Operator Beware: Your New Mexico Contract May Not Mean What it Says
By Jon Mureen and Brent Owen, Squire Patton Boggs
Many operators are expanding activity in New Mexico as they continue to explore and produce oil
and gas from the Permian Basin. For some, this activity will bring increased contact with New
Mexico courts, where they may encounter a different set of laws than they are accustomed to. One
significant difference between New Mexico and other oil and gas producing states is its approach
to contract interpretation and enforcement.
Operators in Texas have grown used to the state’s strict enforcement of written contractual terms.
The Texas Supreme Court has repeatedly emphasized that “[o]bjective manifestations of intent
control, not what one side or the other alleges they intended to say but did not,” 1 and that “courts
will not rewrite agreements to insert provisions parties could have included or to imply restraints
for which they have not bargained.” 2
New Mexico does not always adhere to this philosophy, however, as shown by two examples.
First, New Mexico has a doctrine of “mutual mistake” that allows courts to reform agreements—
even unambiguous ones—that do not reflect what the parties actually intended. This contrasts with
the Texas doctrine of mutual mistake, which arises only when “parties to an agreement have
contracted under a misconception or ignorance of a material fact[.]” 3 For the Texas doctrine to
apply, there must be a shared misunderstanding of an objective fact—for example, a shared
misunderstanding about the location of property. 4
The New Mexico doctrine of mutual mistake does not depend on mistaken factual assumptions.
Instead, it applies if the contract, “in its written form, does not express what was really intended
by the parties thereto.” 5 If the parties did not say what they meant, the court can “reform” the
written agreement to reflect their true intentions. The New Mexico Supreme Court has applied this
doctrine to avoid enforcing a contract that it acknowledged was “unambiguous” in its terms, due
to what it admitted was “conflicting” evidence that the parties had intended to agree to something
else. 6 The court’s willingness to avoid the unambiguous terms of the parties’ written agreement in
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favor of disputed, unexpressed intentions reflects a very different approach to contract enforcement
than some other states.
Second, New Mexico implies a covenant of good faith and fair dealing in every contract. 7 While
the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing is recognized by some oil producing states, 8
and not others, 9 it is particularly robust in New Mexico. In one New Mexico Supreme Court
decision, a contractor recovered over $680,000 against a company for its breach of the parties’
“reasonable expectations.” Despite the fact that there was no breach of any “specific clause or term
of the contract,” the company was found liable for having violated the “spirit of the bargain”—as
evidenced by the parties’ pre-contract negotiations. 10
Thus, parties in New Mexico should not take for granted that the written terms of their agreements
will determine litigation outcomes. To the extent possible, they should ensure that their
communications during negotiations, and their subsequent courses of dealing, reinforce their
intentions for the agreement. Litigants, too, must account for these potential arguments when
analyzing their prospects and presenting their case.
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