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SUMMARY

The Louisiana Supreme Court held that a 1972 joint operating agreement did not apply to an oil and

gas lease acquired by Midstates Petroleum in 2008 within the geographic area described in the

agreement. Applying Louisiana contract-interpretation principles, the court concluded that the

agreement covered leases and unleased mineral interests owned by the parties when the agreement was

executed, and that it did not contain an area-of-mutual-interest provision covering future leases. The

court reversed the court of appeal and reinstated the trial court's judgment in favor of Midstates.
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Midstates sought review of the court of appeal's reversal of a trial
court partial summary judgment ruling that a 1972 joint operating
agreement did not apply to a 2008 oil-and-gas lease. The Louisiana
Supreme Court granted Midstates's writ application and reviewed the

summary judgment issue de novo.

De novo review applies to rulings on summary judgment motions and

to the interpretation of an unambiguous contract.
Published Louisiana Supreme Court opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the 1972 joint operating agreement applies to an oil-and-gas lease acquired by one party in

2008 within the geographic area described in Exhibit A.

2. Whether the court of appeal correctly interpreted the geographic description in Exhibit A as covering all

present and future leases within that area.

3. Whether Midstates was entitled to partial summary judgment under the JOA and applicable Louisiana

contract-interpretation principles.

HOLDINGS

1. The JOA applies to leases and unleased mineral interests located within the geographic area described in
Exhibit A only when those interests were owned by the parties at the time the JOA was executed; it does
not automatically apply to Midstates's 2008 after-acquired lease.

2. Partial summary judgment in favor of Midstates was proper because the undisputed JOA language

established that the agreement did not govern the 2008 lease.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court must grant a motion for summary judgment “[i]f the pleadings, depositions, answers to
interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue

as to material fact, and that mover is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (112 So. 3d at 192)

““Contracts have the effect of law for the parties” and the “[interpretation of a contract is the determination
of the common intent of the parties.”” (112 So. 3d at 192-193)

“A court is not authorized to alter or make new contracts for the parties. A court’s role is only to interpret the
contract.” (112 So. 3d at 196)

“The language of the JOA, properly interpreted, compels us to conclude that the JOA does not apply to the
new lease acquired by Midstates.” (112 So. 3d at 196)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Clovelly and Midstates became parties by assignment to a 1972 AAPL Form 610 joint operating agreement
covering specified oil-and-gas leases and interests in an area of Evangeline Parish, Louisiana. Clovelly
succeeded to the operator's interest, while Midstates succeeded to a nonoperating working interest. In 2008,
Midstates acquired a new oil-and-gas lease covering acreage within the geographic area described in Exhibit A,
and Clovelly asserted that the lease was subject to the JOA and that Clovelly held a 56.25% working interest and
the right to operate it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Clovelly filed an action for breach of contract and declaratory judgment, claiming that Midstates's 2008 lease
and related operations were subject to the joint operating agreement. The trial court granted Midstates partial
summary judgment and declared that the agreement did not apply to the new lease. The court of appeal reversed,
holding that any lease within the geographic area in Exhibit A was covered. The Supreme Court reversed the

court of appeal and reinstated the trial court's ruling.

DISPOSITION

reversed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The ruling of the trial court is reinstated. The court pretermitted discussion of Midstates's second assignment of

error.
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