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SUMMARY

The court recommends sua sponte dismissal of an interpleader action as moot for lack of an ongoing
Article III case or controversy. The recommendation concludes that competing royalty-interest claims
concerning a Texas oil and gas well had been resolved or abandoned, leaving the stakeholder no longer
exposed to multiple liability.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the interpleader action remained a live case or controversy under Article III after the competing
royalty claims were resolved, disclaimed, or left uncontested.

2. Whether the court should sua sponte recommend dismissal of the interpleader action as moot for lack of
subject matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The underlying dispute was moot because no remaining party identified competing claims to the
interpleaded royalty interests or a continuing threat of multiple liability, leaving no live case or
controversy.

2. The magistrate judge recommended that the amended complaint in interpleader be dismissed sua sponte
as moot for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There must be a live controversy “at every stage of the litigation[,]” and if “an intervening circumstance
deprives a plaintiff of a personal stake in the outcome of the action or makes it impossible for the court to
grant any effectual relief whatever to the prevailing party, the case must be dismissed as moot.”” (II)

“An interpleader action is designed to protect a stakeholder [the interpleader plaintiff] . . . from the
possibility of multiple claims upon a single fund” (III)

“In response to the January 13 Order, Saddleback has failed to identify a live controversy or a continued
threat of multiple liability regarding the remaining Interpleader Defendants.” (III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Saddleback Exploration, LLC operated the Stonegate 6 No. 1H Well and owned a lease covering land in Winkler
County, Texas. It filed an interpleader action after learning of potentially conflicting claims to production
royalties. Following summary-judgment rulings and a new title opinion, Remnant Assets disclaimed any interest,
and the parties who filed status reports identified no adverse competing claims or objections to the division of
interests. Saddleback likewise identified no continuing dispute or threat of multiple liability.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Saddleback brought an interpleader action concerning competing claims to production royalties from an oil and
gas well. After summary-judgment rulings, a new title opinion, the disclaimer and dismissal of Remnant Assets,
and the absence of objections from responding parties, the court ordered the remaining parties to address
whether a live controversy remained. The magistrate judge concluded that no competing claims or continuing
threat of multiple liability remained and recommended dismissal as moot, subject to objections under 28 U.S.C.
§ 636(b)(1)(C).
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