was
maintained.

c) Please provide the same type of data for the same time
period provided in response to subpart (a) for all terminals
or stores located in Maryland, West Virginia, Virginia or

Ohio.
Sheetz objects to Request No. 12(a) on the basis that the request is ambiguous and
unreasonably vague. Notwithstanding the objection, Sheetz has responded to Request No. 12 (a)

to confirm that it does not possess responsive documents. Answer 9 30.

Consequently, Sheetz’s objection to Request No. 12 (a) and Laurel’s Motion to

compel answers to same are moot.

As for Request No. 12 (¢), Sheetz objects on the basis that the request is

irrelevant, immaterial and outside the scope of this proceeding.

I agree with Laurel that the information sought is relevant to the issues raised in
this case; however, I find that compiling data related to the specific supply source for each
terminal, the daily volumes for each terminal used by Sheetz, as well as the specific terminal(s)
that have supplied each individual retail outlet in the last eight years imposes an unreasonable
burden of Sheetz. Consequently, Laurel’s Motion to Compel is denied as to Request No. 10(a)-

(d). Laurel can propound a revised interrogatory to Sheetz.

Laurel — Set I1, Request No. 14
Laurel — Set I Request No. 14 provides as follows,
14. Please provide all management level presentations from 2019

to the present that discuss issues related to transit time on
Laurel.



Sheetz objects to this discovery request on the basis that the request is ambiguous

and vague as Sheetz does not know what “management level” means.

Notwithstanding the objection, Sheetz has agreed to answer Request No. 14 to

confirm that it does not possess responsive documents. Answer § 35.

Accordingly, Laurel’s Motion to Compel LHT to respond to Set II, Request No.

14 is sustained.

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1. That Laurel Pipe Line Company, L.P.’s Motion to Compel Sheetz, Inc. to
respond to Set II Instructions No. 15 and No. 16 and Discovery Request Nos. 1-9, 10(a-d), 11(a),
12(a), 12(c), and 14 is sustained, in part and denied, in part in accordance with the discussion,

supra.

2. That Sheetz, Inc.’s objections to Laurel’s Set II discovery requests are

sustained, in part and denied, in part in accordance with the discussion, supra.

3. That Sheetz, Inc. shall provide full and timely responses to Laurel’s Set II

discovery requests in accordance with the discussion, supra, by no later than September 1, 2025.

Date: August 21, 2025 /s/

Eranda Vero
Administrative Law Judge
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