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XX THE DISTRICT COURT 09 LEA COOT?!, MEW MEXICO 

XX THE MATTER OF THE PETITIOX Of 
AMERADA PETROLED* CORPOMATIOM FOR 
RETIEV AMD APPEAL OF PROCEED!** 
BEFORE TIE OIL COXSERVATXOX 
COMMISSIOX OF THE STATE 09 MEW MEXICO, 
IM CASE VO. 191 

PETITION FOR REVIEW 

Comes, bow Amerada Petroleum Corporation, aad 

for ita pot it ion for tho review of tha action of tha Oil 

Conservation Commission of tha Stata of Mav Mexloo ia tha 

proceeding referred to above, alleges and statest 

1. That on July t©,, 19*9, patitioaar filad ita 

application with the Oil Conservation Cossslsslon of the 

Stata of Mav Mexico for tha establishment of eighty-acre 

proration units and the uniform spacing of wella ia the 

Bagley Siluro-Devonian Pool, Laa Couaty, Mav Mexloo, aad 

for the uniform spacing of wells in said pool, whioh appli­

cation waa given Case Xo. 191 by the Commission. 

2. Petitioner further states that dua notlea 

having been given said application cave on for hearing before 

tha Oil Conservation Commission of tha Stata of Xav Mexico 

on December 20, 19*9, at which hearing Petitioner introduced 

evidence in support of its application, establishing by a 

clear preponderance thereof tha following facts which 

Petitioner hereby realleges, to vltt 

(a) That oa July 2$, 1949, Patitioaar eompleted 

a vail knova aa tha "Amerada-State BTA Xo. 1 Wall* laaatad 

in tha eantar of tha XW/4 SE/4 of Section 2, Township 12 South, 

Range 33 Xaat, Laa Couaty, law Mexico, which said wall dis­

covered a new common source of supply known as the Bagley 

Siluro-Devonian Pool, found at the approximate depth of 

10,790 feet to 10,980 feet. 
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(to) That the probable productive limits of said 

Bagley Siluro-Devonian Pool is as follows: 

E/2 of Sec. 34 
All of Sec. 35 
W/2 of Sec. 36, a l l ia T11S-R331 

E/2 of Sec. 3 
All of See. 2 
W/2 of Sec. 1 
M/2 of Sec. 11 
WW/4 of Sac. 12, a l l la T12S-H33S 
Laa County, Haw Mexico 

(c) That oaa wall ia said pool will adequately, 

efficiently and economically drain an area of at least 

eighty acres and that to require the drilling of more than 

one well to eighty acres in said pool will result in the 

drilling of unnecessary wells and will require patitioaar 

to dr i l l mora wells than are reasonably necessary to secure 

its proportionate part of tha production from said pool. 

(d) That because of the effective drainage area 

of each well in said pool, the great depth thereof and tha 

high cost and expense required ln the drilling and comple­

tion of said walls, proration units of eighty acres or one-

half of a governmental quarter section should be established. 

(e) That to proteet the correlative rights of a l l 

parties hereto and to prevent the unnecessary pooling of 

separately owned traets within a proration unit, the unit 

should ba formed by dividing each governmental quarter sec­

tion by a line froa north to south through tha center thereof, 

so that the unit shall comprise tha East half and tha Waat 

Half of eaeh governmental quarter section, except the follow­

ing unite, to wits 

M/2 MW/4 Sec. 35-11S-33E 
S/2 MW/4 Sec. 35-11S-33E 
M/2 Ml/4 Sac. 2-12S-33E 
SW/4 Ml/4 a MW/4 Sl/4 Sac. 2-12S-331 
Sl/4 Ml/4 ft MB/4 SE/4 Sec. 2-12S-33E 
S/2 Sac. 2-128-331 
M/2 MS/4 Sac. 11-12S-33B 

S/2 Ml/4 Sec. 11-12S-33E 

(f) That to insure the proper and uniform spacing 

of a l l wells drilled to the common source of supply, and to 
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protect tho correlative rights of a l l parties interested 

therein, a l l wells drilled into aaid eosaaon eource of supply 

should be located in the canter of the northwaat and south­

east quarters of each governmental quarter section with a 

tolerance of 150 feet in any direction to avoid aurfaoe 

obstructions. 

(g) That tha order of tha Commission should cover 

a l l walls now or hereafter drilled to and producing from tha 

common source of supply from which the discovery wall aa 

above described ia now producing, known as the Bagley Siluro-

Devonian Pool, whether within tha probable productive area 

as delineated above or any extanalon thereof, as may be 

determined by further development, eo aa to insure a proper 

and uniform spacing, developing and producing plan for a l l 

wells in tha common source of supply. 

(h) That the daily oil allowable of a normal unit 

of eighty acres, or an area equivalent to one-half of a 

governmental quarter section assigned to eaeh and every wall 

hereafter drilled and produced in conformity with tha spacing 

pattern hereinabove provided, should be the proportional 

factor of 4.67 times the top allowable until aueh time aa tha 

development of said pool, based upon evidence submitted to 

the Commission after notice and hearing, justifies an increase 

in allowable without injury to the reservoir, and that the 

Commission should retain jurisdiction to increase said allow­

able If the evidence so justifies. 

(1) That ln the event good causa ls shown for tha 

granting of an exception to the well location pattern pro­

posed by Petitioner such exception ahould be granted by tha 

Commission after notice and hearing, but in tha event such 

exception la granted tha allowable for aaid wall ahould ba 

reduced in an amount to ba determined by the Commiaaion ln 

Ita diacratlon in accordance with tha evidence preeented at 

tha hearing in order to protect tha correlative rights of a l l 

partlea in aaid common source of supply. 

-3-



3. Attached hereto marked "Exhibit A" and made 

a part hereof la a plat showing tha location of the Bagley 

Siluro-Devonian Pool as delineated above, the laaaahold 

ownership, the walls drilled In aaid pool, tha proposed 

spacing pattern for wells to ba drilled in said pool and 

tha proposed location of tha proration units constituting 

an exception to the regular proration units comprising the 

Vast laIf and tha East Half of eaeh governmental quarter 

seetion. 

4. That thereafter on January 23, 1950, the 

Oil Conservation Commission entered its Order Bo. ft-2 in 

Case #191, denying the application of Petitioner, which 

order is attached hereto marked "Exhibit Bn and made a part 

hereof to the same extent as if set out in full herein. 

5. That thereafter on February 6, 1950, Petitioner 

filed Ita timely application for rehearing before the Oil 

Conservation Commission of the State of Vew Mexico and said 

application for rehearing was denied by said Commission by 

Order Mo. R-8 ln Case #191 on February 8, 1950, which aaid 

order is attached hereto, marked "Exhibit C" and made a part 

hereof to the aame extent as if sat out in full herein. 

6. Petitioner further alleges that the grounds 

of invalidity of the orders of the Commission referred to 

above, upon which it relies and will rely, ara as follows, 

to witt 

(a) That the Commission erred in finding the evi­

dence insufficient to prove that the proposed plan of spacing 

would avoid the drilling of unnecessary walls, secure tha 

greatest ultimata recovery from tha pool, or protect correla­

tive rights. 

(b) That the Commission erred in finding the 

evidence insufficient to prove that one well drilled on each 

eighty-acre tract would efficiently drain the recoverable oil 

from the pool. 
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(c) That th* orders enterad by said Commission 

denying said application and denying tha rehearing thereof 

ara contrary to and in disregard of the evidence introduced 

at the hearing which eetabllahed by a preponderance thereof 

tha facts and matters alleged above and that eighty acres is 

tha area that may ba affielently and economically drained 

and developed by one well and that tha establishment of 

eighty-acre proration units and uniform spacing of wells 

aa requested by Petitioner will prevent waste, avoid tha 

drilling of unneeeeeary walls and protect tha correlative 

rights of al l parties interested in said pool. 

(d) That tha orders of tha Commission referred 

to above are contrary to law. 

Petitioner further allegea that a l l of the matters 

and questions herein presented ware heretofore presented to 

tha Commission by the Application for Rehearing. 

WHEREFORE, petitioner respectfully prays tha Court, 

as authorized by Section 19b, Chapter 168 of tha Laws of tha 

State of lew Mexico, 19*9, *o review the action of the Oil 

Conservation Commission herein complained of and to enter 

its order vacating tha orders of tha Commission hereinabove 

referred to and to enter its order in lieu thereof establish­

ing eighty-acre proration units and tha uniform spacing of 

wells in the Bagley Siluro-Devonian Pool, Laa County, Maw 

Mexico, as requested by the application of Amerada Petroleum 

Corporation filed with said Commiaaion and in accordance with 

the evidence presented at tha hearing before said Commission 

in support thereof as set out above and tha evidence prasantad 

upon the trial de novo upon appeal, a l l as authorized by the 

laws of the State of Mew Mexico. 

HSRTET, DOW * HXMKLE 

^ By C / g r e ^ c y ///vr/f/fe, 
SETH a MOMTOOMlHf 

' narry r . Tagi „ » . J g a 

®%\tL w!mL 

Attorneys for Petitioner 
Amerada Petroleum Corporation. 
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BAGLEY F I E L D 
L E A C O U N T Y NEW M E X I C O 

• B A G L E Y - S I L U R O - D E V O N I A N P O O L W E L L S 

• B A G L E Y - P E N N S Y L V A N I A N P O O L W E L L S 

A P P L I C A T I O N A M E R A D A P E T R O L E U M C O R P O R A T I O N 

DECEMBER 2 0 , 1949 
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BEFORE THE OIL CQaWRVAWOM COMMISSION 
OF THE STATS OF HEW MEXICO 

XM t S MATTER OF THE HSARIM0 CALLED BY 
THE OIL C0H31RVATI0H COMMISSION OF ¥MB 
STATE OF MSW MEXICO FOB TVS F6XF0SS 
OF COHSIIXRIMOt 

CASS MO. 191 
OMSSR MO. R-2 

XM TBS MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
AMERADA PETROLEUM CORPORATIOH FOB fBS 
ESTABLISBMEMT OF PRORATIOM OMITS AND 
UNIFORM SPACIMO OF WELLS XX TBS 
BAQLEY SILURO-DSVOMIAN FOOL XM LEA 
COUMTY, MSW MEXICO. 

ORDER OF I H COMMISSION 

BT THE COMMISSION! 

Thit aatt«r came on for hearing before tM* Coaamlaelon 
on December 20, 1949, on tho appIleation of Amerada Petroleum 
Corporatioa to eatablieh proration units aaa uniform apaelag af 
valla in tha Baglay Siluro-Davonlan Pool in Laa Couaty, Mav Mexico, 

Tha Commission having hoard tha avidemoa, taa arguaant 
of oounaal and baing duly advised* 

FINDS} 

1. Tha Commission has juriadiotion of taa subject 
aattar and of tha lataraatad parties* due aotlee ef the hearing 
havlng been given. 

2. Tha evidence la lnaufflalent te prove that the 
propoaed plan of spaaing vould avoid the drilling ef uaaeeessary 
valla, seaure the greatest ultimata raoovary froa the peel or 
protect correlative rights. 

3. The evidence ia insufficient to prove that one 
well drilled oa eaeh 80-acre tract would effleleatly draia the 
recoverable oil froa tha pool, 

IT XS THEREFORE ORDERED t 

1. The application of Amerada petroleum Corporation 
ia denied. 

2. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to 
require tha drllllag of one veil on eaeh 40«ae*e traet l a the pool. 

3. Nothing contained herein shall be eeaatrucd to ba 
a determination by the Coaalaaioa aa ta vhat eeaetltutea "reaaonable 
development" of any laaaa in tha pool l a relation to the implied 
covenants of any such lease. 

DOME at Santa Fa, Mav Mexlee, on the 23rd day of January, 1950. 

STATS OF MBW MSXXCO 
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
Signed by» 

Thomas J* ambry, Chairman 
Guy Shepard, Meaber 
R. R. Spurrier, Secretary 
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BEFORE TBE Oil. CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
OF TBS STATS OF BSJf BSXXCO 

IN THE MATTER OF THS HEARING CALLED BT 
THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION OF TBS 
STATS OF NEW MEXICO FOR TBS PURPOSE OF 
CONSIDERING: 

CASE MO. 191 
ORDER MO. R-8 

IN THE MATTER OF THS APPLICATION OF 
AMERADA PETROLEUM CORPORATION FOR THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF PRORATION UNITS AMP 
UNIFORM SPACING OF WELLS IN TBS BAGLBY-
SILURO/DEVOHIAN POOL IN LEA COUNTY, 
NEW MEXICO. 

Amerada Petroleum Corporation having filed herein 
an application for rehearing on the alleged grounds that 
Order No. R-2 heretofore entered en 23 January 1950 was 
erroneous, and the Commission having considered aaid motion 
and having concluded that i t is not wall taken, 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the application for 
rehearing filed by Amerada Petroleum Corporation will be 
denied. 

DONE this 8th day of February, 1950, at Santa Fe, 
New Mexico. 

ORDER DENYING REHEARING 

BY THS COMMISSIONS 

STATS OF NSW MEXICO 
OIL CONSERVATION COMMXSSXON 

R. R. SPURRIER, SECRETARY 

THOMAS J. MABRY, CHAIRMAN 

GUY SBSPARD, MSMBSR 
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NEW MEXICO 
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

G O V E R N O R T H O M A S J . M A B R Y 
C H A I R M A N 

L A N D C O M M I S S I O N E R G U Y S H E P A R D 
MEMBER 

S T A T E G E O L O G I S T R . R . S P U R R I E R 
SECRETARY A N D D I R E C T O R 

P. O. BOX 871 

S A N T A F E , N E W M E X I C O 

June 1, 1950 

MEMORANDUM TO MR. SPURRIER: 

In accordance with your instructions, I made the t r i p to Roswell for 
the purpose of attending the pre-trial conference in the Amerada matter. 

The conference began at 9:00 A.M., May 29. After a 3-hour discussion, the 
point raised by Mr. Jack Campbell and supported by Mr. McCormick and myself 
to the effect that the t r i a l de novo phraseology in the act was unconsti­
tutional, was met by Amerada attorneys Mr. Kellough and Mr. Hinkle, with 
a request for a 30-day recess of the pre-trial conference within which 
time they wished to f i l e briefs on the question. This office and the Texas 
Pacific Coal people w i l l be allowed 10 days thereafter to f i l e answer briefs, 
thus the pre-trial conference is in recess for at least 4-0 days. 

George A. Graham 

GAG:bw 



COPY 
A T W O O D . M A L O N E & C A M P B E L L 

L A W Y E R S 

J E F F D. A T W O O D 
ROSS L. M A L O N E , J R . 

J A C K M . C A M P B E L L 

J . P . W H I T E B U I L D I N G 

ROSWELL . N E W MEXICO 

January 9, 1950 

Kr. P.. R. Spurfrier 
Seeretary-Mreletor 
Oil Conservation Commission 
Santa Fe, Ne-w Mexico 

Be: Case Ko. 191 

Dear Kr. Spurrier: 

In compliance with the request of the 
Commission madie at the conclusion of the hearing 
upon Case Ho. 1191? ve are enclosing herewith re­
quested Findinjgs of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
of protestant,| Texas Pacific Coal and O i l Company, 
for f i l i n g i n (connection with this case. A copy 
of the requested findings is being forwarded to 
other members bf the Coremissioru 

Very t r u l y yours, 

AV- OCT,, MALONE & CAMPBELL 

By: Jadk M. Car. 

JMC:bk 
\S' 

cc: K r . Guy Bjhepherd 
Coranissidner o f Public Lands 
Honorable! Thomas J . Me.bry 
Governor !of the State o f Nev Mexico 



B£PORS THE OIL COMSaHVATlQN COMMISSION if THE STATE OF NSW MSIICO 

In the natter of the application } 
of Amerada Petroleum Corporation ) 
for the establishment of proration ) 
units and uniform spacing of wells ) Case Ko. 191 
for the common source of supply ) 
discovered in Amerada- tate BTA j 
No. 1 "rfell in N'a'iS Ei Section 2, ) 
Twp. 12 S., Hge. 33 fc«, } 
in Lea County, New Mexico. ) 

R£.tUESTLD FINDINGS CF FHOT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
UF PROTESTANT T&XA3 PACIFIC COAL AND OIL COMPANY 

Gomes now protestunt Texas Pacific Coal and i l Company 

by i t s attorneys and requests the Commission to adopt the fol­

lowing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

Findings of Fact 

1. The lease owners in the Bagley Devonian pool here 

involved have not all agreed upon a plan for the spacing of 

wells. 1 

2. Hone of the royalty owners, overriding royalty 

owners, or owners of production payments have agreed upon the 

plan proposed by applicant for spacing of wells in the pool 

here involved. 

3. The applicant failed to prove, by a preponderance 

of the evidence, that the SO acre fixed pattern spacing plan 

proposed by applicant would have the effect of preventing 

"waste", as such term lit defined by Jenete Bi l l Mo. 163, Acts 

of the 19th Legislature, State of•Naw Mexico, 1949. 

4. The applicant failed to prove, by a preponderance 

of the evidence, thst the BO acre fixed pattern spacing plan 

proposed by applicant is fair to the royalty owners in such 

pool. 

5. The applicant failed to prove, by a preponderance 

of the evidence, that wells drilled upon the 80 acre fixed 

pattern spacing plan proposed by applicant would adequately 

and efficiently drain the recoverable o i l from the pool reser­

voir. 



6. The lease owners In the pool here involved have 

not a l l agreed upon tha plan or method of dletributloa of tha 

allowables, as proposed by applicant hereunder, nor have each 

lease owners all agreed upon the amount of tha allowable per 

well proposed by applicant herein. 

7. None of the royalty owners, overriding royalty 

ownara, or owners of production payaenta, in tha pool hara 

involved, hava agreed upon applicant's proposed plan or 

nethod of distribution of allowables, nor have suoh royalty 

ownere agreed upon the per well allowable proposed by appli­

cant. 

ft. The applicant failed to prove, by a preponderance 

of the evidence, that Its propoaed plan or nethod of dlatri­

butlon of allowablea, or its proposed per well allowable, la 

fair to the royalty owners la ansa pool. 

9. Tha applicant failed to prove, by « preponderance 

of the evidence, that wells drilled upon a 40 acre spacing 

pattern, in conformity with the existing Statewide spacing 

order, would constitute the drilling of unnecessary wells* 

10. The applicant failed to prove, by a preponderance 

of the evidence, that applicant*a proposed SO acre fixed pat­

tern spacing plan would afford the opportunity, lnaofar aa 

practicable to do ao, to eaeh owner in the pool to produce, 

without waate, his just and equitable ehare of the oil or gaa 

in tha pool. 

11. Eatablishaent of applicant's proposed 60 acre 

fixed pattern spacing plan would reduce, or tend to reduce, 

the total quantity of crude petroleuai oil and natural gaa 

ultimately recoverable froa the pool here involved. 

12. Eetabliahaent of applicant'a propoaed 30 acre 

fixed pattern apacing plan would not afford the opportunity, 

ineofar as practicable to do ao, to eaeh owner in the pool 

to produce, without waste, his jast and equitable share of 

the oil and/or gas in the pool here involved. 



13. Establishment of applicant's proposed 60 acre 

fixed pattern spacing plan would not properly protect tbe 

correlative righta of the leaae ownere aad royalty owners in 

tha pool here involved. 

14. Applicant failed to prove, by a preponderance of 

the evidence, any baala or justification for granting ita re-

quested exceptions to the Statewide rules governing spacing 

of wells and assignment of allowablea thereto, in tha pool 

hare involved. 

1. Granting of the application would reault in "waete", 

as auch tern ls defined in Senate Bill No. 163, Acts of tha 

19th Leglalature of Mew Mexloo, 1949* 

2. Granting of tha application would aot properly 

protect the correlative rights of the owners in tha pool. 

3. Applicant's proposed allocation of a 40 acre allow­

able to an dO acre proration unit results in unreasonable and 

discriminatory allocation between oil fields In this Stata. 

4. Granting of the application and the establishment 

of tha SO acre proration unit and the fixed pattern spacing 

plan in the pool here involved would violate tha provisions 

of Section 13 (e) of Senate Bill Mo. 163, Acta of tha 19th 

Leglalature, Hew Mexico, 1949, which provides that tha owner 

of any tract that ia amaller than the drilling unit establish­

ed for the field shall not ba deprived of the right to drill 

on and produce froa auch tract, i f aaaa can be done without 

waste. 

Conclusions of Law 

iieapectfully submitted, 

Eugene T. Adair 
Jack M* Campbell 


