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CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET. AL. IN THE DISTRICT COURT

VS. 225™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT
JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST

and GARY P. AYMES

O WO WO WO D WOD GON O O

DEFENDANT’S SECOND MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE
AGAINST PLAINTIFF EMILIE BLAZE

Defendant JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and -as 'i"rustee of the .
South Texas Syndicate Trust (collectively “J.P. Morgan”) files this Second Motion for Protective
Order against Plaintiff Emilie Blaze (pursuant to common law and per Rule 192.6 TRCP) with
respect to discovery served upon J.P. Morgan by Plaintiff Emilie Blaze in this case and with
respect thereto, would show the Court as follows:

1.0]

On October 19, 2012, Plaintiff Emilie Blaze served upon J.P. Morgan her Third Set of
Requests for Production and Seconci Set of Interrogatories. True and correct copies of these
Requests and Interrogatories are étltached and incorporated herein as Exhibits “A” and “B” to this
Motion.

1.02

These Requests and Interrogatories, in general, seek highly confidential business and
personal information and information that is confidential and proprietary to J.P. Morgan (or to
other non-barty J.P. Morgan entities), and potentially to multiple third parties including (i)
lessees of STS Trust Minerals (i} Patricia Schultz-Ormond; and (iii) the beneficiaries of

unrelated trusts which are also admlnlstered by J.P. Morgan. The requested information is not
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relevant to the subject matter of this case and is thus, beyond the scope of permissible discovery.
In its responses to the Requests and Interrogatories, J.P. Morgan has specifically objected to the
offending requests and interrogatories in addition to seeking the relief requested herein. All such
objections are incorporated herein and made a part of this Second Motion for Protective Order
Against Plaintiff Emilie Blaze.
1.03

In the Requests and Interrogatories, Plaintiff Emilie Blaze attempts to task the J.P.
Morgan entity sued in this case to obtain confidential, private, and/or proprietary information and
documents pertaining to entities and persons that are not parties to this case. Plaintiff Emilie
Blaze addresses many requests to “J.P. Morgan” defined to improperly include “any and all past
or present partners, officers, subsidiaries, managers, employees, representatives, agents,
shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parents, successors, assigns, or any entity in which
Defendant has an ownership interest, individually, collectively, or in any combination and/or
permutation.” J.P. Morgan objects to being required to respond to these discovery requests in
any capacity other than the capacities in which it has been sued and to which these Requests and
Interrogatories are directed. J.P. Morgan should only have to respond to discovery with
information and documents obtainable from only one such entity - Defendant JPMorgan Chase
Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and in its role as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate
Trust. J.P. Morgan objects to the definition of “J.P. Morgan” as overly broad to include entities
or businesses unrelated to the business that administefs personal trusts. Accordingly, J.P.

Morgan moves for a protective order.



1.04
In its responses, J.P. Morgan has objected to the alieged “relevant time period”
designated by Plaintiffs-Intervenors in the Requests and Interrogatories to be 2005 to the present.
This time period is overly broad and unduly burdensome in purporting to require J.P. Morgan to
search for and produce information going back seven (7) years. Accordingly, J.P. Morgan
moves for a protective order,
1.05
Further, many of the Requests and Interrogatories have no relevance to the subject matter
of this case, are overly broad in scope and would unduly burden J.P. Morgan with the need to
search for, organize, review and produce a massive amount of information and data from an
extended period of time at great time and expense. Accordingly, J.P. Morgan moves for a
protective order.
1.06
J.P. Morgan has generally objected to these requests in purporting to require the
production of electronically stored information (“ESI™) for over a seven (7) year period with no
specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate responsive and relevant
information. Such requests will create excessive and unduly burdensome work, time to locate,
review and produce and exorbitant cost. In general, the ESI requested in these requests is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P. Morgan cannot —
through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information requested or produce it in the form
requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to complying with these requests with regard to ESI
production under TRCP 196.4 (including retrieving and reviewing such ESI in order to obtain

information responsive to any of the Interrogatories) and moves for a protective order. In the



event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan comply with any such request, under TRCP 196.4, the
Court “must order that the requesting party pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary
steps required to retrieve and produce the information.”
1.07

Further, in the requests, Plaintiff Emilie Blaze seeks documents and information that may
consist of potential banking records for third parties (See Interrogatory No. 10). With respect to
these requested records, Plaintiff has failed to satisfy the requirements of Tex. Fin. Code
§59.006, and specifically, §§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers of J.P. Morgan
and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to consent to the production of their
records.

1.08

Rule 192.6(b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure provides that “[tJo protect the
movant from undue burden, unnecessary expense, harassment, annoyance, or the invasion of
personal, con_stitutiona], or property rights, the court may make any order in the interest of
justice...”. J.P. Morgan thus moves for a protective order under Rule 192.6(b) and under the
common law to protect itself (and others affected by these discovery requests, such as third
parties) from the invasion of personal and business rights of privilege, confidentiality, and
privacy caused by the requested discovery, as well as the rights of privilege, confidentiality, and
privacy of Defendant and other third parties having rights with respect to the requested

discovery.



1.09

J.P. Morgan further moves for a protective order quashing in entirety the Requests and
Interrogatories in order to protect J.P. Morgan from incurring the time and expense commitment
that would be required to comply with these largely irrelevant, overly broad, and unduly
burdensome discovery requests. Additionally, to the extent any such information, if any, is
required to be or ordered to be (by e-discovery means or otherwise) searched for, reviewed,
catalogued, organized, produced or otherwise dealt with by J.P. Morgan (or its agents), it
requests that all labor, material, copying and all other related charges, attorneys’ fees,
professional fees, costs or expenses be ordered assessed against Plaintiff Emilie Blaze who is
seeking this information and/or against Plaintiff Emilie Blaze’s share of distributions from the
trust and/or ordered reimbursed from the trust estate. See TEX. PROP. CODE 114.064 (“In any
proceeding under this code the court may make such award of costs and reasonable and
necessary attorney’s fees as may seem equitable and just™); In re Ray Ellison Grandchildren
Trust, 261 S.W.3d 111, 126 (Tex. App. — San Antonio 2008, pet. denied)(*The granting or
denying of attorney’s fees under this section is within the sound discretion of the trial court”).

WHEREFORE, J.P. Morgan prays that the Court grant this Motion and sign a protective

order in this case and grant J.P. Morgan such other and further relief to which it may be entitled.



Respectfully submitted,
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served on the
following, as indicated:

Mr, David R. Deary VIA CM/R.R.R. # 7012 2210 0001 2066 9050
Mr. Jim L. Flegle

Mr. Jeven R. Sloan

LOEWINSOHN FLEGLE DEARY, L.L.P.

12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900

Dallas, Texas 75251

Mr. Richard Tinsman VIA CM/R.R.R. #7012 2210 0001 2066 9067
TINSMAN & SCIANOQ, INC.

10107 McAllister Freeway

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. James L. Drought VIA CM/R.R.R. #7012 2210 0001 2066 9074
DROUGHT DROUGHT & BOBBITT, LLP

112 East Pecan, Suite 2900

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. George H. Spencer, Jr. VIA CM/R.R.R. # 7012 2210 0001 2066 9081
CLEMENS & SPENCER

112 East Pecan, Suite 1300

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. Steven J. Badger VIA CM/R.R.R. #7012 2210 0001 2066 9098
Ms. Ashley Bennett Jones

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP

901 Main Street, Suite 4000

Dallas, Texas 75202-3975

Mr. John B. Massopust VIA CM/R.R.R. # 7012 2210 0001 2066 9104
Mr. Matt Gollinger

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 4000 /

Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152

on this 30" day of November 2012.




EXHIBIT “A”




" CAUSE NO. 2010-C1-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL, IN'THE DISTRICT COURT OF

. 'Pla'int‘iffs, ‘

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.,
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY ~AND
AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH TEXAS
SYNDICATE TRUST AND GARY P.
AYMES,

225" JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Defendants, BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PLAINTIFF EMILIE BLAZE’S THIRD SET OF REQUESTS
FOR PRODUCTION TO DEFENDANTS

TO: Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee
of the South Texas Syndicate Trust by and through its attorney of record, Patrick
K. Sheehan, Hornberger Sheehan Fuller Beiter Wittenberg & Garza Inc,, The

-Quarry Heights Building, 7373 Broadway, Suite 300, San Antonio, TX 78209
Plaintiff EmilieBlaze (“Plaintiff"), hereby requests that Defendant JP Morgan Chase
Bank N A, Indmdually/Corporatcly and as Trustee of the South Texas Synd:cate Trust
(“Defendant”) produce the followmg descnbed documents for inspection and copymg pursuant
to Tex. R. Civ. P. 196, at the offices of Loewinsohn Flegle Deary, L.L.P., 12377 Merit Drive,
Suite 900, Dallas, Texas 75251-2224, within thirty (30) days of service and that Defendant serve

a written response to this First Request For Production to Defendant within thirty (30} days of

service in accordance with the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure.



L
. '?I)'EEI‘N.IT;IONSAN-D'slNSTRUCrIONs
A, Each f{equc'st for- Productlon b'elo’ﬁ ihélude's,--_but-: is- .nq;lmt limited 1o, a request for the
production of data and/or _i'n,fb,ijmaﬁén} ‘that.jei'i"s'_;_‘_t_s‘_‘ in j‘;‘i’été,tr_’p’_riip and/or ‘magnetic-form. Al
‘respon‘si'vc data and/or _-i'r_ifOrma_tﬂi:oni;t_l'ia,t_}éxi:;téﬂi_h 'eiﬁiitid_ni_bz.‘éﬁ@!dr'jim_a'gnéiici forin should be: (1)

‘copled 10 a CD- ROM DVD: ROM ‘ot other external:§totage-deyice in its native format (i.e.; the

- format in’ which-such data:and/or- mformatlon that:exists in electromc andfor magncuc form was

_ ;;:g:eq.;e_clj,:' 'r_r‘_;a;n;a;;g_e_’:_g_,-. gnd)’o-r used -m.zthezordma_ry- course of busxngss)'.wjth all. metadata intact; -and
(i) produced in bates numbered form either (a) printed on _jpa_pér or' (b) electronically in €ither
PDF or TIFF file format..

B. As used herein, the words. and. phrases.set-out below shall ‘have the meaning prescribed
for them:

1. i:‘D'ccument'” or “documents” shall mean -every document Wwithin the widest
permissible scope of ‘the -'Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, including, without limitation, every
ongmal (and every copy of any orlgmal or Copy’ wh1ch differs in any way. from any original) of
every wntmg or recordmg of every kmd or dCSGrlpthD whether handwntten typed, ‘drawn,

skett:hed:,,printcd, or recorded or maintained by any phystga},.m;:phamcal, electronic, or electrical

means: whatsoever, including, without lirmitation,. electronic ‘communications ot data -bases,

emails '(i‘ncludihg-, -without limitation, received emails, sent:emails, and deleted emails together
format, books, records, papers, pamphlets, brochures, circulars, advertisements, speciﬁcations,
notebooks, worksheets, reports, lists, anal-yses, summaries, tax returns, financial statements,

profitand loss. statements, cash flow statemerits, balance sheets, annual o other periodic reports,

PRt .



calendars, appointment l‘).ooks,;.d'iaries? ‘;tel(j;ﬁho.n& bi}ls.';ha"'\_tc;)_}l. .ca_ll records, -expense feponé,
commiﬁsion statf‘:men_ts, itineraries, a-gen&as,..chc,ckﬁbpoké', ‘cam-:éle'd ‘¢hecks, receipts, agreements,
applications, offers, acceptances, proposals, .‘pu_;chéq orders, invoices, written, electronic, or
otherwise. .recorded memorials of oral 'cgmmunicétibyis,' forecasts, rplli‘ot.ographs, 'photographic
slides or. negatives, films, film strips, .t.ap_'e‘s and recordings, a‘r’i_d_any “tangible things” as that teﬁn
is used'in Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 196.1. 7

| 2. As used herein, the ‘terms. “constitute, refer or relate t0,” “refer or relate to,”

“relating to,” “related;” “evidencing,” “reflect;” “reflecting,” “support,” “evidence” and any

 similar term ‘shall mean -- unléss otherwise indicated -- having any relationship or connection to,

concerning, being connected to, commenting on, responding to, containing; evidencing, showing,

memorializing, describing, analyzing, reflecting, pertaining to, compiising, constituting; proving

- ortending to prove or otherwise establishing any reasonable, logical or causal connection. -

3 As used herein, the terms “communication” or “commimications” shall mean any

document, oral statement, conversation, mceting, or conference, formal or informal, under any

circumstances what’soe_ver, whereby. information of any nature was stated, written, recorded, or in
any manner transmitted or transferrc_c.i.,
4, As used herein, the térms “fact” or “facts” shall mean all evidentiary facts

preseritly known to you and all evidentiary facts the existence of which is presently inferred by

you from the existence of any combination of évidentiary-and/or ultimate facts.

5. As used herein, the terms “person” or “persons” includes any natural person and
any firm, limited liability company, partnership, joint venture, hospital, institution, corporation,

business, organization, trust, association or any other business or governmental or quasi-

i



govemmental ent:ty, pohtlcal subdlvmon, .corﬁm1SS1on board or agency of any character
whatsoever together w1th the partners,, trustees ofﬁcers duectors employees,.or agents thereof.
6. As used berein; the words “or” and “and” sha]l mean “and/or.”
7. As used hercin, :the wc'rd\“ésny-’"s,hal,l _'i'I_lQI_MdQ "Fb?"‘-"-qrd‘ “al},” and the word “all”
shail include the .w01l",'('i_"‘?‘a,ny;..” :

8. The term “relevant”, as.used herein, includes by way of illustration only and not

by way of 'limitgﬁon,ﬁthe following: (1) informationthat either would or would. not support the

disclosing ‘pa.lj'ti.qs’ ‘contentions; '.(2).-:identi'-ﬁca_i-ion of those. persons ‘who, if- their potential
tes,tii'nﬁdr_iy w§re. known, might rea'son';ib_ly ‘be expected to be deposed or called as a witness by any
of the parties; (3) information that is likely to have an influence on or affect the outcome of a
claim or defense; -(4)\ informiation that desetves to.be:considered in the preparation, evaluation or
trial of a. claim or defense; ‘and ‘(Sj information that reasonable and cbrgpctent counsel would
consider rea.sonably necessary to. prepare, evaluate or try a claim or defense, )

9. As' used herem the words - “include”™ and “including” shall mean “including
w1thout hmxtatlon

10.  The terms “Petmon” and/or “Lawsuit” shall refer to the petition filed in the
ébove-captioned litigation, all-amendments made therefo and all claims made therein.

11.  “Defendants,” as used hercin means any and all defendants named in this lawsui,
and any A'gents! employees, partners, managers, members, lawyers, accountants, representatives,
and any other person or entity acting on behalf of a defendant or subject to their control.

12. | As ‘used herein, “JP Morgan” shall mean ‘JP Morgan Chase ﬁank, N.A,
Indmdually/Corporate!y and as Trustee of South Texas Syndmate Trust, including but not

limited to, Gary P. Aymes and any and all past or present partners, officers, directors, managers,
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“employees, attorneys, representatives, agents, sharcholders, affiliates, subsidiaries,  parent
companies, Successors, :assigns, or any entity-.in-'wliijéh Defendant has .an ownership interest,

individually, collectively, or in.any. comibination:and/or permutation,

13.  As used herein, “Pioneer” shall mean ‘j.‘}?_"i“orngmj"'Néturql Resources Company and

any and all past or present partners, officers, -directors, managers, employees, attorneys,

representatives, agents, -shareholders, affiliates, subsidiariés, parent companies; successors,,

and/or assigns.

14.  As used ‘herein, “EOG” shall mean'EQG Resources Inc. :and any and all past-or

present partners, officers, “directors, ‘managers, employees, attorneys, representatives, agents,

'shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parcnt compahies; successors, and/or assigns.

15. As-used herein, “Reliance” shali mean Reliance Industries Limited-and any and
all-.past or present partners, officers, directors, managers, employees, atforneys, representatives,
agents, shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parent companies, successors, and/or assigns.

16. As used herein, “BIa_CkBruéh” shall mean BlackBrush Oil and Gas and any and all

past or. present partners, officers, dire.ctors, managers, employees, attorneys, representatives,

apents, shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parent companies, successors, and/or assigns.

17. As psed ‘herein, “Whittier” shall meiin Whittier Energy Corporation and any. and
all past o.r-.p_reSen"t partners, officers, directors, managers, employees, attorneys, representatives,
agents, shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parent companies, successors, and/or assigns.

18.  As used hetein, “Hunt™ shall mean Hunt Oil Company and any and all past or
present partners, officers, ciirectors, managers, employees, attorneys, representatives, agents,

shareholdets, affiliates, subsidiaries, parent companies, successors, and/or assigns.
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19.  As used herein, ".‘Actiya’f ‘'shall mean-Activa Reso.u_rces ‘AG and any and all past or
present’ partners, ofﬁ'ce;?s, difed;‘oi‘s;, :managé;s, emp'l'q‘yccs_, '-attomeys, -répresentaﬁves, agents,
shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parent companies; successors, and/or asSiQns_.

20.  As uged herein, “Bishiop” shall 4rlx1eaﬁ,' Bjsﬁoi)f;P_e,ftoleum Inéorporated and any and
all past or present ‘partners, .jofﬁ‘-ce_r,s,, directors, managers,_er'inplbyéés, ‘attornéys, representatives,
apents, shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parent .cqxﬁpaniés? successors, and/or assigns.

2 1. As used herein, “P_etrohéwk” shall mean Petrohawk Energy Corporation and any
and all past or presént partners, officers,. directors, managers, employées, attorneys,
representatives, ~-agcn;§, sharcholders, affilidtes, subsidiaries, ‘parent companies, s;.ncccssors,
and/,orl assigns.
| 23 As used‘fhereih_, “Talisman” shall'mcan Talisman Energy USA, Inc. and any and
all past-‘or.‘pre.;;ent“ partners, officers, ‘directors, m_anagefs, employees, attorneys, representatives,
I.agen_ts',‘ shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parent companies, successors, and/or assigns.

‘_23.. As used herein, “*Common Resources” shall mean Common Resources 11, L.L.C.
and any and all past ot prcsent partners ofﬁcers directors, managers, employees, attorneys,
represcntatwes agents, shareholders affiliates, submdnarms parent companies, SUCCESSOIS,
and/or assigns. |

24.  As used herein, “First Rock” shall mean First Rock Inc. and any and all past or
present partners, officers; directors, managers, cmployees, attorneys, .re;iresentatives, agents,
shareh_olders,- afﬁll‘iate,s,l suibsidiaries, parent-companies, successors, and/or assigns.

25.  *“You,” ahd‘ “Your” shall mean and refer to JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A,,
Individually/Corporately and aé Trustee of South Texas Syndicate Trust, including but not

limited to, Gary P. Aymes and any and all past or present partners, officers, directors, managers,
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-e_mp!oyécs, attorneys, representatives,, a’g_en_tsl, ' éharehqlders,.. ‘affiliates, subsidiaries, parents,
succeséors assigns, -or.any'.éntit'y' in w‘hi’clh Défendant-’-has“-én b’x’whefship interest, iﬁdividuél_ly,
_ =collectwely, or in any.c combmauon and/or, permutatloh whatsoever |

26. “Plamtlff” and “B]aze shall medn. and-refer fo. Emzhe Blaze and/or her agents,
\fgpre_schtaﬁves.: ﬂﬂd/QF. any: pr__so.n_"t,)_r,sen'_aaty actmg on her behalf, specifically including John
Blaze.

27.  “Trust” as used herein refers to the -trust that is the subject of this lawsuit,
commeonly designated and referred to as the “South Texas Syndicate”. “Trust” as used herein

also refers to and. ‘includes the assets, property, and/or ‘estate of the Trust. “Trust” further

includes the-ﬁduciary -relatithhip .governing the Trustee with respect to the Trust property when-

that reading of the term would cause more documents.or information to. be covered by the term,
28,  “Trust Assets” s used herein refers to'the assets, property and the estate of the
Trust (i.e. South Texas Syndicate Trust).

.29, “Tmstec"shz_il,l: mean Defendant JP Morgm Chase Bank, N.A., Corporately and

'and Gary P, Aymes in hls capamty as an employec of Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.
and his capacity as fiduciary officer-and/or administrator of the Trust.
30, Asused herein, the term “Iaentify” as used herein shall include the following:

a. When used in reference to a person, shall mean his full name, present or
last known home address and telephone number, present or last known
business address and telephone number, employer and job title;

b.. When used in-referénce to a firm or corporation, shall mean its full name
and address, télephone number, any other names by which it is or has been
known, its state of incorporation, and its principal place of business;

¢.:  When used in reference to someone or something other than a person,
firm, or corporation, shall mean its official name, organizational form,
address and telephone number,
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When used: in referénce; to document shall mean the type ‘of document,

daté, author; addressee, title, its present; Jocation, identity-of its custod:an
_.and the:substance. ofits contetits; -

When used in reference o8- commumcat]on or statement, shall mean the
form: of communication: ., telephone conversation, léiter, face-to-face

;conversanon etcl), the. date ofithe communication and the date on ‘whichi{
* was.sent: and' recewed the identity of ‘the:petsons who were involved in
.the’ communigation, the ‘substances. .of ‘the. communitdtion, the present
.Iocatlon of the comrnumcatxon and the 1dent1ty of its custodJan ‘and.

When used in reference to .an- act meeting .or other event shall medn a

description-of-the substance of the-
:the date-of"its occurrence, the 1dent1_,y.of any- documents concemmg such-
-actior meeting, dnd:the: 1denuty of:any documerits concerning:suchact or

ents constituting: -the agt or meeting,

:'_mgfgtmg .
‘C. In'construing this i‘reﬁyes,t:' |
1, The singilar shall include the plural and the plural shall inclﬁde the- s‘ingular.
2,. A masculine, feininine, or neuter pronoun shall riot exclude the other genders.
3. The ..paSt‘"_tQ!ISF: of & verb shallinclude the present tense, and the present tense of a
verb shall include the-past:tense.
D, Ifany document otherwise responsive to any Request. was, but is no longer, in existence

or in'the possession or subject to-your ¢ontrol, state’ whether:

a.
b
c.

d.

it is missing.or lost;

it has been destroyed;

it has been transferred voluntarily to ethers; or

it has been otherwise disposed of.

In each instance, explain the -qirc‘:umstances surrounding such disposition and identify the

person(s)-who ;eithci‘l"-.dirgéted:Qr‘;al,-ithb,r-'ized_ the d(')‘chmé_nt(é) destruction or transfer or who are

knowledgeable. about its disposition. Identify each document by providing a general description

of its'format (e.g. letter, memorandum, telegram, chart; photograph, efc.) and subject:matter; and
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Hist it‘s authors, recipients, «and-.:date- -and’ state w}l'éth't:r the -dgcuments (o1 copies). are still' in

existence, and if s0. prov:de thclr present locatton(s) and custod:an(s)

E. Unless otherwme stated, the relevant time penod is: from the formation of the Trust to the
-present:
F. For erach‘ doc,l,'lmenti'reqfuesjtéd' heréin ‘which 'is -sought to- be withheld under claim of

privilege, please proyide:the followinginformation:

The place, -,approx'imotooa‘t_é, arid manner of recording or otherwise preparing;the

document;

The name:- and title of’ the sender .and-the ‘name;and tltle of the: rcmplent of the

h person or persons (other than stehographic or c!encal assistant)

-part1c1patmg m the preparatlon of the documént;

“The:name and: corporate posmon if. any, of each: person to whom the. contcnts of
the documents have herétofore beeti communicated by copy, - exhlbztlon readmg'
‘or subjtantial suminaization;

A statement of the basis on which privilege is claimed and -whether or not'the
subject rhatter.of the contents of the documerits is limited to legal advice or
information prov1ded for the purpose of securing legal advice, and

The number. of the request to which the document'is responsive.
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'REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION_ NO93:

a

REQUESTS FOR: PRODUCTION

From:2005 to thepresent,. all pohcy and/or compllance manuals créated-or- used by JP-
‘Morgan to manage. contlicts of Anterest, mc]udmg but: .not liniited to JP' Morgan's’

“comprehensive code-of business conduct and ethics”,

RESPONSE::

REQUEST FOR FRODUCTION NO..%94:

_ From 20035 ‘to the present, all policy and/or- comphance manuals created or used by
Trustee to manage:conflicts of interest..

RESPONSE:

-REO-UE’STFFOR?PRODUCT-ION' NO. -95:

‘From 2005 to. the present, all policy and/or -compliancé manuals.created or-used by JP-
‘Morganto manage conﬂxcts of.- mterest among Jp. Morgan subsidiaries and affiliates, including

clearance of conflicts.

RESPONSE: . .

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 96:

From 2005 to the present, all pelicy and/or compliance. manuels created or used by JP
Moigan to manage conflicts of interest among JP Morgan clients, mcludmg clearance -of

conflicts..

:R:ESPQNSI‘«':-:».

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 97

From 2005 to. the present, all policy and/or compliance manuals created or used by JP

10



‘Morgan-to' manage conﬂ:cts of interest when multiple-JP Morgan clients:are on- dlfferent 31dcs of
a deal in Wthh JP Morgan is involved.

'RESPONSE:

- REQUEST FOR PRODUCTIONNO, 98"

From 2005 to the present -all documents that déscribe the existence, responSIbllmes
‘and/ot operatlon of any conflict commlttee(s) comphance department or sxmllar group(s) within
Defendant JP Morgan,

RESPON. SE:

UEST FOR PRODUCTIONNO, 99

From 2005 to the present, all documents that describe the responsibilities “and/or
operation of any conflict committee, compliance department, or similar group with
responsibilities invélving the trust department or. trust administration at Defendant JP Morgan

“Chase. Bank

'RESPONSE:

'REQUEST EOR PRODUCTION NO. 100

From 2005 to-the preserit, all conflict compliance reports related to any event, action, or
.malter reIated to: the ‘South Texas Syndicate. Trust.

RESPONSE:

From 2005 to the present, documents related to conflict checks or compliance reports by
JP Morgan regarding Pioneer Natural Resources.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 162:

11
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From 2005 to the present, documents related to conﬂlct checks or compliance reports by
JP Morgan regardmg EOG. :

: RES_PONSE: ‘

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 103:

From 2005 to the present, documents related to conflict checks or comphance reports by
JP Morgan regarding Reliance.

" RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 104:

From 2005 to the present, documents related to conflict checks or compliance reports by
JP Morgan regarding BlackBrush. '

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 105:

From 2005 to the present, documents related to conflict checks or compliance reports by
- JP Morgan regarding Whittier.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 106:

From 2005 to the present, documents related to conflict checks or compliance reports by
JP Morgan regarding Hunt Oil.

RESPONSE:

12



REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 107:

From 2005 to the: present;. documents related to conﬂlct checks or compliance reports by
JP Morgan regarding Actwa Resources, .

RESPONSE_:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. _108:

From 2005 to the present, documents related to conflict checks or compliance reports by
JP Morgan regarding Bishop Petroleum.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 109:

From 2005 to the present, documents related to conflict checks or compliance reports by
JP Morgan regarding Petrohawk.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 110:

From 2005 to the present, documents related to conflict checks or compliance reports by
Jp Morgan regarding Talisman USA. :

RESPONSE:.

From 2005 to the present, documents related to conflict checks or compliance reports by
JP Morgan regarding Cornmon Resources.

RESPONSE:

13



REOUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 112¢

From 20035 to the present, documents related to conﬂ1ct checks ot compliance reports by

JP Morgan regarding First Rock.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR P-RODUCTIONVI\.IO_.A 113;

‘All communications with any STS beneficiary wherein JP Morgen disclosed any actual
or potential conflict of interest involying a party with whoin JP Morgan was negotiating on

behalf of the STS Trust.

RESPONS_E,:

Patricia Shultz-Ormond’s personnel file, including but not limited to any and all analysis
of her job performance.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION-NO: 115;

| 'Any agrééfnent that iridermﬁﬁes Patricia Shultz-Ormond for actions taken while she was
employed at JP Morgan.

RESPONSE:

Any agreement that indemnifies Patricia Shultz-Ormond for actions taken while she
worked on a contract basis for JP Morgan,

RESPONSE:

14



REQUEST FOR PRODUQTION'NO nz: - :

Any agreement that mdemmﬁes Patncla Shultz-Ormond for actions taken after she was
no longer employed by JP Morgan in any capaclty : :

RESPONSE

DATE: October /742012,

Resj:ectfhlly submitted,

LOEWINSOHN.

3.EGLE DEARY, L.L.P.

‘DAVID R. DEARY
Texas Bar No. 05624900 7
JIML. FLEGLE
Texas Bar No. 07118600
MICHAEL J. DONLEY
Texas Bar No. 24045795
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900
Dallas, Texas 75251
Telephone:  (214) 572-1700
Telecopy: (214) 572-1717

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF EMILIE BLAZE
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' CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify thﬂt‘ﬂ true and-correct -éldﬁyiof the .above and foregoing instrument hgs

been served on the below listed cbuhsel of record via fa&s'\in_n‘il'e'_,'.t'his‘ / !*day of October, 2012:

Patrick K. Sheechan

David Jed Williams

Mark A. Randolph

Rudy Garza

Hornberger Sheehan Fuller Beiter
Wittenberg & Garza Inc.

The Quarry Heights Building
7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78209

George Spencer, Jt.
Clemens & Spencer

112 E. Pecan St., Suite 1300
San Antonio, Texas 78205

John B. Massopust

Matt Gollinger

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP
500 Washington Ave. South, Ste. 4000
Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152

Michael J. Doniey
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CAUSE NO.2010-C1-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL., "IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF

Plaintiffs,

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK N.A,
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY AND
AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH TEXAS
SYNDICATE TRUST AND GARY P.
AYMES,

225" JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Defendants. BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PLAINTIFF EMILIE BLAZE'S:SECOND SET OF
INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANTS

TO: Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank N.A., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee
of the South Texas Syndicate Trust., by and through its attorney of record, Patrick
K. Sheehan, Hornberger Sheehan Fuller & Beiter Inc., The Quarry Heights
Building, 7373 Broadway, Suite 300, San Antonio, TX 78209

Pursuant to Rules 193 and 197 of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure you are required to

serve on the undersigned your full and complete written responses under oath to each of the

Interrogatories set forth herein within thirty (30) days after the service of the Intcrrogatories.

b vk ® e e
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‘ L
'DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS
A, To the fullest extent .p;snniifed ;by the Texas.'.Rulés of Civil Procedure, these
Interrogatories are intended to be'continﬁing in hatu.x'h. You are requested and required to
supplement your answers when appropriate or necessary to make ‘the'm correct and complete.
B. If You contend that You may pé.rtially or en;[irély withhold responsive inforfnation
because of a rule, privilege, immunity, or otixc;f reason, provide information sufficient for
' g
Plaintiff to assess the merits of such contentidn.
C. Each Interrogatory is to be read, construed and responded to separately and
independently without reference to or being limited by any other Interrogatory.
D. In answering these Interrogatorics, You are required to furnish all information available
to You, including inforhation in Your pt;ssession, custody or control. Such information
available to You and requested herein includes information in the possession, custody, or control
of Your attorneys, agents, accountants, consultants, and all other persons acting on Your behalf,
and not merely such information known to You or of Your own personal knowledge.
" E. If You cannot answer any of these Interrogatories in full afler exercising due diligence to
secure the information, You are requiréd to so state and answer (o the extent possible, specifying
Your inability to answer the remainder, stating what information or knowledge You have
concerning the unanswered portions and why"’You are unable to answer the unanswered portions,

F. As uscd herein, the words and phrases set out below shall have the meaning prescribed

for them:



1. The terms “AND” and “OR™ are to be comstrued either disjunctively or
conjunctively, whichever is apprbpriate,'so as to bring within the scope of these Requests any
information or documents thaé;t tﬁig'ht otherwise be con_sidere'a beyond its scope.

2. As used herein, m-e-wor& “any” shall include the word “all,” and the word “all”
shall include the word “any.”

3. As used herein, the words “include” and “including” shall mean “including
without limitation.” | |

4, “Defendants,” as used herein means any and all defendants named in this lawsuit,

and any agents, employees, partners, managers, members, lawyers, accountants, representatives,

and any other person or ehtity acting on beﬁalf of a defendant orfsubject to their control.

5. “You,” and “Your” shall 'mgan and refer to JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A,,
Individually/Corporateiy and as Trustee of South Texas Syndicate Trust, including but not
limited to, Gary P. Aymes and any and all past or present partners, officers, directors, managers,
employées, attorneys, rcpreséntatives, agents, shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parents,
SuCCessors, assigns, or any entity in which Defendant has an ownership interest, individually,
collectively, or in any combination and/or permutation whatsoever.

6. “Qil and Gas Asset Management” as used herein refers to the function and/or
department within JP Morgan that Bertram Haycs-Davis became Head of in 2008 as well as the
JP Morgan personnel who managed this function before and after Bertram Hayes-Davis.

7. “Trust™ as used herein refers to the trust that is the subject of this lawsuit,
commonly designated and referred to as the “South Texas Syndicate”. “Trust” as used herein

also refers to and includes the assets, property, and/or estate of the Trust. “Trust” further
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includes the fiduciary relationship govermm, s the Trustee w1t11 respect to the Trust property when
 that readmg of the term would cause more documents or mfonnauon to-be covered by the term,
8.. . “Trust Assets” as used hercm refers to the assets property and the estate of the
Trust (i.e. South Texas Syn_dlcat'e Trust). | | | |
9, “Trustee” shall mean Defendant JP Morgan.Chase Bank, N.A., Corporately and
as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust, and any individua! or entity acting on its behalf
and Gary P. Aymes in his capacity as 'an employée- of D.efendanf JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.
and his éapacity as-ﬁduciary officer ar;d/or administrator of the Trust,
G. | In construing this request:

1. The singular shall include the plural and the plural shall include the singular.

2. A mas;:uline, feminine, or neuter pronoun shall not exclude the other genders.
3. The past tense of a verb shall mclude the prescnt tense, and the present tense of a
verb shall include the past tense.
H. Unless otherwise stafed, the relevant time period is from the formation of the Trust to the
present,



IL

INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO.7;

Describe all bonus payments, recewed by the South Texas Syndicate Trust for each lease
currently active on South Texas Syndicate” Trust Assets on.a per lease basis. This interrogatory
specifically requests the: (1) amount of the- borius; (2) the calculation method for any bonus for
each lease currently active’on.STS Tust assets, and (3) the datc on which each bonus payment

was received,

RESPONSE:

__ lNTERROGAT_{'RY NO. 8:

Describe all bonus payments on oil and gas leases received by other JP Morgan Oil and
Gas Asset Management clients for leases on property South of Austin, Texas from January 1,
2007 to March 1, 2010, This interrogatory specifically requests: (1) the amount of the bonus; (2)
the calculation method for each bonus payment; and (3) the date on which each bonus payment
was received.

RESPONSE:

Describe the bonus amount per acre for all oil and gas leases negotiated by JP Morgan
‘on property South of Austin, Texas from January 1, 2007 to March 1, 2010.

RESPONSE;

INTERROGATORY NO. 10;

From 2005 to present, describe all advisory, financial, or other business relationships
with each leasee with whom JP Morgan negotiated a lease on South Texas Syndwate Trust

Assets from January 1, 2005 to present.

RESPONSE:



~ DATE: October [T, 2012.,

'DAVID R DEARY

Respectfully'éubﬁﬁtted

LOEWIN SOHN FLEGLE DEARY, L.L.P.

Texas Bar No; 056"“;]00 e
JIM L. FLEGLE

Texas Bar No. 0’7118600
MICHAEL J. DONLEY

Texas Bar No, 24045795

12377 Meérit Drive, Suite 900
Dallas, Texas 75251
Telephone: ~ (214) 572-1700
Telecopy: (214) 572-1717

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIF F EMILIE BLAZE



CERTIFICATE OF SER ICE__

I hereby certify that a true and cotrect: copy of‘-,the above ‘and. foregomg instrument has
been served on the below listed counsel of record. via facsxmlle ‘this ‘ff‘_‘_" day of October, 2012:

Patrick K. Sheehan

David Jed Williams

Mark A. Randolph

Hornberger Sheechan Fuller Beiter
Wittenberg & Garza Inc,

The Quarry Heiglits Building
7373 Broadway, Suite 30C.

San Antonio, TX 78209

George Spenper, Jr.
Clemens-& Spencer
. - 112 E. Pecan St,, Suite 1300
* San Antonio, Texas 78205

John B. Massopust
-Matt Gollinger

Zélle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP
500 Washington Ave. South, Ste. 4000
"Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152

Michael J. Donley
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gl HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER BEITER
) WITTENBERG & (GARZA RUDY A GARZA

INCGRI'ORATED
BOARD CERTIFIED-CIVIL TRIAL LAW
AND PERSONAL INJURY TRIAL LAW
* TEXAS BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION

July 6, 2012

VIA HAND DELIVERY
The Honorable David Berchelmann, Jr.

37" Judicial District Court

100 Dolorosa
San Antonio, Texas 78205

Cause No. 2010-CI-10977; John K. Meyer vs. JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.
Individually/Corporately and as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust and
Gary P. Aymes, in the District Court, 225th Judicial District, Bexar County, Texas

Re:

Dear Judge Berchelmann:

Enclosed is a copy of Defendants® Response to Plaintiffs’ SupplementallApplication for
Temporary Injunction. '

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER BEITER
WITTE G & GARZA INCORPORATED

Rudy +
RAG/arz
Enclosure .
- RAJ .
§ e X<in
- = ‘I}‘—i A
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7373 Broadway, Suite 300 » San Antonio, TX 78209
210271.1700 « Fax 210.271,1740



cc

VIA EMAIL:
. Mr. David R. Deary Mr. James L. Drought
Mr. Jim L. Flegle : DROUGHT DROUGHT & BOBBITT, LLP
LOEWINSOHN FLEGLE DEARY, L.L.P. 112 East Pecan St., Suite 2900
12377 Merit Qrivc, Suite 900 San Antonio, Texas 78205
Dallas, Texas 75251
Mr. George Spencer, Jr. Mr. Richard Tinsman
Mr. Jeffrey J. Towers Ms. Sharon C. Savage
CLEMENS & SPENCER ' TINSMAN & SCIANO, INC.
112 East Pecan St., Suite 1300 10107 McAllister Freeway
San Antonio, Texas 78205 San Antonio, Texas 78205
Mir. Steven J. Badger Mr. John B. Massopust
Ms. Ashley Bennett Jones ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP
ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP 500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 4000
901 Main Street, Suite 4000 Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152

Dallas, Texas 75202-3975

HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER BEITER %
WITTENBERG & GARZA

INCORPORATILY
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(Consolidated Under)
CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977

IN THE DISTRICT COURT

g,
- a0
P R

N

225™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT

JOHN K. MEYER, ET. AL.
VS.

JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST

and GARY P. AYMES

NOTICE OF FILING AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL A. VARZALLY
IN SUPPORT OF MOTIONS FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER AND MOTION FOR
RECONSIDERATION/MOTION TO SUPPLEMENT RECORD REGARDING PLAINTIFFS’
MOTION TO COMPEL PRODUCTION OF ELECTRONICALLY STORED INFORMATION

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

SO LD DR L O O O O O

Defendants JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately, and as Trustee of the
South Texas Syndicate Trust, and Gary P. Aymes file this Notice of Filing Affidavit of Michael
A. Varzally in Support of Motions for Protective Order and Motion for Reconsideration/Motion to

Supplement Record Regarding Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel Production of Electronically Stored

Information.

Respectfully submitted,

HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER BEITER
WITTENBERG & GARZA INCORPORATED
7373 Broadway, Suite,300

(210)271-17,

at . Sheehan
State Bar No. 18175500
Kevin M. Beiter

State Bar No. 02059065
Rudy A. Garza 3
State Bar No. 07738200 »
David Jed Williams L N
State Bar No. 21518060 R

) Ad

\
v A\ 7
- \

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANTIS
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this document was served on the
following, via facsimile, on this the 9" day of July 2012:

Mr. Steven J. Badger

Ms. Ashley Bennett Jones

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP
901 Main Street, Suite 4000

Dallas, Texas 75202-3975

Mr. David R. Deary

Mr. Jim L. Flegle

Mr. Jeven R. Sloan

LOEWINSOHN FLEGLE DEARY, L.L.P.
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900

Dallas, Texas 75251

Mr. James L. Drought

DROUGHT DROUGHT & BOBBITT, LLP
112 East Pecan, Suite 2900

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. John B. Massopust

Mr. Matthew J. Gollinger

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP
500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 4000
Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152

Mr. George Spencer, Jr.
Mr. Jeffrey J. Towers
CLEMENS & SPENCER
112 East Pecan, Suite 1300
San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. Richard Tinsman

Ms. Sharon C. Savage
TINSMAN & SCIANO, INC.
10107 McAllister Freeway
San Antonio, Texas 78205
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CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET. AL. IN THE DISTRICT COURT

VS. 225™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT
JPMORGAN CIHASE BANK, N.A.
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST

and GARY P. AYMES

L A U R Ay W O W

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHAEL A. VARZALLY

STATE OF NEW YORK  §
COUNTY OF NEW YORK g

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared Michael A.
Varzally, known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the following instrument,
who having been duly sworn, on his oath, deposes and states as follows:

1. My name is Michael A, Varzally. 1 am over eighteen years of age, I have never
been convicted of a crime of moral turpitude, and I am of sound mind and competent and capable
of making this Affidavit and have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein (as reflected by
my involvement here as set out in the paragraphs below), which are true and correct.

2. I am employed by JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. (“JPMorgan™) as an Executive
Director for ITRSM Data Protection. My job duties and responsibilities include, but are not
limited to: (a) serving as the primary Global Regulatory/Legal Technology Manager, which
includes managing all components of the Regulatory/Legal Technology groups. including
budgeting. resourcing, and staff development; (b) managing the architecture of the technologies

that support JPMorgan's Global Regulatory & Legal hosted archival data warehouse to meet
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various regulatory and litigation reporting and retention requirements; and (¢) managing a staff
of 30 to 34 IT professionals who are dedicated to supporting JPMorgan's Global & Regulatory &
Legal electronic technology requirements and who respond to requests for electronically stored
information, including e-mails, to comply with e-discovery obligations in litigation.

3. | am generally familiar with all of the policies and procedures implemented and
implicated in JPMorgan's efforts to locate, restore and provide for the review of archived
electronic data, including electronic mailboxes of current and former employees.

4. The information contained in this affidavit is based on my general knowledge of
JPMorgan's business operations and my review of all reasonably accessible information related
1o the custodians and the Backup Tapes at issue.

5. On June 14, 2012, I provided an Affidavit regarding the procedures and
anticipated costs for JPMorgan to restore archived emails producing responsive emails for this
case for sixteen (16) custodians and a time period of January 1, 2005 through July 2, 2010. On
July §, 2012, | provided a second Affidavit regarding the length of time necessary for JPMorgan
to restore, review and produce responsive emails for this case for the requested custodians and
the same time period. It is my understanding that Plaintiffs in this matter requested and the trial
court has ruled that JPMorgan must produce emails for these custodians going back to January 1,
2000 and through the present date. Restoring these emails for this additional time period would
add additional costs beyond the costs and additional periods of time than the costs and time
periods | provided in my prior affidavits.

6. In my June 14, 2012 Affidavit, I provided information regarding JPMorgan’s
general e-mail documentation retention and destruction policy, exceptions to the policy, the

procedure for retrieving e-mails stored on backup tapes, JPMorgan’s costs to restore backup

[ 3]
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tapes internally, and procedures and costs incurred to review the information afler restoration is
complete prior to production. As | detailed in my June 14, 2012 Affidavit, the electronic
information requested by Plaintiffs is not reasonably available to JPMorgan in its ordinary course
of business and cannot be retrieved and produced through reasonable efforts.

7. In my June 14, 2012 affidavit, I detailed the process for restoring archived
employee emails from Back-Up Tapes so that the emails can be extracted to a software platform
for the Evidence Lab, where duplications are then removed and search terms applied.

8. As | detailed in my June 14, 2012 affidavit, there are costs incurred to restore
back-up tapes internally. By my calculation, it would cost $594,000 to restore e-mail
correspondence for the custodians requested for the time period January 1, 2000 through the
present. This does not include any storage costs or legal fees JPMorgan will incur to review the
restored e-mail correspondence for responsiveness, relevance and/or any applicable privilege.

9. As | detailed in my June 14, 2012 affidavit, once the Backup Tapes are restored,
e-mails must be extracted to a software platform, duplications removed, and search terms applied
as well as hosted for review. Based upon my experience with similar projects for JPMorgan,
including experience working with and previously working with JPMorgan’s evidence lab, the
email restoration process to restore the emails for the relevant custodians from Back-Up Tapes
following the procedures described in my June 14, 2012 affidavit and for the time period January
I, 2000 through the present and to extract the emails to the software platform, remove
duplications, and apply search terms will take JPMorgan approximately twenty (20) to twenty-
four (24) weeks to complete.

10. Based upon the number of custodians requested, and the number of months

requested for each custodian for the time period January 1, 2000 through the present date, |
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estimate that approximately 3,643,200 documents will be hosted for review. First-level review
for this project is performed by outside, contract attorneys. After first-pass review, the
documents are reviewed by outside counsel in a second-pass review. It takes considerable time
to complete review of 3,643,200 documents. Generally a single reviewer can review
approximately 50 documents per hour. This means that it will take approximately 72,864 hours
to review these documents. JPMorgan generally employs review teams of 25-30 reviewers to
allow consistency of results. Thus, I understand from working with and previously working with
JPMorgan’s litigation evidence lab that it will take approximately 12 to 15 months to complete
first and second pass review, with emails ready to produce on a rolling basis during that time
period.

11.  The costs associated with hosting these estimated documents are approximately
$485,760.00. The estimated cost for first-level review of this estimated number of documents is
$2,550,240.00. After first-pass review, the documents are reviewed by outside counsel in a
second-pass review. The estimated cost for the second-pass review of this estimated number of
documents is $4,371,840.00.

12.  Insum, it will take JPMorgan approximately 15 to 18 months to restore, process,

review and complete production of the anticipated volume of emails requested in this matter.



(Page 7 of 7)

13. In sum, the total estimated cost to retrieve, host. search, and review the documents

WNM%

Michael A. Varzally

requested for production is $8,001,840.00.

Sworn to and subscribed before me, a Notary Public, on this _é_-fﬁ,day of June, 2012.

Notary éublic

MOHINI HAIMINDRA
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF NEW YORK
QUALIFIED IN BRONX COUNTY
REG. NO. 01HA6188803
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 01-05-2013




Filed
12 October 25 P5:38

Donna Kay McKinney
District Clerk
Bexar District
CAUSE NO. 2010-C1-10977 Accepted by:
Cecilia Barbosa
JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL., IN THE DISTRICT COURT
PLAINTIFFS,
VS.
225" JUDICIAL DISTRICT

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A
INDIVIDUALLY /CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND
GARY P. AYMES,

DEFENDANTS.

O DR N DN R TR R UGN TR RN 0 0RO

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

NOTICE OF FILING OF AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY EUBANK

JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., in its corporate capacity, files the Affidavit of Cindy
Eubank, attached hereto as Exhibit 1, in response to Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Motion to Compel
Answers to Interrogatories and Production of Documents.

Respectfully submitted,

HUNTON & WILLIAMS LLP

Email: jeichman@hunton.com
Amy S. Bowen

State Bar No. 24028216

Email: abowen@hunton.com

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 3700
Dallas, Texas 75202

(214) 979-3000

(214) 880-0011 (fax)

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A,, IN ITS
CORPORATE CAPACITY

NOTICE OF FILING OF AFFIDAVIT — PAGE 1



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing instrument has been served
on the following counsel of record via certified mail, return receipt requested this 25th day of

October, 2012,

John B. Massopust

Matthew J. Golinger

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON
LLP

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 5000
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Facsimile; (612) 336-9100

George Spencer, Jr.
CLEMENS & SPENCER, P.C.
112 E. Pecan St., Suite 1300
San Antonio, Texas 78205
Facsimile: (210) 227-0732

James L. Drought

DROUGHT DROUGHT & BOBBITT, LLP
112 E. Pecan St., Suite 2900

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Facsimile: (210) 222-0586

Richard Tinsman

TINSMAN & SCIANO, INC.
10107 McAllister Freeway
San Antonio, Texas 78205
Telephone: (210) 225-3121

NOTICE OF FILING OF AFFIDAVIT — PAGE 2

Steven J. Badger

Ashley Bennett Jones

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON
LLP

901 Main Street, Suite 4000

Dallas, Texas 75202-3975

Facsimile: (214) 760-8994

David R. Deary

Jim L. Flegle

Michael J. Donley

LOEWINSOHN FLEGLE DEARY, L.L.P.
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900

Dallas, Texas 75251

Facsimile: (214) 572-1717

Patrick K. Sheehan

David Jed Williams

HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER &
BEITER, INC,

The Quarry Heights Building

7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78209

Facsimile: (210)271-1730

John C. BAchman



EXHIBIT 1



CAUSE NO. 2010-C1-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, £T AL., IN THE DISTRICT COURT

Plaintiffs,
JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N A, 225%™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH

TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND
GARY P. AYMES,

Defendants.
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BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY EUBANK

THE STATE OF TEXAS {;
COUNTY OF TARRANT 2

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared Cindy
Eubank who, being duly sworn on her oath deposed and stated as follows:

B My name is Cindy Eubank. | am over the age'of twenty-one and am competent
to make this affidavit. All statements herein are true and correct and within my personal
knowledge. I make this affidavit on behalf-of JPMorgan Chase Bank, N A. (“JPMorgan™) in its
corporate capacity.

2. I am currently employed by JPMorgan as a Vice President. 1 am Compliance
Director for Domestic Privale Banking/High Net Worth and Uttra-High Net Worth which is
part of JPMorgan’s Global Wealth Management group (“GWM") and | support trusts and

estates. | have been in compliance with JPMorgan or a predecessor of JPMorgan since 1996.

AFFIDAVIT OF CINDY EUBANK - Page |



3. As a result of my job duties and responsibilities | have personal knowledge of
compliance matters including various policies of JPMorgan and GWM designed to address the
handling of “material non-public information™ (“MNPI”) and “inside information.” JPMorgan
employees, including trust officers, mineral managers, and others, involved in the management
of trusts such as the South Texas Syndicate Trust at issue in this lawsuit, are included in GWM
and are subject to its policies.

4. Since at Icast 2004, JPMorgan has maintained policies that prohibit the use of
MPNI or inside information by JPMorgan employees overseeing fiduciary assets such as those
assets held in the South Texas Syndicate Trust. The information barriers ~ also known as
“Chinese Walls™ — are designed. as defined in the policies, to limit the flow of information
between those areas of JPMorgan that routinely have access .to MNPI and inside information
such as Investment Banking, Capital Markets, Mergers and Acquisitions, Restructuring and
Commercial Lending, and other areas of JPMorgan, including GWM, that do not have access
to MNPI and inside information.

5. At JPMorgan all employees are subject to the JPMorgan Chase Code of Conduct
(the “Code of Conduct™). Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the Code of Conduct sets forth the
prohibition against the sharing of MNPI and inside information. A true and correct copy of
relevant excerpts of the current Code of Conduct are attached to this affidavit as Exhibits A ™"

6. In GWM, the prohibition against the sharing of MNPI or inside information is

further defined by the Global Wealth Management Information Safeguarding Policy (the

' The current version of the Code of Conduct was enacted in 2012. Accordingly, what are currently
Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the Code of Conduct were previously Sections 4.1 and 4.2, Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the
prior version of the Code of Conduct are attached to this affidavit as Fxhibit “A-1."
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“GWM Policy™). The current GWM Policy has been in effect since October 1, 2007. A true
‘and correct copy of the GWM Policy is attached to this affidavit as Exhibit “B.”

7. *Material information” is “information where there is a substantial likelihood
that it would be considered important to a reasonable investor deciding to purchase or scll stock
or other securities.” Exhibit “B,” p. 2. Examples of material information may include
“corporate events such as impending mergers, sales of subsidiaries, acquisitions. tender offers,
leveraged buy-outs and other corporate restructurings;” “financial results,” including
“projections;” “new securities offerings”™ or “stock splits:” and *";;igni'ﬁcani shifts in operating
or financial circumstances such as cash-flow reductions” or “Hquidity needs.” Exhibit “B,” p.
2.

8. Non-public information is inibrma.‘iion that “‘ﬁas not been disseminated in a
manner making it available to investors generally.” Exhibit “B,” p. 2.

9, “Inside information” is defined under the GWM Policy as “material, non-public
information relating to a corporation, éubiic entity or other issuer of securities,” Exhibit *B,”
p. 2

10. In order to isolate GWM employees from any MNPI or inside information
within JPMorgan, the GWM Policy sets forth the following guidelines:

. GWM employecs should not seek to obtain access to materials from
insider areas that may contain inside information or MNPI,

. To prevent the inadvertent flow of inside information or MNP, GWM
employees are generally physically segregated from employees with
insider information and business units segregate sensitive files and
restrict access by persons from other business units.

» All GWM employees must have a good working knowledge of the legal

restrictions and JPMorgan’s policies and procedures on the use and
dissemination of inside information or MNP,

AFFIDAYIT OF CINDY EUBANK - Page 3




Exhibit “A.” p. 4.

11. In addition to the Code of Conduct, the GWM Pé]icy expressly states that it
should be read in conjunction with (a) JPMorgan Chase & Co. Policy on Information Barriers:
and (b) J.P. Morgan Asset Management Safeguarding Policy. True and corrcet copies of
relevant excerpts of these policies are attached to this éfﬁdavit as Exhibits *C.” and “D.”
respectively. Like the GWM Policy, Ihesei policies set forth the prohibitions against the sharing
of insider information and MNPI.

(oo, Sty

Cindy Eubank, Affiant

Sworn and subscribed to before me by the said Cindy Eubank on this::;ff&?iay of
October, 2012, to certify which witness my hand and seal of office.

e

MELISSA A HAYES 7 .
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES ///” u’}; b L / ﬁi/é? s
Notary Public in and for the Sfate of Texas

My commission expires:
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HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER BEITER 2010C110977 —POB139
WITTENBERG & (GARZA RUDY A. GARZA

INCORPORATED rugar@hsfblaw.com

BOARD CERTIFIED-CIVIL TRIAL LAW
AND PERSONAL INJURY TRIAL LAW
TEXAS BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION

July 12, 2012

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Virginia Rainey, Clerk
37" Judicial District Court
100 Dolorosa

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Re: Cause No. 2010-CI-10977;, John K Meyer vs. JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.
Individually/Corporately and as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust and
Gary P. Aymes, in the District Court, 225th Judicial District, Bexar County, Texas

Dear Ms. Rainey:

Please advise Judge Berchelmann that the parties are engaging in discussions in an effort
to resolve issues related to the ESI discovery disputes. As a result of these discussions,
JPMorgan has agreed to drop the current setting of Defendants’ Motion for
Reconsideration/Motion to Supplement Record Regarding Plaintiff’'s Motion to Compel
Production of Electromcally Stored Information (ESI), which motlon is currently set for July 18,
2012, at 1:30 p.m. in the 37" District Court.

Thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yours,

HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER BEITER
WITTENBERG & GARZA INCORPORATED
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7373 Broadway, Suite 300 « San Antonio, TX 78209
2102711700 « Fax 210.271.1740



HORNBERCER SHEEHAN FULLER BEITER
WITTENBERG & (GARZA

INCORPORATED

" 7373 Broadway, Suite 300 * San Antonio, TX 78209

Ms. Virginia Rainey, Clerk
374 Judicial District Court
100 Dolorosa

San Antonio, Texas 78205
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Filed

12 October 25 P5:32
Donna Kay McKinney
District Clerk
Bexar District
CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977 Accepted by:
Cecilia Barbosa
JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL., § IN THE DISTRICT COURT
§
PLAINTIFFS, §
§
VS. §
§ 225" JUDICIAL DISTRICT
JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A §
INDIVIDUALLY /CORPORATELY §
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH §
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND §
GARY P, AYMES, §
§
DEFENDANTS. § BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS
ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

Hunton & Williams LLP enters its appearance as co-counsel for JPMorgan Chase Bank,

N.A., in its corporate capacity, and requests that all notices given or required to be given, and all

papers served or required to be served, in these proceedings be given to and served upon the

following:

John C. Eichman

Amy S, Bowen

Hunton & Williams LLP
1445 Ross Ave., Suite 3700
Dallas, Texas 75202
Telephone: (214) 979-3000
Telecopy: (214) 880-0011

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE — PAGE 1



ENTRY OF APPEARANCE — PAGE 2

Respectfully submitted,

HUNTON & WILLIAMS LLP

Email: jeichman@hunton.com
Amy S. Bowen

State Bar No. 24028216

Email; abowen@hunton.com

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 3700
Dallas, Texas 75202

(214) 979-3000

(214) 880-0011 (fax)

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A,, INITS
CORPORATE CAPACITY



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing instrument has been served
on the following counsel of record via certified mail, return receipt requested this 25th day of

October, 2012,

John B. Massopust

Matthew J. Gollinger

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 5000
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Facsimile: (612) 336-9100

George Spencer, Jr.
CLEMENS & SPENCER, P.C.
112 E. Pecan St,, Suite 1300
San Antonio, Texas 78205
Facsimile: (210) 227-0732

James L. Drought

DROUGHT DROUGHT & BOBBITT, LLP
112 E. Pecan St., Suite 2900

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Facsimile: (210) 222-0586

Richard Tinsman

TINSMAN & SCIANO, INC,
10107 McAllister Freeway
San Antonio, Texas 78205
Telephone: (210) 225-3121

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE — PAGE 3

Steven J. Badger

Ashley Bennett Jones

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP
901 Main Street, Suite 4000

Dallas, Texas 75202-3975

Facsimile: (214) 760-8994

David R. Deary

Jim L. Flegle

Michael J. Donley

LOEWINSOHN FLEGLE DEARY, L.L.P.
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900

Dallas, Texas 75251

Facsimile: (214) 572-1717

Patrick K. Sheehan

David Jed Williams

HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER &
BEITER, INC.

The Quarry Heights Building

7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78209

Facsimile: (210)271-1730




HUNTON & WILLIAMS LLP
HUNTON& O

1445 ROSS AVENUE

SUTTE 3700

DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2799

TEL 214+97%+ 3000
FAX 214+880-0011

JOHN C. EICHMAN
DIRECT DIAL: 214 + 468 » 3321
EMAIL: jeichman{@hunton.com

October 25, 2012

VIA E-FILING

Ms. Jennifer Contreras, Court Clerk
225% Judicial District Court

Bexar County Courthouse

100 Dolorosa

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Re:  Cause No. 2010-CI-10977, John K. Meyer, et al. v. JPMorgan Chase bank,
N.A., Individually / Corporately and as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate
Trust and Gary P. Aymes; in the 225™ Judicial District Court of Bexar County,
Texas

Dear Ms. Contreras:
Attached for filing in the above-referenced matter are the following:
1. Entry of Appearance; and

2, Notice of Filing of Affidavit of Cindy Eubank.

Gueboms—

Jo { Eichman

Sincerely,

ATLANTA AUSTIN BANGKOK BENING BRUSSELS CHARLOTTE DALLAS HOUSTON LONDON LOS ANGELES
McLEAN MIAMI NEW YORK NORFOLK RALEIGH RICHMOND SAN FRANCISCO TOKYQ WASHINGTCON
www hunton.com



HUNTON&
WILLIAMS

Ms. Jennifer Contreras, Court Clerk
October 25, 2012
Page 2

JCE:pkr
Attachment

ce: John B. Massopust / Matthew J. Gollinger (via certified mail)
Steven J. Badger / Ashley Bennett Jones (via certified mail)
George Spencer, Jr. (via certified mail)
James L. Drought (via certified mail)
Richard Tinsman (via certified mail)
David R. Deary / Jim L. Flegle / Michael J. Donley (via certified mail)
Patrick K. Sheehan / David Jed Williams (via certified mail)
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CAUSE NO. 2010-(:1-10977 & “ 4
JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL. y  INTHE bfs\TRId’I?’ OURiﬁ'y 5o
)
VS. )
) &g
JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A. ) OF BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY AND )
AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH )
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND )
GARY P. AYMES ) 225™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT

RECEIPT OF EXHIBITS TO DISTRICT CLERK’S OFFICE
UNDER RULE 75(a) OF THE TEXAS RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

I, Delcine M. Benavides, Court Reporter for the 37" District Court of Bexar
County, Texas, certify and acknowledge that the following exhibits were given to the
District Clerk’s Office of Bexar County, Texas to the below named Deputy District

Clerk:
PX Nos. 1 and 49
DX No. |

S Ay MQ.QW% B/ ‘

Deputy District Clerk ourt Reporter
Date Date

EXHIBITS CHECKED OUT TO BE COPIED

BY: DATE:
RETURNED:

EXHIBITS CHECKED OUT TO BE COPIED

BY: DATE:
RETURNED:

HEARING DATE: 7-6-12

Mr. George H. Spencer(PLT) Mr. Rudy Garza(DFT)

Mr. James L. Drought (PLT) Mr. David J. Williams (DFT)
Mr. Michael J. Donley (PLT) Mr. Patrick K. Sheehan (DFT)

Mr. Richard E. Tinsman (PLT)
Mr. Matthew J. Gollinger (PLT)
1 BROWN PENDAFLEX AND 1 WHITE ENVELOPE



Filed

12 October 30 P3:32
Donna Kay McKinney
District Clerk

CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977 Aceatod by

Rene Delgado

JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL. IN THE DISTRICT COURT

VS. 225™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT
JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND
GARY P. AYMES
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BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PIONEER NATURAL RESOURCES USA, INC.’s
NON-PARTY MOTION FOR PROTECTION

NOW COMES Pioneer Natural Resources USA, Inc. (Pioneer), a non-party, to
file its Motion for Protection as it relates to Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.'s
(JPM) Responses to Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Requests for Production. Pioneer filed a
similar Motion for Protection from a Notice of Record Request previously served directly
by Plaintiffs pursuant to §59.006 of the Texas Finance Code, which related to much of
the same information now sought through JPM. In support of its Motion, Pioneer shows
as follows:
1. Pioneer is not a party to this lawsuit and it does not have a financial stake in
the outcome of this litigation.
2. Plaintiff-Intevenors served their first set of Requests for Production to JPM.
JPM responded and objected, and then Plaintiff-Intervenors asserted a
Motion to Compel dated September 13, 2012. Pioneer was recently made
aware of JPM’s responses and Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Motion to Compel.
3. According to the Motion, Plaintiff-Intervenors seek to obtain from JPM certain

information that is confidential and proprietary to Pioneer.

{02136892.D0OC/ } l



4. A trial court may issue an order protecting a non-party from a discovery
request that invades personal, constitutional or property rights, or is unduly
burdensome, unnecessarily expensive and/or harassing. TRCP 192.6(b).
The court has the authority to deny or limit the scope of discovery based on
the needs and circumstances of the case. TRCP 192 cmt. 7.

5. Pioneer asks the Court for a Protective Order because Plaintiff-Intervenors’
RFP Nos. 9, 10, 11 and 12 are overly broad, not reasonably limited in time or
scope, unspecific, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
relevant or admissible evidence. A discovery request must be reasonably
tailored to include only relevant matters. /n re Am. Optical Corp., 988 S.W.2d
711, 713 (Tex. 1998).

6. Pioneer asks for a Protective Order because the Plaintiff-Intervenors are
seeking the production of extensive and highly sensitive business information
that is irrelevant to and should not be disclosed in the underlying lawsuit.
Plaintiffs-Intervenors’ requests are unnecessary fishing expeditions that
invade Pioneer’s right to private and confidential banking information. TRCP
192.6(b); K-Mart Corp. v. Sanderson, 937 SW.2d 429, 431 (Tex. 1996)
(fishing for evidence is impermissible); In re Sears, Roebuck & Co., 146
S.W.3d 328, 333 (Tex. App. — Beaumont 2004, orig. proceeding) (a party
embarks on a fishing expedition when it submits discovery not narrowly
tailored and overly broad).

7. Pioneer does not consent to the release of its confidential, proprietary, private

and privileged information maintained by JP Morgan.

{02136892.D0OC/ } 2



WHEREFORE, Pioneer Natural Resources USA, Inc. asks the Court to enter a
Protective Order from the release of its banking information, and for all other relief to
which this Defendant is entitled.

Respectfully submitted,

(el

David L. Oftega

State Bar No. 00791377

Naman, Howell, Smith & Lee, PLLC
10001 Reunion Place, Suite #600
San Antonio, Texas 78216
Telephone: 210-731-6353
Facsimile: 210-785-2953

ATTORNEYS FOR PIONEER NATURAL
RESOURCES USA, INC.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a copy of the above and foregoing was served in compliance
with the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure on this the 30" day of October, 2012 to the
following counsel of record:

Mr. Jim L. Flegle

Mr. David R. Deary

Mr. Michael Donley
Loewinsohn Flegle Deary, LLP
12377 Merit Drive, Suite #900
Dallas, Texas 75251

Mr. Patrick K. Sheehan

Mr. Mark A. Randolph

Mr. David Jed Williams

Hornberger Sheehan Fuller & Beiter Incorporated
7373 Broadway, Suite #300

San Antonio, Texas 78209

Mr. John B. Massopust

Mr. Matthew J. Gollinger

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite #5000
Minneapolis, MN 55415

{02136892.DOC/ } 3



Mr. Steven J. Badger

Ms. Ashley Bennett Jones

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP
901 Main Street, Suite 400

Dallas, Texas 75205-3975

Mr. Richard Tinsman
Tinsman & Sciano, Inc.
10107 McAllister Freeway
San Antonio, Texas 78216

Mr. James L. Drought

Drought, Drought & Bobbitt, L.L.P.
2900 Weston Centre

112 East Pecan Street

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. George H. Spencer, Jr.
Clemens & Spencer

112 East Pecan, Suite 1300
San Antonio, Texas 78205

p

David L. Ortega U
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Filed

12 July 23 P3:39
Donna Kay McKinney
District Clerk

Bexar District

Accepted by:
CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977 ol Bareosa

JOHN K. MEYER, ET. AL. IN THE DISTRICT COURT

VS. 225™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT
JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST

and GARY P. AYMES
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BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER
AGAINST PLAINTIFE-INTERVENORS

Defendant JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee of the
South Texas Syndicate Trust (collectively “J.P. Morgan”) files this Motion for Protective Order
against Plaintiffs-Intervenors (pursuant to common law and per Rule 192.6 TRCP) with respect
to discovery served upon J.P. Morgan by Plaintiff-Intervenors in this case and with respect
thereto, would show the Court as follows:

l.

On June 19, 2012, Plaintiff-Intervenors served upon J.P. Morgan their First Set of
Requests for Production and First Set of Interrogatories. True and correct copies of these
Requests and Interrogatories are attached and incorporated herein as Exhibits “A” and “B” to this
Motion.

1.

These Requests and Interrogatories, in general, seek highly confidential business and
personal information and information that is confidential and proprietary to J.P. Morgan (or to
other non-party J.P. Morgan entities), and potentially to third parties, including Reliance
Industries Limited and Pioneer Natural Resources. The requested information is not relevant to

the subject matter of this case and is thus, beyond the scope of permissible discovery. In its



responses to the Requests and Interrogatories, J.P. Morgan has specifically objected to the
offending requests and interrogatories in addition to seeking the relief requested herein. All such
objections are incorporated herein and made a part of this Motion for Protective Order Against
Plaintiff-Intervenors.

Il.

In the Requests and Interrogatories, Plaintiff-Intervenors attempt to task the J.P. Morgan
entity sued in this case to obtain information and documents from entities and persons that are
not parties to this case. Plaintiff-Intervenors address many requests and interrogatories to
requests to “You” and define “You” to improperly include “any and all past or present partners,
officers, subsidiaries, managers, employees, representatives, agents, shareholders, affiliates,
subsidiaries, parents, successors, assigns, or any entity in which Defendant has an ownership
interest, individually, collectively, or in any combination and/or permutation whatsoever.” J.P.
Morgan objects to (1) being required to seek any of the information requested by Plaintiff-
Intervenors in the Requests and Interrogatories and also to (2) being required to respond to these
discovery requests in any capacity other than the capacities in which it has been sued and to
which these Requests and Interrogatories are directed. J.P. Morgan should only have to respond
to discovery with information and documents obtainable from the only such entity - Defendant
JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and in its role as Trustee of the South
Texas Syndicate Trust. J.P. Morgan objects to the definition of “You” as overly broad to include
entities or businesses unrelated to the business that administers personal trusts. Accordingly, J.P.

Morgan moves for a protective order.



V.

In its responses, J.P. Morgan has objected to the alleged “relevant time period”
designated by Plaintiffs-Intervenors in the Requests and Interrogatories to be 2000 to the present.
This time period is overly broad and unduly burdensome in purporting to require J.P. Morgan to
search for and produce information going back twelve (12) years. Accordingly, J.P. Morgan
moves for a protective order.

V.

Further, the Requests and Interrogatories have no relevance to the subject matter of this
case, are overly broad in scope and would unduly burden J.P. Morgan with the need to search
for, organize, review and produce a massive amount of information and data from an extended
period of time at great time and expense. Accordingly, J.P. Morgan moves for a protective
order.

VI.

J.P. Morgan has generally objected to these requests in purporting to require the
production of electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate responsive and
relevant information. Such requests will create excessive and unduly burdensome work, time to
locate, review and produce and exorbitant cost. In general, the ESI requested in these requests is
not reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P. Morgan
cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information requested or produce it in
the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to complying with these requests with regard
to ESI production under TRCP 196.4 (including retrieving and reviewing such ESI in order to

obtain information responsive to any of the Interrogatories) and moves for a protective order. In



the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan comply with any such request, under TRCP 196.4,
the Court “must order that the requesting party pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary
steps required to retrieve and produce the information.”

VII.

Further, multiple requests and interrogatories seek documents and information that may
consist of potential banking records for third parties. With respect to these requested records,
Plaintiff-Intervenors have failed to satisfy the requirements of Tex. Fin. Code §59.006, and
specifically, §859.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P. Morgan’s
costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers of J.P. Morgan and give
those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to consent to the production of their records.

VIII.

Rule 192.6(b) of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure provides that “[t]o protect the
movant from undue burden, unnecessary expense, harassment, annoyance, or the invasion of
personal, constitutional, or property rights, the court may make any order in the interest of
justice...”. J.P. Morgan thus moves for a protective order under Rule 192.6(b) and under the
common law to protect itself (and others affected by these discovery requests, such as third
parties) from the invasion of personal and business rights of privilege, confidentiality, and
privacy caused by the requested discovery, as well as the rights of privilege, confidentiality, and
privacy of Defendant and other third parties having rights with respect to the requested
discovery.

IX.
J.P. Morgan further moves for a protective order quashing in entirety the Requests and

Interrogatories in order to protect J.P. Morgan from incurring the time and expense commitment



that would be required to comply with these largely irrelevant, overly broad, and unduly
burdensome discovery requests. Additionally, to the extent any such information, if any, is
required to be or ordered to be (by e-discovery means or otherwise) searched for, reviewed,
catalogued, organized, produced or otherwise dealt with by J.P. Morgan (or its agents), it
requests that all labor, material, copying and all other related charges, attorneys’ fees,
professional fees, costs or expenses be ordered assessed against Plaintiff-Intervenors who are
seeking this information and/or against Plaintiff-Intervenors’ share of distributions from the trust
and/or ordered reimbursed from the trust estate. See TEX. PROP. CODE 114.064 (“In any
proceeding under this code the court may make such award of costs and reasonable and
necessary attorney’s fees as may seem equitable and just”); In re Ray Ellison Grandchildren
Trust, 261 S\W.3d 111, 126 (Tex. App. — San Antonio 2008, pet. denied)(“The granting or
denying of attorney’s fees under this section is within the sound discretion of the trial court”).
WHEREFORE, J.P. Morgan prays that the Court grant this Motion and sign a protective

order in this case and grant J.P. Morgan such other and further relief to which it may be entitled.



Respectfully submitted,

HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER BEITER
WITTENBERG & GARZA INCORPORATED
7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, Texas 78209

(210) 271-1700 Telephone

(210) 271-1740 Fax

By:_s/ David Jed Williams
Patrick K. Sheehan
State Bar No. 18175500
Kevin M. Beiter
State Bar No. 02059065
Rudy A. Garza
State Bar No. 07738200
David Jed Williams
State Bar No. 21518060
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this document was served upon the
following on July 23, 2012 by the method indicated:

Mr. Steven J. Badger CERTIFIED MAIL R.R.R.
Ms. Ashley Bennett Jones

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP

901 Main Street, Suite 4000

Dallas, Texas 75202-3975

Mr. David R. Deary CERTIFIED MAIL R.R.R.
Mr. Jim L. Flegle

Mr. Jeven R. Sloan

LOEWINSOHN FLEGLE DEARY, L.L.P.

12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900

Dallas, Texas 75251

Mr. James L. Drought CERTIFIED MAIL R.R.R.
DROUGHT DROUGHT & BOBBITT, LLP

112 East Pecan, Suite 2900

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. John B. Massopust CERTIFIED MAIL R.R.R.
Mr. Matthew J. Gollinger

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 4000

Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152

Mr. George Spencer, Jr. CERTIFIED MAIL R.R.R.
Mr. Jeffrey J. Towers

CLEMENS & SPENCER

112 East Pecan, Suite 1300

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. Richard Tinsman CERTIFIED MAIL R.R.R.
Ms. Sharon C. Savage

TINSMAN & SCIANO, INC.

10107 McAllister Freeway

San Antonio, Texas 78205

s/ David Jed Williams
David Jed Williams




CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET 4L., IN THE DISTRICT COURT

Plaintiffs,

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.,
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND
GARY P. AYMES,

225" JTUDICIAL DISTRICT

Defendants.

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION TO
DEFENDANT JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A., INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST

TO:  Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee
of the South Texas Syndicate Trust, by and through its attorney of record, Patrick
K. Sheehan, Hornberger Fuller Sheehan & Beiter Inc., The Quarry Heights
Building, 7373 Broadway, Suite 300, San Antonio, TX 78209
The Individual Beneficiary Plaintiff-Intervenors’ to the above-captioned action hereby
request that Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., in its individual and corporate capacities
and as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust (“Defendant”) produce the following

described documents for inspection and copying pursuant to Tex. R. Civ. P, 196, at the offices of

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP, 901 Main Street, Suite 4000, Dallas, Texas 75202-3975,

! Linda Aldrich, Sarah Bell, Kathryn M. Canwell, John Carney, Josephine Carney, Barbara Carson, Alice Cestari,
Barbara Warner Collins, Margaret Cost, Harriett O. Curry, Alessandra Cutolo, Francesca Cutolo, Annalo Doerr,
Edward Doerr, Henry Doerr IV, Katherine D. Doerr, Mary C. Doerr, Cathy A. Duus, John D. & Kathleen French,
Andrew Hilgartner, Elizabeth Jubert, Catherine Hilgartner Masucci, David W. McLean, Lisa F. McLean, Nancy
McLean, Robert C. and Kathryn F. Mesaros, Jeannette M. Muirhead, Caroline P, Myhre, Marcia Lee Nelson, Anne
Pennock, Charles F. Pierson, Jr., David Pierson, James Pierson, Addison Piper, Andrew P. Piper, Ann Piper,
Edmund L. Piper, George F. Piper, Harry C. Piper, James T. Piper, John Carter Piper, John Q. Piper, Matthew B,
Piper, Vincent G. Pardo Piper, William G. Piper, William Piper, Elizabeth Piper-Forman, Mary M. Schwartz,
Elizabeth Warner Verkade, Julia Mary Walker, Barbara Warner, Bonnie Warner, Ellsworth A. Warner, Jr., H. T. &
S. 8. Warner, M. A. Warner Jr,, Ted E, Warner, Thomas Livingston Warner, and Dixie Webb.




‘within thirty (30) days of service and that Defendant serve a written response to this Third
Request For Production to Defendant within thirty (30) days of service in accordance with the
Texas Rules of Civil Procedure.

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

A, Each Request for Production below includes, but is not limited to, a request for
the production of data and/or information that exists in electronic and/or magnetic form, All
réépbﬁsive data and/or infonhation that exiéts in electronic and/or magnetic form should be: (i)
copied to a CD-ROM, DVD-ROM, or other external storage device in its native format (i.e., the
format in which such data and/or information that exists in electronic and/or magnetic form was
created, maintained, and/or used in the ordinary course of business) with all metadata intact; and
(i) produoed in bates numbered form either (a) printed on paper or (b) electronically in either
PDF or TIFF file format. |

B. As used herein, the words and phrases set out below shall have the meaning
prescribed for them:

1. “Document” or “documents” shall mean every document within the widest
permissible scope of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, including, without limitation, every
original (and every copy of any original or copy which differs in any way from any original) of
every writing or recording of every kind or description, whether handwritten, typed, drawn,
sketched, printed, or recorded or maintained by any physical, mechanical, electronic, or electrical
means whatsoever, including, without limitation, electronic communications or data bases,
emails (including, without limitation, received emails, sent emails, and deleted emails together
with all attachments), text messages, SMS, MMS, BBM, or other instant message system or

format, books, records, papers, pamphlets, brochures, circulars, advertisements, specifications,



noteb.ooks, worksheets, réports, lists, analyses, summaries, tax returns, financial statements,
profit and loss statements, ¢ash flow statements, balance sheets, annual or other beriodic reports,
calendars, appointmént books, diaries, ’tele,phone 'bﬂls and toll call‘ records, expense reports,
commission statements, itineraries, agendas, check books, canceled checks, receipts, agreements,
applications, offers, acceptances, proposals, purchase orders, invoices, written, electronic or
otherwise recorded memorials of oral communications, forecasts, photographs, photographic
slides or negatives, films, film stripé, tapes and recordings, and any “tangible things” as that term
is used in Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 196.1.

2. As used herein, the terms “cbnstitute, refer or relate to,” “refer or relate to,”
“relating to,” “related,” “evidencing,” “reflect,” “reflecting,” “support,” “evidence” and any
similar term shall mean -- unless otherwise indicated -- having any relationship or connection to,
concerning, being connected to, commenting on, responding to, containing, evidencing, showing,
memorializing, describing, analyzing, reflecting, pertaining to, comprising, constituting, proving
or tending to prove or otherwise establishing any reasonable, logical or causal connection.

3. As >used herein, the terms “commﬁnication” or “communications” shall mean
any docuinent; oral statenient, conVersation, meeting, or conference, formal or informal, under

any circumstances whatsoever, whereby information of any nature was stated, written, recorded,

or in any manner transmitted or transferred.

4, As used herein, the terms “fact” or “facts” shall mean all evidentiary facts
presently known to you and all evidentiary facts the existence of which is presently inferred by
you from the existence of any combination of evidentiary and/or ultimate facts,

5. As used herein, the terms “person” or “persons” includes any natural person and

any firm, limited liability company, partnership, joint venture, hospital, institution, corporation,



business, organization, trust, associvati{)n or ény other business or governmental or quasi-
govermhenta‘l entity, political su:bdi\:/'i'si_bn, :..‘cornmissi‘on, ‘board or agency of any character
whatsoever together with the part'ners, trustees, officers, directors, employees, or agents thereof,

6. As used herein, the words “or” and “and” shall mean “and/or.”

7. As used herein, the word “any” shall include the word “all,” and the word “all”
shall include the word “any.”

8. The ferm “relevan ”;» aé used here.in, includes by way of illustration only and not
by way of Hmitatioh, the vfol“léwing: M infovl;mationvthat Eifher would or would not support the
disclosing parties’ contentions; (2) identification of those persons who, if their potential
testimony were known, might reasonably be expected to be deposed or called as a witness by any
of the parties; (3) information that is likely to have an influence on or affect the outcome of a
claim or defense; (4) information that deserves to be considered in the preparation, evaluation or
trial of a claim or defense; and (5) information that reasonable and competent counsel would
consider reasonably necessary to prepare, evaluate or try a claim or defense.

9. As used herein, the words “include” and “including” shall mean “including
without limitation.”

10.  The terms “Petition” and/or “Lawsuit” shall refer to the petition filed in the
above-captioned litigation, all amendments made thereto and all claims made therein.

11.  “Defendants,” as used herein means any and all defendants named in this
lawsuit, and any agents, employees, partners, managers, members, lawyers, accountants,

representatives, and any other person or entity acting on behalf of a defendant or subject to their

control.



12. “Yqu,” and “Your” shall mean and refer to /P Morgan Chase Bank, N.A,,
| Individually/Corporately raﬁd as "‘Trus‘t,,ee’_ of South Texas Syndicate Trust, including but not
limited to, Gary P. Aymes and .ény and all past or pfesent partners, officers, directors, managers,
employees, attorneys, representatives, agents, shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parents,
succes-sors,‘ assigns, or any entity in which Defendant has an ownership interest, individually,
collectively, o£ in any combination and/or permutation whatsoever.

| 13. | “Trust” as ﬁséd herein refers to the trust that is the subject of this lawsuit,
commonly designated and referred to as the “South Texas Syndicate”. “Trust” as used herein
also refers to and includes the assets, property, and/or estate of the Trust. “Trust” further
includes the fiduciary relationship governing the Trustee with respect to the Trust property when
that reading of the term would cause more documents or information to be covered by the term.
| 14.  “Trust Assets” as used herein refers to the assets, property and the estate of the
Trust (i.e. South Texas Syndicate Trust).

15.  “Trustee” shall mean Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Corporately and
as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust, and any individual or entity acting on its behalf,
and Gary P. Aymes'ih his capacity as an employee of Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.
and his capacity as fiduciary officer and/or administrator of the Trust.

16.  As used herein, the term “Identify” as used herein shall include the following:

a. When used in reference to a person, shall mean his full name, present or

last known home address and telephone number, present or last known
business address and telephone number, employer and job title;

b. When used in reference to a firm or corporation, shall mean its full name
and address, telephone number, any other names by which it is or has been
known, its state of incorporation, and its principal place of business;

c. When used in reference to someone or something other than a person,
firm, or corporation, shall mean its official name, organizational form,

address and telephone number;



d. When used in reference to a document, shall mean the type of document,
date, author, addressee, title, its present location, 1dent1ty of its custodian
and the substance of its contents;

e. When used in reference to a communication or statement, shall mean the
form of communication (i.e., telephone conversation, letter, face-to-face
conversation, efc.), the date of the communication and the date on which it
was senit and received, the identity of the persons who were involved in
the communication, the substances of the communication, the present

‘location of the communication and the identity of its custodian; and

f. When used in reference to an act, meeting or other event, shall mean a
description of the substance of the events constituting the act or meeting,
the date of its occurrence, the identity of any documents concerning such
act or meeting, and the identity of any documents concerning such act or

meeting.
C. In cons.trﬁing this request:
1. The singular Shéll include the plural and the plural shall include the singular.
2. A masculine, feminine, or neuter pronoun shall not exclude the other genders.
3. The past tense of a verb shall include the present tense, and the present tense of a
verb shall include the past tense.
fD.‘ If any document otherwise responsive to any Request was, but is no longer, in
existence or in the possession or subject to your control, state whether:

it is missing or lost;

a
b. it has been destroyed;

c it has been transferred voluntarily to others; or
d

it has been otherwise disposed of.

In each instance, explain the circumstances surrounding such disposition and identify the
person(s) who either directed or authorized the document(s) destruction or transfer or who are
knowledgeable about its disposition. Identify each document by providing a general description

of its format (e.g. letter, memorandum, telegram, chart, photograph, ezc.) and subject matter; and



S

S S
<

list its authors, recipients, and date; and state whether the documents (or copies) are still in

existence, and if so provide their present location(s) and custodian(s).

E.

F.

The relevant time period is from 2000 to the present.

For each document requested herein which is sought to be withheld under claim

of privilege, please provide the following information:

1.

The place, approximate date, and manner of recording or otherwise preparing the
document;

The 'n_-ar_ne and title of the sender, and the name and title of the recipient of the
document;

The name of each person or persons (other than stenographic or clerical assistant)
participating in the preparation of the document;

The name and corporate position, if any, of each person to whom the contents of
the documents have heretofore been communicated by copy, exhibition, reading
or substantial summarization;

A statement of the basis on which privilege is claimed and whether or not the
subject matter of the contents of the documents is limited to legal advice or
information provided for the purpose of securing legal advice; and

The number of the request to which the document is responsive.

REQUESTS FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

All documents reflecting or relating to communications between You and Reliance
Industries Limited relating to:

(a)  Pioneer Natural Resources;
(b)  Eagle Ford Shale;

() EOG Resources, Inc.;

(d) Cullen Leases;

(e) La Salle County, Texas; and
® McMullen County, Texas
RESPONSE:



REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:
'All documents relating to the 2010 joiri:t venture :between Reliance Industries Limited and

Pioneer Natural Resources concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3:

All documents reflecting or relating to Reliance Industries Limited’s investigation of
and/or negotiation with EOG Resources, Inc. concerning the purchase of Eagle Ford

Shale property interests.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

All documents reflecting any and all financing, loan or credit arrangements between You
and Reliance Industries Limited, including but not limited to documents reflecting the
approximately $400 million financing arrangement between You and Reliance Industries
Limited announced in December of 2008.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. S:

Documents sufficient to identify the full extent of Your investment and ownership
interest in Reliance Industries Limited between 2000 and the present.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

All documents reflecting Your evaluation(s) and recommendation(s) concerning
investment in or financing of Reliance Industries Limited.



RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8;

All documents reflecting or relating to communications between You and Pioneer
Natural Resources relating to:

(a) Reliance Industries, Limited,
(b)  Eagle Ford Shale;

(©) EOG Resources, Inc.;

(d)  Cullen Leases;

(e) La Salle County, Texas; and
® McMullen County, Texas

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

All documents reflecting or relating to line(s) of credit extended, loans given to, or other
financing arrangements between Pioneer Natural Resources and You.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

All documents reflecting or relating to Your role in Pioneer Natural Resources’ purchase
of Evergreen Resources, Inc. in 2004, including but not limited to documents generated
in the course of Your role as merger advisor, documents reflecting Your agreement to
underwrite an unsecured credit line, and documents relating to Pioneer Natural
Resources’ option to increase its credit facility.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

All documents reflecting any involvement You had in Pioneer Natural Resources’



“acquisition of the Cullen Leases from Hilcorp Energy in 2005.

~ RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO, 12

All Documents reflecting any involvement You had in Pioneer Natural Resources’
purchase of any energy related company between 2000 and the present.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13:

Documents sufficient to identify the full extent of Your investment and ownership
interest in Pioneer Natural Resources between 2000 and the present.

RESPONSE:

10



DATE: June 19, 2012. IR ZELLE HOFMANN YOELBEL & MASON, LLP

( )\%gé /
MATT ( R (Yro hac vice)
500 Washmgton Avenue South, Suite 5000
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Telephone:  (612) 339-2020
Facsimile:  (612)336-9100

- STEVEN J. BADGER
Texas State Bar No. 01499050
ASHLEY BENNETT JONES
Texas State Bar No.24056877
901 Main Street, Suite 4000
Dallas, Texas 75202-3975
Telephone: 214-742-3000
Facsimile: 214-760-8994

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF-
INTERVENORS®

2 Linda Aldrich, Sarah Bell, Kathryn M. Canwell, John Carney, Josephine Carney, Barbara Carson, Alice Cestari,
Barbara Warner Collins, Margaret Cost, Harriett O. Curry, Alessandra Cutolo, Francesca Cutolo, AnnaJo Doerr,
Edward Doerr, Henry Doerr IV, Katherine D. Doerr, Mary C. Doerr, Cathy A. Duus, John D. & Kathleen French,
Andrew Hilgartner, Elizabeth Jubert, Catherine Hilgartner Masucci, David W. McLean, Lisa F. McLean, Nancy
McLean, Robert C. and Kathryn F, Mesaros, Jeannette M. Muirhead, Caroline P. Myhre, Marcia Lee Nelson, Anne
Pennock, Charles F. Pierson, Jr., David Pierson, James Pierson, Addison Piper, Andrew P. Piper, Ann Piper,
Edmund L. Piper, George F. Piper, Harry C. Piper, James T. Piper, John Carer Piper, John Q. Piper, Matthew B.
Piper, Vincent G. Pardo Piper, William G. Piper, William Piper, Elizabeth Piper-Forman, Mary M. Schwartz,
Elizabeth Warner Verkade, Julia Mary Walker, Barbara Warner, Bonnie Wamer, Ellsworth A. Warner, Jr., H. T. &
S. S. Warner, M. A. Warner Jr., Ted E. Warner, Thomas Livingston Warner, and Dixie Webb.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I certify that on June 19, 2012, this "dgcum’en% was served on the following described
parties in the manner indicated below:

Patrick K. Sheehan ‘ ~ViaU.S. Mail and Email
David Jed Williams . :

‘Hornberger Sheehan Fuller & Beiter, Inc.

The Quarry Heights Building

7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78209

Richard Tinsman Via U.S. Mail and Email
Tinsman & Sciano, Inc.

10107 McAllister Freeway

San Antonio, TX 78216

James L. Drought Via U.S. Mail and Email
Drought, Drought & Bobbitt, L.L.P. _
2900 Weston Centre

112 East Pecan Street

San Antonio, TX 78205

George H. Spencer, Jr. Via U.S. Mail and Email

Clemens & Spencer
112 East Pecan, Suite 1300
San Antonio, TX 78205

David R. Deary Via U.S. Mail and Email

Jim L. Flegle

Michael Donley

Loewinshon Flegle Deary L.L.P.
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900
Dallas, Texas 75251
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CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL, IN THE DISTRICT COURT
Plaintiffs,

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.,

INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY 225" JUDICIAL DISTRICT

AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND
GARY P. AYMES,

Defendants. |

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT
JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A., INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST

TO:  Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee
of the South Texas Syndicate Trust., by and through its attorney of record, Patrick
K. Sheehan, Hornberger Fuller Sheehan & Beiter Inc., The Quarry Heights
Building, 7373 Broadway, Suite 300, San Antonio, TX 78209
Pursuant to Rules 193 and 197 of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure you are required to
serve on the undersigned your full and complete written responses under oath to each of the

Interrogatories set forth herein within thirty (30) days after the service of the Interrogatories.

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

A. To the fullest extent permitted by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, these
Interrogatories are intended to be continuing in nature. You are requested and required to
supplement your answers when appropriate or necessary to make them correct and complete.

B. If You contend that You may partially or entirely withhold responsive
information because of a rule, privilege, immunity, or other reason, provide information

sufficient for Plaintiff to assess the merits of such contention,

EXHIBIT

"B"




C. Each Interrogatory is to be re'ad-,v véon-'_s-_t-rued and responded to separately and
independently without reference to or belng limited by any other Interrogatory.
D. In answering these Interrogatories, You are required to furnish all information

available to You, including information in Your possession, custody or control.  Such

information available to You and requested herein includes information in the possession,

custody, or control of Your attornéys, agents, accountants, consultants, and all other persons
acting on Your behalf, and not merely such information known to You or of Your own personal
knowledge.

E. If You cannot answer any of these Interrogatories in full after exercising due
diligence to secure the information, You are required to so state and answer to the extent
possible, specifying Yqur -ina‘bi‘i]ify to ‘answer the remainder, stating what information or
kric;;zvledge You ha\}e concerning the unanswered portions and why You are unable to answer the

unanswered portions.

F. As used herein, the words and phrases set out below shall have the meaning
prescribed for them:

1. “Document” or “docﬁments” shall mean every document within the widest
permissible scope of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, including, without limitation, every
original (and every copy of any original or copy which differs in any way from any original) of
every writing or recording of every kind or description, whether handwritten, typed, drawn,
sketched, printed, or recorded or maintained by any physical, mechanical, electronic, or electrical
means whatsoever, including, without limitation, electronic communications or data bases,
emails (including, without limitation, received emails, sent emails, and deleted emails together

with all attachments), text messages, SMS, MMS, BBM, or other instant message system or



format, books, records, papers, pamphlets, brochures, circulars, advertisements, specifications,

notebooks, worksheets, reports, lists, analyses, summaries, tax returns, financial statements,

- profit and loss statements, cash flow statements, :balance;sheets, annual or other periodic reports,

calendars, appointment bo‘oké, diaries, telephoné bills and toll call records, expense reports,
commission statements, itineraries, agendas, check books, canceled checks, receipts, agreements,
applications, offers, acceptances, proposals, purchase orders, invoices, written, electronic or
otherwise recorded memorials of oral communications, forecasts, photographs, photographic

slides or negatives, films, film strips, tapes and recordings, and any “tangible things” as that term

is used in Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 196.1.

2.  As used herein, the terms “constitute, refer or relate to,” “refer or relate to,”
“relating to,” “related,” “evidencing,” “reflect,” “reflecting,” “support,” “evidence” and any
similar term shall mean -- unless otherwise indicated -- having any relationship or connection to,
concerning, being connected to, commenting on, responding to, containing, evidencing, showing,
memorializing, describing, analyzing, reflecting, pertaining to, comprising, constituting, proving
or tending to prove or othefwise establishing any feasonabl.e, logical or causal connection.

3. As used herein, the terms “communication” or “communications” shall mean any
document, oral sfatement, conversation, meeting, or conference, formal or informal, under any
circumstances whatsoever, whereby information of any nature was stated, written, recorded, or in
any manner transmitted or transferred.

4. As used herein, the terms “fact” or “facts” shall mean all evidentiary facts
presently known to you and all evidentiary facts the existence of which is presently inferred by

you from the existence of any combination of evidentiary and/or ultimate facts.



5. As used herein, the teﬁns- “person” or “persdns” includes any natural person and
any firm, limited liability company, partnership, joint vventure, hospital, institution, corporation,
business, organization, trust, association or any other business or governmental or quasi-
governmental entity, political subdivision, commission, board or agency of any character
whatsoever together with the partners, trustees, officers, directors, employees, or agents thereof.

6. The terms “AND” and “OR” are to be construed either disjunctively or
conjuné‘;ivély, whiéhevér is éﬁpropriate, so as to bring Within the scope of these Requests any
information or documents that might otherwise be coﬁsidered beyond its scope.

7. As used herein, the word “any” shall include the word “all,” and the word “all”
shall include the word “any.”

8.  The term “Relevant”, as used herein, includes by way of illustration only and not
by way of limitation, the following: (1) infonnatioﬂ that either would or would not support the
disclosing parties’ contentions; (2) identification of those persons who, if their potential
testimony were known, might reasonably be expected to be deposed or called as a witness by any
of the parties; (3) information that is likely to have an influence on or affect the outcome of a
claim or defense; (4) information that deserves to be considered in the preparation, evaluation or
trial of a claim or defense; and (5) information that reasonable and competent counsel would

consider reasonably necessary to prepare, evaluate or try a claim or defense.

9. As used herein, the words “include” and “including” shall mean “including

without limitation.”

10. The terms “Petition” and/or “Lawsuit” shall refer to the petition filed in the

above-captioned litigation, all amendments made thereto and all claims made therein.



11, “Defendants,” as used herein means any and all defendants named in this lawsuit,
“and any agents, employees, palftnéfs, manageré, fnémbefs, lawyers, accountants, representatives,
and any other person or entity acting on behalf of a defendant or subject to their control.

| 12. “You,” and “Your” shall mean and refer to JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.,
Individually/Corporately and as Trustee of South Texas Syndicate Trust, including but not
limited to, Gary P. Aymes and any and all past or present partners, officers, directors, managers,
employees, attorneys, representatives, agents, shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parents,
successors, assigns, or any entity in which Defendant has an ownership interest, individually,
collectively, or in any combination and/or permutation whatsoever.

13.  “Trust” as used herein refers to the trust that is the subject of this lawsuit,
commonly designated and referred to as the “South Texas Syndicate”. “Trust” as used herein
also refers to and includes the assets, property, and/or estate of the Trust. “Trust” further
includes the fiduciary relationship governing the Trustee with respect to the Trust property when
that reading of the term would cause more documents or information to be covered by the term.

14. “Trusf Assets” as used herein refers to the assets, property and the estate of the
Trust (i.e. South Texas Syhdicate Trust).

15.  “Trustee” shall mean Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Corporately and
as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust, and any individual or entity acting on its behalf,
and Gary P. Aymes in his capacity as an employee of Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.
and his capacity as fiduciary officer and/or administrator of the Trust.

16. As used herein, the term “Identify” as used herein shall include the following:

a. When used in reference to a person, shall mean his full name, present or

last known home address and telephone number, present or last known
business address and telephone number, employer and job title;



2.

3.

When used in reference to a firm or corporation, shall mean its full name
and address, telephone number, any other names by which it is or has been
known, its state of i 1nc0rporat10n and its principal place of business;

When used in reference to someone or something other than a person,
firm, or corporation, shall mean its official name, organizational form,
address and telephone number;

When used in reference to a document, shall mean the type of document,
date, author, addressee, title, its present location, identity of its custodian
and the substance of its contents;

When used in reference to a communication or statement, shall mean the
form of communication (i.e., telephone conversation, letter, face-to-face
conversation, efc.), the date of the communication and the date on which it
was sent and received, the identity of the persons who were involved in

the communication, the substances of the communication, the present

location of the communication and the identity of its custodian; and

When used in reference to an act, meeting or other event, shall mean a
description of the substance of the events constituting the act or meeting,
the date of its occurrence, the identity of any documents concerning such
act or meeting, and the identity of any documents concerning such act or

meeting.

In construing this request:
The singular shall include the plural and the plural shall include the singular.
‘A masculine, feminine, or neuter pronoun shall not exclude the other genders.

The past tense of a verb shall include the present tense, and the present tense of a

verb shall include the past tense.

H.

The relevant time period is from January 1, 2000 to the present.

INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Describe with particularity the actions and responsibilities undertaken by You in
connection with the 2010 joint venture between Reliance Industries Limited and Pioneer Natural
Resources concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.
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RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:
Describe with particularity the actions and responsibilities undertaken by You in
connection with Reliance Industries Limited’s investigation of and/or negotiation with EOG

Resources, Inc. concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

RESPONSE.:

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Describe with particularity each and every financing, loan or credit arrangement between
You and Reliance Industries Limited existing between 2000 and the present and identify Your
officer(s), director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these financing,

loan or credit arrangements.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Describe with particularity any investment and ownership interest You have had in
Reliance Industries Limited between 2000 and the present and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 5:

Describe with particularity the actions undertaken by You in connection with Pioneer
Natural Resources’ public offering of 5,500,000 shares in 2011 and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

RESPONSE:



- INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Describe with particularity the actions undertaken by You in connection with Pioneer
Natural Resources’ purchase of Evergreen Resources, Inc. in 2004, the purchase of the Cullen
Leases in 2005 from Hilcorp Energy, and/or other Pioneer Natural Resources purchase of any
other energy related company between 2000 and the present, and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions and the

- documents produced in response to Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Requests for Production 10-12.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

In Your June 1, 2010 Asia Pacific Equity Research Report, You stated, in pertinent part,
with respect to Reliance Industries, Limited:

“Jp Morgan does and seeks to do business with companies covered in its research
reports. As a result, investors should be aware that the firm may have a conflict of

interest that could affect the objectivity of this report.”
“Important Disclosures

* Client of the firm: Reliance Industries Ltd is or was in the past 12 months a
client of JPMSI; during the past 12 months, JPMSI provided to the company
investment banking services, non-investment banking services and non-securities-

related services

* Investment Banking (past 12 months): JPMSI or its affiliates received in the
past 12 months compensation for investment banking services from Reliance

Industries Ltd.

* Investment Banking (next 3 months): JPMSI or its affiliates expect to receive,
or intend to seek, compensation for investment banking services in the next three

months from Reliance Industries Ltd.

* Non-investment Banking Compensation: JPMSI has received compensation
in the past 12 months for products or services other than investment banking from
Reliance Industries Ltd. An affiliate of JPMSI has received compensation in the
past 12 months for products or services other than investment banking from

Reliance Industries Ltd.”
With respect to the above-referenced statements, describe with particularity:

A) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Client of the firm” that
that You or Your affiliates “provided to [Reliance Industries Ltd] investment banking services,
non-investment banking services and non-securities-related services.”
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B) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Investment Banking (past
12 months)” that You or Your affiliates “received in the past 12 months compensation for
investment banking servwes from Rehance Industrles Ltd ”

O Each and every basis for Your statement under the headmg “Investment Banking

* (next 3 months)” that You or Your affiliates “affiliates expect to receive, or intend to seek,

compensation for investment bankmg services in the next three months from Reliance Industries
Ltd..”

D) Each and every basis for Your staternent under the heading “Non-mvestment Banking
Compensatlon” that You or Your affiliates “received compensation in the past 12 months for
products or services other than investment banking from Reliance Industries Ltd.” and that Your
“received compensation in the past 12 months for products or services other than investment

banking from Reliance Industries Ltd.”

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

For each and every basis identified in Your response to Interrogatory 7 as a reason for
making the statement/disclosure referenced in Interrogatory 7, identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the each and every individual basis.

RESPONSE:
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RESPONSE OF JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A., IN ITS CORPORATE CAPACITY,
TO PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ MOTION TO COMPEL

JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. (*JPMorgan”), in its corporate capacity, files this Response
to the Motion to Compel Answers to Interrogatories and Production of Documents (the
“Motion”) filed by various individual Plaintiff-Intervenors (the “Intervenors™), as follows:

I
Introduction

The Intervenors hold certificates of beneficial interest in the South Texas Syndicate Trust
(the “Trust”) for which JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. serves as trustee. The Intervenors have
served discovery requests on JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., both in its capacity as trustee (the
“Trustee™) and in its corporate capacity (the “Bank”). Through its discovery requests and the
Motion, the Intervenors seek a potentially enormous quantity of documents and information that
go well beyond the Trustee’s possible relationship with third-parties, and instead involve the
Bank’s commercial and investment banking relationship with non-parties. In doing so, the
Intervenors are asking this Court to accept a premise that is fundamentally wrong — that if the

Trust had dealings with a third party that was also a commercial or investment banking customer
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of the Bank, every document and all information relating to the Bank’s dealings with that
customer belong to the Trust and are accessible to the Trustee and must be produced. That
remarkable premise, for which the Intervenors cite no authority, ignores the realities of modern
banking institutions, ignores federal law on information barriers at banks, and ignores the Texas

Finance Code requirements regarding customer records at a bank.

1.
Arguments and Authorities
A. The Motion Ignores the Federally Mandated Information Barriers that are in place
at JPMorgan

It is no secret that JPMorgan is one of the largest financial institutions in the world.
JPMorgan performs a number of functions that are non-fiduciary in nature and that are important
to the financial system — including making commercial loans, providing treasury services for
corporations, arranging securities offerings, providing investment banking advice and issuing
investor research advice. Moreover, for decades, JPMorgan has provided a wide range of
fiduciary services to individuals and entities — including by managing trusts such as the Trust at
issue in this lawsuit. Congress and federal regulators have supported that simultaneous fiduciary
and non-fiduciary activity for decades.

The Intervenors urge this Court to order, in part, that the Bank turn over documents and
information belonging to several of its non-fiduciary banking customers that are largely
confidential and likely contain material non-public information or inside information. The
Motion wrongly assumes that every record and piece of information held anywhere at JPMorgan
is and should be accessible by everyone at JPMorgan for any purpose. This simply is not the
case. Federal banking regulations and institutional policies at JPMorgan mandate information
barriers preventing the sharing of information among the various parts of JPMorgan as an
institution.
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A little over a decade ago, Congress enacted legislation permitting modern multiservice
diversified financial institutions to provide, among other things, asset management, retail and
commercial banking, investment banking, insurance, and treasury and securities services.
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Financial Services Modernization Act, Pub. L. No. 106-102, 113 Stat.
1338 (1999). The purpose of this and prior laws authorizing financial institutions to provide
diversified services was to increase competition, allow institutions to realize economies of scale
and scope and reduce the cost of asset management and corporate finance. See H.R. Rep. No.
106-74, at 98 (1999).

Moreover, the provision of commercial banking alongside trust services is nothing new.
Federal law dating back to 1913 has permitted national banks to manage trust accounts while
simultaneously engaging in commercial lending, Federal Reserve Act of 1913, § 11(k), 38 Stat.
251, 262. In fact, the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (the “OCC”), the federal agency
charged with chartering, regulating and supervising national banks under the National Bank Act,
permits the commercial arm of a national bank to make secured loans directly to a fiduciary
client, 12 C.F.R. § 9.12.

The Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) and other regulators allow financial
institutions to efficiently address potential conflicts through the creation and maintenance of

1

information barriers to prevent the flow of material non-public information.' In fact, federal

The SEC and Congress codified the use of information barriers in a wide variety of insider trading
contexts, including in Rule 14e-3b relating to tender offers, 17 C.F.R. § 240.14e-3, Rule 10b5-1 liability, 17 C.F.R.
§ 240.10b5-1(c)(2), the Insider Trading Sanctions Act of 1984 (the “ITSA"), Pub. L. No. 98-376, 98 Stat. 1264
(1984); 15 U.5.C. § 78u(d)(2), and the 1988 Insider Trading and Securities Fraud Enforcement Act (the “ITSFA™),
Pub. L. No. 100-704, 102 Stat. 4677 (1988), as well as conflicts involving potentially improper influence exercised
by investment banking interests on research analysts. See Sec. Exch. Act. § 15D(a)(3), 15 U.S.C. § 780-6(a)(3);
Self-Regulatory Organizations; Order Approving Proposed Rule Changes by the NYSE Relating to Exchange Rules
344, 3454 and 472 and by the NASD, Inc. Relating to Research Analyst Conflicts of Interest, SEC Rel. No. 34-
48252, 2003 WL 21750579 (July 29, 2003). Likewise, the Federal Reserve endorses information barriers to prevent
conflicts. See Federal Reserve Policy Statement Concerning the Use of Inside Information, 43 Fed. Reg. 12,755,
12,756 (Mar. 27, 1978).

RESPONSE OF JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.’S, IN ITS CORPORATE CAPACITY,
TO PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ MOTION TO COMPEL - PAGE 3




bank regulators require banks to adopt information barriers between their fiduciary departments
and other departments that have access to material non-public information or inside information.
E.g., OCC, Conflicts of Interest: Comptroller's Handbook 28 (noting that Chinese walls “should
prevent the passage of material inside information between a bank’s fiduciary department and its
commercial department in violation of securitics laws and regulations, as well as fiduciary
standards™); FDIC, Trust Examination Manual, Section 8, § D.1; Policy Statement Concerning
Use of Inside Information, 43 Fed. Reg. 12,755 (Federal Reserve Mar. 27, 1978).

Courts and commentators have acknowledged that information barriers effectively
prevent conflicts of interest in a wide variety of contexts. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co. v. Glenn,
554 U.S. 105, 117 (2008) (conflict of interest faced by an ERISA fiduciary is reduced “perhaps
to the vanishing point” by information barrier); M. Lybecker, Regulation of Bank Trust
Department Investment Activities: Seven Gaps, Eight Remedies, Part I, 90 BANKING L.J. 912,
923-924 (1973) (“It is normal and necessary for large industrial corporations to have creditor,
depositor, directorial, and still other relationships with banks. . . . To deal with potential conflicts
of interest, particularly misuse of inside information as between commercial lending and trust
functions, many banks have developed a ‘wall’ between those departments.”).

JPMorgan employees who manage the Trust are separated from the other areas of
JPMorgan that might have material non-public information or inside information about
JPMorgan’s commercial banking and/or investment banking customers (such as Reliance, EOG
or Pioneer) by institutionally mandated information barriers. Affidavit of Cindy Eubank, § 10.>

Effective information barriers — such as those present here — ensure that the Trustee can carry out

2 The Affidavit of Cindy Eubank was previously filed by the Bank in connection with the Bank’s response
to the Motion.
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its fiduciary responsibilities without the taint of conflict of interest. Affidavit of Cindy Eubank,
14

By their Motion, the Intervenors are trying to turn this federally-mandated method of
preventing conflicts of interest on its head. They are asking the Court to in essence pierce these
information barriers and require the production of information and documents on the other side
of the barrier without any showing that the barrier was breached by the Trustee or should have
been breached by the Trustee. At minimum, such a showing should be necessary before these
types of documents and information becomes even potentially discoverable.

B. The Motion Ignores the Distinction Between JPMorgan as Trustee and JPMorgan
in its Corporate Capacity

The Motion ignores the important distinction between JPMorgan in its corporate capacity
— the Bank — and JPMorgan in its fiduciary capacity — the Trustee. Importantly, while the
Trustee certainly owes fiduciary duties to the Intervenors as beneficiaries, the Bank in its
corporate capacity — for instance, as a lender or investment banker — owes no such duties to the
beneficiaries. A significant part of the information and documents the Intervenors seek relate to
the Bank’s relationship with non-party customers rather than the trustee’s relationship with those
entities. For example, the following document requests obviously are not seeking documents
belonging to the Trust, despite the Intervenors’ contention to the contrary:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

All  documents reflecting any and all financing, loan or credit
arrangements between You and Reliance Industries Limited, including but
not limited to documents reflecting the approximately $400 million
financing arrangement between You and Reliance Industries Limited
announced in December of 2008.
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5:

Documents sufficient to identify the full extent of Your investment and
ownership interest in Reliance Industries Limited between 2000 and the
present.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

All documents reflecting Your evaluation(s) and recommendation(s)
concerning investment in or financing of Reliance Industries Limited.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

All documents reflecting or relating to line(s) of credit extended, loans
given to, or other financing arrangements between Pioneer Natural
Resources and You.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

All documents reflecting or relating to Your role in Pioneer Natural
Resources’ purchase of Evergreen Resources, Inc. in 2004, including but
not limited to documents generated in the court of Your role as merger
advisor, documents reflecting Your agreement to underwrite an unsecured
credit line, and documents relating to Pioneer Natural Resources’ option to
increase its credit facility.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

All documents reflecting any involvement You had in Pioneer Natural
Resources’ acquisition of the Cullen Leases from Hilcorp Energy in 2005.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

All Documents reflecting any involvement You had in Pioneer Natural
Resources’ purchase of any energy related company between 2000 and the
present.
Intervenors’ Exhibit B.? By ignoring the distinction between the Bank and its commercial

activities, on the one hand, and the Trustee and its fiduciary activities on the other hand, the

Intervenors are trying to sell the notion that all of these documents are Trust documents and,

3 Interrogatory Nos. 3, 4, 5 and 6 seek similar information.
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consequently, that they are entitled to them. They do not and cannot cite any authority for that
argument and it must be rejected.
C. Non-Party Bank Customer Records are at Issue and Intervenors Have Failed to

Comply with the Requirements of the Texas Finance Code in Secking Customer
Records

Intervenors allege that their discovery requests “seek information related to Defendants’
acts and omissions as Trustee” of the Trust and that, therefore, the “information sought belongs
to Defendants (as Trustee) and Plaintiff-Intervenors (as beneficiary) not a third party.” Motion,
p. 12. This is an obvious mischaracterization of a large portion of the documents and
information sought. As noted above, Document Requests Nos. 4-6 and 9-12 are not seeking
documents maintained by the Trustee, but instead are seeking records of Bank customers who
are not parties to the litigation. Intervenors’ attempt to paint with a broad brush all documents it
seeks as somehow relating to Defendants’ purported acts or omissions as Trustee, does not
change the true nature of the documents sought.

Moreover, Intervenors’ reliance on the case of Alpert v. Riley, Civ. A. H-04-CV-3774,
2009 WL 1226762 (S.D. Tex. Apr. 30, 2009) is misplaced. In Alpert, the plaintiff sought to take
depositions on written questions of two financial institutions. See Alpert, 2009 WL 1226762, *6.
The proposed deposition question sought documents relating to the trusts at issue in the litigation
on which the defendant appeared as trustee. Id. The defendant filed a motion to quash the
deposition notices asserting that the plaintiff failed to comply with Section 59.006(c) of the
Finance Code. Id. The court denied the defendant’s motion to quash, holding that Section
59.006(c) applies only to nonparties and noting that the records at issue were “party documents.”
Id. Alpert is distinguishable from the situation before the Court — one in which Intervenors seek

Bank records relating to customers that are not parties to this lawsuit.
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Section 59.006 of the Texas Finance Code certainly applies in this case. That statute
provides the “exclusive method” for compelling discovery of a record of a financial institution
relating to one or more customers. . . .” TEX. FIN. CODE § 59.006(a). Significantly, the term
“record” is broadly defined:

§ 59.001. DEFINITIONS. In this subchapter:

* * o

(7) “Record” means financial or other information
of a customer maintained by a financial institution.

And while the statute imposes requirements for party records it imposes far greater requirements

for non-party records. Here, the Intervenors are seeking “records” of non-party customers so

they must comply with requirements of 59.006 (including sub-section (c)) of the Finance Code.
Under Section 59.006 Intervenors were required, but failed to:

o Give JPMorgan at least twenty four (24) days to comply with a request under
Section 59.006(b)(1);

° pay JPMorgan’s reasonable costs of complying with the request under Section
59.006(b)(2);

o give notice to the customers — Pioneer, Reliance and EOG - of their rights under
Section 59.005(c) and provide them with a copy of the request under Section
59.006(c)(1);

o file a certificate of service indicating that the customer has been mailed or served

with notice under Section 59.006(c)(2); and
° request the customers’ written consent authorizing production under Section
59.006(c)(3).
In this case, at least two of the Bank customers at issue have expressly objected to
disclosure of their records — both Reliance and Pioneer have filed motions for protective order.

The third Bank customer, EOG, has not consented but has yet to file a motion for protective
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order. When a customer that is not a party does not consent to disclosure of its records, the sole
means of obtaining access to the records is by Court order following an in camera inspection
upon motion by the party seeking the records. TEX. FIN. CoDE § 59.006(d). Notably, the Court
is not required to inspect the records. fd. If the Court does conduct an in camera review to
determine their relevance, it may order redaction of portions that should not be produced. Id.
The Court would also be required to enter a protective order preventing the produced record
from being disclosed to any person not a party to the litigation and from being used for any
purpose other than resolving the dispute before the tribunal. /d. Obviously, Intervenors have
failed to meet their statutory obligations under Section 59.006.

In addition, Intervenors should not be permitted to make an “end run” around the
requirements of Section 59.006 by seeking the same confidential customer information in the
form of interrogatories (See e.g., Interrogatory Nos. 3, 4, 5, and 6). As noted, the definition of
records includes “information” and not just documents. Intervenors’ Interrogatories Nos. 3, 4, 5,
and 6 seek what amounts to a recitation of the information that would be contained in certain of
the document requests aimed at the Bank customer records identified above.

Accordingly, Intervenors’ Motion — as to the records and other information of the Bank
relating to non-party Bank customers Pioneer, Reliance and EOG — should be denied because
Intervenors failed to comply with the requirements of Section 59.006 of the Finance Code.

E. A Number of Intervenors’ Discovery Requests are Overbroad on Their Face.

When a discovery request is overbroad on its face and asks for irrelevant information, the
responding party is not required to detail its objections to the requests. See In re Allstate Cty.
Mut. Ins. Co., 227 S.W.3d 667, 670 (Tex. 2007); see also In re CSX Corp., 124 S.W.3d 149,

152-53 (Tex. 2003). An overbroad request that seeks irrelevant information is improper whether
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it is burdensome or not. /d. Here, many of the discovery requests relating to the Bank’s
commercial banking customers are overbroad on their face and seek irrelevant information. For
example, Request Nos. 4 and 9 secking “[a]ll documents reflecting any and all financing, loan or
credit arrangements” between the Bank and Reliance or Pioneer are “not merely an
impermissible fishing expedition; it [is] an effort to dredge the lake in hopes of finding a fish.”
Texaco, Inc. v. Sanderson, 898 S.W.2d 813, 815 (Tex. 1995). Request No. 6 seeking “[a]ll
documents reflecting” the Bank’s “evaluation(s) and recommendation(s) concerning investment
in or financing of Reliance,” is similarly overbroad. Likewise, Requests Nos. 5 and 13 secking
documents sufficient to identify the “full extent” of the Bank’s “investment and ownership
interest in Reliance [and Pioneer] . . . between 2000 and the present” are overbroad on their face.
Intervenors’ Requests Nos. 1 and 8 and Interrogatories Nos. 3, 4, 5 and 6 suffer from the same
shortcomings.

F. Should the Motion be Granted, the Bank Requests that Intervenors Bear Any Costs
Associated With Production.

The Bank incorporates into this response its Motion for Protective Order filed in
connection with its discovery responses. If the Court grants Intervenors’ Motion, the Bank
requests that the Court also grant its Motion for Protective Order and extend to the Bank
protections sought in that motion. Specifically, the Bank requests that the Court shift the costs of
production (including the costs of gathering, searching and reviewing electronically stored
information) to Intervenors. Such relief is consistent with Texas Rules of Civil Procedure
192.6(b) and 196.4, Texas Property Code § 114.064, and the relevant provisions of the Finance

Code.
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I11.
Conclusion

Defendant JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., in its corporate capacity, respectfully requests
that the Court deny Intervenors’ Motion and pray for such other and further relief to which it

may be entitled.

Respectfully submitted,
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EMAIL: abowen(@hunton.com

Ociober 31, 2012

Ms. Jennifer Contreras, Court Clerk VIA E-FILING
225" Judicial District Court

Bexar County Courthouse

100 Dolorosa

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Re:  Cause No. 2010-CI-10977, John K. Meyer, et al. v. JPMorgan Chase Bank,
N.A., Individually / Corporately and as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate
Trust and Gary P. Aymes; in the 225" Judicial District Court of Bexar County,
Texas

Dear Ms. Contreras:;

Attached for filing in the above-referenced matter is Response of JPMorgan Chase
Bank, N.A., in Its Corporate Capacity, to Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Motion to Compel.
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Amy S. Bowen
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George Spencer, Jr. (via facsimile no. 210-227-0732)
James L. Drought (via facsimile no. 210-222-0586)
Richard Tinsman (via facsimile no. 210-225-3121)
David R. Deary / Jim L. Flegle / Michael J. Donley (via facsimile no. 214-572-1717)
Patrick K. Sheehan / David Jed Williams (via facsimile no. 210-271-1730)
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Filed

12 September 11 P5:15
Donna Kay McKinney
District Clerk

Bexar District

(Consolidated Under) ég‘éﬁ%eg;’rﬁosa
CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET. AL. 8§ IN THE DISTRICT COURT
§
VS. 8§
§
JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A. § 225H JUDICIAL DISTRICT
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY 8§

AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH 8
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST 8§
and GARY P. AYMES 8§ BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

DEFENDANTS’ SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:

NOW COME, Defendants JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. in all céipad“J.P. Morgan”)
and Gary P. Aymes (collectively referred to heram “Defendants”) and file Defendants’
Special Exceptions to Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Setédmended Petition and Special Exceptions
to Intervenors’ Pleas in Intervention (and amendsiéhereto) requesting the Plaintiffs and
Plaintiff Intervenors to replead, pursuant to Raleof the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, for
the following reasons:

SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS TO PLAINTIFFS” CONSOLIDATED SECOND AMENDED PETITION

1. Defendants specially except to the introductorgragraph of Plaintiffs’
Consolidated Second Amended Petition becausdsttfaiset forth with particularity the parties
that are bringing the action. Specifically, thegugaph purports to state that John K. Meyer,
John Meyer, Jr., Theodore Meyer, and Emilie Blazehainging the action “on behalf of the opt
in parties identified in Exhibit A.” The paragraploes not set forth whether the individuals
listed in Exhibit A are parties to the action, ohat basis the named plaintiffs are acting on

behalf of the opt in parties, and whether the apparties are represented by the legal counsel



who signed the pleading. Plaintiffs should be nexglito plead whether the “opt in parties” are
parties to this litigation, the authority for theamed Plaintiffs to act on behalf of the “opt in
parties,” and whether the “opt in parties” are esgnted by any of the attorneys who signed the
Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Second Amended Petition.

2. Defendants specially except to Plaintiffs’ Comgated Second Amended Petition
because it fails to comply withex. R. Qv. P. 39(c). Plaintiffs have admitted that all of Bi€S
beneficiaries are necessary parties, aexd R. Qv. P. 39(c) requires a pleading asserting a claim
for relief to state the names, if known to the gia of any persons to be joined if feasible, who
have not been joined, and the reasons why thegar@ined. Plaintiffs should be required to
plead in conformity with the requirements afXTR. Qv. P. Rule 39(c).

3. Defendants specially except to § 2 of Plaintiftsinsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vaguel obscure in that it purports to request the
judicial reformation of the STS Trust instrumentivaut specifying in what manner and on what
terms plaintiffs request the reformation of the STi®Ist instrument and the basis for such
reformation.As a result, the Plaintiff's Consolidated Seconaiehded Petition fails to apprise
Defendant of what Plaintiffs expect to prove.

4. Defendants specially except to § 14 of Plairiti@fensolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vaguel obscure in that it does not set forth
whether the individuals listed on “Exhibit A” (tbé Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Second Amended
Petition) are parties to the actioAs a result, the Plaintiffs Consolidated Seconchehded
Petition fails to apprise Defendant of what Pldiatexpect to prove.

5. Defendants specially except to § 25 of Plairitiffensolidated Second Amended

Petition because it is impermissibly general, vagunel obscure in that it does not describe the
2



manner and circumstances by which “JP Morgan hasrastered the Trust to produce profits
for itself and various banking clients of JP Morgamong other things.” Plaintiffs should be
required to specify the banking clients to whiclaiftiffs refer and the manner in which JP
Morgan allegedly produced profits for itself anctlstbanking clients. Furthermore, Plaintiffs
should be required to specifically plead the “ottiengs” to which they refer in the paragraph.
As a result, the Plaintiff's Consolidated Secondefied Petition fails to apprise Defendant of
what Plaintiffs expect to prove.

6. Defendant specially excepts to § 27 of Plairiti@fensolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vagunel obscure in that it does not describe with
particularity how the trustee’s fees are allegedly excessive; (2) unreasonable; (3)
compensation for acts not authorized by the tngtument; and (4) compensation taken without
providing disclosures (including disclosure of dont$ of interest) required of a trustdeurther,
Plaintiffs do not identify the parties who allegedhuse Defendant to have a conflict of interest.
As a result, the Plaintiff's Consolidated Secondefiaed Petition fails to apprise Defendant of
what Plaintiffs expect to prove.

7. Defendants specially except to § 28 of Plairitifensolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vagunel obscure in that it does not describe with
particularity the manner in which JP Morgan alldg€desisted the judicial reformation of the
STS Trust instrument which would have been in thgt Interests of the STS Trust beneficiaries
because JP Morgan believed it would lose reverfiu@® Morgan allowed an appropriate trust
instrument to be amended by a decree of a Texa#.cowPlaintiffs do not plead with
particularity the manner and circumstances of taened resistance and how reformation of the

Trust would have been in the best interests ob#meficiaries, or identify the revenues that JP
3



Morgan allegedly believed it would lose.As a result, the Plaintiff's Consolidated Second
Amended Petition fails to apprise Defendant of whlaintiffs expect to prove.

8. Defendants specially exceptfd®9 of Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vaguel obscure in that it fails to specify how JP
Morgan has interpreted the 1951 Decree in a selirgg manner to unlawfully increase JP
Morgan’s profits for administration of the STS Tru#As a result, the Plaintiff’'s Consolidated
Second Amended Petition fails to apprise Defendémthat Plaintiffs expect to prove.

9. Defendants specially except to § 31 of Plairitifensolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vaguel obscure in that it fails to specify how JP
Morgan has construed the reimbursement provisibtiseoTrust in a self serving manner related
to (1) a legal opinion “apparently” provided to leéihJP Morgan solely; (2) litigation against JP
Morgan by beneficiaries seeking to remove JP Moagtrustee; (3) legal advice relied upon to
justify changing the Trustee’s rights and dutieslemthe Trust instrument; and (4) litigation
against STS Trust lessees. Plaintiffs should eired to plead with particularity the factual
conduct that forms the basis of each of these ailegs; the specific legal opinion and advice to
which it refers; the factual basis for an allegattbat the Trustee changed the Trustee’s rights
and duties under the Trust instrument; and theu&dbasis for its allegation that JP Morgan
acted in a self serving and improper manner wisipeet to litigation against STS Trust lessees.
In its present form, the Plaintiffs Consolidate@c8nd Amended Petition fails to apprise
Defendant of what Plaintiffs expect to prove.

10. Defendants specially except to § 32 of Plasit@onsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vagunel obscure in that it fails to describe with

particularity how JP Morgan failed to investigateemations of the trust relationship and trust
4



structure of the royalty trust structure and cleaifion and alteration of the trustee duties and
responsibilities. Plaintiffs should not be pereuttto plead “et cetera” but should be required to
specify each act of misconduct alleged. FurtheemBtaintiffs should be required to plead with
particularity the conduct of JP Morgan by whiclsialleged to have avoided making changes in
the trust relationship and to describe the chamgdbe trust relationship that Plaintiffs allege
should have been madas a result, the Plaintiff's Consolidated Secondehded Petition fails
to apprise Defendant of what Plaintiffs expect tove.

11. Defendants specially except to § 33 of Plasit@onsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vague obscure in that it fails to disclose or
identify the alleged conflicts of interests JP Mamdailed to disclose (including identifying the
transactions). Plaintiffs should be required teapl with particularity the conflicts of interest
that it alleges were violated and transactions lved rather than pleading such conflicts as
“including but not limited to” negotiating minerédases with Petrohawk and litigating mineral
lease rights with Pioneer and EOG (without ideintifythe other parties)-urther, Plaintiffs
failed to specify how JPMorgan’s negotiation of eral leases with Petrohawk and litigating
mineral lease rights with Pioneer and EOG creatembr#lict of interest. As a result, the
Plaintiff's Consolidated Second Amended Petitioflsféeo apprise Defendant of what Plaintiffs
expect to prove.

12. Defendants specially except to § 34 of Plasit@onsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vagurel obscure in that it fails to describe with
particularity how and when JP Morgan has allegddign secretive, vague, and/or tardy in its
communications, and has allegedly failed to proadeess to financial statements, accounting

and auditing documents and other records includo@uments that reflect the development and
5



application of the method for calculating paymetatdbeneficiariesAs a result, the Plaintiff's
Consolidated Second Amended Petition fails to @epbefendant of what Plaintiffs expect to
prove.

13. Defendants specially except to | 35 of Plasit@onsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vague obscure in that it fails to allege with
particularity how JP Morgan has ignored or refusederous requests for information or has
failed to provide information that would allow th®TS Trust beneficiaries a reasonable
opportunity to evaluate how well their trust isrmgeiadministered. Plaintiffs fail to specifically
identify any alleged requests for information theagre ignored or refusedAs a result, the
Plaintiff's Consolidated Second Amended Petitioflsfeo apprise Defendant of what Plaintiffs
expect to prove.

14. Defendants specially except to § 36 of Plasit@onsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vaguea obscure in that it fails to allege with
particularity how JP Morgan allegedly failed to raga reasonably the STS Trust property; to
evaluate the Trust’'s mineral rights; and to takeaathge of opportunities to maximize the value
of the Trust property for the beneficiaries. Piidi; should plead with particularity the “actions
taken and not taken” with respect to each spelgfise and litigation specified in the paragraph.
Furthermore, the Plaintiffs should be required leag all allegations of misconduct and not be
permitted to state that their allegations “includbst is not limited to” other conduct. JP
Morgan is entitled to know each and every allegatd misconductAs a result, the Plaintiff's
Consolidated Second Amended Petition fails to gepbDefendant of what Plaintiffs expect to
prove.

15. Defendants specially except to § 37 of Plasit@onsolidated Second Amended
6



Petition because it is impermissibly general, vaguel obscure in that it fails to plead with
particularity the allegedly unreasonable consuling legal fees paid by the Trustee. Plaintiffs
should be required to plead how the payment ofetliess to third parties directly and indirectly
benefited JP Morgan and its clients to the detrinoénthe Trust beneficiaries. Plaintiffs should
be required to allege the identity of the “clientahd how the clients were benefited.
Furthermore, the Plaintiffs should be required teag with particularity how these alleged
payments were “tainted by conflicts of interestdamow they constituted self dealing by the
Trustee.As a result, the Plaintiff's Consolidated Seconthehded Petition fails to apprise
Defendant of what Plaintiffs expect to prove.

16. Defendants specially except to § 38 of Plasiti@onsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vagunel obscure in that it fails to describe with
particularity how the Trustee failed to “adequatetpmmunicate with lessees of STS Trust
property impairing the lessees’ ability to put t8&8S Trust property to profitable uses and
maximize the value of the Trust property. Furthemen Plaintiffs should required to plead the
identity of the lessees to which it refers and th#ormation that was not “adequately”
communicated.As a result, the Plaintiffs Consolidated Seconthehded Petition fails to
apprise Defendant of what Plaintiffs expect to grov

17. Defendants specially except to § 39 of Plasiti@onsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vaguel obscure in that it fails to plead with
particularity how Gary Aymes participated in thenflicts of interest, breaches of fiduciary
duties, breaches of trust, and violations of ajgblie law. Plaintiffs should be required to plead
the specific acts committed by Gary Aymes that ttred his alleged participation in the

“conflicts of interest, breaches of fiduciary dgtidreaches of trust, and violations of applicable
7



law.” As a result, the Plaintiffs Consolidated Secondehded Petition fails to apprise
Defendant of what Plaintiffs expect to prove.

18. Defendants specially except to {1 40 and 52 ainkffs’ Consolidated Second
Amended Petition because they are impermissiblgi@nvague, and obscure in that they fail to
plead with particularity the manner in which Pl#fst beneficial interests and income were
impaired and reduced by the payment of unreasorwigensation, fees, and expenses to the
Trustee and third parties (including specificsathe allegedly unreasonable compensation, fees
and expenses.

19. Defendants specially except to 1 40 and 52 ainkffs’ Consolidated Second
Amended Petition because they are impermissibleiggnvague, and obscure in that they fail to
plead with particularity the manner in which JPMamdailed to adequately evaluate, value and
manage the STS Trust property to maximize the valilee STS trust property.

20. Defendants specially except to 1 40 and 52 ainiffs’ Consolidated Second
Amended Petition because they are impermissiblg@gnvague, and obscure in that they fail
to plead with particularity the manner in whichyHailed to negotiate market rate lease terms
for Trust assets (including the specific leaseswtach Plaintiffs refer and the allegedly
below-market lease terms)As a result, the Plaintiffs Consolidated Seconaehded Petition
fails to apprise Defendant of what Plaintiffs exipecprove.

21. Defendants specially except to {1 40 and 52 ainiffs’ Consolidated Second
Amended Petition because they are impermissiblgi@nvague, and obscure in that they fail to
plead with particularity the specific acts thatniothe basis of Plaintiffs’ allegation that JP
Morgan did not act competentlAs a result, the Plaintiff's Consolidated Seconohefded

Petition fails to apprise Defendant of what Pldistexpect to prove.
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22. Defendants specially except to 1 40 and 52 ainkffs’ Consolidated Second
Amended Petition because they are impermissibleiggnvague, and obscure in that they fail to
allege with particularity the information Plaintifalleges was not provided and which
beneficiaries requested (and allegedly were novigeal) the informationAs a result, the
Plaintiff's Consolidated Second Amended Petitioflsféeo apprise Defendant of what Plaintiffs
expect to prove.

23. Defendants specially except to § 43 of Plasiti@onsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vaguel obscure in that it fails to plead with
particularity the “misrepresentations about wrohgfinduct” allegedly made by the Defendants.
Plaintiffs should be required to plead with paréeity all misrepresentations allegedly made by
DefendantsAs a result, the Plaintiffs Consolidated Seconmehded Petition fails to apprise
Defendant of what Plaintiffs expect to prove.

24. Defendants specially except to § 47 of Plasit@onsolidated Second Amended
Petition because it is impermissibly general, vagmel obscure. Plaintiffs allege that “[tjhrough
the activity set out herein, Defendants breached flduciary duties to Plaintiffs, including but
not limited to, the following actions and inactidhsHowever, in the prior paragraphs of their
petition, as pointed out in these Special Excegti@ncorporated herein), Plaintiffs have failed
to plead Defendants’ alleged wrongful activitiesthwisufficient particularity to apprise
Defendant of what Plaintiffs expect to prove.

25. Defendants specially except to Plaintiffs’ Cditmied Second Amended Petition
because it fails to specifically plead the damagesgyht by Plaintiffs.Pursuant to Rule 47 of the
Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, Defendant speciegepts and requests that the Court direct

Plaintiffs to plead more specifically the damaged ather remedies, if any, they seek, including
9



the amount of maximum damages they seek. As atyehel Plaintiff's Consolidated Second
Amended Petition fails to apprise Defendant of whlaintiffs expect to prove.

26. Defendants specially except to Plaintiffs’ Cditsied Second Amended Petition
because it is impermissibly general, vague, andwisin that it fails to allege, that in the
unlikely event that damages are to be awardedsgRkeific individuals who would be entitled to
such damages. The Plaintiffs have alleged that lthieg this action “on behalf of the opt in
parties identified on Exhibit A,” but Plaintiffs dwt specify whether they seek damages only for
themselves or whether they seek damages for theifioparties” referenced in Exhibit A to
Plaintiffs Consolidated Second Amended Petitiors A result, the Plaintiffs Consolidated
Second Amended Petition fails to apprise Defendémthat Plaintiffs expect to prove.

SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS TO THE PLEAS IN | NTERVENTION

27. In addition to the affirmative claims for rdlief the Plaintiffs referencedupra,
certain Pleas in Intervention have been filed is #ttion by the following parties (collectively
referred to as “the Plaintiff Intervenors”):

a. Amended Plea In Intervention of U.S. Bank Trustidhal Association

SD, U.S. Bank National Association, Margaret C@tarles Pierson, Jr.,
Barbara Erickson, Mary C. Hertica, Dennis E. Wiseaed Georgia Ray
Lindeke, as Trustees/Co-Trustees and/or agentsSandra J. Costlow,
and Jeffrey E. Harless (collectively referred émdin as “U.S. Bank”),

b. Plea In Intervention of Wells Fargo Bank, N.As, @rustee/Co-Trustee

(“Wells Fargo”);
C. Plea In Intervention of Linda Aldrich; Sarah Beflathryn M. Canwell;

John Carney; Josephine Carney; Barbara Carsore Rli€Cestari; Barbara
10



Warner Collins; Margaret Cost; Harriett O. Curmdividually, and as
Trustee of the Harriet O. Curry Revocable Trust Wébruary 24, 2000
(aka, “RBC Wealth Management Ref: 309-46212"); Awslra Cutolo;
Francesca Cutolo; AnnaJo Doerr, Individually andMenager of the
AnnaJo Doerr Managing Agency; Edward Doerr, Indinlly and as
Manager of the Edward Doerr Managing Agency; Hebwerr IV;

Katherine D. Doerr; Mary C. Doerr, Individually ad Manager of the
Mary C. Doerr Managing Agency; Cathy A. Duus; Jdhn& Kathleen

French, Individually and as Trustees of the JohrF2nch Living Trust
dated March 26, 1997; Andrew Hilgartner; Elizabdtibert; Catherine
Hilgartner Masucci; David W. McLean; Lisa F. McLeafancy McLean,;

Robert C. and Kathryn F. Mesaros; Jeannette M. iaid; Caroline P.
Myhre; Marcia Lee Nelson; Anne Pennock; Charle®iErson Jr.; David
Pierson; James Pierson; Addison Piper; Andrew PBerPiAnn Piper;
Edmund L. Piper, Individually and as Trustee of th@mund L. Piper
Revocable Trust; George F. Piper; Harry C. Pideddmes T. Piper; John
Carter Piper, Individually and as Co-Trustee of M€P Trust; John Q.
Piper; Matthew B. Piper; Vincent G. Pardo Piper;lidin G. Piper;

William Piper, as Trustee of the William Piper TrusElizabeth

Piper-Forman, Individually and as a Co-Trusteehef MCP Trust; Mary
M. Schwartz; Elizabeth Warner Verkade; Julia Maralkér; Barbara
Warner, as Trustee of the Thomas L. Warner Irreblecdrust; Bonnie

Warner; Ellsworth A. Warner Jr.; H. T. & S. S. WarnM. A. Warner Jr.,
11



Individually, and as Trustee of the M.A. WarnerRevocable Trust; Ted
E. Warner, as Co-Trustee of the Katherine B. Warherst, and as

Co-Trustee of the H. David Warner Trust; Thomasiriggton Warner,

Individually, as Special Trustee of the Thomas LarWér Irrevocable

Trust, as Co-Trustee of the Katherine B. WarneisTrand as Co-Trustee
of the H. David Warner Trust; and Dixie Webb (cotleely referred to

herein as the “Individual Intervenors”).

28. The Plaintiff Intervenors have adopted by refeesall statements and
allegations asserted in Plaintiffs’ Consolidatedcd®l Amended Petition with the
exception of the U.S. Bank and Wells Fargo Inteovenwhich did not adopt certain
allegations of Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Second Amed Petition as set forth in § 40 of
U.S Bank’s Amended Plea in Intervention and § 2Wells Fargo’s Plea in Intervention.

29. Defendants incorporate paragraphs 2 — 26 alwifddly set forth herein
and specially except to the Pleas in InterventionS. Bank’'s Amended Plea in
Intervention, and Wells Fargo’s Plea in Interventided by Plaintiff Intervenors to the
extent such pleadings have adopted and incorpothegrovisions and allegations of
Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Second Amended Petition.

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Defendants pray that the Court
sustain Defendants’ Special Exceptions and thefrefiquested herein, order Plaintiffs
and Plaintiff Intervenors to replead their caseirorthe alternative strikePlaintiff's
Consolidated Second Amended Petition and the Ridaservention and Amended Pleas
in Intervention, and grant suabther and further relief to which Defendants may be

entitled.
12



Respectfully submitted,

HORNBERGER SHEEHAN FULLER BEITER
WITTENBERG & GARZA INCORPORATED
The Quarry Heights Building

7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, Texas 78209

(210) 271-1700 - Telephone

(210) 271-1730 - Facsimile

By: /s Patrick K. Sheehan
Patrick K. Sheehan
State Bar No. 18175500
Kevin M. Beiter
State Bar No. 02059065
Rudy A. Garza
State Bar No. 07738200
David Jed Williams
State Bar No. 21518060

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANTS
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that a true and correct copytié foregoing Defendants’ Special
Exceptions was served on the following, as inditat@ this the glil day of September, 2012:

Mr. Steven J. Badger VIA EMAIL OR FACSIMILE
Ms. Ashley Bennett Jones

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP

901 Main Street, Suite 4000

Dallas, Texas 75202-3975

Mr. David R. Deary VIA EMAIL OR FACSIMILE
Mr. Jim L. Flegle

Mr. Jeven R. Sloan

Loewinsohn Flegle Deary, L.L.P.

12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900

Dallas, Texas 75251

Mr. James L. Drought VIA EMAIL OR FACSIMILE
DROUGHT DROUGHT & BOBBITT, LLP

112 East Pecan, Suite 2900

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. John B. Massopust VIA EMAIL OR FACSIMILE
Mr. Matthew J. Gollinger

ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 4000

Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152

Mr. George Spencer, Jr. VIA EMAIL OR FACSIMILE
Mr. Jeffrey J. Towers

CLEMENS & SPENCER

112 East Pecan, Suite 1300

San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. Richard Tinsman VIA EMAIL OR FACSIMILE
Ms. Sharon C. Savage

TINSMAN & SCIANO, INC.

10107 McAllister Freeway

San Antonio, Texas 78205

/s Patrick K. Sheehan
PATRICK K. SHEEHAN
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Defendants. 225TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

RELTIANCE HOLDING USA, INC.’S
MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER

Non-Party Reliance Holding USA, Inc. ("Reliance™) files this it’s Motion for Protective
Order as it regards Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A's ("JP Morgan Chase") Responses to

Plaintiffs-Intervenors' First Set of Interrogatories and First Set of Requests for Production.

L MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER

1. Reliance is a Delaware corporation doing business in the State of Texas. Reliance

is one of a family of entities affiliated with Reliance Industries Group, the latter of which is
India's largest private sector enterprise with a global energy and materials business. Reliance
Industries Group accounts for 3% of India's gross domestic product and, although headquartered
in India, does business throughout the world, including in the United States. Not surprisingly,

Reliance has banking relationships with dozens of financial institutions throughout the world,
including JP Morgan Chase.

2. Reliance is not a party to this lawsuit; nor does it have a financial stake in the

outcome of this lawsuit. Reliance was not a party to the MOSH litigation discussed in the

e —— ey
RELIANCE HOLDING USA, INC.’S

MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER - Page 1



Plaintiffs-Intervenors' Motion to Compel; nor did Reliance own an interest in the oil and gas
leases at issue in the MOSH litigation at the time of the settlement in controversy. Furthermore,
while Reliance banks with JP Morgan Chase, Reliance did not borrow money from JP Morgan
Chase to fund its participation in the Joint Venture with Pioneer Natural Resources in the Eagle
Ford area.

3. Regardless, however, the Plaintiffs-Intervenors have requested and now move to
compel JP Morgan Chase to produce all of Reliance's confidential, proprietary banking
information. Plaintiffs-Intervenors seek the production of any and all documents related to any
and all loans and credit facilities made by JP Morgan Chase to Reliance, including any
information related to the collateral, securities and assets associated with those loans or credit
facilities and any valuations of same. The Plaintiffs-Intervenors' requests for Reliance's highly
sensitive business information are not limited in time, scope, subject matter, party, geography or
otherwise. Plaintiffs-Intervenors' requests are, therefore, overly broad and not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Moreover, Plaintiffs-intervenors’
attempt to compel the disclosure and dissemination of Reliance's highly sensitive, confidential,
banking information may well constitute a violation of one or more Indian banking regulations
and/or international securities laws, which, in turn, may carry the potential for criminal penalties,

4. Reliance's customer records are subject to and protected by the rights, remedies
and procedures in Texas Finance Code §59.006. In accordance with Section 59.006, Reliance
hereby: (a) refuses to consent to JP Morgan Chase's production of Reliance's customer records;
(b) insists on its statutory right to an in camera inspection of its customer records, so that the
Court may determine the relevance, if any, of Reliance's customer records and, if necessary,

order the redaction of portions of those records that the Court determines should not be

w
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produced; and (c) insists on its statutory right to compel the Parties to enter into a protective
order that prevents Reliance's records from being disclosed to a person who is not a party to this
lawsuit and from being used by a person for any purpose other than resolving this lawsuit,

I1. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, for the reasons set forth herein, Reliance prays that its Motion for
Protective Order be granted and that it be awarded all such other and further relief, at law or in

equity, to which it may show itself justly entitled to receive.
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Respegtfully submitted,

Jeftfey C. Kifg j

State Bar N. 1144928
Mitchell Murphy

State Bar No. 24037

777 Main Street, S 1100
Fort Worth, Texas 76102
Telephone: (817) 420-8200
Facsimile No.: (817) 420-8201

-and-

Timothy H. Bannwolf

State Bar No. 01697105

300 Convent Street, Suite 2700
San Antonio, Texas 78205
Telephone: (210) 277-6809
Facsimile: (210) 277-6810

ATTORNEYS FOR RELIANCE
HOLDING USA, INC.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the foregoing instrument was
served on all counsel of record pursuant to the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure on this May of
October, 2012 as indicated below.

John B. Massopust / via Certified Mail, RRR
Matthew J. Gollinger via U.S. Mail (First Class)
Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP via Federal Express

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 5000 via Facsimile
Minneapolis, MN 55415 via E-mail

via Hand Delivery

Steven J. Badger

Ashley Bennett Jones

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP
901 Main Street, Suite 4000

Dallas, TX 75202-3975

via Certified Mail, RRR
via U.S. Mail (First Class)
via Federal Express

via Facsimile

via E-mail

via Hand Delivery

ST

Patrick K. Sheehan / via Certified Mail, RRR
David Jed Williams via U.S. Mail (First Class)
Homberger Sheehan Fuller & Beiter, Inc. via Federal Express

The Quarry Heights Building via Facsimile

7373 Broadway, Suite 300 via E-mail

San Antonio, TX 78209 via Hand Delivery

s

Richard Tinsman via Certified Mail, RRR
Tinsman & Sciano, Inc. via U.S. Mail (First Class)
10107 McAllister Freeway via Federal Express

San Antonio, TX 78216 via Facsimile

via E-mail

via Hand Delivery

James L. Drought

Drought, Drought & Bobbitt, L.L.P.
2600 Weston Centre

112 East Pecan Street

San Antonio, TX 78205

via Certified Mail, RRR
via U.S. Mail (First Class)
via Federal Express

via Facsimile

via E-mail

via Hand Delivery
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George H. Spencer, Ir.
Clemens & Spencer

112 East Pecan, Suite 1300
San Antonio, TX 78205

via Certified Mail, RRR
via U.S. Maili (First Class)
via Federal Express

via Facsimile

via E-mail

via Hand Delivery

David R. Deary
Jim L. Flegle
Michael Donley
Loewinshon Flegle Deary L.L.P. via Facsimile
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900 via E-mail

Dallas, Texas 75251 W
o / / !

s

via Certified Mail, RRR
via U.S. Mail (First Class)
via Federal Express
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Mitch Murphy
direct dial: 817.420.8296
mmurphy@winstead.com

October 26, 2012

Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested = =4
o RS
Donna Kay McKinney, District Clerk o 28
Bexar County District Court N e
225th Judicial District =
Paul Elizondo Tower v S0E°
101 W Nueva, Suite 217 TnE
San Antonio, TX 78205-3411 : ”‘rjn

(%]

Re:  Cause No. 2010-CI-10977; John K. Meyer, et al. v. JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A,,
Individually/Corporately and As Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust and Gary P.
Aymes, In the District Court of Bexar County, Texas, 225th Judicial District

Dear Ms. McKinney:

Enclosed are an original and one copy of Reliance Holding USA, Inc.’s Motion for
Protective Order. Please file the original with the Court and return the extra file-stamped copy
to me. A self-addressed, postage paid envelope is enclosed for your convenience.

Thank you for your assistance. Please contact me should you have any questions.

cerely,

itclt Mufphy

Enclosure
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cc: Counsel of Record

John B. Massopust

Matthew J. Gollinger

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 5000
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Steven J. Badger

Ashley Bennett Jones

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP
901 Main Street, Suite 4000

Dallas, TX 75202-3975

Patrick K. Sheehan

David Jed Williams

Hornberger Sheehan Fuller & Beiter, Inc.
The Quarry Heights Building

7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78209

Richard Tinsman
Tinsman & Sciano, Inc.
10107 McAllister Freeway
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Drought, Drought & Bobbiit, L.L.P.
2900 Weston Centre

112 East Pecan Street

San Antonia, TX 78205

George H. Spencer, Jr.
Clemens & Spencer

112 East Pecan, Suite 1300
San Antonio, TX 78205

David R. Deary
Jim L. Flegle
Michael Donley
Loewinshon Flegle Deary L.L.P.
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900
_ Dallas, Texas 75251
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Filed

12 September 13 P4:01
Donna Kay McKinney
District Clerk

Bexar District

Accepted by:
CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977 Kimbgney Izennedy

JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL., IN THE DISTRICT COURT

Plaintiffs,

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.,
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND
GARY P. AYMES,

225" JUDICIAL DISTRICT

w W W W W W W uw w w

Defendants. BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PLAINTIFE-INTERVENORS” MOTION TO COMPEL ANSWERS TO
INTERROGATORIES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

Plaintiff-Intervenors® hereby file this Motion to Compel (“Motion”) seeking documents
and information concerning Defendants’ business dealings/relationships with Pioneer Natural
Resources (“Pioneer”), Reliance Industries Limited (“Reliance”), and EOG Resources (“EOG”)
against Defendants JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee of the
South Texas Syndicate Trust and Gary P. Aymes (“Defendants”) and would respectfully show

the Court as follows:

! Linda Aldrich, Sarah Bell, Kathryn M. Canwell, John Carney, Josephine Carney, Barbara Carson, Alice Cestari,
Barbara Warner Collins, Margaret Cost, Harriett O. Curry, Alessandra Cutolo, Francesca Cutolo, AnnaJo Doerr,
Edward Doerr, Henry Doerr 1V, Katherine D. Doerr, Mary C. Doerr, Cathy A. Duus, John D. & Kathleen French,
Andrew Hilgartner, Elizabeth Jubert, Catherine Hilgartner Masucci, David W. McLean, Lisa F. McLean, Nancy
McLean, Robert C. and Kathryn F. Mesaros, Jeannette M. Muirhead, Caroline P. Myhre, Marcia Lee Nelson, Anne
Pennock, Charles F. Pierson, Jr., David Pierson, James Pierson, Addison Piper, Andrew P. Piper, Ann Piper,
Edmund L. Piper, George F. Piper, Harry C. Piper, James T. Piper, John Carter Piper, John Q. Piper, Matthew B.
Piper, Vincent G. Pardo Piper, William G. Piper, William Piper, Elizabeth Piper-Forman, Mary M. Schwartz,
Elizabeth Warner Verkade, Julia Mary Walker, Barbara Warner, Bonnie Warner, Ellsworth A. Warner, Jr., H. T. &
S. S. Warner, M. A. Warner Jr., Ted E. Warner, Thomas Livingston Warner, and Dixie Webb (collectively,
“Plaintiff-Intervenors”).

PLAINTIFF-INTERVENOR’S MOTION TO COMPEL ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES AND PRODUCTION OF
DOCUMENTS Page 1



l. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

A. This Lawsuit

Plaintiffs have sued Defendants alleging a pattern of neglect, mismanagement and
tortious behavior that has caused significant diminution of the value of the STS Trust asset—
mineral rights in approximately 132,000 acres of land in McMullen and La Salle Counties which
include the Eagle Ford Shale formation. The Eagle Ford Shale formation consists of substantial
oil and gas deposits. Plaintiffs also seek a statutory accounting, the removal of Defendants as
Trustee and judicial reformation of the STS Trust instrument to protect the beneficiaries’
interests in the future, provide transparency, define the duties and responsibilities of the trustee,
and ensure the efficient and proper administration of the STS Trust, among other things.

Specifically as it relates to this Motion to Compel, Plaintiff-Intervenors have alleged:

“In 2011, the Trustee settled a STS Trust lawsuit involving a mineral rights lease with

Pioneer Natural Resources USA, Inc and EOG Resources Inc without exercising the

prudence and good judgment consistent with its fiduciary obligations to the beneficiaries
of the STS Trust.”

Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Plea in Intervention, 167. Additionally, Plaintiff-Intervenors incorporated

the Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Second Amended Petition and have alleged:

“JP Morgan has failed to disclose conflicts of interest on a number of transactions. These
failures include, but are not limited to, negotiating mineral leases with Petrohawk and
litigating mineral lease rights with Pioneer and EOG. Such conduct is to the detriment of
the plaintiffs and the other beneficiaries and in violation of the Trustee’s fiduciary duties,
Texas trust statutes and other applicable law. Under Texas law, JP Morgan must be held
accountable to the STS Trust beneficiaries.”

Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Second Amended Petition (“Am. Pet.”), 133.
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B. Settlement of the Pioneer/EOG L.itigation

In April 2009, JP Morgan, as Trustee of the STS Trust, filed suit against Pioneer/EOG to
terminate the Cullen Leases’ which Pioneer/EOG controlled through acquisition in 2005°
alleging Pioneer/EOG failed to develop the Cullen Leases “with such diligence as would be
exercised by a reasonably prudent operator under the circumstances.”

Incredibly, at the time JP Morgan filed that lawsuit on behalf of the STS Trust, it failed to
advise the STS Trust beneficiaries that in the same month, April 2009, JP Morgan had entered a
settlement agreement to resolve other litigation wherein it was named as a co-defendant (along
with Pioneer) in its capacity as Trustee of a trust holding royalty interests in offshore oil and gas
leases. The plaintiffs in that other litigation had brought claims against JP Morgan for its
unwillingness to pursue claims against Pioneer with trust assets and included express allegations
that JP Morgan had a conflict of interest as Trustee due its banking relationships with Pioneer.
See, MOSH Holding LP v. Pioneer Natural Resources, JP Morgan Chase, as Trustee of Mesa
Offshore Trust, Woodside Energy USA, Cause No. 2006-01984, in the 334™ Judicial District
Court, Harris County, Texas. In the MOSH litigation, Pioneer was the Managing General
Partner of a Partnership and owned a 0.01 percent share of the Partnership. JP Morgan, in its
capacity as Trustee, was also a Partner in the Partnership and owned a 99.99 percent share on
behalf of the trust. After nearly five years of contentious litigation, JP Morgan and Pioneer, as
co-defendants, made substantial cash payments to the beneficiaries of the trust to resolve the
claims. The fact that other trust beneficiaries had alleged conflict of interest issues arising out of

JP Morgan’s relationships with Pioneer and that the two had worked extensively together as co-

% The Cullen Leases reference two 1940’s mineral rights leases covering in excess of 15,000 acres of STS Trust
properties.

® The public record does not indicate the extent to which JP Morgan advised or financed Pioneer or EOG in
connection with their purchases of the Cullen Leases from Hilcorp Energy.
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defendants to resolve other similar oil and gas trust litigation has never been disclosed to the
STS Trust beneficiaries by JP Morgan.

Unfortunately, the conflict of interest and failure to disclose record for JP Morgan as
Trustee of the STS Trust in the context of the Pioneer/EOG settlement becomes even more
complicated. Although JP Morgan has still not met its discovery obligations to the Plaintiff-
Intervenors with respect to the Pioneer/EOG litigation file materials, it has become apparent that
the filing of a $39 million counterclaim by Pioneer against JP Morgan on September 10, 2010
played a significant role in the ultimate resolution of that case. Moreover, based on the public
record, it appears that JP Morgan both facilitated the factual circumstances supporting Pioneer’s
$39 million counterclaim and profited from those factual circumstances through pre-existing
relationships with Reliance and Pioneer.

The $39 million counterclaim was based entirely upon a Pioneer and Reliance joint
venture transaction that was closed on June 23, 2010 whereby Pioneer sold 45% of its Eagle
Ford shale proven and unproven properties to Reliance for upfront cash and a portion of future
drilling costs valued at approximately $1.1 billion.* Reliance, India’s largest private sector
company, is controlled by the Ambani family in India and was known to be sitting on billions of
dollars of cash and having a strong appetite for US shale plays in 2010. The Pioneer
counterclaim alleged that the JP Morgan suit on behalf of the STS Trust prevented inclusion of
the Cullen Leases in the joint venture transaction with Reliance and sought related damages. As
early as December 2008, JP Morgan became a known financial partner of Reliance providing
hundreds of millions of dollars for various investment projects in India and it was reported that

JP Morgan was helping Reliance purchase United States based assets as early as 2009. More

* Industry sources also indicated that EOG was marketing its 117,000 acres in the Eagle Ford in August 2010 and it
is rumored that Reliance purchased these rights on September 10, 2010.
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importantly, it has been reported that JP Morgan advised Reliance in connection with its joint
venture transaction with Pioneer on June 23, 2010.° Based on a JP Morgan Equity Research
Report on Reliance dated June 2010°, it is clear that substantial relationships existed between JP
Morgan and Reliance that require further discovery in this lawsuit:

“JP Morgan does and seeks to do business with companies covered in its research
reports. As a result, investors should be aware that the firm may have a conflict of
interest that could affect the objectivity of this report.”

“Important Disclosures

* Client of the firm: Reliance Industries Ltd is or was in the past 12 months a
client of JPMSI; during the past 12 months, JPMSI provided to the company
investment banking services, non-investment banking services and non-securities-
related services

* Investment Banking (past 12 months): JPMSI or its affiliates received in the
past 12 months compensation for investment banking services from Reliance
Industries Ltd.

* Investment Banking (next 3 months): JPMSI or its affiliates expect to receive,
or intend to seek, compensation for investment banking services in the next three
months from Reliance Industries Ltd.

* Non-investment Banking Compensation: JPMSI has received compensation

inthe past 12 months for products or services other than investment banking

from Reliance Industries Ltd. An affiliate of JPMSI has received compensation in

the past 12 months for products or services other than investment banking from

Reliance Industries Ltd.”
Ex. Aat 3.

JP Morgan admits that as a result of its extensive relationships with Reliance, it “may
have a conflict of interest that could affect [it’s] objectivity” toward Reliance. However, JP

Morgan as Trustee of the STS Trust has never disclosed to the STS Trust beneficiaries the

potential for conflicts of interest arising out of its relationship with Reliance. The STS Trust

® To date, we have not been able to confirm if Reliance purchased EOG’s interests in Eagle Ford and if JP Morgan
was also an advisor to Reliance in the EOG transaction.

® Attached hereto as Exhibit A.
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beneficiaries are entitled to know the full details of those extensive relationships to determine if
they may have affected JP Morgan’s objectivity toward settlement of the Pioneer/EOG
litigation.

The Pioneer/EOG litigation was settled in March 2011 by JP Morgan as Trustee for the
STS Trust for essentially the attorney fees and costs incurred in pursuing the litigation. The terms
of settlement certainly provided the financial incentive “to affect JP Morgan’s objectivity”
because termination of the Cullen Leases would have cost Pioneer/Reliance in excess of one
hundred million dollars; bonus payments of $5,000-10,000 per acre in 2011 for comparable
access to 15,000 Eagle Ford acres and payment of one-quarter royalties instead of the one-eighth
royalties required by the terms of the Cullen Leases.
C. The Production of Information and Documents to Be Compelled

Counsel for the Plaintiff-Intervenors has obtained information that would appear to
demonstrate that JP  Morgan has significant  investment  banking/financing
relationships/arrangements with Pioneer, EOG and Reliance, all three of which have interests in
the STS Trust mineral rights in the Eagle Ford Shale formation pursuant to leases that
Defendants manage as Trustee of the STS Trust. Further to the allegation concerning
Defendants’ conflict(s) of interest and the public record information substantiating these
apparent conflicts, Plaintiff-Intervenors specifically requested documents and information
through Requests for Production of Documents (Exhibit B) and Interrogatories (Exhibit C)
sufficient to identify the business and/or banking relationships between Defendants and Pioneer,

Reliance and EOG.
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1. Information Sought

The Plaintiff-Intervenors served just eight Interrogatories on the Defendants seeking
information concerning Defendants’ actions and relationships that appear to conflict with
Defendants’ duties as trustee of the STS Trust. These interrogatories ask Defendants to identify
its role in 1) a 2010 joint venture between Pioneer and Reliance concerning the Eagle Ford Shale
formation, 2) Reliance’s investigation/negotiations with EOG concerning Eagle Ford Shale
property interests, 3) Pioneer Natural Resources’ 2011 public stock offering of 5,500,000 shares,
and 4) Pioneer’s purchase of Evergreen Resources, the STS Trust Cullen Leases and similar
purchases. The interrogatories also seek disclosure of financing, loan or credit arrangements
between Defendants and Reliance, as well as any investment and ownership interest(s)
Defendants have had with Reliance. Finally, the interrogatories ask Defendants to explain the
nature of their dealings with Reliance that necessitated the conflict of interest disclosure quoted
above from the JP Morgan June 2010 Asia Pacific Equity Research Report, attached as Exhibit
A. These requests seek very limited information concerning a handful of transactions and

business relationships.

2. Documents Requested

The documents requested by the Plaintiff-Intervenors are similarly narrowly tailored to
get to the basics of Defendants’ apparent conflicts of interest. The requested documents are
limited to: 1) Defendants’ communications with Reliance concerning Pioneer, EOG, the Eagle
Ford Shale formation, the Cullen Leases, and La Salle and McMullen Counties, 2) Defendants’
communications with Pioneer concerning Reliance, EOG, the Eagle Ford Shale formation, the
Cullen Leases, and La Salle and McMullen Counties, 3) documents pertaining to the 2010 Eagle

Ford Shale joint venture between Pioneer and Reliance, 4) documents reflecting Reliance’s
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negotiation with/investigation of EOG regarding Eagle Ford Shale property interests, 5)
Defendants’ ownership/investment interests in and credit/financing arrangements with Reliance
and Pioneer, 6) Defendants’ evaluations and recommendations concerning investment in and
financing of Reliance, 7) documents reflecting Defendants’ involvement in Pioneer’s purchase of
Evergreen Resources, Inc., 8) documents reflecting Pioneer’s acquisition of the STS Trust
“Cullen Leases”, and 9) documents reflecting Defendant’s role in Pioneer’s acquisition of
energy-related companies. The specific requests for the production of documents are set forth in
Exhibit B and are described with particularity in 12 narrowly-targeted requests.
D. Defendants’ Response to the Interrogatories and Requests for Production
Defendants provided no meaningful and/or substantive response to the Interrogatories
and Requests for Production served by the Plaintiff-Intervenors. Defendants “responses”
consisted entirely of boilerplate objections. The objections raised by Defendants in response to
Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Interrogatory No. 1 were then subsequently regurgitated verbatim,
regardless of applicability, in response to each of the remaining interrogatories. For example,
Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Interrogatory No. 5 seeks information concerning Defendants’ role in
Pioneer’s 2011 offering of 5.5 million shares of stock. Defendants objected to this interrogatory,
along with every other interrogatory, by claiming that the information sought is irrelevant and
outside the scope of permissible discovery “as confined by the subject matter of this case.” EXx.
D at 7-8. This objection is, of course, baseless and absurd. As noted above, paragraph 33 of the
Plaintiffs’ Consolidated Second Amended Petition specifically alleges failure of the Defendants
to disclose conflicts of interest, and specifically names Pioneer as an entity with respect to which
Defendants’ interests were conflicted. Defendants were supposedly representing the best

interests of the STS Trust beneficiaries in ongoing litigation with Pioneer, while simultaneously
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partnering with Pioneer in creating business opportunities with Reliance, providing financing
arrangements, and assisting with public stock offerings. Defendants’ repeated “relevance”
objection demonstrates that, rather than providing responses to the interrogatories, Defendants
instead elected to raise every conceivable objection and force the Plaintiff-Intervenors to seek
relief from the Court.

This modus operandi was replicated in Defendants’ response to the Requests for the
Production of Documents. Defendants again “responded” to Request for Production No. 1 by
raising every imaginable objection, then copied and pasted that same response to each of the
following Requests. This “kitchen sink” approach again yielded nonsensical results. For
example, Request for Production No. 5 asks for “[d]Jocuments sufficient to identify” the extent of
Defendants’ ownership and interest in Reliance Industries Limited over the past several years.
(Ex. E at 9). In “response,” Defendants claim, in part, that the Request is “overly broad”
because it uses the phrase “relating to,” and is “not relevant to the subject matter of the
litigation.” Id. First, the phrase “relating to” appears nowhere in Request for Production No. 5.
See, Id. Second, in the litigation between Pioneer and the Defendants (in Defendants’ capacity
as trustee of the STS trust), Pioneer counterclaimed against Defendants alleging that the lawsuit
caused $39 million in damages to Pioneer because the Cullen Leases and LaSalle County
properties were not included in the Pioneer joint venture with Reliance. Any interest or
ownership by Defendants in Reliance Industries would demonstrate a plain conflict of interest,
which is of course centrally relevant and squarely within the subject matter of the instant

litigation.
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1. ARGUMENTS AND AUTHORITIES
Plaintiffs are entitled to obtain documents that demonstrate all relationships between
Defendants and Reliance, Pioneer and EOG for three reasons: (1) these documents are
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence; (2) Defendants’ objections
are not proper; and (3) Plaintiffs, as beneficiaries of the STS Trust, have a right under the Texas
Trust Code to review this information.

A. Defendants should produce documents that demonstrate all relationships between
Defendants and Reliance, Pioneer and EOG under TRCP 192 and 196.

Under Texas law, a party is entitled to obtain discovery on any matter that is not
privileged, is relevant to the subject matter of the pending action, and/or appears to be reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. See, e.g., In re K.L. & J. Ltd. P'ship,
336 S.W.3d 286, 290 (Tex. App.—San Antonio 2010, no pet.); TEX. R. Civ. P. 192.3 and 196.1.

The documents and information sought by the Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Interrogatories and
Requests for Production sufficient to demonstrate the Defendants’ relationships with Reliance,
Pioneer and EOG are relevant to this case because Defendants’ undisclosed conflicts of interest
with Reliance, Pioneer and EOG are likely independent breaches of Defendants’ fiduciary duties
to the STS Trust beneficiaries. Plaintiffs specifically allege that Defendants violated their
fiduciary duties by failing to disclose conflicts of interest. Am. Pet. at 7 (“JP Morgan has failed
to disclose conflicts of interest on a number of transactions. These failures include, but are not
limited to...litigating mineral lease rights with Pioneer and EOG.”).

Because Plaintiffs have properly requested information related to the relationships and
potential conflicts of interest between Defendants and Reliance, Pioneer and EOG and because

this information is relevant to the subject matter of the pending action and/or appears to be
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reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, the Court should order
Defendants to produce this information.

B. Defendants’ Objections Are Not Proper.

As made plain above, the repeated verbatim objections raised by Defendants in
“response” to the Plaintiff-Intervenors’ discovery requests are without merit. To address each
and every inapplicability and absurdity in the legion objections raised by Defendants would
unfairly burden the Plaintiff-Intervenors and this Court. The boilerplate non-responses by the
Defendants ought to be rejected out of hand because no good faith factual and legal basis for the
objections existed at the time the objections were made. TRCP 193.2(c). Further, the objections
are waived because they are obscured by numerous unfounded objections. TRCP 193.2(e).
However, we will briefly address the general inapplicability of the objections to the documents
and information sought by Plaintiff-Intervenors.

1. The requested information is clearly relevant to the issues in this case.

Defendants have generally raised the objection that the documents and information
sought by the Plaintiff-Intervenors discovery are not relevant to the subject matter of this case.
However, Plaintiff-Intervenors have alleged that Defendants violated their fiduciary duties by
failing to disclose conflicts of interest with Reliance, Pioneer and EOG. See, e.g., Am. Pet. at 7.
Defendants claim that documents sufficient to identify the business, banking and financing
relationships—creating the alleged conflicts—are not discoverable. Defendants’ objection
should be overruled because financial relationships can be evidence of conflicts of interest. See,
e.g., Ditta v. Conte, 298 S.W.3d 187, 191-92 (Tex. 2009); Bogert’s Trusts And Trustees 8 543

(“The trustee must not place himself in a position where his own interests or that of another
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enters into conflict, or may possibly conflict, with the interest of the trust or its beneficiary.”);
Restatement (Third) Trusts § 78(2).

2. A protective order is in place to protect confidentiality.

Defendants protest that certain documents and information sought are “confidential,
private, and/or proprietary information”. See, e.g., Ex. E at 9, 13. The parties have already
agreed upon a protective order. That protective order has been entered in this case. See Agreed
Protective Order, signed November 14, 2011. Defendants’ objection should be overruled
because any confidential information is already adequately protected.

3. Financial Code Section 59.006 is no impediment to the production of
documents.

Defendants have objected, in part, to the production of documents and information due to
Tex. Fin. Code 859.006. This objection is improper. Section 59.006, which is designed to
protect banking customers and third-party financial institutions, is simply inapplicable for a
number of reasons.

First, Section 59.006 only applies to non-party customer documents related to banking
services. Alpert v. Riley, CIV.A. H-04-CV-3774, 2009 WL 1226762, at *6 (S.D. Tex., Apr. 30,
2009) (“The plaintiffs correctly point out that § 59.006(c) applies only to nonparties and the
records the plaintiffs seek-documents for the Alpert trusts in which Riley appears as the trustee-
are party documents.”); see also Texas Fin. Code 88 59.001 (Definitions) and 59.006 (“If the
affected customer is not a party . . .”). The Plaintiff-Intervenors’ discovery requests seek
information related to Defendants’ acts and omissions as Trustee for the STS Trust. Thus, the
information sought belongs to Defendants (as Trustee) and Plaintiff-Intervenors (as beneficiary)
not a third party. Plaintiff-Intervenors seek to compel Defendants’ documents in Defendants’

possession. Thus, Defendants cannot claim that they raise their 59.006 objection as a “financial
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institution” protecting “customer records”. See Texas Fin. Code 88 59.006 (“This section
provides the exclusive method for compelled discovery of a record of a financial institution
relating to one or more customers . . .”). Defendants are sued in their capacity as trustee, among
other things. Similarly, the Requests seek documents from Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank in
its capacity as a trustee and not a disinterested custodian of customer records. Defendants’
boilerplate § 59.006 objection is improper.

Because Defendants’ boilerplate § 59.006 objection is overly-broad and improper, the
Court should order production of documents responsive to the discovery sought by Plaintiff-
Intervenors.

C. Plaintiffs, as beneficiaries of the STS Trust, have the right under basic Texas trust
law to review information related to the Trustee’s apparent conflicts of interest.

As Dbeneficiaries of the STS Trust, Plaintiffs are entitled to obtain information that
demonstrates how their trust is being administered. See, e.g., Shannon v. Frost Nat. Bank of San
Antonio, 533 S.W.2d 389, 393 (Tex. Civ. App.—San Antonio 1975, writ ref’d n.r.e.); Bogert’s
Trusts And Trustees § 962 (“Generally, if a beneficiary of a trust requests information about the
trust from the trustee, the trustee must promptly furnish it. . . . If a trustee unreasonably refuses to
furnish information about a trust to a beneficiary who has requested it, the court will order the
trustee to do so and may charge the trustee with the cost of the proceeding. A trustee’s failure to
provide information about the trust to beneficiaries may also be grounds for a claim for damages,
removal of the trustee, reduction or denial of compensation, or other relief.”); see also
Restatement (Third) Trusts § 82(2); Restatement (Second) Trusts 8§ 173. This duty of full
disclosure is especially pronounced with respect to potential conflicts of interest and exists
outside of any additional obligations of disclosure that are imposed by discovery in litigation.

See Huie v. DeShazo, 922 S.W.2d 920, 923 (Tex. 1996) (“this duty exists independently of the
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rules of discovery, applying even if no litigious dispute exists between the trustee and
beneficiaries”).

The general duties of a trustee have been repeatedly described by Texas courts. In
general, a trustee “owes a trust beneficiary an unwavering duty of good faith, fair dealing, loyalty
and fidelity over the trust's affairs and its corpus.” Martin v. Martin, 363 S.W.3d 221, 227 (Tex.
App. March 20, 2012) (citing, Herschbach v. City of Corpus Christi, 883 S.W.2d 720, 735 (Tex.
App. August 25, 1994, writ denied)); see also, Barrientos v. Nava, 94 S.W.3d 270, 285 (Tex.
App. December 5, 2002) (“The fundamental duties of a trustee include the use of the skill and
prudence that an ordinary, capable, and careful person would use in the conduct of his own
affairs and loyalty to the beneficiaries of the trust.”). “The duty of loyalty on the part of the
trustee by prohibiting him from using the advantage of his position to gain any benefit for
himself at the expense of his cestui que trust and from placing himself in any position where his
self interest will or may conflict with his obligations as trustee.” Slay v. Burnett Trust, 187
S.W.2d 377, 388 (Tex. 1945) (string citations omitted); Tex. Prop. Code Ann. § 117.007 (West
2011) (“[a] trustee shall invest and manage the trust assets solely in the interest of the
beneficiaries”). When a trustee takes advantage of his position to profit for himself or third
parties not related to the trust, he is considered to be self-dealing and is in breach of his fiduciary
duty. Self dealing happens in situations where “[...]Jthe Trustee used the advantage of its
position to gain any benefit for the Trustee, other than reasonable compensation, or any benefit
for any third person, firm, corporation, or entity, at the expense of the Trust and its
beneficiaries.” Grider v. Boston Co., Inc., 773 S.W.2d 338, 343 (Tex. App. March 28, 1989)

Through their Requests for Production and Interrogatories, the Plaintiff-Intervenors

merely request information necessary to assess Defendants’ conflicts of interest as they relate to
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Defendants’ actions as trustee to the STS Trust when: (1) engaging in leasing activities that
benefited Pioneer, EOG, and Reliance at a time when it appears that Pioneer and Reliance were
significant customers of Defendants; and (2) litigating and settling lawsuits against Pioneer,
EOG, and to the benefit of Reliance at a time when there were substantial undisclosed financial
relationships among Defendants and Reliance/Pioneer/EOG. The Texas Trust Code and
common law duties of a trustee require that Defendants make information available to STS Trust
beneficiaries, such as information related to potential conflicts of interest, which would allow the
STS Trust beneficiaries to determine the proprietary of actions taken on their behalf. No trustee
properly discharging its fiduciary duties under Texas law is allowed to hide information such as
the documents and information sought by the Plaintiff-Intervenor beneficiaries of the STS Trust.
Because the Plaintiff-Intervenors have the right to obtain and review the requested
documents and information under Texas trust law, the Court should order Defendants to furnish
all information and documents responsive to the discovery sought by the Plaintiff-Intervenors.
I11.  CONCLUSION
For all of the reasons described herein the Plaintiff-Intervenors respectfully request that
the Court enter an order denying Defendants’ objections, compelling Defendants to produce all
documents responsive to the Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Request for Production of Documents within
40 days of this Court’s Order regarding the same, compelling Defendants to fully respond to
properly and adequately respond to the Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Interrogatories within 21 days of
this Court’s Order regarding the same, and grant the Plaintiff-Intervenors any and all other relief

to which they are entitled.
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Petrochemical expansion in the offing? - ALERT

e RIL reported to be reviving refinery off-gas cracker: News reporis
(Bloomberg) indicate that RIL is reviving an earlier plan to build a new

Integrated Qils
Pradeep Mirchandani, CEAN®

refinery off-gas based petrochemical manufacturing capacity at
Jamnagar (the earlier plan, mooted in FY07 aimed to build a ZMMT
facility, at an approximate cost of $3bn).

Use of cash: With the KG-D6 fields and the refineries now generating
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Neil Gupte
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cash (we estimate RIL will have US$10bn/pa.operating cashflow in 1.P. Morgan India Private Limited
FY11), the focus for RIL has once again shifted to new
projects/investments. With ~Rs220bn (~5$4.7bn) in cash equivalents on
its books, we think new investments would represent productive usage of

cash.

o« Focus seems to be on organic growth, smaller acquisitions: With the
Lyondell Basell acquisition aborted, revival of the off-gas based cracker
points to renewed focus on organic growth, We believe RIL would now
focus on domestic projects: (recent media articles point at captive coal
based power projects) and smaller acquisitions in-line with the Atlas
deal.

¢ Capacity addition details: While there are no details on configuration,
media reports of 1.6mMT of cracker capacity would add ¢.50% to RIL’s
monomer capacity. Apart from benefiting from shared infrastructure, the
company has previously said the new capacity would be very cost
competitive on account of use of refinery off-gas as feedstock.

« Building in a downeycle: Significant capacity additions over 2010/2011
(~12-13% of global ethylene/PE capacity) are likely to drive margins on
polymer products lower over the course of CY10 and carly CY1l.
However, with the bulk of planned capacity adds likely to be
commissioned by the end of CY11, we expect that the potential RIL
project (likely to be commissioned in 2014/15) would not be impacted by
the near-term downturn in margins.

See page 3 for analyst certification and important disclosures, including non-US analyst disclosures.

J.P. Morgan does and seeks to do business with companies covered in its research reports. As a result, investors should be aware thal the firm may
have a conflict of interest that could affect the objectivity of this report. Investors should consider this report as only a single factor in making their
investment decision.

www.morganmarkets.com




Pradeep Mirchandani, CFA Asia Pacific Equity Research
{91-22) 6157-3591 02 June 2010
pradeep.a.mirchandani@jpmorgan.corm

J.PMorgan

Figure 1; Ethylene cash cost curve
{Dolars per Tan} 2006

1250

1150 - o LECIIIIIIIIITIIIIIN

fwMNBﬁhEéé N
. Asia Price.

1050 4

Ak —- -

250

e 1 R

150

950 1

850

T50

650 -

550 - [ P T

450 - )_d ) s &Balfo States Average :
Sovthesst AsiaAverage !

350 1 ::esr:;:?imm;/ JG Cracker\.} '

]
1
'
1
'
]
]
'
1 T T

50

40 60 a0 100 120 140
CUMULATIVE ETHYLENE CAPACITY (million tons} .-

Source: Company reperis 2007.

Figure 2: Global Ethylene capacity

160,000 -
155,000 -
150,000 A
145,000 -
140,000 -
135,000 A
130,000
125,000
120,000

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Sourca: CMAI



Pradeep Mirchandani, CFA Asia Pacific Equity Research o
{91-22) 6157-3591 02 June 2010 J'PMorba'n
pradeep.a.mirchandani@jpmorgan.com

Analyst Certification:
The research analyst(s) denoted by an “AC” on the cover of this report certifies (or, where multiple rescarch analysts are primarily

responsible for this report, the research analyst dencted by an “AC” on the cover or within the document individually certifies, with
respect to each security or issuer that the research analyst covers in this rescarch) that: (1) all of the views expressed in this report
accurately reflect his or her personal views about any and all of the subject securities or issuers; and (2) no part of any of the research
analyst’s compensation was, is, or will be directly or indirectly related to the specific recommendations or views expressed by the

research analyst(s) in this report.

Important Disclosures

e  Client of the Firm: Reliance Industries Ltd is or was in the past 12 months a client of JPMSI; during the past 12 months, JPMSI
provided to the company investment banking services, non-investment banking securities-related services and non-securities-related

services.
e Investment Banking (past 12 months): JPMSI or its affiliates received in the past 12 months compensation for investment banking

services from Reliance Industries Ltd.
e Investment Banking (next 3 months): JPMSI or its affiliates expect to receive, or intend to seck, compensation for investment

banking services in the next three months from Reliance Industries Lid,

e  Non-Investment Banking Compensation: JPMSI has received compensation in the past 12 months for products or services other
than investment banking from Reliance Industries Ltd. An affiliate of JPMSI has received compensation in the past 12 months for
products or services other than investment banking from Reliance Industries Lid.

Reliance Industries Lid (RELI.BO} Price Chart

Date Rating Share Price Price Target

2,695
! OW Rs1,100 (Rs) {Rs)
2,310 . 11-0ck07 OW  1309,20 1437.50
IOWRS1'15°J 15.-May-08 OW  1265.38 1455.00

1,926 24.0ct06 OW 608683 875.00
ow Rs1,437.5| | ow Rs1,45{ ow Rs{ OW Rs800 | OW Rs1,150
1540 . . 18-Feb-09 OW  633.65 800.00
Price(Rs) p 06-May-08 OW 94183 1150.00
1,155+ y 26.Jul-0O OW 97033 1100.00
WM | o4Fep1D OW  975.35 1150.00
770

385

¢ T T T T
Oct Jul Apr Jan GCct
06 o7 1} 08 [1}:]

Source: Bloomberg and J.P. Morgan; price data adjusted for stock splits and dividends.

Break in coverage Apr 28, 2004 . May 20, 2004, and Qct 13, 2005 . Oct 11, 2007, This chart shows J.P. Morgan's
continuing eoverage of this stock; the current analyst may or may net have covered it over the entire period.
J.P. Morgan ratings: QW = Overweight, N = Neutral, UW = Underweight,

Explanation of Equity Research Ratings and Analyst(s) Coverage Universe:
1.P. Morgan uses the following rating system: Overweight {Over the next six to twelve months, we expect this stock will outperform the

average total return of the stocks in the analyst’s (or the analyst’s team’s) coverage universe.] Neutral {Over the next six to twelve
months, we expect this stock will perform in line with the average total return of the stocks in the analyst’s (or the analyst’s team’s})
coverage universe,] Underweight [Over the next six {o twelve months, we expect this stock will underperform the average total return of
the stocks in the analyst’s (or the analyst’s team’s) coverage universe.] I.P. Morgan Cazenove’s UK Small/Mid-Cap dedicated research
analysts use the same rating categories; however, each stock’s expected total retumn is compared to the expected total return of the FTSE
All Share Index, not to those analysts’ coverage universe. A list of these analysts is available on request. The analyst or analyst’s team’s
coverage universe is the sector and/or country shown on the cover of cach publication. See below for the specific stocks in the certifying

analyst(s) coverage universe.

Coverage Universe: Pradeep Mirchandani, CFA: Bharat Petroleum Corporation (BPCL) {BPCL.BQ), Cairn India Limited
(CAIL.BO), Essar Oil Ltd. (ESRO.BO), Gas Authority of India Limited (GAIL.BO), Gujarat Gas Ltd {GGAS.BO), Gujarat
State Petronet Ltd. (GSPT.BO), Hindustan Petroleum Corporation (HPCL) (HPCL.BO), Indian Oil Corporation (I0C.BO),



Pradeep Mirchandani, CFA Asia Pacific Equity Research
{91-22) 6157-3591 02 June 2010 JPMorgan
pradeep.a.mirchandani@jpmorgan.com

Indraprastha Gas (IGAS.BO), Oil and Natural Gas Corporation (ONGC.BO), Petronet LNG Ltd. (PLNG.BO), Reliance
Industries Ltd (RELLBO)

J.P. Morgan Equity Research Ratings Distribution, as of March 31, 2010
Overweight Neutral Underweight

(buy) (hotd} (sell)

JPM Global Equity Research Coverage 45% 42% 13%
IB clients” 48% 46% 32%
JPMSI Equity Research Coverage 42% 49% 10%
iB clients* 70% 58% 48%

*Percentage of investment banking clients in each rating category.
For purposes only of NASD/NYSE ratings distribution rules, our Overweight rating falls into a buy rating category, our Neutral rating falls into a hold

rating category; and our Underweight rating falls into a sell rating category.

Valuation and Risks: Please see the most recent company-specific research report for an analysis of valuation methodology and risks on
any securities recommended herein. Research is available at http://www.morganmarkets.com , or you can contact the analyst named on

the front of this note or your J.P. Morgan representative.

Analysts’ Compensation: The equity rescarch analysts responsible for the preparation of this report receive compensation based upon
various factors, including the quality and accuracy of research, client feedback, competitive factors, and overall firm revenues, which
include revenues from, among other business units, Institutional Equities and Investment Banking.

Registration of non-US Analysts: Unless otherwise noted, the non-US analysts listed on the front of this report arc employees of non-US
affiliates of JPMS], are not registered/qualified as rescarch analysts under NASD/NYSE rules, may not be associated persons of JPMSI,
and may not be subject to NASD Rule 2711 and NYSE Rule 472 restrictions on communications with covered companies, public
appearances, and trading securities held by a research analyst account.

_Other Disclosures

J.P. Morgan is the global brand name for J.P. Morgan Securities Inc. (JPMSI) and its non-US affiliates worldwide. L.P. Morgan Cazenove isa
brand name for equity research produced by J.P. Morgan Securities Ltd.; J.P. Morgan Equities Limited; JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Dubai

Branch; and J.P. Morgan Bank International T.LC,

Options related research: If the information contained herein regards options related research, such information is available only to persons who
have received the proper option risk disclosure documents. For a copy of the Option Clearing Corporation’s Characteristics and Risks of
Standardized Options, please contact your J.P. Morgan Representative or visit the OCC’s website at
http://www.optionsclearing.comf'pubiications/risks/riskstoc.pdf.

Legal Entities Disclosures
U.S.: JPMSI is a member of NYSE, FINRA and SIPC. I.P. Morgan Futures Inc. is a member of the NFA. JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. is a

mamber of FDIC and is authorized and regutated in the UK by the Financial Services Autherity. U.K.: 7.P. Morgan Securities Ltd. (JPMSL) is a
member of the London Stock Exchange and is authorised and regulated by the Financial Services Authority. Registered in England & Wales No.
2711006. Registered Office 125 London Wall, London EC2Y 5AIL South Africa: J.P. Morgan Equities Limited is a member of the Johannesburg
Securities Exchange and is regulated by the FSB. Hong Kong: J.P. Morgan Securities (Asia Pacific) Limited (CE number AAJ321) is regulated
by the Hong Kong Monetary Authority and the Securities and Futures Commission in Hong Kong. Korea: J.P. Morgan Securitics (Far East) Lid,
Scoul Branch, is regulated by the Korea Financial Supervisory Service. Australia: J.P. Morgan Australia Limited (ABN 52 002 888 011/AFS
Licence No: 238188) is regulated by ASIC and J.P. Morgan Securities Austratia Limited (ABN 61 003 245 234/AFS Licence No: 238066) is a
Market Participant with the ASX and regulated by ASIC. Taiwan: J P.Morgan Securities (Taiwan) Limited is a participant of the Taiwan Stock
Exchange (company-type} and regulated by the Taiwan Securities and Futures Bureau. India: J.P. Morgan India Private Limited is a member of
the National Stock Exchange of India Limited and Bombay Stock Exchange Limited and is regulated by the Securities end Exchange Board of
India, Thailand: JPMorgan Securities (Thailand) Limited is a member of the Stack Exchange of Thailand and is regulated by the Ministry of
Finance and the Securities and Exchange Commission. Indonesia: PT I.P. Morgan Securities Indonesia is a member of the Indonesia Stock
Exchange and is regutated by the BAPEPAM LK. Philippines: J.P. Morgan Securitics Philippines Inc. is a member of the Philippine Stock
Exchange and is regulated by the Securities and Exchange Commission. Brazil: Banco 1.P. Morgan S.A. is regulated by the Comissao de Valores
Mobiliarios {CYM) and by the Central Bank of Brazil. Mexieo: 1.P. Morgan Casa de Bolsa, S.A. de C.V., J.P. Morgan Grupo Financiero is a
member of the Mexican Stock Exchange and authorized to act as a broker dealer by the Naticnal Banking and Securities Exchange Commission.
Singapore: This material is issued and distributed in Singapore by J.B. Morgan Securities Singapore Private Limited (JPMSS) [MICA (P)
020/01/2010 and Co. Reg. No.: 199405335R] which is a member of the Singapore Exchange Securities Trading Limited and is regulated by the
Monetary Authority of Singapore (MAS) and/or JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Singapore branch (JPMCB Singapore) which is regulated by the
MAS. Malaysia: This material is issued and distributed in Malaysia by T PMorgan Securities (Malaysia) Sdn Bhd (18146-X) which isa



Pradeep Mirchandani, CFA Asia Pacific Equity Research oan
(91-22) 8157-3501 02 June 2010 J’P'Morb
pradeep.a.mirchandani@jpmorgan.com

Participating Organization of Bursa Malaysia Berhad and a holder of Capital Markets Services License issued by the Securities Commission in
Malaysia. Pakistan: J. P. Morgan Pakistan Broking (Pvt.} Lid is a member of the Karachi Stock Exchange and regulated by the Securities and
Exchange Commission of Pakistan. Saudi Arabia: J.P, Morgan Saudi Arabia Lid. is authorised by the Capital Market Authority of the Kingdom
of Saudi Arabia (CMA) to carry out dealing as an agent, arranging, advising and custedy, with respect to securities business under licence number
15-07079 and its registered address is at 8th Floor, Al-Faisaliyah Tower, King Fahad Road, P.0. Box 51907, Riyadh 11553, Kingdom of Saudi
Arabia. Dubai: JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Dubai Branch is regulated by the Dubai Financial Services Authority (DFSA) and its registered
address is Dubai Intemational Financial Centre - Building 3, Level 7, PO Box 506551, Dubai, UAE.

Country and Region Specific Disclosures
U.K. and European Economic Area (EEA): Unless specified to the contrary, issued and approved for distribution in the U.K. and the EEA by

TPMSL. Investment research issued by JPMSL has been prepared in accordance with JPMSL's policies for managing conflicts of interest arising
as a result of publication and distribution of investment research. Many European regulators require that a firm to establish, implement and
maintain such a policy. This report has been issued in the U.K. only to persons of a kind described in Article 19 (5), 38, 47 and 49 of the Financial
Services and Markets Act 2000 {Financial Promotion) Order 2005 (all such persons being referred to as "relevant persons”). This document must
nat be acted on or relied on by persons who are not relevant persons. Any invesiment or investment activity to which this document relates is only
available to relevant persons and wilt be engaged in only with refevant persons. In other EEA countries, the report has been issued {o persons
regarded as professional investors (or equivalent) in their home jurisdiction. Awstralia: This material is issued and distributed by JPMSAL in
Australia to “wholesale clients” only. JPMSAL does not issue or distribute this material to “retail clients.” The recipient of this material must not
distribute it to any third party or outside Australia without the prior written consent of JIMSAL. For the purposes of this paragraph the terms
swholesale client” and “retail client” have the meanings given to them in section 761G of the Corporations Act 2001, Germany: This material is
distributed in Germany by J.P. Morgan Securities Ltd., Frankfurt Branch and J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Frankfurt Branch which are
regulated by the Bundesanstalt fiir Finanzdienstleistungsaufsicht. Hong Kong: The 1% ownership disclosure as of the previous month end
satisfies the requirernents under Paragraph 16.5(a} of the Hong Keng Code of Conduct for Persons Licensed by or Registered with the Securities
and Futures Commission. (For research published within the first ten days of the month, the disclosure may be based on the month end data from
two months’ prior.) J.P. Morgan Broking (Hong Kong) Limited is the liquidity provider for derivative warrants issued by J.P. Morgan Structured
Products B.V. and listed on the Stock Exchange of Hong Kong Limited. An updated list can be found on HKEx website:
htp://www.hkex.com.hk/prod/dw/Lp.htm. Japan: There is a risk that a loss may occur due to a change in the price of the shares in the case of
share trading, and that a loss may occur due to the exchange rate in the case of foreign share trading. In the case of share trading, JPMorgan
Securities Japan Co., Ltd., will be receiving a brokerage fee and consumption tax {shouhizei) calculated by multiplying the executed price by the
commission rate which was individually agreed between JPMorgan Securities Japan Co., Ltd,, and the customer in advance. Financial Instruments
Firms; JPMorgan Securities Japan Co., Lid,, Kanto Local Finance Bureau (kinsho) No. 82 Participating Association / Japan Securities Dealers
Association, The Financial Futures Association of Japan, Korea: This report may have been edited or contributed to from time to time by
affiliates of I.P. Morgan Securities (Far East) Lid, Seoul Branch. Singapove: JPMSS and/or its affiliates may have a holding in any of the
securities discussed in this report; for securities where the holding is 1% or greater, the specific holding is disclosed in the Important Disclosures
section above. India: For private circulation cnly, not for sale. Pakistan: For private circulation only, not for sale. New Zealand: This
material is issued and distributed by JPMSAL in New Zealand only to persons whose principal business is the investment of money or who, in the
course of and for the purposes of their business, habitually invest money. JPMSAL does not issue or distribute this material to members of "the
public" as determined in accordance with section 3 of the Securities Act 1978. The recipient of this material must not distribute it to any third
party or outside New Zealand without the prior written consent of IPMSAL. Canada: The information contained herein is not, and under no
circumstances is to be construed as, a prospectus, an advertisement, a public offering, an offer to sell securities described herein, or solicitation of
an offer to buy securities described herein, in Canada or any province ot territory thereof. Any offer or sale of the securities described herein in
Canada wili be made only under an exemption from the requirements 1o file a prospectus with the relevant Canadian securities regulators and only
by a dealer properly registered under applicable securities laws or, alternatively, pursuant to an exemption from the dealer registration requirement
in the relevant pravince or territory of Canada in which such offer or sale is made. The information contained herein is under no circumstances to
be construed as investment advice in any province or territory of Canada and is not tailored to the needs of the recipient. To the extent that the
information contained herein references securities of an issuer incorporated, formed or created under the laws of Canada or provinee or territory
of Canada, any trades in such securities must be conducted through a dealer registered in Canada. No securities commission or similar regulatory
authority in Canada has reviewed or in any way passed judgment upon these materials, the information contained herein or the merits of the
sccurities described herein, and any representation to the contrary is an offence. Dubai: This report has been issued to persons regarded as
professional clients as defined under the DFSA rules.

General: Additional information is available upon request. Information has been obtained from sources believed to be reliable but JPMorgan
Chase & Co. or its affiliates and/or subsidiaries {collectively J.P. Morgan) do not warrant its completeness or acouracy except with respect to any
disclosures relative to JPMSI and/or its affiliates and the analyst’s involvement with the issuer that is the subject of the research. All pricing is as
of the close of market for the securities discussed, unless otherwise stated. Opinions and estimates constitute our judgment as of the date of this
material and are subject to change without notice. Past performance is not indicative of future results. This material is not intended as an offer or
solicitation for the purchase or sale of any financial instrument. The opinions and recommendations herein do not take into account individual
client circumstances, objectives, or needs and are not intended as recommendations of particular securities, financial instruments or strategies to
particular clients. The recipient of this report must make its own independent decisions regarding any securities or financial instruments
mentioned herein. JPMSI distributes in the 1.S. research published by non-U.S. affiliates and accepts responsibility for its contents. Periodic
updates may be provided on companies/industries based on company specific developments or announcements, market conditions or any other
publicly available information. Clients should contact analysts and execute transactions through a J.P. Morgan subsidiary or affiliate in their home
jurisdiction unless governing law permits otherwise.

“Qther Disclosures” last revised March 1, 2010.



Prageep Mirchandani, CFA Asia Pacific Equity Research JP Morgan

(91-22) 6157-3591 02 June 2010
pradeep.a.mirchandani@jpmorgan.cem

Copyright 2010 JPMorgan Chase & Co. All rights reserved. This report or any portion hereof may not be reprinted, sold or
redistributed without the written consent of J.P. Morgan.



Exhibit B



CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL, IN THE DISTRICT COURT
Plaintiffs,

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A,,

INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY 295% JUDICIAL DISTRICT

AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH -
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND
GARY P. AYMES,

N CDn GO LN LON 0N L0 WD LOT LD WOn

Defendants. BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION TO
DEFENDANT JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.,, INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST

TO: Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee
of the South Texas Syndicate Trust, by and through its attorney of record, Patrick
K. Shechan, Hornberger Fuller Sheehan & Beiter Inc., The Quarry Heights
Building, 7373 Broadway, Suite 300, San Antonio, TX 78209
The Individual Beneficiary Plaintiff-Intervenors' to the above-captioned action hereby
request that Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., in its individual and corporate capacities
and as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust (“Defendant”) produce the following

described documents for inspection and copying pursuant to Tex. R. Civ. P. 196, at the offices of

Zelle Hofimann Voelbel & Mason LLP, 901 Main Street, Suite 4000, Dallas, Texas 75202-3975,

! Linda Aldrich, Sarah Bell, Kathryn M. Canwell, John Camey, Josephine Carney, Barbara Carson, Alice Cestari,
Barbara Warner Collins, Margaret Cost, Harriett O. Cuiry, Alessandra Cutolo, Francesca Cutolo, Annalo Doerr,
Edward Doerr, Henry Doerr IV, Katherine D. Doerr, Mary C. Doerr, Cathy A. Duus, John D. & Kathleen French,
Andrew Hilgartner, Elizabeth Jubert, Catherine Hilgartner Masucci, David W, McLean, Lisa F. McLean, Nancy
McLean, Robert C. and Kathryn F. Mesaros, Jeannette M. Muirhead, Caroline P. Myhre, Marcia Lee Nelson, Anne
Pennock, Charles F. Pierson, Jr., David Pierson, James Pierson, Addison Piper, Andrew P. Piper, Ann Piper,
Edmund L. Piper, George F. Piper, Harry C. Piper, James T. Piper, John Carter Piper, John Q. Piper, Matthew B.
Piper, Vincent G. Pardo Piper, William G. Piper, William Piper, Elizabeth Piper-Forman, Mary M. Schwartz,
Elizabeth Wamer Verkade, Julia Mary Walker, Barbara Warner, Bonnic Warner, EHlsworth A, Warner, I, H. T. &
S. S. Warner, M. A, Warner Jr., Ted E. Warmner, Thomas Livingston Wamer, and Dixie Webb.



within thirty (30) days of service and that Defendant serve a written response to this Third
Request For Production to Defendant within thirty (30) days of service in accordance with the
Texas Rules of Civil Procedure.
DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

A. Each Request for Production below includes, but is not limited to, a request for
the production of data and/or information that exists in electronic and/or magnetic form, All
.responsive data and/or information that exists in elecironic and/or magnetic form should be: (1)
copied to a CD-ROM, DVD-ROM, or other external storage device in its native format (i.e., the
format in which such data and/or information that exists in electronic and/or magnetic form was
created, maintained, and/or used in the ordinary course of business) with all metadata intact; and
(ii) produced in bates numbered form either (a) printed on paper or (b) electronically in either
PDF or TIFF file format.

B. As used herein, the words and phrases set out below shall have the meaning
prescribed for them:

1. “Document” or “documents” shall mean every document within the widest
permissible scope of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, including, without limitation, every
original (and every copy of any original or copy which differs in any way from any original) of
every writing or recording of every kind or description, whether handwritten, typed, drawn,
sketched, printed, or recorded or maintained by any physical, mechanical, electronic, or electrical
means whatsoever, including, without limitation, electronic communications or data bases,
emails (including, without limitation, received emails, sent emails, and deleted emails together
with all attachments), text messages, SMS, MMS, BBM, or other instant message system or

format, books, records, papers, pamphlets, brochures, circulars, advertisements, specifications,



notebooks, worksheets, reports, lists, analyses, summaries, tax returns, financial statements,
profit and loss statements, cash flow statements, balance sheets, annual or other periodic reports,
calendars, appointment books, diaries, telephone bills and toll call records, expense reports,
commission statements, itineraries, agendas, check books, canceled checks, receipts, agreements,
applications, offers, acceptances, proposals, purchase orders, invoices, written, electronic or
otherwise recorded memorials of oral communications, forecasts, photographs, photographic
slides or negatives, films, film strips, tapes and recordings, and any “tangible things™ as that term
is used in Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 196.1.

2. As used herein, the terms “constitute, refer or relate to,” “refer or relate to,”
“relating to,” “related,” “evidencing,” “reflect,” “reflecting,” “support,” “evidence” and any
similar term shall mean -- unless otherwise indicated -- having any relationship or connection to,
concerning, being connected to, commenting on, responding to, containing, evidencing, showing,
memorializing, describing, analyzing, reflecting, pertaining to, comprising, constituting, proving
or tending to prove or otherwise establishing any reasonable, logical or causal connection.

3. As used herein, the terms “communication” or “communications” shall mean
any document, oral statement, conversation, meeting, or conference, formal or informal, under
any circurnstances whatsocver, whereby information of any nature was stated, written, recorded,
or in any manner transmitted or transferred.

4, As used herein, the terms “fact” or “facts” shall mean all evidentiary facts
presently known to you and all evidentiary facts the existence of which is presently inferred by
you from the existence of any combination of evidentiary and/or ultimate facts.

5. As used herein, the terms “person” or “persons” includes any natural person and

any firm, limited liability company, partnership, joint venture, hospital, institution, corporation,



business, organization, trust, association or any other business or governmental or quasi-
governmental entity, political subdivision, commission, board or agency of any character

whatsoever together with the partners, trustees, officers, directors, employees, or agents thereof.

6. As used herein, the words “or” and ““and” shall mean “and/or.”
7. As used herein, the word “any” shall include the word “all,” and the word “all”

shall include the word “any.”

8. The term “relevant”, as used herein, includes by way of illustration only and not
by way of limitation, the following: (1) information that either would or would not support the
disclosing parties’ contentions; (2) identification of those persons who, if their potential
testimony were known, might reasonably be expected to be deposed or called as a witness by any
of the parties; (3) information that is likely to have an influence on or affect the outcome of a
claim or defense; (4) information that deserves to be considered in the preparation, evaluation or
trial of a claim or defense; and (5) information that reasonable and competent counsel would
consider reasonably necessary to prepare, evaluate or try a claim or defense.

9. As used herein, the words “include” and “including” shall mean “including
without limitation.”

10. The terms “Petition” and/or “Lawsuit” shall refer to the petition filed in the
above-captioned litigation, all amendments made thereto and all claims made therein.

11.  “Defendants,” as used herein means any and all defendants named in this
lawsuit, and any agents, employees, partners, managers, members, lawyers, accountants,
representatives, and any other person or entity acting on behalf of a defendant or subject to their

control.



12.  “You,” and “Your” shall mean and refer to JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A,,
Individually/Corporately and as Trustee of South Texas Syndicate Trust, including but not
limited to, Gary P. Aymes and any and all past or present partners, officers, directors, managers,
employees, attorneys, representatives, agents, shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parents,
successors,A assigns, or any entity in which Defendant has an ownership interest, individually,
collectively, or in any combination and/or permutation whatsoever.

13.  “Trust” as used herein refers to the trust that is the subject of this lawsuit,
commonly designated and referred to as the “South Texas Syndicate”, “Trust” as used herein
also refers to and includes the assets, property, and/or estate of the Trust. “Trust” further
includes the fiduciary relationship governing the Trustee with respect to the Trust property when
that reading of the term would cause more documents or information to be covered by the term.

14.  “Trust Assets” as used herein refers to the assets, property and the estate of the
Trust (i.e. South Texas Syndicate Trust).

15. “Trustee” shall mean Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Corporately and
as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust, and any individual or entity acting on its behalf,
and Gary P. Aymes in his capacity as an employee of Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.
and his capacity as fiduciary officer and/or administrator of the Trust.

16.  As used herein, the term “Identify” as used herein shall i.nc;lude the following:

a. When used in reference to a person, shall mean his full name, present or

last known home address and telephone number, present or last known
business address and telephone number, employer and job title;

b. When used in reference to a firm or corporation, shall mean its full name
and address, telephone number, any other names by which it is or has been
known, its state of incorporation, and its principal place of business;

C. ‘When used in reference to someone or something other than a person,
firm, or corporation, shall mean its official name, organizational form,
address and telephone number;



When used in reference to a document, shall mean the type of document,
date, author, addressee, title, its present location, identity of its custodian
and the substance of its contents;

When used in reference to 2 communication or statement, shall mean the
form of communication (i.e., telephone conversation, letter, face-to-face
conversation, etc.), the date of the communication and the date on which it
was sent and received, the identity of the persons who were involved in
the communication, the substances of the communication, the present
location of the communication and the identity of its custodian; and

When used in reference to an act, meeting or other event, shall mean a
description of the substance of the events constituting the act or meeting,
the date of its occurrence, the identity of any documents concerning such
act or meeting, and the identity of any documents concerning such act or
meeting.

C. In construing this request:

-1, The singular shall include the plural and the plural shall include the singular.

2. A masculine, feminine, or neuter pronoun shall not exclude the other genders.

3. The past tense of a verb shall include the present tense, and the present tense ofa

verb shall include the past tense.

D. If any document otherwise responsive to any Request was, but is no longer, in

existence or in the possession or subject to your control, state whether:

a
b.
C.
d.

it is missing or lost;

it has been destroyed,;

it has been transferred voluntarily to others; or
it has been otherwise disposed of.

In each instance, explain the circumstances surrounding such disposition and identify the

person(s) who either directed or authorized the document(s) destruction or transfer or who are

knowledgeable about its disposition. Identify each document by providing a general description

of its format (e.g. letter, memorandum, telegram, chart, photograph, efc.} and subject matter; and



list its authors, recipients, and date; and state whetber the documents (or copies) are still in
existence, and if so provide their present location(s) and custodian(s).

E. The relevant time period is from 2000 to the present.

F. For each document requested herein which is sought to be withheld under claim
of privilege, please provide the following information:

1.  The place, approximate date, and manner of recording or otherwise preparing the
document;

9. The name and title of the sender, and the name and title of the recipient of the
document;

3. The name of each person or persons (other than stenographic or clerical assistant)
participating in the preparation of the document,

4. The name and corporate position, if any, of each person to whom the contents of
the documents have heretofore been communicated by copy, exhibition, reading
or substantial surmmarization;

5. A statement of the basis on which privilege is claimed and whether or not the
subject matter of the contents of the documents is limited to legal advice or
information provided for the purpose of securing legal advice; and

6. The number of the request to which the document is responsive.

REQUESTS FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

All documents teflecting or relating to communications between You and Reliance
Industries Limited relating to: -

(a) Pioneer Natural Resources;
(b)  Eagle Ford Shale;

(©) EOG Resources, Inc.;

(d) Culien Leases;

(e) La Salle County, Texas; and
® McMullen County, Texas

RESPONSE:



REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:

All documents relating to the 2010 joint venture between Reliance Industries Limited and
Pioneer Natural Resources concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3:

All documents reflecting or relating to Reliance Industries Limited’s investigation of
and/or negotiation with EOG Resources, Inc. concerning the purchase of Eagle Ford
Shale property interests.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

All documents reflecting any and all financing, loan or credit arrangements between You
and Reliance Industries Limited, including but not limited to documents reflecting the
approximately $400 million financing arrangement between You and Reliance Industries
Limited announced in December of 2008.

RESPONSE:

' REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5:

Documents sufficient to identify the full extent of Your investment and ownership
interest in Reliance Industries Limited between 2000 and the present.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

All documents reflecting Your evaluation(s) and recommendation(s) concerning
investment in or financing of Reliance Indusiries Limited.



RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

All documents reflecting or relating to communications between You and Pioneer
Natural Resources relating fo:

() Reliance Industries, Limited;
(b) Eagle Ford Shale;

(c) EOG Resources, Inc.;

(d)  Cullen Leases;

(e) La Salle County, Texas; and
5 McMullen County, Texas

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

All documents reflecting or relating to line(s) of credit extended, loans given to, or other
financing arrangements between Pioneer Natural Resources and You.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

All documents reflecting or relating to Your role in Pioneer Natural Resources’ purchase
of Evergreen Resources, Inc. in 2004, including but not limited to documents generated
in the course of Your role as merger advisor, documents reflecting Your agreement io
underwrite an unsecured credit line, and documents relating to Pioneer Natural
Resources’ option to increase its credit facility.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

All documents reflecting any involvement You had in Pioneer Natural Resources’



acquisition of the Cullen Leases from Hilcorp Energy in 2005.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

All Documents reflecting any involvement You had in Pioneer Natural Resources’
purchase of any energy related company between 2000 and the present.

RESPONSE:

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13:

Documents sufficient to identify the full extent of Your investment and ownership
interest in Pioneer Natural Resources between 2000 and the present.

RESPONSE:

10



ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON, LLP

HN B. WFUST (p;%\%gt vife)
MATTHEW-¥ GOLLINGER (¥ro hac vice)
500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 5000
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415
Telephone:  (612) 339-2020

Facsimile:  (612) 336-9100

DATE: June 19, 2012.

STEVEN J. BADGER

Texas State Bar No. 01499050
ASHLEY BENNETT JONES
Texas State Bar No. 24056877
901 Main Street, Suite 4000
Dallas, Texas 75202-3975
Telephone: 214-742-3000
Facsimile: 214-760-8994

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF-
INTERVENORS?

21 inda Aldrich, Sarah Bell, Kathryn M. Canwell, John Carney, Josephine Carney, Barbara Carson, Alice Cestari,
Barbara Warner Collins, Margaret Cost, Harriett O. Curry, Alessandra Cutolo, Francesca Cutolo, AnnaJo Doerr,
Edward Doerr, Henry Doerr IV, Katherine D. Doerr, Mary C. Doerr, Cathy A. Duus, John D, & Kathleen French,
Andrew Hilgariner, Elizabeth Jubert, Catherine Hilgartner Masucci, David W. McLean, Lisa F. McLean, Nancy
McLean, Robert C. and Kathryn F. Mesaros, Jeannette M. Muirhead, Caroline P, Myhre, Marcia Lee Nelson, Anne
Pennock, Charles F. Pierson, Jr., David Pierson, James Pierson, Addison Piper, Andrew P, Piper, Ann Piper,
Edmund L. Piper, George F. Piper, Harry C. Piper, James T. Piper, John Carter Piper, John Q. Piper, Matthew B.
Piper, Vincent G. Pardo Piper, William G. Piper, William Piper, Elizabeth Piper-Forman, Mary M. Schwartz,
Elizabeth Warner Verkade, Julia Mary Walker, Barbara Warner, Bonnie Wamer, Ellsworth A. Warner, Jr., H, T. &
S. S. Warner, M. A. Warner Jr., Ted E. Warner, Thomas Livingston Warner, and Dixic Webb.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on June 19, 2012, this document was served on the following described

parties in the manner indicated below:

Patrick K. Sheehan Via U.S. Mail and Email
David Jed Williams

Hornberger Sheehan Fuller & Beiter, Inc.

The Quarry Heights Building

7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78209

Richard Tinsman , Via U.S. Mail and Email
Tinsman & Sciano, Inc.

10107 McAllister Freeway

San Antonio, TX 78216

James L. Drought Via U.S. Mail and Email
Drought, Drought & Bobbitt, L.L.P.

2900 Weston Centre

112 East Pecan Street

San Antonio, TX 78205

George H. Spencer, Jr. Via U.S. Mail and Email
Clemens & Spencer

112 East Pecan, Suite 1300

San Antonio, TX 78205

David R. Deary Via U.S. Mail and Email
Jim L. Flegle

Michael Donley

Loewinshon Flegle Deary L.L.P.

12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900

Dallas, Texas 75251

"3
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CAUSE NO. 2010-CI1-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET 4L, IN THE DISTRICT COURT
Plaintiffs,

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.,,

INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY 225" TUDICIAL DISTRICT

AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND
GARY P. AYMES,

Defendants.

0N WO LG LON LG WO LON UOR WO LOD LN

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES TO DEFENDANT
JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A., INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST

TO: Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee
of the South Texas Syndicate Trust., by and through its atiorney of record, Patrick
K. Shechan, Homberger Fuller Sheehan & Beiter Inc., The Quarry Heights
Building, 7373 Broadway, Suite 300, San Antonio, TX 78209
Pursuant to Rules 193 and 197 of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure you are required to
serve on the undersigned your full and complete written responses under oath to each of the

Interrogatories set forth herein within thirty (30) days after the service of the Interrogatories.

DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

A, To the fullest extent permitied by the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, these
Interrogatories are intended to be continuing in nature. You are requested and required fo
supplement your answers when appropriate or necessary to make them correct and complete.

B. If You comtend that You may partially or entirely withhold responsive
information because of a rule, privilege, immunity, or other reason, provide information

sufficient for Plaintiff to assess the merits of such contention.



C. Each Interrogatory is to be read, construed and responded to separately and
independently without reference to or being limited by any other Interrogatory.

D. In answering these Interrogatories, You are required to furnish all information
available to You, including information in Your possession, custody or control. Such
information available to You and requested herein includes information in the possession,
custody, or control of Your attorneys, agents, accountants, consultants, and all other persons
acting on Your behalf, and not merely such information known to You or of Your own personal
knowledge.

E. If You cannot answer any of these Interrogatories in full after exercising due
diligence to secure the information, You are required to so state and answer to the extent
possible, specifying Your inability to answer the remainder, stating what information or
knowledge You have concerning the unanswered portions and why You are unable to answer the
unanswered portions.

F. As used herein, the words and phrases set out below shall have the meaning
prescribed for them:

1.  “Document” or “documents” shall mean every document within the widest
permissible scope of the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure, including, without limitation, every
original (and every copy of any original or copy which differs in any way from any originat) of
every writing or recording of every kind or description, whether handwritten, typed, drawn,
sketched, printed, or recorded or maintained by any physical, mechanical, electronie, or electrical
means whatsoever, including, without limitation, electronic communications or data bases,
emails (including, without limitation, Teceived emails, sent emails, and deleted emails together

with all attachments), text messages, SMS, MMS, BBM, or other instant message system or



format, books, records, papers, pamphlets, brochures, circulars, advertisements, specifications,
notebooks, worksheets, reports, lists, analyses, summaries, tax returns, financial statements,
profit and loss statements, cash flow statements, balance sheets, annual or other periodic reports,
calendars, appointment books, diaries, telephone bills and toll call records, expense reports,
commission statements, itineraries, agendas, check books, canceled checks, receipts, agreements,
applications, offers, acceptances, proposals, purchase orders, invoices, written, electronic or
otherwise recorded memorials of oral communications, forecasts, photographs, photographic
slides or negatives, films, film strips, tapes and recordings, and any “tangible things” as that term
is used in Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 196.1.

2. As used herein, the terms “constitute, refer or relate to,” “refer or relate to,”
“relating to,” “related,” “evidencing,” “reflect,” “reflecting,” “support,” “evidence” and any
similar term shall mean -- unless otherwise indicated - having any relationship or connection to,
concerning, being connected to, commenting on, responding to, containing, evidencing, showing,
memorializing, describing, analyzing, reflecting, pertaining to, comprising, constituting, proving
or tending to prove or otherwise establishing any reasonable, logical or causal connection.

3. As used herein, the terms “communication” or “communications” shall mean any
document, oral sfatement, conversation, meeting, or conference, formal or informal, under any
circumstances whatsoever, whereby information of any nature was stated, written, recorded, or in
any manner transmitted or transferred.

4. As used herein, the terms “fact” or “facts” shall mean all evidentiary facts
presently known to you and all evidentiary facts the existence of which is presently inferred by

you from the existence of any combination of evidentiary and/or ultimate facts.



5. As used herein, the terms “person” or “persons” includes any natural person and
any fiom, limited liability company, partnership, joint venture, hospital, institution, corporation,
business, organization, trust, association or any other business or governmental or quasi-
governmental entity, political subdivision, commission, board or agency of any character
whatsoever together with the partners, trustees, officers, directors, employees, or agents thereof.

6. The terms “AND” and “OR” are to be construed either disjunctively or
conjunctively, whichever is appropriate, so as to bring within the scope of these Requests any
information or documents that might otherwise be considered beyond its scope.

7. As used herein, the word “any” shall include the word “all,” and the word “all”
shall include the word “any.”

8 The term “Relevant”, as used herein, includes by way of illustration only and not
by way of limitation, the following: (1) information that either would or would not support the
disclosing parties’ contentions; (2) identification of those persons who, if their potential
testimony were known, might reasonably be expected to be deposed or called as & witness by any
of the parties; (3) information that is likely to have an influence on or affect the outcome of a
claim or defense; (4) information that deserves to be considered in the preparation, evaluation or
trial of a claim or defense; and (5) information that reasonable and competent counsel would
consider reasonably necessary to prepare, evaluate or try a claim or defense.

9. As used herein, the words “include” and “including” shall mean “including
without limitation.”

10. The terms “Petition” and/or “Lawsuit” shall refer to the petition filed in the

above-captioned litigation, all amendments made thereto and all claims made therein.



11, “Defendants,” as used herein means any and all defendants named in this lawsuit,
and any agents, employees, partners, managers, members, lawyers, accountants, representatives,
and any other person or entity acting on behalf of a defendant or subject to their control.

12. “You,” and “Yowr” shall mean and refer to JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A,
Individually/Corporately and as Trustee of South Texas Syndicate Trust, including but not
limited to, Gary P. Aymes and any and all past or present partners, officers, directors, managers,
employees, attorneys, representatives, agents, shareholders, afﬁiiates, subsidiaries, parents,
successors, assigns, or any entity in which Defendant has an ownership interest, individually,
collectively, or in any combination and/or permutation whatsoever.

13.  “Trust” as used herein refers to the trust that is the subject of this lawsuit,
commonly designated and referred to as the “South Texas Syndicate”. “Trust” as used herein
also refers to and includes the assets, property, and/or cstate of the Trust. “Trust” further
includes the fiduciary relationship governing the Trustee with respect to the Trust property when
that reading of the term would cause more documents or information to be covered by the term.

14. “Trust Assets” as used herein refers to the assets, property and the estate of the
Trust (i.e. South Texas Syndicate Trust).

15. “Trustee” shall mean Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A., Corporately and
as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust, and any individual or entity acting on its behalf,
and Gary P. Aymes in his capacity as an employee of Defendant JP Morgan Chase Bank, N.A.
and his capacity as fiduciary officer and/or administrator of the Trust.

16. As used herein, the term “Identify” as used herein shall include the following:

a. When used in reference to a person, shall mean his full name, present or

last known home address and telephone number, present or last known
business address and telephone number, employer and job title;



2.

3.

When used in reference to a firm or corporation, shall mean its full name
and address, telephone number, any other names by which it is or has been
known, its state of incorporation, and its principal place of business;

When used in reference to someone or something other than a person,
firm, or corporation, shall mean its official name, organizational form,
address and telephone number;

‘When used in reference to a document, shall mean the type of document,
date, author, addressee, title, its present location, identity of its custodian
and the substance of its contents;

When used in reference to a communication or statement, shall mean the
form of communication (i.e., telephone conversation, letter, face-to-face
conversation, efc.), the date of the communication and the date on which it
was sent and received, the identity of the persons who were involved in
the communication, the substances of the communication, the present
location of the communication and the identity of its custodian; and

When used in reference to an act, meeting or other event, shall mean a
description of the substance of the events constituting the act or meefing,
the date of its occurrence, the identity of any documents concerning such
act or meeting, and the identity of any documents concerning such act or
meeting.

In construing this request:
The singular shall include the plural and the plural shall include the singular.
A masculine, feminine, or neuter pronoun shall not exclude the other genders.

The past tense of a verb shall include the present tense, and the present tense of a

verb shall include the past tense.

H. The relevant time period is from January 1, 2000 to the present.
INTERROGATORIES
INTERROGATORY NO. 1:

Describe with particularity the actions and responsibilities undertaken by You in
connection with the 2010 joint venture between Reliance Industries Limited and Pioneer Natural
Resources concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.
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RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 2:
Describe with particularity the actions and responsibilities undertaken by You in
comnection with Reliance Industries Limited’s investigation of and/or negotiation with EOG

Resources, Inc. concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 3:

Describe with particularity each and every financing, loan or credit arrangement between
You and Reliance Industries Limited existing between 2000 and the present and identify Your
officer(s), director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these financing,
loan or credit arrangements.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 4:

Describe with particularity any investment and ownership interest You have had in
Reliance Industries Limited between 2000 and the present and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. §:

Describe with particularity the actions undertaken by You in connection with Pioneer
Natural Resources’ public offering of 5,500,000 shares in 2011 and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

RESPONSE:



INTERROGATORY NO. 6:

Describe with particularity the actions undertaken by You in connection with Pioneer
Natural Resources’ purchase of Evergreen Resources, Inc. in 2004, the purchase of the Cullen
Leases in 2005 from Hilcorp Energy, and/or other Pioneer Natural Resources purchase of any
other energy rtelated company between 2000 and the present, and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions and the
documents produced in response to Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Requests for Production 10-12.

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 7:

In Your June 1, 2010 Asia Pacific Equity Research Report, You staied, in pertinent part,
with respect to Reliance Industries, Limited:

“JP Morgan does and seeks to do business with companies covered in its research
reports. As a result, investors should be aware that the firm may have a conflict of
interest that could affect the objectivity of this report.”

“Important Disclosures

* Client of the firm: Reliance Industries Ltd is or was in the past 12 months a
client of JPMSI; during the past 12 months, JPMSI provided to the company
investment banking services, non-investment banking services and non-securities-
related services

* Investment Banking (past 12 months): JPMSI or its affiliates received in the
past 12 months compensation for investment banking services from Reliance
Industries Ltd.

* Investment Banking (next 3 months): JPMSI or its affiliates expect to receive,
or intend to seck, compensation for investment banking services in the next three
months from Reliance Industries Ltd.

* Non-investment Banking Compensation: JPMSI has received compensation
in the past 12 months for products or services other than investment banking from
Reliance Industries Ltd. An affiliate of JPMSI has received compensation in the
past 12 months for products or services other than investment banking from
Reliance Industries Ltd.”

With respect to the above-referenced statements, describe with particularity:

A) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Client of the firm” that
that You or Your affiliates “provided to [Reliance Industries Ltd] investment banking services,
non-investment banking services and non-securities-related services.”

8



B) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Investment Banking (past
12 months)” that You or Your affiliates “received in the past 12 months compensation for
investment banking services from Reliance Industries Ltd.”

C) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Investment Banking
(next 3 months)” that You or Your affiliates “affiliates expect to receive, or intend to seek,
compensation for investment banking services in the next three months from Reliance Industries

Lid..”

D) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Non-investment Banking
Compensation” that You or Your.affiliates “received compensation in the past 12 months for
products or services other than investment banking from Reliance Industries Ltd.” and that Your
“received compensation in the past 12 months for products or services other than investment
banking from Reliance Industries Ltd.”

RESPONSE:

INTERROGATORY NO. 8:

For each and every basis identified in Your response to Interrogatory 7 as a reason for
making the statement/disclosure referenced in Interrogatory 7, identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the each and every individual basis.

RESPONSE:
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J.P, MORGAN’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS®
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

L. GENERAL OBJECTIONS AND REQUEST FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER

A, These Interrogatories in some instances seek information that would constitute an
invasion of J.P. Morgan’s (or other person’s or entity’s) personal rights of privilege,
confidentiality, and privacy. Additionally, many of these Interrogatories have questionable or no
relevance to the subject matter of this case, are overly broad in scope and would unduly burden
J.P. Morgan with the need to search for, organize, and review. a massive amount of information
- and data from decades past at great time and expense in order to accurately respond. J.P.
Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order, which Motion is incorporated herein by
reference in its entirety, and J.P. Morgan objects to these discovery requests (where applicable)
on each and all of the bases set forth in the Motion for Protective Order (and as provided below).

B. J.P, Morgan generally objects to these Interrogatories to the extent that J.P.
Morgan would be required to retrieve and review electronically stored information (“ESI”) for
over a twelve (12) year period with no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search
terms to obtain responsive information. In general, such ESI is not reasonably available to J.P.
Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P. Morgen cannot — through reasonable effort —
retrieve the data or information requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to complying with
these requests with regard to retrieving and reviewing ESI under TRCP 196.4.

C. 3.P. Morgan objects to the definition of “you” and “your” to the extent it would
include any person or entity other than the actual party in this case to whom the Interrogatory is
directed. Plaintiff-Intervenors’ definition would purport to improperly include “any and all past
or present partners, officers, subsidiaries, managers, employees, representatives, agents,
shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parents, successors, assigns, or any entity in which
Defendant has an ownership interest, individually, collectively, or in any combination and/or
permutation whatsoever.” J.P. Morgan objects to having to seek or scarch for information from
non-parties to this lawsuit or to responding to these discovery requests in any capacity (or on
behalf of any person or entity) other than it as Defendant in the capacities in which it has been
sued and to which these Requests are directed. J.P. Morgan’s responses herein are from the only
such entity, Defendant JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and in its role as
Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust. J.P. Morgan further objects to the definition of
“You” as overly broad to include entities or businesses unrelated to the business that administers

personal trusts.

D. 1P, Morgan objects to the alleged “relevant time period” from 2000 to the present
as overly broad and unduly burdensome in purporting to require J.P. Morgan to search for and
produce information going back twelve (12) years. :



Subject to these objections and following the entry of an appropriate agreed order and/or
the Court’s ruling on J.P. Morgan’s Motion for Protective Order (and protections requested
hereinabove on the general objections and requests for protective order incorporated herein), J.P.
" Morgan will further respond and/or supplement as appropriate or required.

INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1

Describe with particularity the actions and responsibilities undertaken by You in
connection with the 2010 joint venture between Reliance Industries Limited and Pioneer Natural
Resources concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “actions and responsibilities™),
harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g. “describe with particularity”).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance
Industries Limited and Pioneer Natural Resources). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has
filed a Motion for Protective Order and objects to further responding to this
discovery request until such Motion has been determined and protections granted
as requested therein,

This Interrogatory secks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (¢), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of ].P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to

consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
{(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”



noted gbove on page 3 herein.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2

Describe with particularity the actions and responsibilities undertaken by You in
connection with Reliance Industries Limited’s investigation of and/or negotiation with EOG
Resources, Inc. concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “actions and responsibilities™),
harassing, and unduly burdensome (¢.g. “describe with particularity™).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1,

This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information

pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance

Industries Limited and EOG Resources, Inc.). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed

a Motion for Protective Order and objects to further responding to this discovery
request until such Motion has been determined and protections granted as

requested therein.

This Interrogatory secks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to

comsent to the production of their recerds,

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections™
noted above on page 3 herein.



INTERROGATORY NO. 3

Describe with particularity each and every financing, loan or credit arrangement between
You and Reliance Industries Limited existing between 2000 and the present and identify Your
officer(s), director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these financing,
loan or credit arrangements.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“describe with particularity™).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance
Industries Limited). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective
Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request untii such
Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”

noted above on page 3 hergin.

INTERROGATORY NO. 4

Describe with particularity any investment and ownership interest You have had in
Reliance Industries Limited between 2000 and the present and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.



OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (¢.g.
“describe with particularity”).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

_ This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
_pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance -

Industries Limited). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective
Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request until such
Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein.

INTERROGATORY NO. §

Describe with particularity the actions undertaken by You in connection with Pioneer
Natural Resources’ public offering of 5,500,000 shares in 2011 and identify Your officer(s),

P | .3

director(s), or empioyee(s) besi suited to iesiify about the substance of these actiens.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,



undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“describe with particularity™).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case, See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information

© pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Pioneer Natural

Resources). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order
and objects to further responding to this discovery request until such Motion has
been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and altorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections™
noted above on page 3 herein.

INTERROGATORY NQ. 6

Describe with particularity the actions undertaken by You in connection with Pioneer
Natural Resources’ purchase of Evergreen Resources, Inc. in 2004, the purchase of Cullen -
Leases in 2005 from Hilcorp Energy, and/or other Pioneer Natural Resources purchase of any
other energy related company between 2000 and the present, and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions and the
~ documents produced in response to Plantiff-Intervenors’ Requests for Production 10-12.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“describe with particularity”).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of

3



this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

3. This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Pioneer Natural
Resources and Evergreen Resources.). Accordingly, J.P, Morgan has filed a
Motion for Protective Order and objects to further responding to this discovery
request until such Motion has been determined and protections granted- as
requested therein.

4, This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CoDE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys” fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

5. J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein. '

- INTERROGATORY NO. 7

In your June 1, 2010 Asia Pacific Equity Research Report, You stated, in perlinent part,
with respect to Reliance Industries, Limited:

«“JP Morgan does and seeks to do business with companies covered in its research reports.
As a result, investors should be aware that the firm may have conflict of interest that could affect

the objectivity of this report.”
“Important Disclosures

* Client of the firm: Reliance Industries, Ltd. is or was in the past 12 months a client of
JPMSI; during the past 12 months, JPMSI provided to the company investment banking
services, non-investment banking services and nen-seeurities-related services

* Investment Banking (past 12 months): JPMSI or its affiliates received in the past 12
months compensation for the investment banking services from Reliance Industries, Ltd.

* Investment Banking (mext 3 months): JPMSI or its affiliates expect 10 receive, or
intend to seck, compensation for investment banking services in the next three months
from Reliance Industries, Ltd.



* Non-investment Banking Compensation: JPMSI has received compensation in the
past 12 months for products or services other than investment banking from Reliance
Industries, Ltd. An affiliate of JPMSI has received compensation in the past 12 months
for products or services other than investment banking from Reliance Industries, Ltd.”

With respect to the above reference statement, describe with particularity:

A) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Client of the firm” that
You or Your affiliates “provided to [Reliance Industries, Ltd.] investment banking services, non-
investment banking services and non-securities-related services.”

B) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Investment Banking (next
3 months)” that You or Your affiliates “affiliates expect 1o receive, or intend to seek,
compensation for the investment banking services in the next three months from Reliance
Industries, Ltd.”

C) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Non-investment Banking
Compensation” that You or Your affiliates “received compensation in the past 12 months for
products or services other than investment banking from Reliance Industries, Ltd.” and that
Your “received compensation in the past 12 months for products or services other than
investment banking from Reliance Industries, Lid.”

OBJECTIONS:
. Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

I This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“each and every basis™).

2. This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

3. This Interrogé.tory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance

Industries Limited). Accordingly, J.P, Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective

Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request until such
Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

4, This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEx. FIN, CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P, Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
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consent to the production of their records,

. J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultancously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein.
INTERROGATORY NO. 8

For each and every basis identified in Your response to Interrogatory 7 as a reason for
making the statement/disclosure referenced in Interrogatory 7, identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the each and every individual basis.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

U

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.B.
“each and every basis”).

This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietery information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties {e.g. Reliance
Industries Limited), Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective
Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request until such
Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein,

This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of Tex. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

T~

Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein,

J.P. Morgan hercby incorporates as part of its ebjections to thig Interrogatory, its
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J.P. MORGAN’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS®
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

1. GENERAL OBJECTIONS AND REQUEST FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER

A. These Interrogatories in some instances seek information that would constitute an
invasion of JP. Morgan’s (or other person’s or entity’s) personal rights of privilege,
confidentiality, and privacy. Additionally, many of these Interrogatories have questionable or no
relevance to the subject matter of this case, are overly broad in scope and would unduly burden
J.P. Morgan with the need 1o search for, organize, and revxew a massive amount of information
. and data from decades past at great time and expense in ‘order to accurately respond. J.P.
Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order, which Motion is incorporated herein by
reference in its entirety, and J.P, Morgan objects to these discovery requests (where applicable)
on each and all of the bases set forth in the Motion for Protective Order (and as provided below).

B. J.P. Morgan generally objects to these Interrogatories to the extent that J.P,
Morgan would be required to retrieve and review electronically stored information (“ESI”) for
over a twelve (12) year period with no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search
terms to obtain responsive information. In general, such ESI is not reasonably available to J.P.
Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P. Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort —
retrieve the data or information requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to complying with
these requests with regard to retrieving and reviewing ESI under TRCP 196.4.

C. J.P. Morgan objects to the definition of “you” and “your” to the extent it would
include any person or entity other than the actual party in this case to whom the Interrogatory is
directed. Plaintiff-Intervenors’® definition would purport to improperly include “any and all past
or present partners, officers, subsidiaries, managers, employees, representatives, agents,
shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parents, successors, assigns, or any entity in which
Defendant has an ownership interest, individually, collectively, or in any combination and/or
permutation whatsoever.” J.P. Morgan objects to having to seek or search for information from
non-parties to this lawsuit or to responding to these discovery requests in any capacity (or on
behalf of any person or entity) other than it as Defendant in the capacities in which it has been
sued and to which these Requests are directed. J.P. Morgan’s responses herein are from the only
such entity, Defendant JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A, Individually/Corporately and in its role as
Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust, J.P. Morgan further objects to the definition of
“You” as overly broad to include entities or businesses unrelated to the business that administers
personal trusts.

D, 1.P. Morgan chjects to the alleged “relevant time period” from 2000 fo the present
as overly broad and unduly burdensome in purporting to require J.P. Morgan to search for and
produce information going back twelve (12) years.



Subject to these objections and following the entry of an appropriate agreed order and/or
the Court’s ruling on J.P. Morgan’s Motion for Protective Order (and protections requested
hereinabove on the general objections and requests for protective order incorporated herein), I.P.
" Morgan will further respond and/or supplement as appropriate or required.

INTERROGATORIES

INTERROGATORY NO. 1

Describe with particularity the actions and responsibilities undertaken by You in
connection with the 2010 joint venture between Reliance Industries Limited and Pioneer Natural
Resources concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

OBJECTIONS:
Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1. This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “actions and responsibilities™),
harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g. “describe with particularity”).

2. This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

3. This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance
Industries Limited and Pioneer Natural Resources). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has
filed a Motion for Protective Order and objects to further responding to this
discovery request unti! such Motion has been determined and protections granted
as requested therein,

4. This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CobE §55.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (¢), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of ].P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to

consent to the production of their records.

5. J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simuitaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”



noted above on page 3 herein.

INTERROGATORY NO. 2

Describe with particularity the actions and responsibilities undertaken by You in
connection with Reliance Industries Limited’s investigation of and/or negotiation with EOG
Resources, Inc. concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “actions and responsibilities”),
harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g. “describe with particularity™).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance
Industries Limited and EOG Resources, In¢c.). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed
a Motion for Protective Order and objects to further responding to this discovery
request until such Motion has been determined and protections granted as

requested therein.

This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys” fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein.



INTERROGATORY NO. 3

Describe with particularity each and every financing, loan or credit arrangement between
You and Reliance Industries Limited existing between 2000 and the present and identify Your
officer(s), director(s), or employec(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these financing,
loan or credit arrangements.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is whoily improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“describe with particularity™).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Interrogatory secks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (c.g. Reliance
Indusiries Limited). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective
Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request until such
Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of Tex. FiN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein, :

INTERROGATORY NO. 4

Describe with particularity any investment and ownership interest You have had in
Reliance Industries Limited between 2000 and the present and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions.



OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, nen-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“describe with particularity™).

This Interrogatory secks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined

by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

~ This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
_pertaining to JP. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance -

Industries Limited). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective
Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request until such
Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §39.006, and specificaily,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein,

INTERROGATORY NO. 5

Describe with particularity the actions undertaken by You in connection with Pioneer
Natural Resources’ public offering of 5,500,000 shares in 2011 and identify Your officer(s),

VR | b tho avilaok
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director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance ot tions.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,



undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“describe with particularity”).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information

© pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Pioneer Natural

Resources). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order
and objects to further responding to this discovery request until such Motion has
been determined and protections granted as requesied therein.

This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein.

INTERROGATORY NO. 6

Describe with particularity the actions undertaken by You in connection with Pioneer
Natural Resources’ purchase of Evergreen Resources, Inc. in 2004, the purchase of Cullen
Leases in 2005 from Hilcorp Energy, and/or other Pioneer Natural Resources purchase of any
other energy related company between 2000 and the present, and identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the substance of these actions and the
. documents produced in response to Plantiff-Intervenors’ Requests for Production 10-12.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“describe with particularity™).

This Interrogatory seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
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this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

3. This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Pioneer Natural
Resources and Evergreen Resources.). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a
Motion for Protective Order and objects to further responding to this discovery
request until such Motion has been determined and protections granted as
requested therein.

4, This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN, CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of I.P. Morgan.and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

5. J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein. '

- INFERROGATORY NO. 7

In your June 1, 2010 Asia Pacific Equity Research Report, You stated, in pertinent part,
with respect to Reliance Industries, Limited:

“JP Morgan does and seeks to do business with companies covered in its research reports.
As a result, investors should be aware that the firm may have conflict of interest that could affect
the objectivity of this report.”

“Important Disclosures

* Client of the firm: Reliance Industries, Ltd. is or was in the past 12 months a client of
JPMSI; during the past 12 months, JPMSI provided to the company investment banking
services, non-investmenti banking services and non-securities-related services

* Investment Banking (past 12 months): JPMSI or its affiliates received in the past 12
months compensation for the investment banking services from Reliance Industries, Ltd.

* [nvestment Banking (mext 3 months): JPMSI or its affiliates expect to receive, or
intend to seek, compensation for investment banking services in the next three months
from Reliance Industries, Ltd.



* Non-investment Banking Compensation: JPMSI has received compensation in the
past 12 months for products or services other than investment banking from Reliance
Industries, Ltd. An affiliate of JPMSI has received compensation in the past 12 months
for products or services other than investment banking from Reliance Industries, Ltd.”

With respect to the above reference statement, describe with particularity:

A) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Client of the firm” that
You or Your affiliates “provided to [Reliance Industries, Ltd.] investment banking services, non-
investment banking services and non-securities-related services.”

B) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Investment Banking (next
3 months)” that You or Your affiliates “affiliates expect to receive, or intend to seek,
compensation for the investment banking services in the next three months from Reliance
Industries, Ltd.”

C) Each and every basis for Your statement under the heading “Non-investment Banking
Compensation” that You or Your affiliates “received compensation in the past 12 months for
products or services other than investment banking from Reliance Industries, Ltd.” and that
Your “received compensation in the past 12 months for products or services other than
investment banking from Reliance Industries, Ltd.”

OBJECTIONS:

- Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1, This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“each and every basis”).

2. This Interrogatory secks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of
this case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined
by the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

3. This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance
Industries Limited). Accordingly, 1P, Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective
Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request until such
Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

4, This Interrogatory seeks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With tespect to these requested records, Plaintifi-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN, CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay JP
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to

10



consent to the production of their records.

5. J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simuitancously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein.
INTERROGATORY NO. 8

For each and every basis identified in Your response to Interrogatory 7 as a reason for
making the statement/disclosure referenced in Interrogatory 7, identify Your officer(s),
director(s), or employee(s) best suited to testify about the each and every individual basis.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the following bases:

1.

:Fh

This Interrogatory is wholly improper as worded, not allowed by the TRCP
including Rule 197 TRCP, lacks the required specificity of inquiry, and is vague,
undefined, non-specific, overly broad, harassing, and unduly burdensome (e.g.
“each and every basis”).

This Interrogatory seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information
pertaining to JP. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance
Industries Limited). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective
Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request until such
Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Interrogatory secks information that may consist of potential banking records
for third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors
have not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Interrogatory, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on page 3 herein.
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J.P. MORGAN’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’
FIRST SET OF REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION

1. GENERAL OBJECTIONS AND REQUEST FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER

A These Requests in some instances seek the production of information that would
constitute an invasion of J.P. Morgan’s (or other person’s or entity’s) personal rights of privilege,
confidentiality, and privacy. Additionally, many of these Requests have questionable or no
relevance to the subject matter of this case, are overly broad in scope and would unduly burden
J.P. Morgan with the need to search for, organize, review and produce a massive amount of
information and data from decades past at great time and expense. J.P. Morgan has filed a
Motion for Protective Order, which Motion is incorporated herein by reference in its entirety,
and J.P. Morgan objects to these discovery requests (where applicable) on each and all of the
bases set forth in the Motion for Protective Order (and as provided below).

B. JP. Morgan generally objects to these requests in purporting to reguire the
production of electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as o custodians and search terms to locate respomsive and
relevant information. In general, the ESI requested in these requests is not reasonably available
to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P. Morgan cannot — through reasonable
effort — retrieve the data or information requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P.
- Morgan therefore objects to complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under
TRCP 196.4. In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party pay the
reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and produce the
information.” J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any such information without
payment of its reasonable expenses.

C. J.P. Morgan objects to the definition of “you” and “your” to the extent it would
include any person or entity other than the actual party in this case to whom the request is
directed. Plaintiff-Intervenors’ definition would purport to improperly include “any and all past
or present partners, officers, subsidiaries, managers, employees, representatives, agents,
shareholders, affiliates, subsidiaries, parents, successors, assigns, or any entity .in which
Defendant has an ownership interest, individually, collectively, or in any combination and/or
permutation whatsoever.” J.P. Morgan objects to having to seek or search for information from
non-parties to this lawsuit or to responding to these discovery requests in any capacity (or on
behalf of any person or entity) other than it as Defendant in the capacities in which it has been
sued and in which these Requests are directed. J.P. Morgan’s responses herein are from the only
such entity, Defendant JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and in its role as
as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust. J.P. Morgan further objects to the definition of
“You™ as overly broad to include entities or businesses unrelated to the business that administers

personal trusts.



D. J.P. Morgan objects to the time and place designated for the production. J.P.
Morgan will produce responsive information at a mutually agreeable date, time, and place or at
such time, date, and place as may be designated by J.P. Morgan.

E, J.P. Morgan objects to the alleged “relevant time period” from 2000 to the present
as overly broad and unduly burdensome in purporting to require J,P. Morgan to search for and
produce information going back twelve (12) years.

F. J.P. Morgan objects to Section Fof the instructions regarding the content
requested for a privilege log. These requirements as set forth by Plaintiff-Intervenors are not
consistent with the requirements of TRCP 193.3.

Subject to these objections and following the entry of an appropriate agreed order and/or
the Court’s ruling on J.P. Morgan’s Motion for Protective Order (and protections requested
hereinabove on the general objections and requests for protective order incorporated herein), J.P.
Morgan will further respond and/or supplement as appropriate or required.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1:

All documents reflecting or relating to communications between You and. Reliance
Industries Limited relating to:

a) Pioneer Natural Resources;
b) Eagle Ford Shale;

c) EOG Resources, Inc.;

d) Cullen Leases;

¢) LaSalle County, Texas; and
f) McMullen County, Texas

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:

1. This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating to™),
harassing, and unduly burdensome.

2. This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

3. This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to JP. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance Industries
Limited). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order and
objects to further responding te this discovery request until such Motion has been
determined and protections granted as requested therein,
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This Request secks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third partiecs. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the reguirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay I.P.

- Morgan’s costs arid attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers

of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
electronically stored information (“ESF”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information. The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.
Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — refrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to .
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196 .4.

In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any

such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses,

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2:

All documents relating to the 2010 joint venture between Reliance Industries Limited and
Pioneer Natural Resources concerning Eagle Ford Shale property interests.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:

1.

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, oVerIy broad (e.g. “relating to™),
harassing, and unduly burdensome.

This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

‘This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining



to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance Industries Limited
and Pioneer Natural Resources). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for
Protective Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request until
such Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Request seeks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FiN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement} as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information, The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.

. Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information

requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any -
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information,” J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3:

All documents reflecting or refating to Reliance Industries Limited’s investigation of
and/or negotiations with EOG Resources, Inc. concerning the purchase of Eagle Ford Shale

property interests,

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:

1.

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating t0”),
harassing, and unduly burdensome.

This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
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case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

3. This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance Industries Limited -
and EOG Resources, Inc.). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for
Protective Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request until

_ such Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested therein.

4. This Request secks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TeX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plairitiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

5. J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information, The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P, Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.
Morgan cannot ~ through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” J .P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses.

6. J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “QGeneral Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein. ‘

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4:

All documents reflecting any and ali financing, loan or credit arrangements between You.
and Reliance Industries Limited, including but not limited to documents reflecting the
approximately $400 million financing arrangement between You and Reliance Industries
Limited announced in December of 2008. '



OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:

1.

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating to™),
harassing, and unduly burdensome. '

This Request secks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (c.g. Reliance Industries
Limited). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order and

-objects to further responding to this discovery request until such Motion has been

determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Request seeks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
clectronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information. The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.
Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein,



REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5:

Documents sufficient to identify the full extent of Your investment and ownership
interest in Reliance Industries Limited between 2000 and the present.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the foliowing bases:

1.

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating to0™),
harassing, and unduly burdensome. '

This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining -
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Reliance Industries
Limited). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order and
objects to further responding to this discovery request until such Motion has been
determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Request secks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys” fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information. The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.
Morgan cannot - through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4,
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously



(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

All documents reflecting Your evaluation(s) and recommendation(s) concerning
investment in or financing of Reliance Industries Limited.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:

L.

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating 10”),
harassing, and unduly burdensome,

This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties {(e.g. Reliance Industries
Limited). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order and
objects to further responding to this discovery request until such Motion has been
determined and protections granted as requested therein,

This Request seeks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties, With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys” fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms fo locate
responsive and relevant information. The ESI-requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.
Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” -J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses. '
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J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein. ‘

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTICN NO. 7:
[PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ OMITTED REQUEST NO. 7]

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

All documents reflecting or relating to communications between You and Pioneer
Natural Resources relating to: '

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
1)

Reliance Industries, Limited;
Eagle Ford Shale;

EOG Resources, Inc.;

Cullen Leases;

LaSalle County, Texas; and
McMullen County, Texas

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:

1.

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating to”),
harassing, and unduly burdensome.

This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case, See TRCP 192 ¢mt. 1.

This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Pioneer Natural Resources).
Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed 2 Motion for Protective Order and objects to
further responding to this discovery request until such Motion has been
determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Request seeks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
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of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information. The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business, J.P.
Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” J.P, Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein.

' REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9:

All documents reflecting or relating to line(s) of credit extended, loans given to, or other
financing arrangements between Pioneer Natural Resources and You.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:

1.

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e,g. “relating to™),
harassing, and unduly burdensome.

This Request secks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Pioneer Natural Resources).
Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order and objects to
further responding to this discovery request until such Motion has been
determined and protections granted as requested therein.

This Request seeks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties, With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
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not satisfied the requirements of TeX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent ot refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

1.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information, The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P, Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.
Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses,

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein,

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 10:

All documents reflecting or relating to Your role in Pioneer Natural Resources’ purchase
of Bvergreen Resources, Inc. in 2004, including but not limited to documents generated in the
course of Your role as merger advisor, documents reflecting Your agreement 10 underwrite an
unsecured credit line, and documents relating to Pioneer Natural Resources’ option to increase its

credit facility.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:

1.

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating t0”),
harassing, and unduly burdensome.

This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Pioneer Natural Resources
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1

and/or Evergreen Resources, Inc.). Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion
for Protective Order and objects to further responding to this discovery request
until such Motion has been determined and protections granted as requested
therein.

This Request seeks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TEx. FIN. CoDE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attomeys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to

consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
clectronically stored information (“ESI”) for over an eight (8) year period with no
specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information, The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.
Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to

complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.

In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information,” J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any

‘such information without payment of its reasonable expenses.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections 1o this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 11:

All documents reflecting any involvement You had in Pioneer Natural Resources’
acquisition of the Cullen Leases from Hilcorp Energy in 2005.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases;

1.

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating to”),
harassing, and unduly burdensome.

This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
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the subject matter of this case, See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Request secks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (e.g. Pioneer Natural Resources).
Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order and objects to
further responding to this discovery request unmtil such Motion has been
determined and protections granted as requested therein. '

This Request secks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TeX. FIN. CoDE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which- require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P.
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers

. of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to

consent to the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of

_electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a seven (7) year period with no

specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information. The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business, J.P.
Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party
pay the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of ifs objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein.

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 12:

All Documents reflecting any involvement You had in Pioncer Natural Resources’
purchase of any energy related company between 2000 and the present.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:

L

This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating to”),
harassing, and unduly burdensome.

15



2. This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt, 1.

3. This Request seeks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (c.g. Pioneer Natural Resources).
Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order and objects to
further responding to this discovery request umtil such Motion has been
determined and protections granted as requested therein,

4. This Request secks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§§59.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P,
Morgan’s costs and attorneys’ fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportenity to consent or refuse to
consent to the production of their records.

5. J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification. (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms fto locate
responsive and relevant information. The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.
Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan must comply with any
such request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party -
pay the reasonable expenses of any exiraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” J.P, Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses.

6. J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein. :

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 13:

Documents sufficient to identify the full extent of Your investment and ownership
interest in Pioneer Natural Resources between 2000 and the present.

OBJECTIONS:

Defendant objects to this Request on the following bases:
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This Request is vague, undefined, non-specific, overly broad (e.g. “relating to”),
harassing, and unduly burdensome.

This Request seeks information that is not relevant to the subject matter of this
case for discovery purposes and is beyond the scope of discovery as confined by
the subject matter of this case. See TRCP 192 cmt. 1.

This Request secks confidential, private, and/or proprietary information pertaining
to J.P. Morgan and potentially other third parties (c.g. Pioneer Natural Resources).
Accordingly, J.P. Morgan has filed a Motion for Protective Order and objects to
further responding to this discovery request until such Motion has been
determined and protections granted as requested therein. '

This Request seeks documents that may consist of potential banking records for
third parties. With respect to these requested records, Plaintiff-Intervenors have
not satisfied the requirements of TEX. FIN. CODE §59.006, and specifically,
§859.006(b), (c), and (d), which require that Plaintiff-Intervenors pay J.P,
Morgan’s costs and attorneys® fees, give notice to the affected possible customers
of J.P. Morgan and give those customers an opportunity to consent or refuse to
consent 1o the production of their records.

J.P. Morgan objects to this request in purporting to require the production of
electronically stored information (“ESI”) for over a twelve (12) year period with
no specification (or agreement) as to custodians and search terms to locate
responsive and relevant information. The ESI requested in this request is not
reasonably available to J.P. Morgan in the ordinary course of its business. J.P.
Morgan cannot — through reasonable effort — retrieve the data or information
requested or produce it in the form requested. J.P. Morgan therefore objects to
complying with these requests with regard to ESI production under TRCP 196.4.
In addition, in the event the Court orders that J.P. Morgan comply with any such
request, under TRCP 196.4, the Court “must order that the requesting party pay
the reasonable expenses of any extraordinary steps required to retrieve and
produce the information.” J.P. Morgan therefore objects to the production of any
such information without payment of its reasonable expenses.

J.P. Morgan hereby incorporates as part of its objections to this Request, its
Motion for Protective Order Against Plaintiff-Intervenors filed simultaneously
(and the grounds for protection outlined therein) and its “General Objections”
noted above on pages 3-4 herein.
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CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL., IN THE DISTRICT COURT

Plaintiffs,

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.,
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND
GARY P. AYMES,

225" JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Defendants.

w W W W W W W uww w

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFE-INTERVENORS’ MOTION TO COMPEL
ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

On this day, the Court considered Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Motion to Compel Answers to
Interrogatories and Production of Documents (“Motion”). After considering the Motion, the
response submitted in opposition to the Motion, and the arguments of counsel, the Court is of the
opinion that the Motion should be GRANTED in its entirety.

It is therefore ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that Defendants JPMorgan
Chase Bank, N.A., Individually/Corporately and as Trustee of the South Texas Syndicate Trust
and Gary P. Aymes (“Defendants”) shall produce all non-privileged documents in their
possession, custody, or control that are responsive to Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Requests for
Production Nos. 1-13, within 40 days.

It is further ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED, that Defendants provide

complete and proper responses to Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Interrogatories Nos. 1-8, within 21 days.

Signed this day of , 2012

JUDGE PRESIDING

ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ MOTION TO COMPEL ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES AND
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS Solo Page
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2010C110977 -POO160

RE: Case No. 12-0008iHEHEE £, ¢ ~DATE:=10/39/2012
COR #: 04-11-00914-CURSRALE 3 2016 °CHI00T

STYLE: IN RE JPMORGAN CHASE ;g. VK L]fls'ﬁfﬂﬁ $00.32°
-INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY ANDPASHIE JoF THE [olrH
"TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST AND GRAY-R=s yiaige’ O“Jﬁ”t’zg’““

«Taeday the Supreme Court of Texas denied the Motion
for Temporary Relief and denied the petition for writ
of mandamus in the above-referenced case.

MALTO:  MS. DONNA KAY MCKINNEY

BEXAR COUNTY DISTRICT CLERK
PAUL ELIZONDO TOWER

101 w. NUEVA, SUITE 217
SAN ANTONIO, TX 76205-3411

”!H”Hil“jii”l”li!Lll”“i“i“l”l!iﬁinllil”il”ni



!
l

i
1
1

I

™

< =

- ~

=4

o -

- N

= W
f—

~ D

=

(]

LW

PO HUEEERE 0 e T i

o[} VG ry



'S

l||| Jigzas |||

2010CI10977 -P00 144

OFFICE OF CIVIL JURY ASSIGNMENT CLERK s
BEXAR COUNTY COURTHOUSE--ROCM 422 i
SAN ANTONIC, TEXAS 78205 o
(210) 335-2520

- September 4, 2012
NOTICE OF JURY TRIAL SETTING

JIM FLEGLE

Attorney at Law

500 N AKARD ST 4000
DALLAS, TX 75201-3320

RE: JOHN K MEYER VS. JP MORGAN CHASE BANK N A ET AL
Cause No: 2010-CI-10977

The above-styled and -numbered cause is set for
trial ON THE MERITS on the 19th day of February, 2013
at 8:30 AM in the 407th District Court. Failure to
appear may result in default or dismissal for want of
prosecution.

All parties shall deliver Mcotions in Limine,
Motions to Realign Parties or Equalize Peremptory Strikes,
and a Proposed Jury Charge to all cother parties by Noon on
the last business day prior to the above-referenced trial
date.

In the event the trial is expected to last ten (10)
working days or longer, it is strongly suggested that a
Rule 166 Pretrial Meotion be heard at least sixty (60) days
before the above-referenced setting date.

This cause is also set on the ADR docket on the
19th day of Octecber, 2012 at 8:30 AM in. the 73rd District
Court, Bexar County Courthouse.' You do not have to appear if an
Agreed Order of Referral for Mediation is Provided to the ADR
Coordinator three (3) days prior to the setting. Otherwise,
failure to appear as noticed may result in court selecting a
mediator and allocating mediator fees between the parties.

KAREN POZZA

cc- - JURY MONITORING JUDGE

GEORGE SPENCER - ™ -
- JAMES DRCUGHT

JIM FLEGLE

JOHN MASSQOPUST .

MARK RANDOLPH

MATTHEW GOLLINGER

PATRICK SHEEHAN

RUDY GARZA

STEVEN BADGER
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CAUSE NO. 2010-CI-10977

JOHN K. MEYER, ET AL,
Plaintiffs,

IN THE DISTRICT COURT

VS.

JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST
and GARY P. AYMES,

Defendants.

225™ JUDICIAL DISTRICT

U 0N LN N DN U DD LD U LN U

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

JOINDER OF PLAINTIFFS-INTERVENORS'
MOTION TO COMPEL AND FOR SANCTIONS

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:

Plaintiffs John K. Meyer, John Meyer, Jr., Theodore Meyer, and Emilie Blaze,
Plaintiffs in the above-styled and numbered cause, hereby adopt, join and support
Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Motion to Compel, which seeks documents and information
concerning Defendants" business dealings/relationships with Pioneer Natural

Resources, Alliance Industries, LLtd. and EOG Resources.
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Respectfully submitted,

LOEWINSOHN, FLEGLE, DEARY, George H. Spencer, Jr.
L.L.P. State Bar No. 18921000
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 800 CLEMENS & SPENCER
Dallas, Texas 75251 112 East Pecan, Suite 1300
Telephone: (214) 572-1700 San Antonio, Texas 78205
Telecopy: (214) 572-1717 Telephone: (210) 227-7121

Facsimile: (210) 227-0732

By: ( //éﬂ/— /Z'é/é 4/ Richard Tinsman

Jim L. Flegle@&ramsyrow pi7 760 State Bar No. 20064000

State Bar No. 07118600 TINSMAN & SCIANO, INC.
Michael J. Donley 10107 McAllister Fwy
State Bar No. 24045795 San Antonio, Texas 78216
Telephone: (210) 225-3121
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF Facsimile: (210) 225-6235
EMILIE BLAZE

DROUGHT, DROUGHT

& BOBBITT, LLP

2900 Weston Centre

112 East Pecan Street
San Antonio, Texas 78205
(210) 225-4031 Telephone
(210) 222-0586 Telecopier

oy 2 i

(Jamés L. Drought

State Bar No. 06135000
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS,
JOHN K. MEYER, JOHN MEYER, JR.,
THEODORE MEYER

2

SAJLDWMeyer, John\Motion to Compel - Meyer and Blaze Plaintiffs- 11-20-12



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been sent
by:
U.S. Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested to:
Facsimile to:
First Class Mail to:
vl Hand Delivery to:

Mr. Patrick K. Sheehan

Mr. David Jed Williams

Hornberger Sheehan Fuller & Beiter, Inc.
7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78209

Mr. John C. Eichman

Ms. Amy S. Bowen

HUNTON & WILLIAMS LLP
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 3700
Dallas, Texas 75202

Mr. Steven J. Badger
Ms. Ashley Bennett Jones
. Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP
901 Main Street, Suite 4000
Dallas, TX 75202-3975

Mr. John B. Massopust

Mr. Matthew J. Gollinger

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP.

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 4000
Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152

on this the 20" day of November, 2012.

St

\—James L. Drought

3

SAJLD\Meyer, Johm\Motion to Compel - Meyer and Blaze Plaintiffs- 11-20-12
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JP MORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A.  §
INDIVIDUALLY/CORPORATELY §  225™ JUDICIAL DISTRI
AND AS TRUSTEE OF THE SOUTH  §
TEXAS SYNDICATE TRUST §
and GARY P. AYMES, §
Defendants. § BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS

PLAINTIFFS AND PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ MOTION
TO SPECIALLY SET FOR JURY TRIAL

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:

Now come Johﬁ K. Meyer, John Meyer, Jr., Theodo-re Meyer, and Emilie
Blaze, Plaintiffs, and Plaintiff-Intervenors in the above-styled and numbered cause,
and file this Motion to Specially Set this Case for Trial, and would respectfully show

- unto the Court the following:

1. This case is currently set for trial on the jury docket on February 19,
2013, but the parties recognize that, due to the complex nature of this case, it will not
be ready for trial by the February 19, 2013 date.

2. This is a case involving more than 250 beneficiaries of the South Texas
Syndicate, in .which a number of the béneficiaries scattered throughout the United
States have filed suit against JPMorgan and Gary Aymes. The Plaintiffs and Plaintiff-

Intervenors are represented by five different law firms, one in Dallas, one in

MeyerMotion to Specially Set for Trial - monitoring court - 10-1 2-12.wpa

Ltr100l— LLEGRTIDOIOZ

s




Minneapolis, Minnesota, and three in San Antonio.

3. In addition to the out-of-town witnessés and counsél, it is anticipated
that both sides will hire expert witnesses, many of whom will also reside outside of
San Antonio, Texas.

4, In order to assure a specific trial date in which all of the various parties,
the witnesses, and the attorneys‘can set aside to be present, Plaintiffs and Plaintiff-

“Intervenors respectfully request that this case be specially set for jury trial beginning
September 23, 2013.

5. All counsel involved, both on the Plaintiffs/Plaintiff-Intervenors and the
Defendants side, concur with this request.

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Plaintiffs and Plaintiff-Intervenors
pray that this Court set this matter for hearing and that upon hearing hereof, enter an
order specially setting this matter for jury tr_iaI beginning September 23, 2013, and
further pray for such other and further relief to which they may show themselves
entitled.

Respectfully submitted,

LOEWINSOHN, FLEGLE, DEARY,
L.LP.

12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900
Dallas, Texas 75251

Telephone: (214} 572-1700
Telecopy: (214) 572-1717

By, (L S erle sy 2
David R. Deary &/ fZresrrss’0~
State Bar No. 05624900

MeyeriMotion to Specially Set for Trial - menitoring court - 10-12-1 2.wp2



Jim L. Flegle

State Bar No. 07118600
Michael J. Donley

State Bar No. 24045795

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
EMILIE BLAZE

CLEMENS & SPENCER
George H. Spencer, Jr.
State Bar No. 18921000
112 East Pecan, Suite 1300
San Antonio, Texas 78205
Telephone: (210) 227-7121
Facsimile: (210) 227-0732

TINSMAN & SCIANO, INC.
Richard Tinsman

State Bar No. 20064000
10107 McAllister Fwy

San Antonio, Texas 78216
Telephone: (210) 225-3121
Facsimile: (210) 225-6235

DROUGHT, DROUGHT

& BOBBITT, LLP

2900 Weston Centre

112 East Pecan Street
San Antonio, Texas 78205
(210) 225-4031 Telephone
(210) 222-0586 Telecopier

Jamé€s L. Drought

State Bar No. 06135000
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS,

JOHN K. MEYER, JOHN MEYER,
JR., THEODORE MEYER

Meyer\Motion to Specially Set for Trial - monitoring cour - 10-12-12.wp3



ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL
& MASON LLP

500 Washington Avenue South
Suite 4000

Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152
Telephone: (612) 339-2020
Facsimile; (612) 336-9100

By: (Zéé fltessp05 F Ly

John B. Massopuyst (pro hac
vice) J ﬂ-ﬂaﬂ/ﬁ’ﬂa o

Matthew J. Gollinger (pro hac
vice)

Steven J. Badger

State Bar No. 31499050
Ashley Bennett Jones

State Bar No. 24056877
901 Main Street, Suite 4000
Dallas, TX 75202-3975
Telephone: (214) 742-3000
Facsimile: (214) 760-8994

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF-
INTERVENORS

FIAT
You are hereby notified that a hearing has been scheduled on Plaintiffs and
Plaintiff-Intervenors’ Motion to Specially Set for Jury Trial in the above-captioned
cause, on the 25" day of October, 2012 at 8:30 a.m. in the Monitoring Court, 285"
District Court, Bexar County Courthouse, San Antonio, Texas.

0CT 18202

Signed this day of , 2012,

Richard E. Price

Presiding Judge

285th District Court
Presiding Judge

MeyeriMotion to Specially Set for Trial - monitering court - 10-12-1 2.wp4



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby cenrtify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been sent by:

U.S. Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested to:
7 Facsimile to:
First Class Mail to:
Hand Delivery to:

Patrick K. Sheehan

Mr. David Jed Williams _
Hornberger Sheehan Fuller Beiter Wittenberg & Garza, Inc.
7373 Broadway, Suite 300

San Antonio, TX 78209

Mr. David R. Deary

Mr. Jim L. Flegle

Mr. Michael J. Donley
|.oewinsohn, Flegle, Deary, L.L.P.
12377 Merit Drive, Suite 900
Dallas, Texas 75251

Mr. Richard Tinsman
Tinsman & Sciano, Inc.
10107 McAllister Fwy

San Antonio, Texas 78216

Mr. George H. Spencer, Jr.
Clemens & Spencer, P.C.

112 East Pecan Street, Suite 1300
San Antonio, Texas 78205

Mr. John B. Massopust

Mr. Matthew J. Gollinger

Zelle Hofmann Voelbel & Mason LLP

500 Washington Avenue South, Suite 4000

Minneapolis, MN 55415-1152

Jarmest” Drought

on this 18" day of October, 2012.

Meyer\Mclion to Specially Set for Trial - monitoring court - 10-12-1 2.wp5
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JUDGE’S NoTEs NIEEEEEEsl
Case No: 2010C110977 Court: 225™
Style: JOHN K MEYER VS JP MORGAN CHASE BANK ET AL

Motion to compel and motion for protective order

Notes:

Judge's,
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PROPERTY OF BEXAR COUNTY DISTRICT CLERK’S OFFICE
ATTORNEYS:



	1
	2
	3
	00000001
	00000002

	4
	5
	6
	00000001
	6d28006f-4a9f-4476-b971-87cafb3a1dea.pre.pdf

	00000002
	accda654-9c16-4686-b4ee-a7ad3433ac30.pre.pdf

	00000003
	11802205-0625-453c-98a8-d544650366b6.pre.pdf

	00000004
	019cb431-7199-4c5c-bb1f-fdc1d8faef8a.pre.pdf

	00000005
	44ed30be-3ca7-401c-82e9-346f3285cf5e.pre.pdf

	00000006
	691cc93e-bfe8-499d-9883-b9c5c0841649.pre.pdf

	00000007
	3d9b1d47-bab9-4238-9797-7958c44845cd.pre.pdf


	7
	00000001
	00000002

	8
	9
	00000001

	10
	11
	00000001
	00000002
	00000003

	12
	13
	14
	15
	00000001
	00000002
	00000003
	00000004
	00000005
	00000006
	00000007
	ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF-INTERVENORS’ MOTION TO COMPEL ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES AND PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 


	16
	17
	18
	19
	20

