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 On January 30, 2008, Plaintiff Euphemia Standefer (“Standefer”) entered into an 

oil and gas lease with Defendant NewPenn Exploration Company (“NewPenn”), a 

company of landmen retained by co-Defendant Southwestern Energy Production 

Company (“SEPCO”). NewPenn’s role was to obtain natural gas leases for SEPCO to 

eventually assume and drill. This particular lease between NewPenn and Standefer 

provided Standefer with a signing bonus of $100/acre and 1/8 royalty payments for just 

over 700 acres.  

 Standerfer later realized she was receiving much less than the going rate for the 

signing bonus and sought to rescind the contract. Standefer alleged, among other things, 

breach of contract due to the delayed bonus payment and fraudulent inducement. The 

case was removed from the Lackawanna County Court of Common Pleas to Federal 

Court and  Defendants moved for summary judgment. 
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 With regards to the breach of contract claim, the court noted the importance of a 

“cure provision” within the lease itself, although this clause was not dispositive of the 

motion. This provision required the Plaintiff lessor to notify the Defendant lessee of any 

ongoing breach, and further to provide 60 days for Defendant to cure the breach before 

litigation could be initiated. The court’s decision to grant Defendants’ summary judgment 

with respect to the breach claim was made on the finding that late payment of a lease 

bonus does not constitute a material breach, as it was not so substantial as to allow 

Standefer to regard the whole transaction at an end. Material breach is required for breach 

of contract claims in Pennsylvania, and thus the claim was dismissed summarily.  

 Standefer based her fraudulent inducement claim on the fact that (1) NewPenn 

employees stated the deal would be retracted if she did not sign that day (the leasing 

deadline) and (2) that she would never be offered more money than the $100.00/acre 

NewPenn was offering (the lease value).  

The court held that the leasing deadline would stand, unless evidence suggested 

NewPenn could “clean up” any leases after that date. This fact would negate the requisite 

“intent to defraud” element of the claim. As the court found the deadline was real, the 

statement was not made with the intent to defraud. Accordingly, the Defendants’ were 

entitled to summary judgment on this claim.  

With respect to the lease value, the court noted that Pennsylvania law requires the 

plaintiff’s “justifiable reliance” on the statement which is the basis for the claim. Further, 

a plaintiff’s reliance must be “reasonable.” In this case, the court determined that 

Standefer’s reliance was not reasonable, because she had more than three months to 

verify the going rates for signing bonuses, and could have determined that other 



companies were in fact willing to pay more than NewPenn had stated. Accordingly, the 

Defendants’ were also entitled to summary judgment on this claim as well.  
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