LARRY DANIELS, ET AL 


:  NUMBER:  530,138 “B”

VERSUS




:  FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

TAUREN EXPLORATION, INC.

:  CADDO PARISH, LOUISIANA

JUDGMENT ON MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT

The Court has considered the Motion For Partial Summary Judgment filed October 15, 2009 by two of the plaintiffs, Larry Daniels and Gloria Daniels, along with its exhibits and memoranda as well as the supplemental memoranda of December 28, 2009, February 4 and 24, 2010.  The Court has also considered the opposition of Tauren Exploration, Inc. filed December 23, 2009 along with its exhibits and memoranda and its supplemental memoranda of January 20, February 22 and March 10, 2010.  In addition, the Court has considered the oral arguments held January 25, 2010.  Finding that this is a fact-intensive case in which the trier of fact will need to address genuine issues of material fact and make credibility determinations
, the Court concludes that the Motion should be denied in favor of a full trial on the merits.  Accordingly:


IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Motion For Partial Summary Judgment filed by Larry Daniels and Gloria Daniels is denied at plaintiffs’ costs.


Signed this 23rd day of March, 2010 in Shreveport, Caddo Parish, Louisiana.
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Kevin Hammond
� Notwithstanding persuasive oral arguments by both sides, the issues of whether there were sufficient operations to achieve production and whether the lease was extended past April 30, 2008 pursuant to the shut-in clause of paragraph 5, the habendum clause of paragraph 6, or the force majeure clause of paragraph 13 will depend on a close examination of the evidence, credibility determinations of the various witnesses, including expert witnesses.  In addition, it should be noted that summary judgment is not appropriate for determinations based on subjective facts of motive, intent, good faith, knowledge or malice.  The Court suggests that counsel request an expedited trial setting.





