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PER CURIAM.

{1} Plaintiff-appellant, Gateway Royalty, LLC, has filed a motion for
reconsideration asking this court to reconsider our decision and judgment entry in which
we affirmed the judgment of the Carroll County Common Pleas Court. See Gateway
Royalty, LLC, v. Chesapeake Exploration, et al., 7th Dist. Carroll No. 19 CA 0933, 2020-
Ohio-1311.

{12}  App.R. 26, which provides for the filing of an application for reconsideration
in this court, includes no guidelines to be used in the determination of whether a decision
is to be reconsidered and changed. Matthews v. Matthews, 5 Ohio App.3d 140, 143, 450
N.E.2d 278 (10th Dist.1981). The test generally applied is whether the motion for
reconsideration calls to the attention of the court an obvious error in its decision or raises
an issue for our consideration that was either not at all or was not fully considered by us
when it should have been. Id. An application for reconsideration is not designed for use
in instances where a party simply disagrees with the conclusions reached and the logic
used by an appellate court. State v. Owens, 112 Ohio App.3d 334, 336, 678 N.E.2d 956
(11th Dist.1996). Rather, App.R. 26 provides a mechanism by which a party may prevent
miscarriages of justice that could arise when an appellate court makes an obvious error
or renders an unsupportable decision under the law. Id.

{13} Gateway asserts that this Court failed to consider evidence that the gas
producers breached the oil and gas leases by paying royalties on the wrong sale price.
Specifically, Gateway claims we failed to consider the “trial balance” and Megan Martin’s
testimony regarding the trial balance.

{114} This Court thoroughly addressed Gateway’'s argument that the gas

producers breached the oil and gas leases by paying royalties on the wrong sale price.
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Gateway Royalty, 2020-Ohio-1311, at [{] 17-32. In so doing, we conducted a de novo
review and considered all evidence properly before us. Id. at [ 12-13. We pointed out
that if the oil and gas leases were clear and unambiguous, we could not consider the
extrinsic evidence Gateway urged us to consider. Id. at [ 24. We then concluded the oil
and gas leases were clear and unambiguous and the Chesapeake defendants properly
calculated the royalty payments based on the terms of the oil and gas leases. Id. at ] 33.

{15} Gateway has not raised an obvious error in this Court’s decision nor has
it raised an issue for our consideration that was either not at all or was not fully considered
by us when it should have been. It simply urges us to reconsider the evidence.

{16} For the reasons stated, Gateway’'s application for reconsideration is

hereby denied.

JUDGE GENE DONOFRIO
JUDGE CHERYL L. WAITE

JUDGE DAVID A. D’APOLITO

NOTICE TO COUNSEL

This document constitutes a final judgment entry.
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