UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
LOUISIANA
ExxonMobil Oil Corporation, et al. v. Mars Oil Pipeline Company,
LLC, et al.

ExxonMobil v. Mars Oil Pipeline - No. No. 25-2001 - Decided February 4, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana grants ExxonMobil Oil
Corporation and Exxon Mobil Corporation leave under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) to file
a first amended complaint. The court concludes that the motion was not untimely, that the proposed
amendment would not cause undue prejudice, and that the futility issue should be addressed in
connection with pending motions to dismiss. The amendment adds Halliburton Company, Halliburton
Energy Services, Inc., and Wood Group USA, Inc., and modifies allegations concerning existing

claims.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a)(2) for

leave to file a first amended complaint adding defendants and
clarifying allegations while defendants' Rule 12(b)(6) motions were

pending.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Leave to amend under Rule 15(a)(2) should be freely given when
justice so requires; denial is reviewed for abuse of discretion. A court
may deny leave for a substantial reason, including undue delay, bad

faith, repeated failure to cure deficiencies, undue prejudice, or futility.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order

PARTIES ExxonMobil Oil Corporation, Exxon Mobil Corporation v. Mars Oil

Pipeline Company, LLC, Shell Pipeline Company, LP, Amberjack



Pipeline Company, LOCAP LLC, Chevron U.S.A. Inc., TotalEnergies
E&P USA, Inc., SLB OneSubsea, LOOP LLC
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs' motion for leave to amend was untimely because it was filed three days after the 21-
day period for amendment as of right.

2. Whether a reply memorandum to a pending Rule 12(b)(6) motion could serve as an avenue for asserting
new allegations or amending the complaint.

3. Whether defendants established a substantial reason under Rule 15(a)(2) to deny leave to amend based

on undue delay, bad faith, repeated failure to cure deficiencies, undue prejudice, or futility.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion was not untimely under Rule 15(a)(2). The expiration of the 21-day period for amendment
as of right merely required plaintiffs to obtain leave of court; because no scheduling order had
established an amendment deadline, Rule 16(b)'s good-cause standard did not apply.

2. A reply memorandum is not an appropriate means to raise new allegations or amend a complaint; its

scope is limited to addressing issues raised in the opposition.

3. Defendants did not establish a substantial reason to deny leave to amend. The proposed amendment
involved no undue delay, bad faith, repeated failure to cure deficiencies, or undue prejudice, and the

court would defer the disputed futility questions to the pending Rule 12(b)(6) proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The scope of a reply memorandum, however, is limited to addressing issues raised in the opposition.

Accordingly, a reply memorandum is not an appropriate avenue to raise new allegations or amend a
complaint.” (Section I1.B)

“For the foregoing reasons, the Court finds it lacks a substantial reason to deny Plaintiffs’ request for leave to

amend.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

ExxonMobil sued entities involved in a pipeline system after receiving allegedly contaminated crude oil,
asserting redhibition, Louisiana Products Liability Act, negligence, and breach-of-contract claims. Plaintiffs later
learned that Halliburton entities, rather than Transocean Ltd., performed relevant well-completion services and
that Wood Group USA, Inc., rather than John Wood Group plc, was the proper entity to name. Plaintiffs



voluntarily dismissed the originally named entities and sought leave to add the proper entities and clarify

allegations before a scheduling order had issued.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed claims arising from allegedly contaminated crude oil against entities involved in the design and
operation of the pipeline system. After voluntarily dismissing Transocean, Ltd. and John Wood Group plc,
plaintiffs sought to add Halliburton Company, Halliburton Energy Services, Inc., and Wood Group USA, Inc.,
and to amend certain allegations. Several defendants opposed the motion based on untimeliness, futility,

prejudice, and the availability of reply briefing. The court granted leave to amend.
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