UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

Rob Tinsley Properties, LL.C v. Daylight Petroleum, LL.C; Daylight
Petroleum, LLC v. Ronald L. Johnson

Rob Tinsley Properties - No. 25-4072-JAR-JBW - Decided April 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas granted Rob Tinsley Properties, LL.C’s

motion to strike Daylight Petroleum, LLC’s third-party complaint against Ronald L. Johnson. The

court concluded that Daylight had not shown derivative liability under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure

14 and that Kansas comparative-fault law does not support impleader of a joint tortfeasor for

contribution or indemnification. Daylight’s motion for default judgment against Johnson was therefore

deemed moot.
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Tinsley moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 14(a)(4) to
strike Daylight's third-party complaint against Ronald L. Johnson.
Daylight moved for default judgment against Johnson. The court
granted the motion to strike, dismissed the third-party complaint, and

denied the default-judgment motion as moot.

The court applied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 14(a) and placed on
Daylight the burden of showing that impleader was appropriate. It also
exercised discretion in declining to deem the motion to strike untimely
because Rule 14(a)(4) contains no filing deadline and the Tenth Circuit

had provided no controlling guidance.
Unknown; memorandum and order from a federal district court

Rob Tinsley Properties, LLC v. Daylight Petroleum, LLC



TOPICS

third party practice  joinder  civil procedure  negligence  nuisance

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure =~ commercial litigation ~ torts  oil and gas ~ mineral rights

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Tinsley's motion to strike Daylight's third-party complaint was untimely under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(f).

2. Whether Daylight's claims against Johnson were derivative claims properly brought under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 14(a).

3. Whether Daylight's motion for default judgment against Johnson remained justiciable after the third-

party complaint was stricken.

HOLDINGS

1. A motion to strike a third-party claim under Rule 14(a)(4) is not subject to an established 21-day
deadline under Rule 12(f) where Rule 14(a)(4) provides no time limit and the governing circuit has not
held that Rule 12(f)'s deadline applies.

2. Daylight could not implead Johnson under Rule 14 because its claims were based on Johnson's alleged
direct liability for Tinsley's damages rather than liability derivative of Daylight's potential liability to
Tinsley.

3. Daylight's motion for default judgment was moot after the court struck and dismissed the third-party
complaint.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Indeed, the provision for impleading parties under Rule 14(a) is narrow as the third-party claim must be
derivative of the original claim.” (Section I11.B)

“But Rule 14 is not available for the joinder of joint tortfeasors.” (Section I11.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Tinsley owns a commercial building in Neodesha, Kansas. During Daylight's June 26, 2023 fracking operation at
a nearby well, oil allegedly traveled through an abandoned well located beneath Tinsley's building, causing
substantial property damage and business interruption. Johnson previously owned the property and allegedly
failed to document and properly plug the abandoned well before selling the property. Daylight sought to bring
Johnson into the case as a third-party defendant based on negligence, negligence per se, nuisance, and statutory

reimbursement theories.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Tinsley filed a removal action against Daylight asserting Kansas-law tort claims arising from damage allegedly
caused by Daylight's fracking operation. Daylight later filed a third-party complaint under Rule 14(a) against
Johnson, the predecessor in interest to Tinsley's property, alleging that Johnson's failure to document and plug an
abandoned well caused or contributed to the alleged damage. Johnson did not answer. The court concluded that
the third-party claims were not derivative claims permitted by Rule 14 and dismissed them; Daylight's motion
for default judgment consequently became moot.
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