
FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
COUNTY OF LEA 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC 

Plaintiff, 

v. No. CV-

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, and TOM STOKES, 

Defendants. 

PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT. 
TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE. REPUDIATION. DAMAGES. 

AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC. ("TMBR/Sharp"), Plaintiff, for cause of action against 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE STOKES, AND 

ERMA STOKES HAMILTON would show the Court as follows: 

1. Plaintiff is TMBR/Sharp Drilling, Inc. ("TMBR/Sharp") which is a Texas corporation doing 

business in the State of New Mexico and with offices in Midland, Texas. 

2. Defendant David H. Arrington Oil & Gas, Inc. ("Arrington O&G") is a Texas corporation 

doing business in New Mexico and is a resident of Midland, Texas. It may be served 

Certified Mail. Return Receipt Requested, through its registered agent, Lewis Cox, III, at 311 

North First Street, Lovington, New Mexico, 88260. 
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3. James D. Huff ("Huff') is an individual doing business in New Mexico and is a resident of 

Mineola, Texas. He may be served by Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested, at P. O. 

Box 705, Mineola, Texas 75773. Pfn^y - / . 

4. Defendant Madeline Stokes is an individual owning real property in New Mexico and 

residing in Ozona, Texas and may be served by Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested, 

at Box 1115, Ozona, Texas 76943. 

5. Defendant Erma Stokes Hamilton is an individual owning real property in New Mexico and 

residing in Big Spring, Texas and may be served by Certified Mail, Return Receipt 

Requested, at 408 W. Washington, Big Spring, Texas 79720. ~ 

6. Defendant John David Stokes is an individual owning real property in New Mexico and 

residing in Ozona, Texas and may be served by Certified Mail. Return Receipt Requested, 

at P. O. Box 1739, Ozona, Texas 76943. r\ _ ~ ~ ~ 

7. Defendant Tom Stokes is an individual owning real property in New Mexico and residing 

in Ozona, Texas and may be served by Certified Mail. Return Receipt Requested, at Box 

932, Ozona, Texas 76943. 

VENUE AND JURISDICTION 

8. Pursuant to New Mexico Statute 38-3-1 (D), venue is mandatory in Lea County, New Mexico 

because the real property, ownership of which is at issue, is located there. 

9. This Court has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this action. 
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

ORIGINAL LEASES 

10. Effective July 1, 1998, TMBR/Sharp entered into an operating agreement ("Operating 

Agreement") covering oil and gas properties in Lea County, New Mexico. 

11. Exhibit "A" to the Operating Agreement described lands covered by the agreement including 

Section 24, T-16-S, R-35-E, in Lea County, New Mexico, and more specifically described 

two oil and gas leases, each of which cover, among other lands, the NW/4 SW/4 and NW/4 

NE/4 of said Section 24. 

THE LEASES 

12. The first lease ("First Lease") is an oil and gas lease made effective December 7, 1997 

between Madeline Stokes and Ameristate Oil & Gas, Inc. ("Ameristate"). 

n 

13. The First Lease is recorded in Book 827, page 12£of the Deed Records of Lea County, New 

Mexico, as amended by instrument dated August 10, 2000. 

14. The second lease ("Second Lease") is a lease made effective December 7, 1997 between 

Erma Stokes Hamilton and Ameristate. It is filed in Book 827, page 124 of the Deed 

Records of Lea County, New Mexico as amended by instrument dated August 14, 2000. 

15. By Quitclaim Deed with Reservation of Life Estate and executory rights, Emma Stokes 

Hamilton granted John David Stokes and Tom Stokes her remaining interest in the Second 

Lease. 
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16. These two leases, as amended, are herein referred to as the "Original Stokes Leases" or the 

"First Lease" and "Second Lease," and copies thereof are attached hereto as Exhibits "A" and 

"B" 

17. TMBR/Sharp is a successor in interest to Ameristate by assignment of the First Lease and 

Second Lease. 

THE POOLED UNIT 

18. On November 17,2000, TMBR/Sharp Drilling as operator under the Operating Agreement, 

filed an application for permit to drill (Form C-101) with the Oil Conservation Division 

("OCD") of the State of New Mexico, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit "C." 

19. On the same date TMBR/Sharp filed a well location and acreage dedication plat describing 

the pooled unit dedicated to the proposed well, the Blue Fin "24" No. 1 Well (Form C-102) 

with the OCD and outlined thereon the 320 pooled acres in Township 16 South, Range 35 

East, NMPM, Section 24: W/2, Lea County, New Mexico. A copy of this instrument is 

attached as Exhibit "D." 

20. The permit to drill was approved by the OCD on November 22, 2000. 

21. The Blue Fin "24" No. 1 Well was spudded in March 29,2001 and a drill stem test was run 

on May 15,2001. 

22. On June 3, 2001 casing was placed in the hole. 

23. On June 28,2001 the well was perforated and on June 29,2001 hydrocarbons were produced 

from the well. 
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24. The well, which is capable of producing hydrocarbons in paying quantities, is presently 

waiting for a pipeline connection. 

25. The Original Stokes Leases each provides in Paragraph 5 in pertinent part: "Lessee is hereby 

granted the right and power, from time to time, to pool or combine this lease, the land 

covered by it or any part or horizon thereof with any other land, leases, mineral estates or 

parts thereof for the production of oil or gas Lessee shall file a written unit designation 

in the county in which the premises are located and such units may be designated from time 

to time and either before or after the completion of wells. Drilling operations on or 

production from any part of any such unit shall be considered for all purposes, except the 

payment of royalty, as operations conducted upon or production from the land described in 

this lease." (emphasis added). 

26. A portion of the lands covered by each of the Original Stokes Leases, namely the NW/4 

SW/4 of Section 24, was included in the unit designation filed in Lea County, New Mexico 

with the OCD of the State of New Mexico during the primary term of such leases. 

Therefore, during the primary term, there was a well being drilled on a pooled unit which 

included Original Stokes Lease Acreage. Those activities were sufficient to preserve the 

leases beyond the primary terms. The First and Second Leases and all acreage described 

therein are now held by the Blue Fin "24" No. 1 Well, subject to continuous development by 

TMBR/Sharp as described below. 
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TOP LEASES 

27. On or about March 27, 2001, Huff acquired an oil and gas lease from Defendant Madeline 

Stokes covering the same lands and minerals covered by the Original Stokes Leases. This 

lease is herein referred to as the "Stokes Top Lease." 

28. The Stokes Top Lease purports to be for a primary term of three (3) years from June 7,2001, 

and as long thereafter as oil or gas is produced from said land or from land with which said 

land is pooled . 

29. On the same date, Huff acquired an oil and gas lease from Defendant Erma Stokes Hamilton 

also covering the same lands described in the Original Stokes Leases. This lease is herein 

referred to as the "Hamilton Top Lease." 

30. The Hamilton Top Lease is for the same primary term as the Stokes Top Lease. The Stokes 

Top Lease and Hamilton Top Lease are herein collectively referred to as the "Huff Top 

Leases," and copies thereof are attached hereto as Exhibits "E" and "F." 

31. The Huff Top Leases each provide in pertinent part: "This oil and gas lease is subordinate 

to that certain 'Prior Lease' [Original Stokes Leases] recorded in... Lea County Records, as 

amended by instrument dated... recorded... Lea County Records, but only to the extent that 

said prior lease is currently a valid and subsisting oil and gas lease." 

32. On or about July 12,2001 Michael J. Canon, an attorney in Midland, Texas contacted Randy 

V. Watts an independent landman working for TMBR/Sharp and Ameristate and other 

parties to the Operating Agreement. 
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33. Mr. Canon advised Mf. Watts that his clients - the Stokes Family - questioned the continued 

validity of the Original Stokes Leases, in that no pooling designation had been filed in the 

County Clerk's office of Lea County prior to the expiration of the primary term of the 

Original Stokes Leases. 

34. Mr. Phil Brewer, an attorney for TMBR/Sharp and other parties to the Operating Agreement, 

responded to Mr. Canon's inquiry by letter advising of TMBR/Sharp's position that the 

Original Stokes Leases were in full force and effect. 

35. Mr. Canon replied to Mr. Brewer's letter in writing indicating that the "Stokes Family had 

questions with respect to whether or not the lease [Original Stokes Leases] is in effect and 

whether Ameristate has taken the necessary and appropriate action to perpetuate its lease 

beyond the expiration of its primary term, June 17[sic], 2001." 

36. On information and belief, Huff has taken the position that the Original Stokes Leases have 

expired and mat the Huff Top Leases are in effect. 

37. On July 19,2001 Arrington O&G filed an application for and obtained a permit to drill the 

Triple Hackle Dragon 25 No. 1. Well on the W/2 of Section 25, T-16-S, R-35-E, Lea 

County, New Mexico. The OCD approved the application on July 19, 2001. 

38. The unit designated by Arrington O&G for this permit covered lands described in the 

Original Stokes Leases and the Huff Top Leases. 

39. On information and belief, Arrington O&G obtained this permit to drill on the basis of 

ownership rights claimed to be held pursuant to the Huff Top Leases. 
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40. On July 30, 2001,Arrington O&G filed an application for and obtained a permit to drill the 

Blue Drake 23 No. 1. Well on the E/2 Section 23, T-16-S, R-35-E, Lea County, New 

Mexico. The OCD approved the application 

41. The unit designated by Arrington O&G for this permit covered lands described in the 

Original Stokes Leases and the Huff Top Leases. 

42. On information and belief, Arrington O&G obtained this permit to drill on the basis of 

ownership rights claimed to be held pursuant to the Huff Top Leases. 

43. David H. Arrington ("Arrington"), President of Arrington O&G, made statements to a 

TMBR/Sharp representative that the leases held by TMBR/Sharp had terminated and his 

company intended to move forward with development. 

44. On August 8,2001, TMBR/Sharp was denied a permit to drill the Blue Fin "25" No. 1 Well 

on the E/2 of Section 25, by letter from Chris Williams, District I Supervisor for the Oil 

Conservation Division of the State of New Mexico, stating that the permit granted to 

Arrington O&G precluded the permit applied for by TMBR/Sharp. 

45. On August 8,2001, TMBR/Sharp was denied a permit to drill the Leavelle "23" No. 1 Well 

on the E/2 of Section 23, also on the basis of a letter from Chris Williams with like statement 

that the permit granted Arrington O&G precluded the granting of the permit sought by 

TMBR/Sharp. 

46. The Original Stokes Leases are in full force and effect. However, each of these leases 

contains a "continuous development clause." Specifically, in Paragraph 12 of Exhibit A of 

each such lease provides in pertinent part: "Should Lessee fail to timely commence a well 
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in accordance with aforesaid 180 days continuous drilling or development prior to the point 

in time the leased premises have fully developed then this lease shall terminate as to all lands 

not included in or otherwise allocated to a well unit." 

47. TMBR/Sharp attempted to drill two additional wells in accordance with the provisions of 

Paragraph 12 of the Original Stokes Lease, but was denied drilling permits by the OCD on 

its leasehold property because those lands are claimed to be subject to the Huff Top Leases. 

48. The drilling applications filed by Arrington O&G have prevented TMBR/Sharp from 

exercising its rights and fulfilling its obligations under the Original Stokes Leases. 

COUNT I 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT: ORIGINAL STOKES LEASES 

ARE PROPERLY POOLED 

49. TMBR/Sharp incorporates by reference the factual information contained in paragraphs 1 

through 44 of this Complaint. 

50. TMBR/Sharp i s an interested party under a written contract whose rights, status or other legal 

relations should be determined by the Court pursuant to the New Mexico Declaratory 

Judgment Act 44-6-1 through 44-6-15. 

51. TMBR/Sharp seeks a declaratory judgment from the Court that the Original Stokes Leases 

are in full force and effect because TMBR/Sharp was drilling upon lands properly pooled 

with the lands covered by the Original Stokes Leases across the expiration of the primary 

term as provided for in Paragraph 5 of the lease. 

52. Specifically, TMBR/Sharp seeks a declaratory judgment that its written unit designation filed 

in Lea County with the Oil Conservation Division of the State of New Mexico on 
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November 17, 2000 satisfied the obligations of Paragraph 5 of the Original Stokes Leases 

to properly pool the NW/4 SW/4 of Section 25, T-l 6-S, R-35-E, into a unit comprised of the 

W/2 of said Section 25. 

COUNT II 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT; HUFF TOP LEASES NOT EFFECTIVE 

53. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the factual information contained in paragraphs 1 through 

44 of this Complaint. 

54. TMBR/Sharp seeks a declaratory judgment from the Court that the Huff Top Leases are not 

effective because the Original Stokes Leases are currently valid and subsisting oil and gas 

leases covering the lands described therein and superior in all respects to the Huff Top 

Leases. 

COUNT III 
TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE 

55. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the factual information contained in paragraphs 1 through 

44 of this Complaint. 

56. Arrington, Arrington O&G's and Huffs solicitation and acceptance of the Huff Top Leases, 

constitute deliberate and malicious tortious interference with the contractual relationships 

between TMBR/Sharp on the one hand and each of Madeline Stokes and Erma Stokes 

Hamilton on the other. 
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57. Huffs knowledge of the Original Stokes Lease is undisputed and clearly evidenced by the 

fact that Huff took a top lease that would not be viable until the expiration of the Original 

Stokes Leases. 

58. TMBR/Sharp has been denied its right to perform continued drilling operations on the 

Original Stokes Leases. 

59. Huff, Arrington and/or Arrington O&G have asserted that the Original Stokes Leases 

expired, that the Huff Top Leases were valid and subsisting oil and gas leases, and requested 

and received permits from the OCD to drill wells on lands and minerals covered by the 

Original Stokes Leases. 

60. Arrington O&G obtained drilling permits, told TMBR/Sharp employees that the Original 

Stokes Leases were expired, and performed operations on the lands covered by the Huff Top 

Leases. 

61. Huff, Arrington and Arrington O&G further knew and understood that TMBR/Sharp could 

not utilize its contractual rights if it could not obtain permits from the Oil Conservation 

Division of the State of New Mexico to drill on acreage covered by the Original Stokes 

Leases. 

62. Huffs, Arrington's and Arrington O&G's willfully and intentionally committed acts 

calculated to cause damage to TMBR/Sharp and its lawful business and ownership of the 

property pursuant to the Original Stokes Leases. 

63. Huffs, Arlington's and Arrington O&G's acts were the proximate cause of damage to 

TMBR/Sharp in that TMBR/Sharp lost the opportunity or lost time in which to drill wells 
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on the pre-se lected sites, and deprived TMBR/Sharp of the benefit of the Original Stokes 

Leases. 

64. TMBR/Sharp has suffered actual damage and loss by virtue of Huffs, Arrington's and 

Arrington O&G's conduct by losing drilling opportunities in that drilling rigs are now 

reasonably available and gas prices remain high. If drilling is delayed, either rigs may 

become unavailable or gas prices may drop. Further, TMBR/Sharp has been damages by its 

loss of future production from the two wells it intended to drill but was denied permits for. 

COUNT IV 
TMBR/SHARP'S DUTY TO DRILL SHALL BE SUSPENDED 

65. Plaintiff incorporates by reference the factual information contained in paragraphs 1 through 

44 of this Complaint. 

66. Paragraph 9 of each of the Original Stokes Leases provides in pertinent part: "Should lessee 

be prevented from complying with any express or implied covenant of this lease, or from 

conducting drilling or reworking operations hereunder, or from producing oil or gas 

hereunder by reason of scarcity or inability to obtain or use equipment or material or by 

operation of force majeure, or by any federal or state law or any order, rule or regulation of 

governmental authority, then while so prevented, lessee's duty shall be suspended, and 

Lessee shall not be liable for failure to comply therewith, and this lease shall be extended 

while and so long as Lessee is prevented by any such cause from conducting drilling or 

reworking operations or from producing oil or gas hereunder, and that time while Lessee is 
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so prevented shall not be counted against Lessee, anything in this lease to the contrary 

notwithstanding." 

67. The conduct of Arrington O&G, acting on behalf of or in concert with Huff, in applying for 

and receiving permits to drill from the Oil Conservation Division on lands and minerals 

covered by the Original Stokes Leases, has caused the Oil Conservation Division to withhold 

the applied for drilling permits for the Blue Fin "25" No. 1 Well and the Leavelle "23" No. 

1 Well, thereby resulting in circumstances which have triggered Paragraph 9 of the Original 

Stokes Leases. 

68. Pursuant to the terms of Paragraph 9 of the Original Stokes Leases TMBR/Sharp seeks a 

declaratory judgment that its duty "shall be suspended" and it "shall not be liable for failure 

to comply therewith [the lease] and the leases "shall be extended while and so long as lessee 

is prevented from conducting drilling or reworking operations or from producing oil or 

gas hereunder," as a result of it being unable to obtain OCD permits for the drilling of the 

referenced wells. 

Plaintiffs Complaint for Declaratory Judgment, Tortious Interference, 
Repudiation, Damages, and Injunctive Relief 
Mid: SRICHARDSON\004370\000021\297609.1 

Page 13 



COUNT V 
EQUITABLE CLAIM: LEASE REPUDIATION 

69. Plaintiff TMBR/Sharp incorporates by reference the factual information contained in 

paragraphs 1 through 44 of this Complaint. 

70. Madeline Stokes and Erma Stokes Hamilton have, acting through their attorney, Michael J. 

Canon, wrongfully repudiated the Original Stokes Leases by asserting that the actions of the 

Lessee/Plainti f f are not sufficient, pursuant to the Original Stokes Leases, to perpetuate such 

leases beyond the specified primary term. 

71. Further, their assertions that the Huff Top Leases are valid and subsisting oil and gas leases 

and permitting Huff and Arrington to obtain the interfering permits, precluding the exercise 

by TMBR/Sharp of its rights pursuant to the Original Stokes Leases, constitute a clear and 

unequivocal challenge to TMBR/Sharp's title to the Original Stokes Leases. 

72. For such time as TMBR/Sharp is precluded from obtaining permits and pursuing its rights 

pursuant to the Original Stokes Leases, TMBR/Sharp requests this court exercise its 

equitable powers and suspend the running of any time period for performance by 

TMBR/Sharp pursuant to the Original Stokes Leases. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

69. WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Plaintiff TMBR/Sharp, Inc. respectfully 

requests the Court enter judgment awarding TMBR/Sharp the following relief: 
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a. All direct and consequential damages of Defendants- breaches of their duties as 

described herein; 

b. An award of damages for Arrington's and Huffs tortious interference; 

c. A declaration that TMBR/Sharp's written unit designation filed in Lea County with 

the Oil Conservation Division of the State of New Mexico on November 17,2000, 

satisfied the obligations of Paragraph 5 of the Original Stokes Leases to properly pool 

the N/4 SW/4 of Section 25, T-16-S, R-35-E, into a unit comprised of the W/2 of 

said Section 25; 

d. A declaration that the Huff Top Leases are not effective because the Original Stokes 

Leases are currently valid and subsisting oil and gas leases covering the lands 

described in this Complaint; 

e. A finding that Madeline Stokes and Erma Stokes have repudiated the Original Stokes 

Leases; 

f. Equitable relief relieving TMBR/Sharp from any obligation to conduct further 

drilling operations required under the Original Stokes Leases pending a judicial 

resolution as to the validity of the Original Stokes Leases; 

g. A temporary restraining order and injunctive relief ordering Arrington O&G and/or 

Huff refrain from drilling any wells on and acreage covered by the Original Stokes 

Leases; 

h. Awarding TMBR/Sharp costs, reasonable attorney's fees and pre-judgment and post-

judgment interest at the highest lawful statutory or contractual rate; and 
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Awarding TMBR/Sharp such other and further relief at law or in equity to which it 

may be justly entitled. 

Respectfully submitted, 

COTTON, BLEDSOE, TIGHE & DAWSON, P.C. 
500 West Illinois, Suite 300 
P.O. Box 2776 
Midland, Texas 79702-2776 
(915)684-5782 V / 

SUSAN R. RICHARDSON 
RICHARD R. MONTGOMERY 
ROBERT T. SULLIVAN 

PHIL BREWER 
P. O. Box 298 
Roswell, NM 88202-0298 
(505) 625-0298 

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF 

and 
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EXHIBIT A 
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ui«r ai »<ii aa .-nxH aoaM ha laanijd w rtuHac O K rayaain aalui* voaiM r» taia unitar oia a x if fee anil • e n a b d oruawai^ THa a a a n m or i n i t a f rayahta «v! 
<»•-•« r«a.i*-* ^ aa^< ty 4»:k ar aV •« Any lontra Marnan nc lanaaT oftflU * myity an>aii it M a t : « a bona Ada aBartfrA |« mtce trurna- payraaa. I u at i A ia 
«»a»»a» a ^xa.-w • B M alU»a»M».»r imowat.*allna-araSJaat ar w H a m laaicvatllariaaMtta a)«W hWC • fca W1K —HiaT»IrH^oS aa»«w aaymatr l>HHat 
avarb 1 kaax al«il a m * ! • * * ami t>«l:ir 00 daya Ifior lonaaait rooovat vr rua in le t UHrvifb) lartafad nail t<aa atny tr pinaat t m i M tu ravarva aavrtw '•aa^a-
art)- aaJi wrani miani»<i»' ,aa<tti i j rvat tVjror)^* awraanta)' i t antUt l a w M Oailiinrapar f t ) n M Thar a n o n raahaWf tax i Aa Mic ufa^a aa ajfUw t iai t ia 
au l ta 0^ | . araaUJ-J K * a ( . a a l a i n a r U M j u l ia. . a rod Cal> ri)' kxaaa a U |M ^ar Ju>« (iar tk i i UTTII ta l aaaar atari coiat tmi aaarc OLMiiavarf ai Ita ra>uar> 

v<:" tidl M I t v * « t w i n rajiaetf D> l a * * i t g f v r t »faa it iwilicjiKa reyteap, a r ta i IM4 i l to Myb jUf r »fa»y «(<ilKaMn priat tifjnUiiMai at a a M la aaJi 
,aatraal ^ rapr!ai**r) graVi* 

a rki. » • a^Uar U ana baavai ak4 w l hi rttlUiA alanilw irlfflnvlaTTn ttTHlflu tanrMlos <r 0OMWI any Ifartllam aTaaaalaaanrtr a k i r u i r at la raat,a any ar t«a». 
a«OL«aVt in rmht lu maWjui ihr. \ a i t t l r»r<v *aria| Idaaniair) k m , ktwava. OUaarivltiam U aul laatrataii•« raalava la»a. a f * . aa.|i|al.a, u. a ^ at,aliaa a aaual 
pnaiualaji aul^lauUtfK*;t'»auiaaia«)f l*ar»|«a|* ) tMrauT 

•* IdtaBalanl^ ^rmi^liU nmt* aa4 f ^ \ x . frrm laru u Una. la pool or plraaMr thia WaM, lh« Ue4 m w a d by a gr Hiy pan ur twrtun ItWavf aaAti aay athv larU. Uaava. 
raoali>La».>paiiiaSuMaa^nkaduaa>aiafa)orpa IbauagoWlucMna* a l i l l m ttaaaiina tuaaaraanaalUatanil "aa4ay laaaai ayOM ftltGataarvakaiOraaaaa 
•af 9>a fjwtrj ai>! MaMTab IXrwmaiH of iha S u a J - Na>. Uaxlvo ar by any a l l * lawllil tadwrky (M Ikt >ao4 or ansa al M«aA taU land it Uiaaad. tkai a t4a»roa aflan 
aa-jar. L a m aiiail f it »ra.ar. u u aU »iail una n * c C O M , • wnidi iha frcyrjMi v c loralal aad auai m iu ma) at daaipuHd tooa rancu Una n d tartar M o c o r a l * 
UK ont i fa ia: >•< ar.-li t>i|lti( aaanitau an ar anabaauaa t u n aty aar l« any aaUi ual ditll rie raaUKtariaf far t l pwnajKt. awoM djt yaynunt af realty, at aa»ou»n 
aaklaalal a7<n -a afiaa^aai ft vn iha U a l otaenftad aa * a Uata TWcre dial he dkoialutfwUraal aoawai by tiu laatc larhaiad al tny luah mtK dial pgruot of tSaUUI 
pr -Wwa J^xiMnauraf / fcr , , . * . * , t - l . J - i | a n y a>aW in laaaa or K i t layarn^Ltriuorl ilicnal 0*V IT t>a] acrcay ia lT l lavl auvaraaf lylrix laaaa ntlaila) 
a< aS. ana antra a, du laul naanivr of Mrfaoc MIK it (he ink. Thai ftjduuLiut M l l W a d aSaS kt uaulaaTad h t Ul HaT|b>Ul, taduOint die pa>tvn or Mirary oTraytty, 
b. rvlnr a » t ^a i iu i ia y»,>inlintKnfa trvtti dw aoruvi i f talal laud envrrai KaTahy n i l fclduiol al ia ldiMridMtaitK rMntiar oadiaK^i aruauoia aala laid wiar 
•Mkrw V i a . l a w u , analad unt dwtigiti.l k> I Otoe, ta aaaviaU h»ain. any ba afeah/aa Vy Waal by fruonlat M iptTOptiaU: lulrumalt n 0M coany oUnalntlatd 
u tajatoJ U an< tiauv tAaallia Manyktaa, .if a dy> kada wf Ibj tMMtrt a/pniJaatini CM Hal t f l l 

I. a a in, .arwat iM nf DM r " w , i w i n ^ a a m a d l uper ttai lapi Oatt Wa afp>oAl<fi| ofl Or p i , but la icc tal OWtTlonued n i t l u a a t> anl lm| ar naaarija, diama. 
l a . l a v dull I i n a a fl Im U! »l K J I « aa, ̂ anUoua an rraaaaaad aad. aa t a u n t of OUV (laa I K I a m X U l r a dlyt, WtMt« UK* rBartlatu aaMltK atrac . a l ar •> I 
i a « a ..rala«»»>J»JI » « » V . J a C r « i r ^ » atS.-ra>lAlo^ ol il l Of IM, 10 l«n»»aTtrJW M O U M | > « d|W>duaad»orilia,d W LT lHa-»aaa rr'dionoriaipitnaO' 
• » a!!« ail aeon uid Laid ikuiU Keunw tiajoakk; of amaK«i| far any aiiaa. diu loua dltfl i u tamatrw IflauaM eeaamnoai aaarnUm rar adgnaaati a r i i u , „ r . 
" • " " i l ' *1 •»»<»«<• '.fany drllai i , addllxul dnlllii, or raaaorttbl( urrarilktit luraundz rant it proOAiOlrnn, dnai dial Lsaa dull r o t a a n nlll lam H but 
dhtdfts II aa! argaj »pn.aiaoadaartaraiar. 

- 1 a a i d a l l a a ta(lit.- tf idl. »M and - d t r » m Kid Itnd. aa<«7<wdorlail InMOflXalh>ndUfdj, tit - III OptTa^lb^rwntla, tnd IX H ) a a / aUM ba n t f a .J ajar 
dadavltfan aaaaal lakMi*4.allKavaaal r>n^ a any uicdUrt^ix ttW iht oail(aLi<ii afdali la*M u rtmavt III pr.parry tnd rlauna pUwad by Uaaat at aid latd, a«la4a\g 
airntff L I IT IM artnmiaraleaMnj v ^ n i raawwad by Haaar, Laait ardl bury aU pipe laal cm Oltivatod I n j a bidinr ardbury plan? aapOi, aad aa *a l l dial ba drillad >athai 
tH.ilaancf * J l t « ; aWH ) al' my i Jidaaoa or barn a.aa on iml Laid tahtm l a a r t oatwara. Lattat dlad kiva lKa amijaat, a all ntk lad rajajur, u tvms^t t braa tny ua 
»rl l aai iar< la^d ."or avail and anida: bpjaa « dupnnatat: tVf'laii t v T * j i am ofaiy aarolal l^imariacalod for ararttKavabonaavatr. 

X |W'n<y<iid'a«k«paii> bHtaanavr mar ba ltti(<aJ a. »4a,l«atia pM t * i rhpreVUMII nOOof dUll CaUbl 10 ItlcV kolri, rawatan. aaMntaa-alnn, n m a t u n and tausit, 
IU an dî iay ai t v nuakT^p uf dajianJor Hi dlaunaiadlip cf, v Hoiia ta rtorr«<, rnaalUaa or alud-at Myilha, kja^nat OOpnrrriiltlod. dWI ^ a r a a ia ailarga tha atifaaaaaM 
ct OyrtT in tar roiajl « U w ^ andlViaadl <iva<t/: arta^Moa aialba hindti| up«t lail T- far any paatpoaa wail P0 daya a * ^ laaaaa Ii la baan fumidlaj by artliiaJ ataula tatcj'l 
piat^lpjoroilaaiaisuvidri acvxya aiajumaai or laniricd a^iaathartaf sartaialMtrka oSibi of lite Ihtn bV orlfjrial lamer. If a y aad) ab,aiiji m u m • dif ooourt 
th/<a.'C> i>a J^adi ulihr lauaa may. at a- *r*lan. yay or lantW aay rOYtiioi 01 tint-a: royibW ia rhe aarai t f Ota tVaiaitd nr lo hia aa tu ur lohabaua, otoai^ ta-
adronrimar w*ad anj iuac u hnaochttlajcn rUvi^Jd widirntVxuaiatu^Mayu bnaoe talutrUfiaTaalloMAntllo taritiaaiia /m aaipanaa t f inn laaaa a wkota or n 
paffdv^lnlaaaaaWafa** aaap.iwil. rancv^ avj ibWlafpi l^aajc n l m j tadiytionitaraiavlcr aad, rf Inatat aranlifjtta t f aarl or f l rU bortiafaXaH U<* or aiaj t dafaub tl 
OM aa intra ilda-prraaVriAararl t f noa 1!^ >" In rayahy aW Para iaaaa* aa aaaiaviat j r fldlo Onntlly irbn «1> of tnapravyKia of dill kaai. luth tt&uk 4uU not 
tiTtU lh<> l*a»c aniaV aa h «>>»a j aaal n fu ld b ^ apia <U 

1 <fbAdd baw laifinwaaW a-aaf^arJirn-dfi arr aaanai or anp'lad ttrVaian of did haw, or (vm itadualtd dri"lt| or r m r U i | aparadirii raraandar. ar Paaiyrtdaaia. 
,al a: pa. hirttnaba ny rat.ni ol'taar^t w aionday u >daaa aa uad nriMnitairf or anaconaL or ny upantjot of Inrca tiajaum, or by aiy (bdaral uraaratawaaty arar, nia rr 
n^'atar of j r^rtajmal tidhorty. ikan wkilt uprvvaajd. Ipjaadb otay ditO bt tii^ianucd. and Mat*: d i l l um ht CaMd forftlliarato oanpI)ribaraaids tad da. taut dial 
bt cdanbtlaaakraid m Im^m Vtaor aaiavaaad ly aiy aatiotaii frnrn aonJaatiA4 dnlaiorrdwart^japoraiiani m r a m fPahadrttj oil >a p t banaaldaT. aid daalanawklla 
MtaW a K pravaM.il d u l m l la omanaal apart*, louca. a i y * a | a dik loan udt r aaaiaryaanalKjlaadiJH 
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. i U L . - i a - e i u : u « n H n r . i t t s • M • o > 

• , • J i t H i l l l « t ( J I M ^ 

t t * t ^ M i « r > « , M 
t a y o M t r w u f i ^ ^ 

I I . t.ia«fci>«it»«it«> 

t t t t«t»i t t»ititt1»tw>. It iWawtlVy n lJ i r i i i t iw t t l t i i t t . 

Madeline Siolccs 

STATU OF TEXAS ) 

COUNTY OF Ct-QbKftt ) 

Thit instrument1 wu acknowledged before ne «n 
Madeline Stokes, dealing In her sole and separate property. 

Notary fubllc • • 
My commiiilon eiplrci: 03 

•'" • • * • 
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tXHIBIT "A" 

Attached to and made a part of that certain oil and gai leaie dated August 25, 1997, but effective 
December 7,1997. by and between Madeline Slokes. lessor, and Ameristate Ofl & Gas. Inc.. lessee. 

12 Notwithstanding anything contained hereinabove to the contrary, it It ur.der.tood and .greed thai it the 
ctpruiion ut'the primary term, this lease shall terminate as to all lands covered hereby not included io or otherwise 
allocated i<> a 'Veil unit" as hereinafter defined, unless lessee .is producing oil, gas or other hydrocarbons from any 
well on the teased premises, or lands pooled therevrith. or is drilling upon said lands across the expiration of the 
prirnai y term as provided for in the body of this leaae, and docs not allow more than 180 days to elapse between the 
cocnpleuon ur abandonment of one well on such land and the comnKncement of another well thereon until the teased 
premises have been "fully developed." as hereinafter defined. Operalions for drilling of the first such development 
well must be commenced (a) within 180 days after the expiration of the primary term if production is established 
under this lease prior to the expiration of the primary term, or (b) within 1 SO days of completion of the well which 
is being drilled, tested or completed across the expiration of the prinury term. Should lessee fail to timely commence 
j well m accordance with aforesaid 180 days continuous drilling or development prior to the point in time the leased 
premises hive full)' developed then this lease shall terminate as to aO lands not included in or otherwise allocated to 
a well urn., For the purpose hereof, the term "well unit" shall mean the proration or spacing unit created for a well 
capable of producing oil and/or gu or other hydrocarbons in paying quantities is in accordance with the applicable 
rules and regulations of the New Mexico Oil Conservation Division or other governmental authority having 
juritdkiion. and the term "fully developed" shall mean the point in time when the entirety of the leased premises has 
been included in a well unit or units as defined. The date of completion oft wed shall be the dale oft potential test 
ir a producing well and the date of plugging if a dry hole or abandoned woll. Al the end of the continuous drilling 
program, if any, this lease will automati.aWy terminate is to all lands covered hereby which have not been so fully 
developed and as to lands so fully developed shall terminate as to all depths lying more than 100* below the total 
depth drilled. 

1.1 Payment of shut-in gas well royalties wil not be permitted to maintain this lease in force for any period longer 
than two consecutive years, without the written consent of Lessor. 

Signed for identification purposes: 

Madeline Stokes 

n 

•f 
H 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
COUNTY OF LEA 

FILED 
OCT 1199/\ 
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EXHIBIT B 

Plaintiffs Complaint for Declaratory Judgment, Tortious Interference, Page 18 
Repudiation, Damages, and Injunctive Relief 
Mid: SRICHARDSON\004370\000021\297609.1 



Producer'j 88-Piid-up 14262 

OIL A GAS LEASE 

THIS AfTRETVfENT mek (to. Aut iu t J S , 19*7, bat afltelhra Dcctabtr 7. W 7 , b o 1 w « « a I r » t Stok*. Hat * .D IM, Oaf ta i la bar « * 

H d r » ^ T , wtoe at t tas fa P.O. Dot 1-470, B i | Sartag, T t u t 7J721, hereta «ttaj U a t -U tw o n t a a a x , , . . ^ A M I M t T m 

irf »>>a *wow« « . a ^ 

MMfco.lt'** 
Ta .n i .h l . 18 ! W r » . M « . n . M^ffM 

SaettaalJiSEy. 
Sacdaa Wi Sty, 
s*xtkM 24i iwvawy., NWVaNr/5 

SEE EXHTBrT -A" ATTACKED KERZTO AND MADE A PART HEREOF, 

•aetata a atimalJtiaxtVlu 724.00 kra. 

ttaraalaa miKaiiaroaWaitoataiallaaa<x*oa»lataa a taaaa laid laacl t ir joM ^ 

i««ft«tjaaCttftarUa>»iattaa>a^W 
^ ^ « a » J _ « i « . k t . . i » « V l » . r f . . . . » i « . i - a . a i " I— - ' . - ^ — n -> a . . * y . r _ i a . j j . - _ | r . . T l < w 1 r i f f l | 1 | | M . | | | 

aai^alwiruato Vl« a r«a jMa«n la r f tw 
a a » « . a n l . » a . a . l » a n a i l n l l b . a ) , ^ , ^ 

I M a — . J . . J r f i . a J i . a J a ^ . L . a a a i . l l a - . t * * " ~ ~~Tl"T * " - • * * * " " " J - ' *• ~ | * * T - 7 " ' " * ' * " l 1TI I f l t l | - f l m\ H T j l t t l 
b » • * • — a . a . ^ . . - 1 - ^ p - - . - . - a . - i - l — - U a . . a . - y - a , , a. p U - . — a l — i ^ i J . . M — • 1 . — . --a. .a a.. , - f . ( 

aattat l . ia i«a^atf ivaaaaaa^iMaitai>aja^ r t * wit iiiaMal ^ilHn >ilit r Inula* u fti I I IT I nr mala X I I a ai 
lataari.atatyataavaaiWbaaalaMlaraaw.ta -*-|l)naaTI r l.iila laf ltn>ia i l 
ftttMmrriaJaiav} aa • » * V?otadl or oral * - r , : — V f ' l " ' — " • * l r T t r * 1 " l •*- ~ •%Tn-fl1t rTafflTfirfilIflTljaf ».]»»•. tit lalll ll 
•aa jMv a a * A • B aa« allaaaatla ar im»J«a. aWlM 

- • " — a — — — a k - " J — a ' 1 1 •—'—*• n ^ . ^ a i - . - : . . - > . r - 1 - > . . , - n 1 | . . . . | | | ^ . | | i a a l . 
.at .a t . . a r t .CTa^^aa j ta f r t^a jw T W u M a t t a a M f r a a t o t A a r t a i a i a i f t - a * , . ^ ^ 
a , ^ ^ a _ r . , ^ . j < L a - l t , a - . r . > j - — a — . - a — i a ^ u | . . i « , a t t r i -"a"!—••—fttnrtitata WiM-lnrra-arrrltliaaiM atnai.aa.fait l i iakai. 
— ' - i " r - " - i — — n i l — ^ ^ l r - - " * - t 7 ^ | l f - ^ 1 r T T F " i « M i r a j i l a a r r a ^ 
aaaiad gr rayaU-ay anta* 

< T l t * a i f a > a U a t l a a » a * * > a l . W t l » » t o a t « J ^ 
acraanoa n traor u> auatav aia laaaa in brae aXialnajtbt pnaaarriaraa, ̂ aaa.«r,taaa a^atioa laaa ha t i l i t la laatva I l i a / # l a tailattaaata »ay faylAlai aaaaa l 
araaaOjoa aura*** ta i a aratiaanl af ttfafavjlh 1 kantC 

I l a a a « a l M * , > a a a . t « r i a a a » a » < * « . | a w 
aaaa^aaaLaaiaaataaVbtaaanaiaaaaaafaaaaa. l lua,«»*adlka-aaatWa^M.HaaaaW atvaait 
if tii fii u — " " — ' - ^ T — a f - * - - * — - ' r 1 — •— ' T r ~ r ' * , " t r - f i l - ' t - t r f i - ^ - | I - ^ ' ^ h i t u n a l I'.nnlaMi.aflai 
Sanaa. I t i a a i ^ n l t a r i a a t a a A a W ^ i a i a h t . t a a j l j h 
gWaan,>U.«i af aalk DiiDiaaj ajxiaiou at orpfJaWioa taa art pail af«yaie*taaaViUWtaMaWaitbtlfur^ 
oaiaaaaatuavnarfraaualMi t a a taa U .a .Vaankal h A i . Uaa. TVratfail at a«ocatadtt dLtlataarniaaby «*> aaM k d a M U aiy laak uak U a a a i a a <Tialaul 
ajiajiim î j 1 nl 1 11 rrV < • *«r i t | -—* • * T ' - > - L | - r , l 1 T , L I r i r a J - T r — , - u a . a . , _ i - r - . — r ^ a . - i _ a 1 i ^ a , : - f r f . . . - , 
• OMaalbaanulfccU^au^a;iur&aiacraika<aU. TWansaMUinaltlltCataaaU Waaaiavta 
M N ^ a a W p a a a i a t a a a f a i . a a i a a t a a b t o a a l a a a a a . a f a a a l W 
acloaaafawaaat ,^t«»laa».«a»»lyaiaa»yUataaM»r«»taM^ 
buiaauaa air Uatc dlarlaa coaptation of a dry tali car tut cauatlon af argautUaa aa »la tawl 

C Vatviaa^alaal af*<ariait ir lam t W l « M « a ^ 
ttillTTf-illn—u • h i a t a l a* a t a n r i m t l t B r a a t ^ 
a a W « a a a l a r a a « a a 1 a r a ^ > W a ' a a a / a a a a 1 t 1 « u l t t « ^ ^ If a « a t « i l • a l K l a i t f *a» (nWy 
tana, all . A a a j laat Lata ateala baaarti Unagitli af piaaa,+rt| la aiy Itata; p a a t a i »f aaj»afgr ijrtiaiil aXaat-lai 
aaaattujaaat IBaiyiturtala. Waay *illia» >»lai»al mtmm, a i a t a n H a r a i l Wajaiianaat a proaajUta. mm ttut Ittit *tH itaatk It m fctat at taa, 
ttaaafa tt ait ar (ta a antiwal cWtiajr. 

T l_ J»-i»l L-~»aa»ta tf«», m > ^ * ^ t m * M * ' U ^ a m m * l i * t ™ m m r t w & m A l M k l i b ' l l ata^VaaaatoataW.a^ilMreatty avUItt n |aaiafca 
aaaaaatxyaaanal la>Mi*a«liratWii^aan^aaiaaat^a tiW«Maf«ate 
A t i t M a t a w a a l i a a t a ^ o a a t l t t a i n a j M h y . ^ 
^ua^raM JL.1 (lDO A ) ufaa? iaaat ar aam aa» aa ual lata archat aaatfl oaaaaa. t i — tllattttwailTaaat, at all mfc mt a»>aai.af a t > t | » * M a T a » 
<aat at aad lapa t a aanaj t j d Wata UaHb ta Okl | ^ 

a r t offcJ avai«. hut. aa^, a lU <|«1-^ W « 
, « ^ a ^ l l » » « l — l - - a « « f c » - ^ * * ' ^ » " ^ M a ^ . * < l * r . h M ' ' ' , t * ' ' i r ' ' 
i T T j ' r i r ^ a . a¥taiajaa.fiiaT««a».aa»aWalaa>aitfa>ya^ 
^ r a « a i . a * J ^ t f «,.»> «»Sat h ia»aa * » 

«tmtafla«*a<hafiSt 
aaitnL ««tnbJ mm 
aataW.Ubeaaaaaf 

a ? I T Z u i * a I ! r t T ! ^ 7p-; V«a .U»u a , - J i i * a — t - - y a ^ ^ * t i W Atll fnaart, ««pr , « - - ^ «o» ^ M a a . 

t ^ w l r a a i ^ J v a o a , ^ - ^ 

l i ibTt f r r ^ a ^ B - ^ 
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T * " ~ - * • » - , — ' '•* • * - " - T n r m i t ' r ' - — i t t i T i - t i^b"V)HiM>n»ii j u piiH— — I I H H » I I » » i 

II.UMLU«ttrM.aan^ 
- " T " — * — " " * " ' ' I T ' " ^ ! ' ' " " T i l l"~ - M l i t i i J i H i t t i « f c » i . . » i l l l l . * i i t — . 
i...iimi'wb» >Lic«l,rfiS«i|ri»^^ r..1.lli.tW*<r»»««t««.».-« 

fcW HTI|M wm»J hfoay il iwfcj j»* fcy MH ral ln T 

Erma Stoke. Hirmlton 

STATE OF TEXAS | 

COUNTY OF HOWARD ) 

Tk.il Inalnnent « u adinewtcdied bcfera nc M the jtn day of 5aotimb.r . 1«7. by 
Era* Stake* HamOton, rieatuif, la her sett aad separate propertr. 

NcUryfttbH 
Mycf 
January 6. ma 
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DonBrr-A" 
Attached to md mada a part of that eatlaln ofl and gai least dated August 25. IW7, but efleetlva 
December 7.1997. by and between Erma Stokea Hamilton, knar, and Ameristate 03 & Gas, Inc 
lettee: '* 

12. Notwithstanding anything eontained hereinabove to the eonerary, It Is understood and agreed that at the 
expiation of the primary term, this lease shall terminate as to all bods covered hereby not Included in or otherwise 
allocated to a "well unit" as hereinafter defined, unlets lessee it producing oil, gu or other hydrocarbon* from any 
well on the leased premises, or lands pooled therewith, or is drilling upon said lands across the expiration of the 
primary term as provided for in the body of this lease, and does not allow more than 1 SO daya to elapse between the 
completion or abanoonrnertt of one well on such lard and the wrartierieeTnent of mother well thereon until the leased 
pontes have been "ftiBy developed." as hereinafter defined. Operations for drilling of the first such development 
well must be cotnmenced (a) within 110 days after the expiration of the primary term If production ii established 
under thii lease prior to the expiration of the primary term, or (b) within ISO days of completion of the wed which 
u being drifted, tested or conipletai acrota tha expiration of the primary term. Should lessee fail to timely commence 
a writ in accorda/>ce with tforeuld 180 days concrtjous drilling or development prior to (he point in time the leased 
premises have (Lilly developed then thia lease shall terminate is to ail lands not included in or otherwise allocated to 
aiwdunit Far the purpose hereof, the term "Well unit" shall mean the proration or spacing unit created for i well 
capable of producing oil and/or gas or other rrydrocarboos in psytng quantities is in accordance with the applicable 
rules and regulations of the New Mexico 03 Conservation Division or other governmental authority hiving 
jurisofaion, and the cerm "fully de\dope<r shall mean the point in time when the entirety of the leased premises has 
been included in a well unit or units as defined. The date of completion of a well shall be the date of a potentiil test 
if a producing well and the date of plugging if a dry bole or abandoned well. At the end of the cormnuous drilling 
program, if any, this lease will autonnrjcalty terminate as to ail lands covered hereby which have not been so tulty 
developed and as to lands so felly developed shall terminate as to all depths tying mora than 1001 below the total 
depth drilled. 

t J. Payment of shut-in gu wed royalties will not be permtaed to maintain this tease In fore* for any period longer 
than two consecutive years, without the written consent of Lessor. 

Signed for identification purposes: 

rma Stokes Hamilton 

!f#t=s« 

Z COUNTY OF LEA ^ V a - 6 ° 
«* FILED 
of 
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EXHIBIT C 

PlaintiiTs Complaint for Declaratory Judgment, Tortious Interference, Page 19 
Repudiation, Damages, and Injunctive Relief 
Mid: SRICHARDSON\004370\000021\297609.1 
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EXHIBIT D 

Plaintiffs Complaint for Declaratory Judgment, Tortious Interference, Page 20 
Repudiation, Damages, and Injunctive Relief 
Mid: SRICHARDSON\004370\000021\297609.1 
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EXHIBIT E 

Plaintiffs Complaint for Declaratory Judgment, Tortious Interference, Page 21 
Repudiation, Damages, and Injunctive Relief 
Mid: SRICHARDSON\004370\000021\297609.1 
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EXHIBIT F 

Plaintiffs Complaint for Declaratory Judgment, Tortious Interference, Page 22 
Repudiation, Damages, and Injunctive Relief 
Mid: SRICHARDSON\0043'70\000021\297609.1 
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RATtnCATIOM 

STATE OF r»EVy I4EXXX3 } 
COUNTY OF LEA > 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: 
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• copy of wNcfi hi PJCOTAM aa i t inn » , i n . L a * Counly. Now Utadoo (tha 
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EXECUTED m of WM data aai lortfi In trta ac»r»>»tt̂ p«nanl Mow. 
EFFECTIVE torai ptjreoaaaMafl*27.2001. 
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STATE OF 
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FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

T M B R / S H A R P DRILL ING, INC. 

Plaintiff, 

v. CV-2001- 3t5~ 

DAVID H. A R R I N G T O N OIL & G A S , 

INC. , J A M E S D. H U F F , M A D E L I N E 

S T O K E S , E R M A S T O K E S H A M I L T O N , 

J O H N DAVID S T O K E S , AND 

T O M S T O K E S 

Defendants. 

SUMMONS 

TO: Defendant John David Stokes, P.O. Box 1739, Ozona, Texas 76943, or his physical 
residence. 

Greetings: 

You are hereby directed to serve a pleading or motion in response to the Complaint within 30 days 
after service of the Summons, and file the same, all as provided by law. 

You are notified that, unless you so serve and file a responsive pleading or motion, the Plaintiff will 
apply to the Court for the relief demanded in the Complaint. 

Attorney or Attorneys for Plaintiff: SUSAN R. RICHARDSON 
Address of Attorney for Plaintiff: P.O. Box 2776 

Midland, Texas 79702 

WITNESS the Honorab le f t>y tJ^ | r1 / | /W District Judge of Fifth Judicial District Court of the State 
of New Mexico and Seal o f the^bistricr'Court of Said County, this2P£fay of August, 2001. 

(SEAL) JANIEG. HERNANDEZ 
CLERK OF THE DISTRICT COURT 

Deputy 
6 

Mid: SRICHARDSON\0O4370\0OO021 \298280.1 



STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF 

) 
) 
) 

I, being duly sworn, on oath, say that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not 
a party to this lawsuit, and that I served the within Summons in said County on the day 
of , 2001 , by delivering a copy thereof, with a copy of Complaint attached, 
together with a copy of Demand for Trial by 12 Member Jury, in the following manner: 

[ ] To Defendant (used when Defendant receives copy of 
Summons or refuses to receive Summons). 

[ ] To , a person over the age of fifteen (15) years of age and 
residing at the usual place of abode of Defendant, who at the time of such service was 
absent therefrom. 

[ ] By posting a copy of the Summons and Complaint in the most public part of the 
premises of Defendant (used if no person found at dwelling house or usual place of 
abode). 

[ ] To , an agent authorized to receive service of process for 
Defendant. 

[ ] To , (parent) (guardian) of Defendant (used when Defendant 
is a minor or an incompetent person). 

[ ] To , (name of person) , (title of person 
authorized to receive service) (used when Defendant is a corporation or association 
subject to a suit under a common name, a land grant board of trustees, the State of 
New Mexico or any political subdivision). 

Fees: 

Signature of Person Making Service 

Title (if any) 

'Subscribed and sworn to before me this _ day of , 2001 . 

Judge, Notary or Other Officer 
Authorized to Administer Oaths 

My Commission Expires: 
Official Title 

Mid: SRICHARDSON\004370\000021 \298280.1 -2-



FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC. 

Plaintiff, 

v. CV-2001-T-V : . ~ ~ 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., J A M E S D. HUFF, MADELINE 
S T O K E S , ERMA S T O K E S HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID S T O K E S , AND 
TOM S T O K E S 

Defendants. 

SUMMONS 

TO: Defendant Tom Stokes, P.O. Box 932, Ozona, Texas 76943, or his physical residence. 

Greetings: 

You are hereby directed to serve a pleading or motion in response to the Complaint within 30 days 
after service of the Summons, and file the same, all as provided by law. 

You are notified that, unless you so serve and file a responsive pleading or motion, the Plaintiff will 
apply to the Court for the relief demanded in the Complaint. 

Attorney or Attorneys for Plaintiff: SUSAN R. RICHARDSON 
Address of Attorney for Plaintiff: P.O. Box 2776 

Midland, Texas 79702 

WITNESS the Honorable ? - , i i l T 9 h V 'D ist r ic t Judge of Fifth Judicial District Court of the State 
of New Mexico and Seal of the District Court of Said County, this.^/ day of August, 2001. 

(SEAL) JAN IE G. HERNANDEZ 
CLERK OF THE DISTRICTXIOURT 

By 

Deputy 

Mid: SRICHARDSON\004370\00O021\298280.1 



STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF 

I, being duly sworn, on oath, say that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not 
a party to this lawsuit, and that I served the within Summons in said County on the day 
of \ , 2 0 0 1 , by delivering a copy thereof, wi th a copy of Complaint attached, 
together with a copy of Demand for Trial by 12 Member Jury, in the following manner: 

[ ] To Defendant (used when Defendant receives copy of 
Summons or refuses to receive Summons). 

[ ] To _ 1 , a person over the age of fifteen (15) years of age and 
residing at the usual place of abode of Defendant, who at the time of such service was 
absent therefrom. 

[ ] By posting a copy of the Summons and Complaint in the most public part of the 
premises of Defendant (used if no person found at dwelling house or usual place of 
abode). 

[ ] To , an agent authorized to receive service of process for 
Defendant. 

[ ] To , (parent) (guardian) of Defendant (used when Defendant 
is a minor or an incompetent person). 

[ ] To , (name of person) , (title of person 
authorized to receive service) (used when Defendant is a corporation or association 
subject to a suit under a common name, a land grant board of trustees, the State of 
New Mexico or any political subdivision). 

Fees: 

Signature of Person Making Service 

Title (if any) 

'Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of , 2001 . 

Judge, Notary or Other Officer 
Authorized to Administer Oaths 

My Commission Expires: 
Official Title 
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FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA-
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC. 

Plaintiff, 

CV-2001 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, AND 
TOM STOKES 

Defendants. 

SUMMONS 

TO: Defendant David H. Arrington Oil & Gas, Inc., through its registered agent, 
Lewis Cox, III, at 311 North First Street, Lovington, New Mexico, 88260. 

Greetings: 

You are hereby directed to serve a pleading or motion in response to the Complaint within 30 days 
after service of the Summons, and file the same, all as provided by law. 

You are notified that, unless you so serve and file a responsive pleading or motion, the Plaintiff will 
apply to the Court for the relief demanded in the Complaint. 

Attorney or Attorneys for Plaintiff: SUSAN R. RICHARDSON 
Address of Attorney for Plaintiff: P.O. Box 2276 

Midland, Texas 79702 

WITNESS the Honorable^"3' C i m Q m a P D i s t r i c t Judge of Fifth Jud^al District Court of the State 
of New Mexico and Seal of the District Court of Said County, this^/ aay of August, 2001. 

Mid; SRICHARDSON\004370\0O0021\298201.1 



STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF 

) 
) 
) 

I, being duly sworn, on oath, say that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not 
a party to this lawsuit, and that I served the within Summons in said County on the day 
of , 2001 , by delivering a copy thereof, with a copy of Complaint attached, 
together with a copy of Demand for Trial by 12 Member Jury, in the following manner: 

[ ) To Defendant (used when Defendant receives copy of 
Summons or refuses to receive Summons). 

[ ] To , a person over the age of fifteen (15) years of age and 
residing at the usual place of abode of Defendant, who at the time of such service was 
absent therefrom. 

[ ] By posting a copy of the Summons and Complaint in the most public part of the 
premises of Defendant (used if no person found at dwelling house or usual place of 
abode). 

( ] To , an agent authorized to receive service of process for 
Defendant. 

[ ] To , (parent) (guardian) of Defendant (used when Defendant 
is a minor or an incompetent person). 

[ ] To , (name of person) , (title of person 
authorized to receive service) (used when Defendant is a corporation or association 
subject to a suit under a common name, a land grant board of trustees, the State of 
New Mexico or any political subdivision). 

Fees: 

Signature of Person Making Service 

Title (if any) 

•Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of , 2001 . 

Judge, Notary or Other Officer 
Authorized to Administer Oaths 

My Commission Expires: 
Official Title 
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FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC. 

Plaintiff, 

v. CV-2001- 375^-** 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC, JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, AND 
TOM STOKES 

Defendants. 

SUMMONS 

TO: Defendant James D. Huff, P. O. Box 705, Mineola, Texas 75773, or his physical 
residence. 

Greetings: 

You are hereby directed to serve a pleading or motion in response to the Complaint within 30 days 
after service of the Summons, and file the same, all as provided by law. 

You are notified that, unless you so serve and file a responsive pleading or motion, the Plaintiff will 
apply to the Court for the relief demanded in the Complaint. 

Attorney or Attorneys for Plaintiff: SUSAN R. RICHARDSON 
Address of Attorney for Plaintiff: P.O. Box 2776 

Midland, Texas 79702 

WITNESS the HonorabteaP/ C l ' i n q m a n District Judge of Fifth>,%ial District Court of the State 
of New Mexico and Seal of the District Court of Said County, thjg^vaay of August, 2001. 
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STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF 

) 
) 
) 

I, being duly sworn, on oath, say that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not 
a party to this lawsuit, and that I served the within Summons in said County on the day 
of , 2001 , by delivering a copy thereof, with a copy of Complaint attached, 
together with a copy of Demand for Trial by 12 Member Jury, in the following manner: 

[ ] To Defendant (used when Defendant receives copy of 
Summons or refuses to receive Summons). 

[ ] To , a person over the age of fifteen (15) years of age and 
. residing at the usual place of abode of Defendant, who at the time of such service was 

absent therefrom. 

[ ] By posting a copy of the Summons and Complaint in the most public part of the 
premises of Defendant (used if no person found at dwelling house or usual place of 
abode). 

[ ] To , an agent authorized to receive service of process for 
Defendant. 

[ ] To , (parent) (guardian) of Defendant (used when Defendant 
is a minor or an incompetent person). 

[ ] To , (name of person) , (title of person 
authorized to receive service) (used when Defendant is a corporation or association 
subject to a suit under a common name, a land grant board of trustees, the State of 
New Mexico or any political subdivision). 

Fees: 

Signature of Person Making Service 

Title (if any) 

•Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of , 2001 . 

Judge, Notary or Other Officer 
Authorized to Administer Oaths 

My Commission Expires: 
_ _ Official Title 

Mid: SRICHARDSON\004370\000021 \298202.1 -2-



FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC. 

Plaintiff, 

v. CV-2001-ev,O"~C 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, AND 
TOM STOKES 

Defendants. 

SUMMONS 

TO: Defendant Madeline Stokes, Box 1115, Ozona, Texas 76943, or her physical residence. 

Greetings: 

You are hereby directed to serve a pleading or motion in response to the Complaint within 30 days 
after service of the Summons, and file the same, all as provided by law. 

You are notified that, unless you so serve and file a responsive pleading or motion, the Plaintiff will 
apply to the Court for the relief demanded in the Complaint. 

Attorney or Attorneys for Plaintiff: SUSAN R. RICHARDSON 
Address of Attorney for Plaintiff: P.O. Box 2776 

Midland, Texas 79702 

WITNESS the Honorable G/Hn\ ('//IA,.!*.,-*. . District Judge of Fifth Judicial District Court of the State 
of New Mexico and Seal of the District Court of Said County, this jfcyday of August, 2001. 

(SEAL) JAN IE G. HERNANDEZ 
CLERK-OF THE DISTRICT COURT 

Deputy 
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STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF 

) 
) 
) 

I, being duly sworn, on oath, say that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not 
a party to this lawsuit, and that I served the within Summons in said County on the day 
of , 2001 , by delivering a copy thereof, with a copy of Complaint attached, 
together with a copy of Demand for Trial by 12 Member Jury, in the following manner: 

[ ] To Defendant (used when Defendant receives copy of 
Summons or refuses to receive Summons). 

[ ] To , a person over the age of fifteen (15) years of age and 
residing at the usual place of abode of Defendant, who at the time of such service was 
absent therefrom. 

[ ] By posting a copy of the Summons and Complaint in the most public part of the 
premises of Defendant (used if no person found at dwelling house or usual place of 
abode). 

[ ] To , an agent authorized to receive service of process for 
Defendant. 

[ ] To , (parent) (guardian) of Defendant (used when Defendant 
is a minor or an incompetent person). 

[ ] To , (name of person) , (title of person 
authorized to receive service) (used when Defendant is a corporation or association 
subject to a suit under a common name, a land grant board of trustees, the State of 
New Mexico or any political subdivision). 

Fees: 

Signature of Person Making Service 

Title (if any) 

'Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of , 2 0 0 1 . 

Judge, Notary or Other Officer 
Authorized to Administer Oaths 

My Commission Expires: 
Official Title 

Mid: SRICHARDSON\004370\000021 \298203.1 -2-



FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

T M B R / S H A R P D R I L L I N G , INC. 

Plaintiff, 

v. CV-2001- 3/3 ^ 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, AND 
TOM STOKES 

Defendants. 

SUMMONS 

TO: Defendant Erma Stokes Hamilton, 408 W. Washington, Big Spring, Texas 79720, or 
her physical residence. 

Greetings: 

You are hereby directed to serve a pleading or motion in response to the Complaint within 30 days 
after service of the Summons, and file the same, all as provided by law. 

You are notified that, unless you so serve and file a responsive pleading or motion, the Plaintiff will 
apply to the Court for the relief demanded in the Complaint. 

Attorney or Attorneys for Plaintiff: SUSAN R. RICHARDSON 
Address of Attorney for Plaintiff: P.O. Box 2776 

Midland, Texas 79702 

WITNESS the Honorable ^ ^ District Judge of Fifth Jud icial District Court of the State 
of New Mexico and Seal of the District Court of Said County, this^/j t lay of August, 2001. 

(SEAL) JAN IE G. HERNANDEZ 
CLERK OF THE DISTRICT COURT 

Bv ( idA / / ; /'• /' 4 0 
J 

Deputy 
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STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF 

) 
) 
) 

I, being duly sworn, on oath, say that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not 
a party to this lawsuit, and that I served the within Summons in said County on the day 
of , 2 0 0 1 , by delivering a copy thereof, wi th a copy of Complaint attached, 
together with a copy of Demand for Trial by 12 Member Jury, in the following manner: 

( ] To Defendant (used when Defendant receives copy of 
Summons or refuses to receive Summons). 

[ ] To , a person over the age of fifteen (15) years of age and 
residing at the usual place of abode of Defendant, who at the time of such service was 
absent therefrom. 

[ ] By posting a copy of the Summons and Complaint in the most public part of the 
premises of Defendant (used if no person found at dwelling house or usual place of 
abode). 

[ ) To , an agent authorized to receive service of process for 
Defendant. 

[ ] To , (parent) (guardian) of Defendant (used when Defendant 
is a minor or an incompetent person). 

[ ] To , (name of person) , (title of person 
authorized to receive service) (used when Defendant is a corporation or association 
subject to a suit under a common name, a land grant board of trustees, the State of 
New Mexico or any political subdivision). 

Fees: 

Signature of Person Making Service 

Title (if any) 

'Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of , 2 0 0 1 . 

Judge, Notary or Other Officer 
Authorized to Administer Oaths 

My Commission Expires: 
Official Title 

Mid: SRICHARDS0N\004370\000021 \298204.1 -2-



FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
COUNTY OF LEA 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC., 

Plaintiff, 

v. No. CV-2001-315C 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, and TOM STOKES, 

Defendants. 

CLAIMANT'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
REGARDING FILING OF UNIT DESIGNATION 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC. ("TMBR/Sharp"), Claimant for cause of action against 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE STOKES, 

ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, JOHN DAVID STOKES and TOM STOKES and pursuant to 

New Mexico Rule of Civil Procedure 1-056, moves for Summary Judgment. 

I. SUMMARY OF MOTION 

TMBR/Sharp seeks a declaration that drilling across the primary term of the Original 

Stokes Leases, as described herein, perpetuated the Leases beyond the primary term because 

TMBR/Sharp had pooled acreage from the Leases with other acreage to obtain a drilling permit 

Claimant's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Page 1 
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from the OCD. Therefore, drilling on the pooled acreage, which began before the expiration of 

the primary term and extended across expiration of the primary term, to obtain a productive well 

was drilling on the Leases which was an act saving the Leases according to their terms. 

TMBR/Sharp satisfied the remaining requirement of the Leases, i.e., filing a unit designation, 

twice. First, it filed Form C-102 with the OCD to obtain its permit. Second, it filed a unit 

designation in the County Clerk's Records of Lea County, New Mexico after completion of the 

Well. 

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. THE LEASES 

1. The first lease ("First Lease") is an oil and gas lease made effective December 7, 

1997 between Madeline Stokes and Ameristate Oil & Gas, Inc. ("Ameristate"), and is recorded 

in Book 827, page 127 of the County Clerk's Records of Lea County, New Mexico, as amended 

by instrument dated August 10, 2000. A certified copy of the First Lease is attached hereto as 

Exhibit "A ". 

2. The second lease ("Second Lease") is a lease made effective December 7, 1997 

between Erma Stokes Hamilton and Ameristate, and is filed in Book 827, page 124 of the 

County Clerk's Records of Lea County, New Mexico as amended by instrument dated August 

14, 2000. A certified copy of the Second Lease is attached hereto as Exhibit "B ". 

3. The First and Second Leases (collectively referred to herein as the "Original 

Stokes Leases" or the "First Lease" and "Second Lease" or the "Leases") were amended on 
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August 10, 2000 and August 14, 2000, respectively, by Lessors and Ameristate1 to create a 

primary term expiration date of June 6, 2001. Certified copies of the amendments are attached 

hereto as Exhibit "C". 

B. THE POOLED UNIT 

4. On November 17, 2000, TMBR/Sharp as operator under the Operating 

Agreement, filed an application for permit to drill (Form C-101) with the Oil Conservation 

Division of the State of New Mexico ("OCD") in its District I Office in Hobbs, Lea County, 

New Mexico. A certified copy of Form C-101 is attached as Exhibit "E. " The certification of 

Forms C-101 and C-102 is filed in this pleading under Exhibit "E". 

5. On the same date TMBR/Sharp filed a Well location and acreage dedication plat 

(Form C-102) describing the pooled unit dedicated to the proposed well, the Blue Fin "24" No. 1 

Well (the "Well") with the OCD in its District I Office in Hobbs, Lea County, New Mexico and 

outlined thereon the 320 pooled acres in Township 16 South, Range 35 East, NMPM, Section 24: 

W/2, Lea County, New Mexico. A certified copy of Form C-102 is attached as Exhibit "F. " The 

certification of Forms C-101 and C-102 is filed in this pleading under Exhibit "E ". 

6. The pooled 320 acres dedicated to the unit included 40 acres out of the Leases, 

including the NW/4 SW/4 of Section 24. 

7. The OCD approved TMBR/Sharp's permit to drill on November 22, 2000. See 

Affidavit of Jeffrey D. Phillips attached as Exhibit "D". 

1 TMBR/Sharp is a successor in interest to Ameristate by assignment of the First Lease and Second 
Lease effective in September of 1999. See Affidavit of Jeffrey D. Phillips attached hereto as Exhibit "D ". 
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8. TMBR/Sharp spudded the Well on March 29, 2001, ran a drill stem test on May 

15,2001, and placed casing in the hole on June 3, 2001. See Exhibit "D". 

9. On June 29, 2001, production in paying quantities was obtained from the Well 

and on August 6, 2001, first production was sold. See Exhibit "D ". 

10. The Well currently produces approximately 15 barrels of oil and 500 mcf of gas 

per day. See Exhibit "D". 

11. The Well cost over $ 1,000,000.00 to drill and complete. See Exhibit "-D ". 

12. There has been no cessation of operations on the lease for 180 consecutive days 

since drilling began on March 29, 2001. See Exhibit "D". 

13. On July 20, 2001, a unit designation describing the same acreage covered by the 

unit plat dedication on Form C-102 previously filed with the OCD was filed in the County 

Clerk's Records of Lea County, New Mexico. It included 40 acres under the Original Stokes 

Leases. A certified copy of the Unit Designation is attached as Exhibit "G". 

14. The Original Stokes Leases each provides in Paragraph 5 in pertinent part: 

"Lessee is hereby granted the right and power, from time to 
time, to pool or combine this lease, the land covered by it 
or any part or horizon thereof with any other land, leases, 
mineral estates or parts thereof for the production of oil or 
gas . . . . Lessee shall file a written unit designation in the 
county in which the premises are located and such units 
may be designated from time to time and either before or 
after the completion of wells. Drilling operations on or 
production from any part of any such unit shall be 
considered for all purposes, except the payment of royalty, 
as operations conducted upon or production from the land 
described in this lease." 
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See Exhibits "A " & "B" at Paragraph 5. 

15. The Original Stokes Leases also provide: 

If at the expiration of the primary term...lessee has 
commenced operations for drilling...thereon, this lease 
shall remain in force so long as operations are 
prosecuted with no cessation of more than 180 
consecutive days....and, i f they result in production of 
oil or gas so long thereafter as oil or gas is produced 
from said land. 

16. Further, the Original Stokes Leases state: 

Notwithstanding anything contained hereinabove to the 
contrary, it is understood and agreed that at the expiration of 
the primary term, this lease shall terminate as to all lands 
covered hereby...unless lessee is producing oil, gas, or other 
hydrocarbons from any well on the leased premises, or lands 
pooled therewith, or is drilling upon said lands across the 
expiration of the primary term as provided for in the body of 
the lease, and does not allow more than 180 days to elapse 
between the completion...of one well on such land and the 
commencement of another well thereon .... 

See Exhibits "A " and "B " at paragraph 12. 

17. A portion of the lands covered by each of the Original Stokes Leases, namely the 

NW/4 SW/4 of Section 24, was included in the C-102 unit designation filed in Lea County, New 

Mexico with the OCD during the primary term of such leases. See Exhibit "E". 

18. During the primary term, there was a well being drilled on a pooled unit which 

included Original Stokes Lease acreage. Those activities were sufficient to preserve the Original 

Stokes Leases beyond their primary terms. The Original Stokes Leases and all acreage described 

therein are now held by production from the Well. 
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III. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

A summary judgment provides a method whereby it is possible to determine whether a 

genuine claim for relief for defense exists and whether there is a genuine issue of fact to warrant 

the submission of the case to the jury. Meeker v. Walker, 80 N.M. 280, 454 P.2d 762 (1969). 

Trial courts are to bring litigation to an end at an early stage when it clearly appears that one of 

the parties is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law in the case as made out by the pleadings 

and the admissions of the parties. Buffington v. Continental Casualty Co., 69 N.M. 365, 367 

P.2d 539 (1961). Further, summary judgment is proper even though other disputed issues remain 

before the court. Tapia v. Springer Transf. Co., 106 N.M. 461, 744 P.2d 1264 (Court App. 

1987). In the present matter, the undisputed facts and the language of Paragraph 5 of the 

Original Stokes Leases show that TMBR/Sharp is entitled to summary judgment as a matter of 

law that said Leases v/ere perpetuated beyond their respective primary terms and are still valid 

today. 

IV. 

ARGUMENTS AND AUTHORITIES 

The issue for partial summary judgment is whether TMBR/Sharp and the other working 

interest owners did "that thing" which perpetuated the Original Stokes Leases?2 The New 

2 Oil and gas authors and case law indicate that pooling is a matter of contract law and the exercise 
of the pooling powers is governed by the terms of the lease. For instance, Kuntz states: "Many pooling 
clauses contain no provision whatever as to the formality required in the exercise of the pooling power, 
whereas others contain specific provisions that vary from lease to lease. . ., if the pooling clause provides 
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Mexico Supreme Court has stated that the issue of lease termination revolves around the question 

"...[D]id the [Lessee] do that thing permitted by the lease to save it." Owens v. Superior Oil Co., 

105 N.M. 155; 730 P.2d 458 (1986) (citing Humble Oil & Refining Co. v. Kunkle, 366 S.W.2d 

236 (Tex. Civ. App. 1963)). What did TMBR/Sharp have to do to perpetuate the Original Stokes 

Leases beyond their primary terms. Simply stated, given the undisputed facts of this case, 

TMBR/Sharp had to drill a productive well on lands covered by the Original Stokes Leases, or 

on land properly pooled with such lands. 

The terms of the Original Stokes Leases are unambiguous. "[C]ourts will give effect to 

the intent of the parties, and when the terms of the Agreement are clear and unambiguous, Courts 

try to ascertain the intent of the parties from the ordinary meaning of the language in the 

Agreement." Continental Potash v. Freeport-McMoran, Inc., 115 NM 690, 704; 858 P.2d 66 

(1993) (emphasis added). "The purposes, meaning and intent of the parties to a contract is to be 

deduced from the language employed by them; and where such language is not ambiguous, it is 

conclusive. The Courts duty is confined to interpretation of the contract which the parties made 

for themselves and may not alter or make a new agreement for the parties." Id. (quoting Davies 

v. Boyd, 73 N.M. 85, 87-88, 385 P.2d 950, 951 (1963). 

that 'lessee shall execute in writing an instrument identifying and describing the pooled acreage,' an 
effective power of the exercise does not require that the instrument be filed for record." 4 Eugene Kuntz, 
Treatise on the Law of Oil and Gas § 48.3, at 200 (1972) (citing Tiller v. Fields, 301 S.W.2d 185 (Tex. Civ. 
App. - Texarkana 1957, no writ). Therefore, "that thing" TMBR/Sharp had to do to preserve the Original 
Stokes Leases is governed by the terms of those leases. 
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The Leases provide in pertinent part: 

If at the expiration of the primary term...lessee has commenced 
operations for drilling...thereon, this lease shall remain in force so 
long as operations are prosecuted with no cessation of more than 
180 consecutive days....and, if they result in production of oil or 
gas so long thereafter as oil or gas is produced from said land. 

Exhibits "A " and "B" at Paragraph 6. 

TMBR/Sharp commenced drilling operations during the primary term, completed a 

producing well thereafter, and is currently producing oil and gas. See supra Section II. There has . 

been no cessation of operations for more than 180 consecutive days. See supra Section II. 

The Original Stokes Leases provide in Paragraph 5: 

"Lessee is granted the right and power, from time to time, to pool 
or combine this lease, and the land covered by it or any part of the 
horizon thereof, with any other land, leases, mineral estates or 
parts thereof for the production of oil or gas. Units pooled 
hereunder shall not exceed the standard proration unit fixed by law 
or by the Oil Conservation Division of the Energy and Minerals 
Department of the State of New Mexico...Lessee shall file written 
unit designations in the county in which the premises are located 
and such units may be designated from time to time and either 
before or after the completion of wells Any pooled unit 
designated by Lessee, as provided herein, may be dissolved by 
Lessee by recording an appropriate instrument in the county where 
the land is situated at any time after the completion of a dry hole or 
the cessation of production on said unit." 

See Exhibits "A " and "B " at paragraph 5 (emphasis added). 

The Original Stokes Leases further provide: 

"Notwithstanding anything contained hereinabove to the contrary, 
it is understood and agreed that at the expiration of the primary 
term, this lease shall terminate as to all lands covered 
hereby...unless lessee is producing oil, gas, or other hydrocarbons 
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from any well on the leased premises, or lands pooled therewith, or 
is drilling upon said lands across the expiration of the primary term 
as provided for in the body of the lease, and does not allow more 
than 180 days to elapse between the completion...of one well on 
such land and the commencement of another well thereon 

See Exhibits "A " and "B " at paragraph 12. 

A. The Original Stokes Leases Are Properly Pooled 

The Original Stokes Leases are perpetuated because TMBR/Sharp was drilling upon 

lands properly pooled with the lands covered by the Original Stokes Leases across the expiration 

of the primary term as provided for in Paragraph 5 of the Original Stokes Leases. "Pooling is 

defined as 'the bringing together of small tracts sufficient for the granting of a well permit under 

the applicable spacing rules'." Uhden v. New Mexico Oil Conservation Commission, 112 N.M. 

528; 817 P.2d 721, 723 (1991) (quoting 8 H. Williams and C. Meyers, Oil and Gas Law 727 

(1987)). The written unit designation filed in Lea County with the District I Office of the OCD 

on November 17, 2000, brought together small tracts sufficient for the granting of a well permit, 

therefore, satisfying both the definition of "pooling" and the contractual pooling requirements of 

Paragraph 5 of the Original Stokes Leases to properly pool the NW/4 SW/4 of Section 25, T-16-

S, R-35-E, into a unit comprised of the W/2 of said Section 25. 

Although the Original Stokes Leases are not the drill site location for the Well, forty (40) 

acres of the Original Stokes Leases are within the unit designation filed with the District I Office 

of the OCD in Lea County prior to drilling during the primary term and in the County Clerk's 

Records of Lea County, New Mexico after completion of the Well beyond the primary term. See 

Exhibits "E, "F," and "G". Therefore, in order to obtain its drilling permit, TMBR/Sharp 
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pooled the required 320 acres (including 40 acres out of the Original Stokes Leases) to form a 

unit. See Exhibits "E", "F, " and "G". Because TMBR/Sharp conducted drilling operations on 

lands pooled with the Original Stokes Leases, production was obtained, and there has been no 

cessation of operations on the pooled Leases for more than 180 consecutive days. Therefore, the 

Original Stokes Leases are still valid. See supra Section II.B. In short, "that thing" permitted 

by the Original Stokes Leases to save them was the pooling, which as prescribed by the Leases 

must be evidenced by a written unit designation filed in the county where the land is situated, 

and TMBR/Sharp clearly did "that thing." 

TMBR/Sharp exercised its power "to pool or combine" forty (40) acres of the Original 

Stokes Leases with other acreage to form a 320-acre pooled unit, which is the size unit required 

for a gas well by the OCD,3 in the Townsend; Mississippian, North (Gas) Pool. See Exhibits "F" 

and "G". TMBR/Sharp exercised its pooling power by filing a plat designation outlining the 

pooled acreage with the OCD District I Office in Lea County, New Mexico, the county of the 

premises covered by the Leases. See Exhibit "F". The OCD approved the requested drilling 

permit and drilling commenced before the expiration of the primary term and continued 

thereafter. See supra Section II.B. After the completion of the Well, a reconfirming unit 

designation was filed in the County Clerk's Records of Lea County, New Mexico. See Exhibit 

3 See 19 NMAC 15.C!04.B(I)(a) which provides, in pertinent part, ".. . .any such wildcat gas well 
which is projected to the Wolfcamp or older formations shall be located on a drilling tract consisting of 320 surface 
contiguous acres, more or less, The Well is a wildcat well as defined in New Mexico Oil Conservation 
Division Rule 104.A. See Exhibit "D". The Well was drilled to the Mississippian Formation, which is older than 
the Wolfcamp Formation as provided in New Mexico Oil Conservation Division Rule 104.B(l){a). See Exhibit 
"D". 
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"G". Thus, TMBR/Sharp "filed" a "written unit designation" in "Lea County, New Mexico" 

evidencing its pooling of the Original Stokes Leases both before and after the drilling of the 

Well. Under New Mexico law, and as expressly permitted by the Original Stokes Leases, 

drilling on the pooled unit was equivalent to drilling on the lands covered by the Original Stokes 

Leases and, therefore, such leases are perpetuated by the drilling and completion of the Well. 

This case is very similar to Owens v. Superior Oil Co. supra. In that case, the question 

was whether drilling on a pooled unit within the grace period provided in the lease effectuated a 

valid extension of an oil and gas lease so long as production was maintained. Owens, 730 P.2d 

at 458. In Owens, the primary term of the lease expired on April 8, 1984. However, the lease 

provided a grace period of 60 days after the cessation of operations to begin "additional drilling". 

Id. On April 25, 1984, the operator ceased drilling a well it had begun during the primary term 

because it was a dry hole. Id. On April 28, 1984, the operator began drilling a second well and 

on May 9, 1984 filed its Unit Designation purporting to pool forty (40) acres of the lease (non 

drill-site land) with forty (40) acres on which the second well was located. Production was 

obtained on June 26,1984. Id. 

The controversy arose because Owens, Fedric and Peters obtained mineral or leasehold 

interests in the dispute acreage and demanded that the Operator, Superior, release the acreage. 

Id. Superior refused and suit resulted. The New Mexico Supreme Court held that Superior 

"saved" its lease because a continuous operations clause in an oil and gas lease keeps the entire 

lease in full force and effect if, within the grace period, drilling occurs on the leased land or any 

land with which it is pooled when pooling is permitted by the lease. Id. Specifically, the Court 
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found that "...[B]y exercising thatrjght [to pool] within sixty days of drilling the dry hole on the 

leased premises, Superior saved the lease for as long as production is maintained." Id. 

By exercising its right to pool and by drilling prior to the expiration of the primary term, 

TMBR/Sharp, like. Superior in Owens, perpetuated the Original Stokes Leases. There is no 

question that TMBR/Sharp exercised its right to pool by filing the plat designation with the OCD 

District I Office in Lea County, New Mexico during the primary term. Exhibit "F". Without 

OCD's approval of the pooled acreage designation which included 40 acres of the Original 

Stokes Leases, TMBR/Sharp could not have drilled. Drilling operations were commenced on the 

pooled acreage prior to the expiration of the primary term of the Leases, and the Well once 

completed has produced oil and gas without a cessation of production or operations for more 

than 180 days (the grace period provided for in the Original Stokes Leases), and the pooled unit 

was reconfirmed by filing a Unit Designation in the County Clerk's Records of Lea County, New 

Mexico after the completion of the Well. See Exhibit "G". TMBR/Sharp, like Superior, has 

done the things it needed to do, e.g. pool, drill, and file, to extend the Original Stokes Leases 

beyond the primary term and to keep them in full force and effect as of this date. 

Filing with the OCD to obtain a drilling permit is an unequivocal act of pooling. The 

OCD rules set out the procedure for permitting for the drilling of wells. The Division Rules 

promulgated by the OCD are authorized by NMSA, 1979, Section 70-2-11-A which states: 

The division is hereby empowered and it is its duty, to prevent 
waste prohibited by this act and to protect correlative rights, as in 
this act provided. To that end, the division is empowered to make 
and enforce rules, regulations and orders, and to do whatever may 
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be reasonably necessary to carry out the purposes of this act, 
whether or not indicated or specified in any section hereof. 

19 NMAC 15. 

Rule 10 NMAC 15.N.1101.A requires that "before commencing drilling...the operator 

must file a permit to do so." (emphasis added) (This is a Form C-101 and it must be 

accompanied by a Form C-102 - Well Location and Acreage Dedication Plat). Form C-102 filed 

by TMBR/Sharp designated the West half of Section 24, Township 16S, Range 35E, being 320 

acres, as the acreage dedicated to the Well. See Exhibit "F". The acreage included 40 acres 

under the Original Stokes Leases. Division Rule 19 NMAC 15.N.1102.A states: "Form C-102 is 

a dual purpose form used to show the exact location of the well and the acreage dedicated 

thereto...". Rule 19 NMAC 15.N.1102.B says all information required on Form C-102 shall be 

filled out and certified by the operator of the well except for the well location on this plat which 

is certified by a professional surveyor or engineer. Thus, Form C-102 is a public filing describing 

the acreage dedicated to the Well. See Exhibit "F". 

Under the definition of pooling adopted by the New Mexico Supreme Court in Uhden, a 

written dedication of acreage filed with the OCD was an unequivocal act of pooling or 

combining leases with other lands to form a unit which satisfied the OCD rules and regulations 

and the Original Stokes Leases' requirement to pool into a unit that was within the standard unit 

size authorized by the OCD. So long as drilling commenced on that dedicated pooled acreage 

prior to the expiration of the primary term and continued thereafter, TMBR/Sharp has satisfied 

the terms of the Original Stokes Leases' terms, thus perpetuating the Leases. The only other 

requirement which is also satisfied by Form C-102 is a "filing" of the unit designation. 
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B. TMBR/Sharp Filed a Written Unit Designation Both Before and After Drilling a 
Well; Either of Which Satisfy the Terms of the Original Stokes Leases. 

In the matter before this Court, the Original Stokes Leases, i.e., the contract, required 

TMBR/Sharp as part of the pooling process to "...file written unit designations in the county in 

which the premises are located..." See Exhibits "A" and "B" at paragraph 5. In the present 

matter, it is undisputed that the TMBR/Sharp filed a written unit designation in Lea County with 

the District I Office of the OCD on November 17, 2000. See Exhibit "F". Therefore, 

TMBR/Sharp has satisfied Paragraph 5 of the Original Stokes Leases as a matter of law by filing 

Form C-102 in Lea County. However, TMBR/Sharp's subsequent filing in the County Clerk's 

Records of Lea County, New Mexico after the well was completed also, independently, satisfies 

the "filing" requirements of the Original Stokes Leases. 

The language of the Original Stokes Leases, Paragraph 5, is clear: 

. . .Lessee shall file a written unit designation in the county in 
which the premises are located and such units may be designated 
from time to time and either before or after the completion of 
wells.. . 

See Exhibits "A " and "B " at Paragraph 5. (emphasis added). 

It is undisputed that TMBR/Sharp properly filed a Notice of Unit Designation with the 

District I Office of the OCD prior to the drilling of the Well. This alone would have satisfied the 

filing requirements of the Original Stokes Leases. However, this provision is also satisfied in 

that TMBR/Sharp filed a Unit Designation in the County Clerk's Records of Lea County, New 

Mexico after it drilled the Well. See Exhibit "G". As such, TMBR/Sharp has satisfied both 

possible means, i.e. before or after the well was drilled, of filing its Unit Designation. 
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The Original Stokes Leases allow for filing any time before or after the completion of 

wells. Id. TMBR/Sharp does not contend it could file whenever it wanted. Rather, i f the filing 

was within a "reasonable time" TMBR/Sharp has satisfied the Original Stokes Leases' terms. 

See Imes v. Globe Oil & Ref. Co., 184 Okla. 79, 84 P.2d 1106 (1938) (holding that the phrase "at 

any time" in the pooling clause means within a "reasonable time" which is determined with 

reference to the existing circumstances bearing on the foreseeability of pooling). 

In the matter before the Court, TMBR/Sharp began drilling en March 29, 2001. See 

Exhibit "D". First production in paying quantities was obtained on June 29, 2001. Id. The Unit 

Designation was filed in the County Clerk's Records of Lea County, New Mexico on July 20, 

2001. See Exhibit "G". First production was sold from the Well on August 6, 2001. See 

Exhibit "D". Given the language of the Original Stokes Leases and the fact that drilling on the 

pooled unit extends the Original Stokes Leases beyond the primary term, filing the Unit 

Designation within one month of production and before any sale of production, TMBR/Sharp has 

filed in the Lea County Records within a reasonable time, thereby satisfying the terms of the 

Original Stokes Leases. 

Because New Mexico law requires the Court to give the terms of contracts the ordinary 

meaning at the time of formation and the Original Stokes Leases require filing of the unit 

designation either before or after the drilling of a well, TMBR/Sharp has satisfied the "filing" 

terms of the Original Stokes Leases as a matter of law. 
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C. Paragraph 5 is a Covenant Regarding Formation of a Pooled Unit, Not a 
Conveyance of Property. 

In the matter before the Court, TMBR/Sharp and the Lessors of the Original Stokes 

Leases have a contract with a covenant that requires TMBR/Sharp to file unit designations in the 

county where the property is located. See Exhibits "A " and "B " at Paragraph 5. This covenant 

is not an act of changing ownership in the property, but rather, a means to satisfy the OCD well 

permitting requirements and by which all parties to the Original Stokes Leases may ascertain 

with certainty what lands will be included in the unit designation. See Uhden v. New Mexico Oil 

Conservation Commission, 112 N.M. 528; 817 P.2d 721 (1981) (holding OCD's order 

authorizing 320 acre spacing was a condition precedent to pooling tracts).4 Such filing 

memorializes TMBR/Sharp's pooling of the Stokes acreage with other lands and informs the 

Lessors of the property covered by the unit designation. The filing does not affect ownership of 

the property subject to the unit designation, but instead, effectuates TMBR/Sharp's pooling 

4 Defendant may argue that the pooling is a conveyance of real property and, therefore, subject to 
various requirements of New Mexico law, including certain filing requirements in the Lea County Records. 
Such a position is contrary to the holding of numerous courts. For instance, the Tenth Circuit held that the 
rule of perpetuities does not apply to the power to pool because such power does not accomplish a cross-
transfer of property. See Phillips Petroleum Co. v. Peterson, 218 F.2d 926, 931 (10th Cir. 1954). In 
Kansas, the court held that the power to pool does not violate the rule against perpetuities because all the 
estates in interests are vested upon execution of the lease and that the rights thereunder are capable of 
definite ascertainment. Kenoyer v. Magnolia Petroleum Co., 245 P.2d 176 (Kan. 1952). As noted by 
Kuntz, "a lessor does not acquire property interest in other land included in the unit created by an exercise 
of the pooling power. Instead of modifying the respective property rights of lessors in the unit, an exercise 
of the pooling power serves to modify only the rights that exist between each lessor and his lessee." 4 
Eugene Kuntz, Treatise on the Law of Oil and Gas § 48.3(3), at 216 (1972). Kuntz goes on to state that 
"instead of modifying property rights of lessors in the unit, the exercise of the pooling power modifies only 
the rights between each lessor and his lessee by modifying the covenants and special limitations contained 
in the lease." Id. 
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rights under the express lease terms. See supra Footnote 4. Further, any interested party could 

also determine what lands were included in the pooled unit by checking the records of the OCD. 

V. 

CONCLUSION 

In the matter before this Court, it is undisputed that TMBR/Sharp and the other working 

interest owners did "that thing" which perpetuated the Original Stokes Leases. More 

specifically, the Original Stokes Leases are in full force and effect because TMBR/Sharp drilled 

upon lands properly pooled with the acreage covered by the Original Stokes Leases before 

expiration of the primary term as provided for in Paragraph 5 of the Original Stokes Leases. 

Further, TMBR/Sharp satisfied the requirements of the Original Stokes Leases by filing a written 

unit designation in the county in which the acreage subject to the Original Stokes Leases is 

located prior to drilling the Well. The filing requirement of Paragraph 5 is also independently 

satisfied in that TMBR/Sharp filed a written unit designation in the County Clerk's Records of 

Lea County, New Mexico after the Well was completed. For these reasons, as a matter of law, 

the Original Stokes Leases have been properly pooled and production thereon perpetuates the 

Leases into the secondary term. 

VI. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Claimant TMBR/Sharp, Inc. respectfully 

requests the Court enter partial summary judgment awarding TMBR/Sharp the following relief: 
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a. A declaration that TMBR/Sharp's written unit designation filed in Lea 
County with the Oil Conservation Division of the State of New Mexico 
on November 17, 2000, satisfied the obligations of Paragraph 5 of the 
Original Stokes Leases to file written unit designation in the county in 
which the premises are located; 

b. A declaration that TMBR/Sharp's written unit designation filed in 
County Clerk's Records of Lea County satisfied the obligations of 
Paragraph 5 of the Original Stokes Leases to file unit designation in the 
county in which the premises are located; 

c. A declaration that the Original Stokes Leases were properly pooled prior 
to the expiration of the primary term with acreage on which the Well is 
located; 

d. A declaration that commencing drilling on acreage pooled with the 
Original Stokes Leases satisfied the requirements in the Original Stokes 
Leases to extend the Leases into the secondary term; 

e. An award of reasonable attorney's fees, pre-judgment interest, post-
judgment interest, and court costs; and 

f. An award of such other and further relief at law or in equity to which it 
may be justly entitled. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

COTTON, BLEDSOE, TIGHE & DAWSON, P.C. 
500 West Illinois, Suite 300 
P.O. Box 2776 
Midland, Texas 79702-2776 
(915)684-5782 
(915) 682-3672-Fax 

By: - • x ' . -\ 
SUSAN R^RICHARDSON 
RICHARD R. MONTGOMERY 
ROBERT T. SULLIVAN 

and 

PHIL BREWER 
P. O. Box 298 
Roswell, NM 88202-0298 
(505) 625-0298 

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this the _ day of November, 2001, a copy of the above and 
foregoing instrument has been forwarded by certified U.S. mail, return receipt requested to 
attorney for Defendants Mr. Ernest L. Carroll, P.O. Drawer 1720, Artesia, New Mexico 88211-
1720. 

v , / \ i . 

Susan RjRichardson 
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FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC., et al, 

Plaintiff, 

No. CV-2001-315C vs. 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, and TOM 
STOKES 

Defendant. 

RESPONSE OF DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, INC. 
AND JAMES D. HUFF 

TO CLAIMANT'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT REGARDING FILING OF 

UNIT DESIGNATION 

COME NOW the Defendants, DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, INC., 

("Arrington") and JAMES D. HUFF ("Huff') by and through their attorneys of record, Losee, 

Carson, Haas & Carroll (Ernest L. Carroll), and submit this Response to Claimant's Motion for 

Partial Summary Judgment Regarding the Filing of Unit Designation and would state as follows: 

I. Introduction 

Claimants, TMBR/Sharp Drilling, Inc., et al. ("TMBR/Sharp" or "Claimants") have 

sought a declaration that drilling across the primary term of the original Stokes Leases as 

described in TMBR/Sharp's motion perpetuated the Stokes Leases1 beyond their primary term. 

1 For purposes of this response, the term "Stokes Leases" shall refer to the oil and gas lease between 
Madeline Stokes and Ameristate Oil & Gas, Inc., dated effective December 7, 1997, recorded in Book 827, page 
127 of the Lea County Records, Lea County, New Mexico, and the oil and gas lease between Erma Stokes 
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Claimants seek this declaration on the basis that it properly pooled the acreage covered by the 

Stokes Leases with the acreage upon which an oil and gas well had been spudded and drilled to 

completion prior to the expiration of the primary terms of the Stokes Leases. Arrington and Huff 

assert that the Stokes Leases were not legally or effectively pooled prior to the expiration of their 

primary terms by the actions of Claimants and therefore the Stokes Leases expired at the end of 

their primary terms. The issue of whether or not Claimants legally and effectively pooled the 

Stokes Leases prior to the expiration of their primary terms is the sole issue for this Court to 

decide. It should be noted that Arrington and Huff have filed their own motion for summary 

judgment on this same issue. Arrington and Huff make this response particularly directed at 

arguments raised in Claimants motion but point out that the Court should consider Arrington and 

Huff's motion for summary judgment as an additional response or rebuttal to the issues raised in 

4* Claimants' motion for summary judgment. 

A key issue to be considered by the Court deals with the allegation of Claimants that the 

filing of Oil Conservation Division Form C-102 ("Form C-102") with the Oil Conservation 

Division in Lea County is sufficient under the terms of the Stokes Leases to legally effectuate the 

pooling of such leases. Claimants allege that their filing of the Form C-102 was intended to be a 

unit dedication pursuant to the terms of the Stokes Leases. However, the undisputed facts of this 

case actually show that such is an after thought raised by Claimants after the fact to bootstrap an 

argument that the Stokes Leases had not expired by their own terms. 

Hamilton and Ameristate Oil & Gas, Inc., dated effective December 7, 1997, recorded in Book 827, page 124, Lea 
County Records, Lea County, New Mexico. For purposes of Arrington and Huffs motion for summary judgment 
the Stokes Leases were defined as the "Madeline Stokes/Ameristate Lease" and the "Erma Stokes 
Hamilton/Ameristate Lease." 
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n. Statement of Undisputed Facts 

Arrington and Huff adopt in their entirety the statement of undisputed facts contained in 

Defendants David H. Arrington Oil & Gas, Inc. and James D. Huffs Statement Of Undisputed 

Facts, Memorandum Of Law and Argument In Support Of Its Motion For Summary Judgment 

filed on November 21, 2001. Arrington and Huff will respond at this point specifically to the 

statement of facts contained in Claimants' Statement of Facts. Arrington and Huff will use the 

same numbering of facts for this response that is contained in Claimants' Statement of Facts. 

1. Arrington and Huff admit the truth of fact number 1. 

2. Arrington and Huff admit the truth of fact number 2. 

3. Arrington and Huff admit the truth of fact number 3. 

4. Arrington and Huff admit the truth of fact number 4. 

5. Arrington and Huff admit that TMBR/Sharp filed a Form C-102 Well Location 

and Acreage Dedication Plat on November 17, 2000, and that such dedication plat outlined a 320 

acre area being the W/2, Section 24, Township 16 South, Range 35 East, N.M.P.M.. However 

the issue as to whether such filing constitutes a legally effective pooling is a legal conclusion 

which this Court is being asked to decide. Arrington and Huff disagree with TMBR/Sharp's use 

of the term "pooled" in paragraph number 5. Arrington and Huff dispute that the acreage 

dedication plat or Form C-102 described a "pooled" unit dedicated to the Blue Fin "24" No. 1 

Well. See Exhibits A, B, E and F to Claimant's Memorandum. 

6. Arrington and Huff admit that 320 acres described in the Form C-102 includes 40 

acres of the Stokes Leases, being the NW/4 SW/4, Section 24. However, Arrington and Huff 

disagree with TMBR/Sharp's use of the term "pooled" in paragraph number 6. The issue as to 
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whether such filing constitutes a legally effective pooling is a legal conclusion which this Court is 

being asked to decide. Arrington and Huff disagree that there were ever 320 acres "pooled" as 

stated in paragraph number 6. See Exhibits A and B to Claimant's Memorandum. 

7 Arrington and Huff admit the truth of fact number 7. 

8. Arrington and Huff admit the truth of fact number 8. 

9. Arrington and Huff admit the truth of fact number 9. 

10. Arrington and Huff admit the truth of fact number 10. 

11. Arrington and Huff are unable to admit fact number 11 as Exhibit D, which is the 

Affidavit of Jeffrey D. Phillipps, does not state that the well cost $1,000,000.00 to drill and 

complete but in fact states a "Well cost" in excess of $100,000.00 to drill. Arrington and Huff 

would further state that fact number 11 is not a material fact with respect to the issues raised by 

either TMBR/Sharp's motion for summary judgment or the motion for summary judgment filed by 

Arrington and Huff. 

12. Arrington and Huff do not deny the fact that there has been no cessation of 

operations for 180 consecutive days since drilling of the Blue Fin "24" No. 1 Well began on 

March 29, 2001. However Arrington and Huff disagree as to the legal conclusion which is being 

inferred in paragraph number 12. Arrington and Huff believe that the reference to "lease" in 

paragraph number 12 refers to the Stokes Leases which are Exhibits A and B to Claimants' 

memorandum. Arrington and Huff assert that no acreage covered by either of the Stokes Leases 

shown in Exhibits A or B was ever legally or effectively pooled prior to the expiration of their 

primary terms and therefore no operations have been conducted on either of the leases. 

13. It is admitted that on July 20, 2001, a "Designation of Pooled Unit" was filed in 
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the County Clerk's Records of Lea County, New Mexico; by TMBR/Sharp and that such 

"Designation of Pooled Unit" included the Stokes Leases by reference. The legal effect of such 

filing is the issue which is before the Court. Arrington and Huff disagree with the use of the term 

"unit" as they believe it is meant in the context of paragraph number 13. Arrington and Huff 

believe that the use of the term "unit" in paragraph number 13 is an attempt to draw a legal 

conclusion that a pooled unit was legally and effectively created; a legal conclusion with which 

Arrington and Huff disagree. Arrington and Huff contend that there was no legally effective 

pooled unit created which included the Stokes Leases prior to the expiration of the primary term 

of those leases. 

14. Arrington and Huff admit the truth of paragraph number 14. 

15. Arrington and Huff admit that the language shown in paragraph number 15 is a 

portion of the language contained in paragraph 6 of the Stokes Leases as shown in Exhibits A 

and B to the Memorandum filed by Claimants. 

16. Arrington and Huff admit that the language shown in paragraph number 16 is a 

portion of the language contained in paragraph 12 of the Stokes Leases as shown in Exhibits A 

and B to the Claimants' Memorandum. 

17. Arrington and Huff admit that a portion of the lands covered by the Stokes Leases 

is shown on the Form C-102 acreage dedication plat which was filed by TMBR/Sharp. The legal 

effect of such filing is the issue which is before the Court. Arrington and Huff disagree with the 

use of the term "unit" as they believe it is meant in the context of paragraph number 17. 

Arrington and Huff believe that the use of the term "unit" in paragraph number 17 is an attempt to 

draw a legal conclusion that a pooled unit was legally and effectively created; a legal conclusion 
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with which Arrington and Huff disagree. Arrington and Huff contend that there was no legally 

effective pooled unit created which includes the Stokes Leases prior to the expiration of the 

primary term of such leases. Form C-102 does establish a proration unit for production to be 

assigned to the Blue Fin "24" No. 1 Well. It is not a designation of pooled unit as Claimants 

would like the Court to conclude. See Exhibit F not Exhibit E as stated in Fact 17 of 

Claimants1 Memorandum. 

18. Arrington and Huff agree that the Blue Fin "24" #1 Well was being drilled during 

the primary term of the Stokes Leases. The issue as to whether the Blue Fin "24" #1 Well was 

drilled on a legally effective pooled unit which includes the Stokes Leases and whether such 

activity was sufficient to extend the Stokes Leases beyond their primary term and whether the 

Stokes Leases are now held by production from the Blue Fin "24" #1 Well are conclusions of law 

* which the Court has been asked to decide. Arrington and Huff contend that there was no legally 

effective pooled unit created which includes the Stokes Leases prior to the expiration of the 

primary term of such leases. Therefore the Stokes Leases are not held by production from the 

Blue Fin "24" #1 Well. 

Arrington and Huff assert that Claimants have overlooked a critically determinative fact 

which exists in the laws of the State of New Mexico which, once considered, destroys Claimants 

conclusions. Section 14-9-1 NMSA, 1978, states: 

Instruments affecting real estate: recording. All deeds, mortgages, 
leases of an initial term plus option terms in excess of five years, or 
memoranda of the material terms of such leases, assignments, or 
amendments to such leases, leasehold mortgages, United States 
patents and other writings affecting the title to real estate shall be 
recorded in the office of the county clerk of the county or counties 
in which real estate affected thereby is situated. Leases of any term 
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or memorandaof the material terms thereof, assignments or 
amendments thereto may be recorded in the manner provided in this 
section. As used in this section, "memoranda of the material terms 
of a lease" means a memorandum containing the names and mailing 
addresses of all lessors, lessees or assignees; if known, a description 
of the real property subject to the lease; and the terms of the lease, 
including the initial term and the term or terms of all renewal 
options, if any. (Emphasis Added.) 

m. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Claimants cite no cases with respect to the proper Standard of Review. A more correct 

statement of the Standard of Review in a summary judgment situation in New Mexico is 

contained in the Argument of Authorities of Arrington and Huffs Memorandum in support of 

their Motion for Summary Judgment. Arrington and Huff would further cite to the Court the case 

of CIUP v. Chevron U.S.A.. Inc. 122 N.M. 537, 928 P.2d 263 (1996). In the 

CIUP case it is noted that summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine issue of material 

fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The Supreme Court in that 

case further stated that a party cannot rely on allegations contained in its complaint or upon 

argument or contention of counsel to support its arguments, but rather must rely upon admissible 

evidence. In the present case there are no undisputed facts which support Claimants position. 

The undisputed facts, however, coupled with the language of Paragraph 5 of the Stokes Leases 

show that Claimants are not entitled to summary judgment as a matter of law as the Stokes leases 

expired by their own terms due to the failure of Claimants to properly pool the Stokes leases with 

leases upon which drilling operations were being conducted. 

TV. ARGUMENTS AND AUTHORITIES 

Arrington and Huff agree with Claimants that the key issue for Summary Judgment is 
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whether Claimants did "that thing" which perpetuated the original Stokes leases. In Claimant's 

brief after acknowledging this as the issue, it is argued in footnote number 2 that "that thing" that 

the Claimants were required to do was solely governed by the terms of those leases. That is an 

incorrect statement , of the law in New Mexico. In New Mexico all contracts are considered to 

incorporate relevant law. In State ex rel. Udall v. Colonial Penn Ins. Co.. 112 N.M. 123, 812 

P.2d 777 (1991), the Supreme Court stated, "A contract incorporates the relevant law, whether or 

not it is referred to in the agreement": In Durham v. Southwest Developers Joint Venture. 128 

N.M. 648, 996 P.2d 911, (Ct. App. 1999), it is stated, "The provisions of applicable statutes are 

part of every contractual commitment. See Wright v. Union Cent. Life Ins. Co.. 304 U.S. 502, 

516, 82 L.Ed. 1490, 58 S. Ct. 1025 (1938). Thus contractual agreements are deemed to have 

incorporated relevant state law. See State ex rel. Udall v. Colonial Penn Ins. Co.. 112 N.M. 123, 

130, 812P.2d 777, 784(1991)". 

The relevant state law which Claimants conveniently overlooked is Section 14-9-1 NMSA 

1978 which states "other writings affecting the title to real estate shall be recorded in the office of 

the county clerk of the county or counties in which the real estate affected thereby is situated". 

[Emphasis added]. 

There can be no doubt that for pooling to be accomplished according to the 

specific terms of each of the Stokes Leases, the written unit designation had to be filed in Lea 

County, New Mexico. The critical question then becomes, does the lease language mean in the 

county clerk's records or somewhere else as advanced by Claimants such as the Lea County 

office of the Oil Conservation Division. It is likewise undeniable that the sole purpose behind the 

filing of a unit designation is to affect the title to the minerals covered by the leases by keeping the 
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Teases from terminating according to their own terms. Section 14-9-1 NMSA 1978 categorically 

speaks to that situation by requiring that writings "affecting the title to real estate shall be 

recorded in the office of the county clerk of the county or counties in which the real estate 

affected thereby is situated" [Emphasis added.] This has always been the law in New Mexico, as 

the History of that section dates back to the Laws of 1886-1887 Ch. 10, § 1. 

A case squarely on point is that of Sauder v. Frye. 613 S.W.2d 63 (Ct. App. Ft. Worth 

1981). In that case the oil and gas lease expired on May 24, 1979. A Designation of Pooled Unit 

was executed by the lessee on May 23, 1979. A well was commenced drilling on the pooled unit 

in question commencing April 15, 1979 and was completed capable of producing gas in 

commercial quantities on May 26, 1979. On May 31, 1979 the Designation of Pooled Unit was 

recorded by the county clerk in the county of the wells location. The question in Sauder then 

became was the Designation of Pooled Unit executed by the lessee effective as to the lease as of 

the date it was executed and acknowledged or was it effective only when it was filed for record in 

the required county. The Court held that the lease evidenced the intent of the parties that for 

unitization to be effec tive, one of its required conditions was a recordation of the designation of 

pooling. Only at that point would the unitization validly come into being under the terms of the 

lease. The Fort Worth, Texas Court of Appeals held that the lease terminated by its own terms. 

The holding in Sauder v. Frye was followed in Pampell Interests. Inc. v. Wolle. 797 S.W.2d 392 

(Ct. App. Austin 1990). 

The New Mexico Supreme Court has had to deal with these issues though under a slightly 

different factual situation. However, the New Mexico Supreme Court ruled using the very 

principles espoused hereinabove. In Owens v. The Superior Oil Companv, 105 NM 155, 730 P2d 
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458 (1986) the Court focused on the following facts. Prior, to the expiration of the primary term, 

a well was begun upon the actual lands covered by the lease in question, but it resulted in a dry 

hole which was completed after the end of the primary term. Since the primary term had expired 

the continuous operation clause of the lease provided for termination 60 days after the cessation 

of operations, unless the lessee commenced additional drilling or reworking operations within that 

time period. Superior Oil Company began drilling operations on another well within that 60 day 

period but such well was not located on the actual leased lands. Superior filed its Designation of 

Pooled Unit prior to the expiration of the 60 day continuous operations clause. A producing well 

was obtained by those efforts. The Supreme Court, in its opinion, stated the following: 

Superior urges us to adopt the Federal District Courts 
interpretation of the similar provision in Harper. The Harper Court, 
noting that the primary purpose of a continuous operations clause 
"is to give a lessee who has incurred the expense of drilling a well 
an opportunity to save his lease in the event the well is a dry hole," 
held that the clause kept the entire lease including the pooling 
clause, in full force and effect for a 60 day period after the cessation 
of operations. Harper v. Hudson Gas and Oil Company. 189 
F.Supp. 787 (quoting Stanolind Oil and Gas Co. v. Newman 
Brothers Drilling Co.. 157 Tex 489, 497, 305 S.W.2d 169, 174 
(1957)). We are persuaded by this reasoning, and hold that a 
continuous operations clause in an oil and gas lease keeps the entire 
lease in full force and effect within a period of 60 days after the 
cessation of drilling or production, drilling or reworking occurs on 
the leased land or any land with which it is pooled when pooling is 
permitted by the lease. [Emphasis added.] 

The factual situation in Owens is exactly the opposite of the facts here,2 that is the pooling 

designation was filed prior to the expiration of the primary term of the lease in that case and in 

2 Claimants try to argue the similarity of the facts in Owens to the facts in this case. 
However that is not the case. In Owens it was undisputed that Superior had filed a proper 
pooling designation. The controversy was over whether or not the 60 day continuous drilling 
clause was operative to keep the lease alive. Claimant's position is not supported by Owens. 
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this case it was not. This case does establish the fact that it is the law in New Mexico that a 

pooling designation must be filed according to the terms of the lease prior to the expiration of the 

lease. 

Claimants also cite 4 Eueene Kuntz. Treatise on the Law of Oil and Gas § 48 .3 as 

authority for their position. However, if one looks at the proper part of § 48.3 being found at 

page 202, it states, 

"In order to be effective, the pooling power must be exercised 
while the lease is in effect in accordance with all of its terms. If the 
lease is terminated by application of other provisions of the lease, 
the authority granted by the pooling clause likewise terminates, 
unless an intention can be found that the lease is to remain alive for 
the purpose of permitting an exercise of the pooling power. 
Further, the lease may remain alive for a limited purpose other than 
pooling in which case an exercise of the pooling power will be 
ineffective if the lease otherwise terminated. Thus, if the lessee was 
in the process of drilling at the end of the primary term and the 
drilling operation results in a dry hole, the lease is extended solely 
for the purpose of permitting the lessee to comply with the dry hole 
clause, and an exercise of the pooling power to pool the lease with 
productive land will be ineffective if the lease is not otherwise 
sustained." 

With the respect to the undisputed facts of this case, the pooling designation had 

to be exercised prior to June 7, 2001, or the primary terms of both of the Stokes Leases would 

expire and no activities, whether began prior to that time or continued thereafter, could sustain or 

revive the leases as maintained by Claimants. 

Claimants argument is also suspicious. Arrington and Huff would ask the Court to pay 

particular attention to the fact that Claimants start out with a conclusion that "the original Stokes 

Leases are properly pooled"; The Claimants then begin to use various terms interchangeably. 
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The terms used interchangeably are "pooling designation", "unit designation", "proration unit" 

and "acreage dedication plat." It is undisputed that the Stokes Leases required a pooling 

designation to be filed in the county where the premises are located. In the opening paragraph of 

Claimants argument they state that the "written unit designation" filed in Lea County with the 

District 1 Office of the OCD on November 17, 2000, brought together small tracts sufficient for 

the granting of a well permit. There was no written unit designation filed with the OCD. The 

only document filed with the OCD was an "acreage dedication plat." See Exhibit F to 

Claimants' Memorandum. It is also interesting to note that the space where they could have 

shown how the acreage was consolidated (i.e. by pooling or unitization) was left blank. 

Claimants continue their shell game when they then change their argument from using unit 

designation to using the term a plat designation, again neither plat designation or unit designation 

complies with the terminology of the leases which require a pooling designation. Claimants argue 

at page 10 of their brief that, "TMBR/Sharp exercised its pooling power by filing a plat 

designation outlining the pooled acreage with the OCD District I Office in Lea County, New 

Mexico. . . . " The leases do not authorize a plat to be filed in the OCD showing the acreage, the 

lease requires a written pooling designation. The plain and simple meaning of those terms 

indicate that the parties desired that a writing setting forth the fact that this acreage was being 

pooled with additional acreage be filed. Section 14-9-1. NMSA, 1978, requires that filing to be 

made in the County Clerks records of Lea County, New Mexico. The C-102 Form fails 

completely in those respects. 

Claimants then argue that after the completion of the Blue Fin "24" No. 1 Well a 

reconfirming unit designation was filed in the County Clerk's Records of Lea County, New 
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Mexico. This argument alone underscores the weakness that is recognized by Claimants in their 

argument. A reconfirming writing was never required by the Stokes Leases. It has no legal effect 

whatsoever. Again Claimants are trying to shotgun sympathy for their position. The fact that 

Claimants felt a reconfirming designation was required illustrates the fact that they were aware of 

the problem with the Stokes Lease acreage and the fact that it was not pooled. As was pointed 

out in Arrington and Huff s Memorandum of Law accompanying its Motion for Summary 

Judgment, through discovery it was learned that a drilling title opinion was not secured by 

TMBR/Sharp prior to the spudding of the Blue Fin "24" No. 1 Well and that the attorney who 

authored the title opinion made note of the problem concerning the necessity of filing a pooling 

designation with respect to not only the Stokes Leases but one additional lease. 

The arguments of Claimants give rise to a second and subsidiary issue that should be 

considered by the Court which deals squarely with the claim by Claimants that the filing of Form 

C-102 with the OCD in Lea County was intended to be a unit dedication pursuant to the terms of 

the Stokes Leases. The undisputed facts of this case actually show that such argument is an after 

thought raised by Claimants to bootstrap some kind of a case albeit weak, that the Stokes Leases 

had not expired by their own terms. 

Claimants cite the case of Uhden v. New Mexico Oil Cons. Com'n.. 112 N.M. 528, 817 

P.2d 721 (1991) for the proposition that "a written dedication of acreage filed with the OCD was 

an unequivocal act of pooling or combining leases with other lands to form a unit which satisfied 

the OCD rules and regulations and the Original Stokes Leases' requirement to pool into a unit 

that was within the standard unit size authorized by the OCD." The Uhden case does not stand 

for that proposition nor does it give any guidance to the type of writing that is required to validly 
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pool the acreage covered by the Stokes Leases with other acreage. That case is the landmark 

case dealing with the proposition of whether or not an owner in fee of an oil and gas estate was 

entitled to actual notice of a state proceeding on a lessee's application for an increase in well 

spacing. That case can be reviewed in its entirety and no guidance can be found from such a 

review with respect to the issues as presented by this case. It should be further pointed out that 

the New Mexico Supreme Court did not adopt a definition of pooling and what it takes, all it did 

as an ancillary part of its discussion give a description of what pooling was with respect to the 

facts of the Uhden case which are no way similar to the facts of this case. Again the attempt to 

cite this case and to bootstrap an argument where none exist is evident from this almost seemingly 

careless use of citations. 

The last important issue that was raised by Claimants that must be addressed is a quotation 

by Claimants from the language from Paragraph 5 of the Stokes Leases which states, "and such 

units may be designated from time to time and either before or after the completion of the wells." 

It is not denied that that language exists in the both of the Stokes Leases. However, as was held 

in the Owens case a written pooling designation must be filed prior to the expiration of the lease 

or any clause therein which extends for some time the primary term of the lease. Here the written 

unit designation filed on July 20, 2001, came after the lease had expired and therefore was of no 

effect. The Blue Fin "24" No. 1 Well was spudded and/or completed prior to June 7, 2001, and 

had a proper pooling designation been filed in the County Clerk's Records of Lea County prior to 

the date of June 7,2001, there could be no contention made that the leases had expired, however 

that is not the state of the record. No pooling designation was filed prior to the expiration of both 

of the Stokes Leases on June 7, 2001, therefore even though a well had been spudded upon 
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acreage that could have been pooled with the Stokes acreage such is of no effect, and the Stokes 

Leases have expired and therefore Claimants arguments must fail. 

Under the undisputed facts before this Court, Claimants did not do "that thing" which 

would have caused the Stokes Leases to be perpetuated beyond the expiration of their primary 

term of June 7, 2001. Therefore those leases have expired, the top leases taken by Huff are 

therefore valid and have come to life by virtue of the expiration of the precedent leases held by 

Claimants. For these reasons, as a matter of law, the Stokes Leases were not properly pooled and 

therefore no production was obtained within their primary term and Claimants' Motion for 

Summary Judgment should be denied in all respects. 

V. CONCLUSION 

LOSEE, CARSON, HAAS & CARROLL, P.A. 

Ernest L. Carroll 
P.O. Box 1720 
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FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC., 
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vs. No. CV2001-315C 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, and TOM STOKES, 

Defendants. 

ORDER GRANTING PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
REGARDING FILING OF UNIT DESIGNATIONS 

THIS MATTER having come before the Court upon Motion of the Plaintiffs TMBR/Sharp 

Drilling Company's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment regarding Filing of Unit Designations 

and the Defendant Arrington Oil and Gas Inc.'s and Defendant Huffs Motion for Summary 

Judgment Regarding Filing of Unit Designations and the Court being fully advised FINDS that the 

Plaintiffs Motion is well taken and should be and IS GRANTED and the Defendant's Motion is not 

well taken and should be and IS DENIED. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Notice was mailed to all 
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FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
COUNTY OF LEA 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC., 
AMERISTATE OIL & GAS, INC., THOMAS 
BEALL, MARK NEARBURG, LOUIS 
MAZZALLO, F. HOWARD WALSH, JR., 
JADE RESOURCES, INC., CHI ENERGY, 
INC. and THOMAS C. BROWN, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. No. CV- 2001-315C 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, and TOM STOKES, 

Defendants. 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
AGAINST DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS REGARDING TORTIOUS 

INTERFERENCE AND BRIEF IN SUPPORT THEREOF 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC. ("TMBR'Sharp"), AMERISTATE OIL & GAS, INC. 

(•'Ameristate"), THOMAS BEALL, MARK NEARBURG, LOUIS MAZZALLO, F. HOWARD 

WALSH, JR., JADE RESOURCES, INC., CHI ENERGY, INC. and THOMAS C. BROWN 

(collectively "Plaintiffs" or TMBR/Sharp, et al.) Claimants for cause of action against DAVID 
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H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, INC. ("Arrington"), move for Summary Judgment against 

Arrington for tortious interference pursuant to New Mexico Rule of Civil Procedure 1-056. 

I. 

SUMMARY OF MOTION 

TMBR/Sharp and the other named Plaintiffs are the Lessees of two oil and gas leases 

located in Lea County, New Mexico. While those leases were in full force and effect, Arrington 

filed an application for and obtained a permit to drill two wells on acreage covered by these 

leases. The filing of these permits prevented TMBR/Sharp, the operator, from obtaining its own 

permits to drill wells. TMBR/Sharp and the other owners maintain, and the evidence contained 

herein will show this Court, that Arrington wrongfully obtained permits thereby tortiously 

interfering with Plaintiffs' rights and benefits under such leases. 

II. 

STATEMENT OF UNDISPUTED MATERIAL FACTS 

A. THE LEASES 

1. The first lease ("First Lease") is an oil and gas lease made effective December 7, 

1997 between Madeline Stokes and Ameristate Oil & Gas, Inc. ("Ameristate"), and is recorded 

in Book 827, page 127 of the Records of Lea County, New Mexico, as amended by instrument 

dated August 10, 2000. A certified copy of the First Lease is on file with this Court, a copy of 

which is attached hereto as Exhibit "A. " 

2. The second lease ("Second Lease") is a lease made effective December 7, 1997 

between Erma Stokes Hamilton and Ameristate, and is filed in Book 827, page 124 of the 

Records of Lea County, New Mexico as amended by instrument dated August 14, 2000. A 
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certified copy of the Second Lease is on file with this Court, a copy of which is attached hereto 

as Exhibit "B." 

3. The First and Second Leases (collectively referred to herein as the "Original 

Stokes Leases" or the "First Lease" and "Second Lease" or the "Leases") were amended on 

August 10, 2000 and August 14, 2000, respectively, by Lessors and Ameristate1 to create a 

primary term expiration date of June 6, 2001. Copies of the amendments are on file and 

attached hereto as Exhibit "D. " 

4. This Court has ruled that the Original Stokes Leases were properly pooled by 

TMBR/Sharp and remain in full force and effect. See Claimant's Motion for Summary Judgment 

and the Court s Order granting same which are on file with this Court and incorporated herein 

by reference. 

B. THE TOP LEASES 

5. On or about March 27, 2001, James D. Huff ("Huff') acquired an oil and gas 

lease from Defendant Madeline Stokes covering the same lands and minerals covered by the 

Original Stokes Leases. This lease is herein referred to as the "Stokes Top Lease." A certified 

copy of the Stokes Top Lease is on file with this Court, a copy of which is attached hereto as 

Exhibit "E." 

6. The Stokes Top Lease purports to be for a primary term of three (3) years from 

June 7, 2001, and as long thereafter as oil or gas is produced from said land or from land with 

which said land is pooled. See Exhibit "E. " 

' TMBR/Sharp is a successor in interest to Ameristate by assignment of the First Lease and Second 
Lease effective in September of 1999. See Affidavit of Jeffrey D. Phillips, attached hereto as Exhibit "C. " 
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7. On the same date, Huff acquired an oil and gas lease from Defendant Erma 

Stokes Hamilton also covering the same lands described in the Original Stokes Leases. This 

lease is herein referred to as the "Hamilton Top Lease " A certified copy of the Hamilton Top 

Leases is on file with this Court, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit "F. " 

8. The Hamilton Top Lease is for the same primary term as the Stokes Top Lease. 

See Exhibit "F. " The Stokes Top Lease and Hamilton Top Lease are collectively referred to 

herein as the "Huff Top Leases," and copies thereof are on file with this Court and incorporated 

herein by reference. 

9. The Huff Top Leases each provide in pertinent part: "This oil and gas lease is 

subordinate to that certain 'Prior Lease' [Original Stokes Leases] recorded in ... Lea County 

Records, as amended by instrument dated ... recorded ... Lea County Records, but only to the 

extent that said prior lease is currently a valid and subsisting oil and gas lease. See Exhibits "E" 

and "F" (Huff Top Leases). 

10. This Court has ruled that the Original Stokes Leases are in full force and effect as 

the result of TMBR/Sharp's pooling and drilling a well across the expiration of the primary term. 

See supra. 

C. ASSIGNMENT OF HUFF TOP LEASES 

11. On September 17, 2001, Huff assigned Arrington his entire interest in the Huff 

Top Leases. A certified copy of the Assignment from Huff to Arrintgon is attached hereto and 

referenced herein as Exhibit "G. " 
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D. THE PERMITS 

12. On July 19, 2001 Arrington filed an application for and obtained a permit to drill 

the Triple Hackle Dragon "25" No. 1 Well on the W/2 of Section 25, T-16-S, R-35-E, Lea 

County, New Mexico. See a certified copy of the OCD's Order of the Division dated December 

11, 2001 attached hereto as Exhibit "H". The OCD approved the application on July 19, 2001. 

Id. at p. 2. 

13. " On July 30, 2001, Arrington filed an application for and obtained a permit to drill 

the Blue Drake "23" No. 1 Well on the E/2 Section 23, T-16-S, R-35-E, Lea County, New 

Mexico. Id at p. 2. The OCD approved the application. Id at p. 2. 

14. On August 8, 2001, the OCD denied TMBR/Sharp's application for a permit to 

drill the Blue Fin "25" No. 1 Well on the E/2 of Section 25 stating that the permit granted to 

Arrington precluded the permit applied for by TMBR/Sharp. Id at p. 2. 

15. On August 8, 2001, TMBR/Sharp was denied a permit to drill the Leavelle "23" 

No. 1 Well on the E/2 of Section 23 because the permit granted to Arrington precluded the 

granting of the permit sought by TMBR/Sharp. Id at p. 3. 

16. The Original Stokes Leases are in full force and effect. However, each of these 

leases contains a "continuous development clause." Specifically, in Paragraph 12 of Exhibit "A" 

of each such lease provides in pertinent part: "Should Lessee fail to timely commence a well in 

accordance with aforesaid 180 days continuous drilling or development prior to the point in time 

the leased premises have fully developed then this lease shall terminate as to all lands not 

included in or otherwise allocated to a well unit." See Exhibits "A " and "B. " 
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17. TMBR/Sharp attempted to drill-two additional wells in accordance with the 

provisions of Paragraph 12 of the Original Stokes Lease, but was denied drilling permits by the 

OCD on its leasehold property because Arrington wrongfully obtained drilling permits covering 

the same acreage based on the Huff Top Leases. See Exhibit "H. " Since the Huff Top Leases 

have not become effective, the drilling permits obtained from the OCD by Arrington were based 

on untrue representations of leasehold ownership. See supra. 

18. The drilling applications filed by Arrington have prevented Plaintiffs from 

exercising their rights and fulfilling their obligations under the Original Stokes Leases. Further, 

the drilling permits obtained wrongfully with the OCD are preventing TMBR/Sharp from 

drilling additional wells for which it had requested permits, but were denied. 

19. TMBR/Sharp filed an application for an order staying drilling operations by 

Arrington on the acreage subject to the Original Stokes Leases challenging the permits granted 

to Arrington. See a true and correct copy of the Application of TMBR/Sharp Drilling, Inc. for an 

Order Staying David H. Arrington from Commencing Operations attached hereto as Exhibit "I". 

20. On September 20, 2001, the OCD heard arguments regarding TMBR/Sharp's 

challenge. See Exhibit "H" at p. 1. 

21. The OCD held that Arrington had a colorable right of title and, therefore, its 

permits remained valid and refused to issue permits to TMBR/Sharp. See Exhibit "H" at pages 

4-6. The OCD did not make a determination as to the continued validity of the Original Stokes 

Leases. 

22. The order issued by the OCD stating that Arrington had colorable title was issued 

prior to the Court in this suit granting Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary Judgment which, 
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in effect, declared that Arrington had no present possessory interest in the Hamilton/Stokes 

acreage. Id. 

23. It is important to note that Arrington obtained his permits to drill the Triple 

Hackel Dragon "25" No. 1 Well and the Blue Drake "23" No. 1 Well in July of 2001. See supra. 

This is important because he did not obtain any interest in the Huff Top Leases until they were 

assigned to him on September 17, 2001. See supra. 

E. DAMAGES 

24. Arrington obtained two permits to drill on the property subject to the Huff Top 

Leases without actual or colorable title to such leases. See supra. Arrington has failed or 

refused to release those permits and has thus continued to obstruct TMBR/Sharp's entitlement to 

the drilling permits it previously requested. 

25. As a result of Arrington acquiring the permits and refusing to release them, 

TMBR/Sharp has been denied permits thus preventing it from drilling on the acreage subject to 

the Original Stoke Leases. See Exhibit "H" at pages 4-6. 

26. To challenge the actions by Arrington, TMBR/Sharp filed a Complaint for 

Declaratory Judgment, Tortious Interference, Repudiation, Damages and Injunctive Relief. A 

true and correct copy of TMBR/Sharp's Complaint is on file with this court. 

27. In support of its Complaint, TMBR/Sharp has engaged the counsel of Cotton, 

Bledsoe, Tighe & Dawson and Phil Brewer to represent their interest. 

28. TMBR/Sharp was also forced to file an application with the OCD to prevent 

Arrington from drilling on the acreage subject to the Original Stokes Leases which cause was 

denied because the OCD believed Arrington had "colorable title". However, since the ruling by 
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the OCD, this Court has entered an order effectively removing any color of title in Arrington on 

the subject properties covered by the Original Stokes Leases. See supra. 

29. Arrington did not actually have any title at all when he obtained the permits in 

that he did not receive an assignment from Huff until almost two months after the permits were 

granted. 

30. As a result of the litigation caused by Huff and Arrington, TMBR/Sharp, et al has 

incurred in excess of $90,000.00 in attorney's fees. See Affidavit of Jeffrey D. Phillips attached 

hereto and referenced herein as Exhibit "C". 

31. TMBR/Sharp has also been unable to drill at least two wells on acreage subject to 

the Original Stokes Leases thereby causing damages including loss of production, the time value 

of money, and decreased prices on the oil and gas that would have been produced. See Exhibit 

"C. " 

III. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

A summary judgment provides a method whereby it is possible to determine whether a 

genuine claim for relief for defense exists and whether there is a genuine issue of fact to warrant 

the submission of the case to the jury. Meeker v. Walker, 80 N.M. 280, 454 P.2d 762 (1969). 

Trial courts are to bring litigation to an end at an early stage when it clearly appears that one of 

the parties is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law in the case as made out by the pleadings 

and the admissions of the parties. Buffington v. Continental Casualty Co., 69 N.M. 365, 367 

P.2d 539 (1961). Further, summary judgment is proper even though other disputed issues 

remain before the court. Tapia v. Springer Transf. Co., 106 N.M. 461, 744 P.2d 1264 (Ct. App. 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT AGAINST ~ ~ 
DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS REGARDING TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE 

Page 8 
Mid: BSULLIVAN\0O437O\OO002IU 13230. i 



T987). In the present matter, the undisputed facts and the language of paragraph 5 of the 

Original Stokes Leases show that TMBR/Sharp is entitled to summary judgment as a matter of 

law on its claim of tortious interference. 

IV. 

ARGUMENTS AND AUTHORITIES 

The issue for partial summary judgment is whether Arrington tortiously interfered with 

the Original Stokes Leases. To establish tortious interference with a contract, Plaintiffs have to 

prove that Arrington had: (1) knowledge of a contract [e.g. the leases] between TMBR/Sharp, 

Madeline Stokes, and Erma Stokes Hamilton; (2) performance of some aspect of the contract 

was refused [e.g. a top lease was granted and Arrington obtained drilling permits that thwarted 

TMBR/Sharp's ability to obtain permits]; (3) Arrington played an active and substantial part in 

causing TMBR/Sharp to lose the benefits of its contract; and (4) damages flowed from the 

breach of the contract. Ettenson v. Burke, 130 N.M. 67, 17 P.3rd 440 (Ct. App. 2000) (citing 

Wolfv. Perry, 65 N.M. 47, 461-62, 339 P.2d 679, 681-82 (1959)). 

Clearly, Arrington had knowledge of the Original Stokes Leases between TMBR/Sharp 

and the lessors; the Huff Top Leases specifically reference the Original Stokes Leases. In 

addition, it is undisputed that TMBR/Sharp cannot perform the contracts in question because 

Arrington wrongfully obtained permits to drill on acreage covered by the Original Stokes Leases 

which blocked TMBR/Sharp's ability to obtain it own drilling permits. See supra. Arrington's 

failure and refusal to release the permits has resulted in Plaintiff s continued inability to obtain 

its own permits. The only remaining issue, therefore, is whether or not damages flowed from 

TMBR/Sharp's inability to drill wells on its leases. 
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Arrington's tortious conduct damaged Plaintiffs in two ways. First, Plaintiffs have been 

unable to produce the oil and gas from the Original Stokes Leases as they would have been if 

TMBR/Sharp were able to obtain the permits. See Exhibit "C." Secondly, Plaintiffs have 

incurred attorney's fees as consequential damages in order to establish the validity of the 

Original Stokes Leases and their right to drill thereon. 

TMBR/Sharp has been unable to obtain permits to drill on the acreage covered by the 

Original Stokes Leases because Arrington obtained its permits wrongfully. See Exhibit "A " at 

pages 4-6. Such inability has caused TMBR/Sharp to incur significant damages. TMBR/Sharp 

would have completed both of the wells that it sought a permit for in 2001. See Exhibit "C. " 

Further, production would have been obtained from those wells. As a result of Arrington and 

Huffs tortious interference, Plaintiffs have suffered damages including the following: (1) loss 

of production; (2) time value of money; (3) decrease in prices that Plaintiffs would have received 

for any production if wells could have been drilled; (4) attorneys' fees; and (5) costs. See 

Exhibit "C. " These damages are in excess of $500,000.00 at the time this Motion for Summary 

Judgment was filed. See Exhibit "C. " 

Incurring attorneys' fees as a result of the tortuous interference satisfies the damage 

element of a tortious interference with a contract claim. In Dinkle v. Dunton, the New Mexico 

Supreme Court stated: ' I t is generally held that where the wrongful act of defendant has 

involved the plaintiff in litigation with others or placed him in such relation with others that 

makes it necessary to incur expense to protect his interest, such costs and expenses, including 

attorney's fees, should be treated as legal consequences of the original wrongful act and may be 

recovered as damages." 68 N.M. 108, 114, 359 P.2d 345, 349 (1961) (citing 15 Am. Jur. 
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(Damages) § 144, p. 552. In LaMure v. Peters, 122 N.M. 367, 924 P.2d 1379, 1382.(Q. App. 

1996), the court held that "consequential or incidental damages, such as attorney's fees are costs 

incurred as a result of the alleged malpractice satisfies the prerequisite injury to bring a 

malpractice claim." The attorneys' fees incurred by Plaintiffs are consequential damages 

sustained as a result of Arrington's tortious conduct and, therefore, are recoverable. Such 

damages for attorneys' fees total in excess of $90,000.00. See Exhibit "C. " 

V. 

CONCLUSION 

Arrington has; tortiously interfered with the Original Stokes Leases and Plaintiffs' rights 

under them. More specifically, Arrington had knowledge of the Original Stokes Leases, 

TMBR/Sharp has been unable to obtain permits to drill on the acreage subject to the Original 

^ Stokes Leases, TMBR/Sharp's inability to drill was caused by Arrington wrongfully obtaining 

permits for the acreage covered by the Original Stokes Leases and Plaintiffs have suffered 

damages as a result of their inability to drill the wells. Therefore, as a matter of law, Plaintiff 

have satisfied all of the elements of tortious interference with a contract with respect to 

Arrington and are entitled to summary judgment as a matter of law. 

VI. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Plaintiff TMBR/Sharp, Inc. respectfully 

requests the Court enter a judgment awarding TMBR/Sharp the following relief: 

1. A judgment that Arrington has tortiously interfered with the Original 
Stokes Leases; and 
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2. Such other relief, at law or equity to which Plaintiffs are justly entitled. 

Respectfully submitted, 

COTTON, BLEDSOE, TIGHE & DAWSON, P.C. 
500 West Illinois, Suite 300 
P.O. Box 2776 
Midland, Texas 79702-2776 
(915) 684-5782 
(915) 682-3672-Fax 

By: 'MfUt . 
SL-SAN R. RICHARDSON. 

t 

RICHARD R. MONTGOMERY 
ROBERT T. SULLIVAN 

and 

PHIL BREWER 
P. O. Box 298 
Roswell, NM 88202-0298 
(505) 625-00298 
TOMMY D. PARKER 
P. O. Box 1094 
Hobbs, New Mexico 88241-1094 
(505) 393-6854 

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this the 28th day of January, 2002, 2001, a copy of the 
above and foregoing instrument has been hand delivered to attorney for Defendants Mr. 
Ernest L. Carroll, Lea County Courthouse, Lovington, New Mexico and Michael J. 
Canon, 303 West Wall, Suite 1100, Midland, Texas. 

•Utility 
Susan R. Richardson 

/ 
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FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC., et al, 

Plaintiff, 

No. CV-2001-315C vs. 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADEUNE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES HAMILTON, 
JOHN DAVID STOKES, and TOM 
STOKES 

Defendant 

RESPONSE OF DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS. INC. 
TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR PARTIAL SUMMARY 

JUDGMENT REGARDING TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE 

COMES NOW the Defendant, DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, INC., 

("Arrington") by and through its attorneys of record, Losee, Carson, Haas & Carroll 

(Ernest L. Carroll), and submits this Response to Plaintiffs Motion for Partial Summary 

Judgment Against David H. Arrington Oil & Gas Regarding Tortious Interference and 

states as follows: 

I. Introduction 

Based upon this Court's interlocutory order granting partial summary judgement 

against Arrington, Plaintiffs TMBR/Sharp Drilling, Inc., Ameristate Oil & Gas, Inc., 

Thomas Beall, Mark Nearburg, Louis Mazzallo, F. Howard Walsh, Jr., Jade Resources, 

Inc. CHI Energy, Inc. and Thomas C. Brown ("TMBR/Sharp") now seek a summary 

judgment against Arrington for tortious interference alleging that Arrington wrongfully 
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obtained permits to drill two wells and that as a result TMBR/Sharp was damaged. 

Arrington disputes that it wrongfully obtained the permits and further disputes that 

TMBR/Sharp was prevented from continuously drilling upon the leasehold acreage in 

question. Further Arrington asserts that TMBR/Sharp has alleged improper and highly 

speculative and unsubstantiated damages and that TMBR/Sharp has based its motion 

on immaterial and disputed facts. 

II. Statement of Material Facts 

Arrington hereby responds to the statement of facts contained in TMBR/Sharp's 

Statement of Undisputed Material Facts as follows: 

A THE LEASES 

1. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 11. 

2. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 2. 

3. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 3. 

4. Arrington admits that the Court has ruled with respect to the Original 

Stokes Leases, however, Arrington asserts that the fact contained in 

paragraph number 4 is not a material fact with respect to TMBR/Sharp's 

motion for summary judgment. TMBR/Sharp's fact number 4 references 

the Court's December 27, 2001, ruling. The Court's December 27, 2001, 

Order Granting Partial Summary Judgment Regarding Filing of Unit 

Designations (the "Order") is an interlocutory order and as such is subject 

to be overturned, modified or changed at any time prior to the issuance of 

1 Arrington adopts the defined terms contained in the Motion. 
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a final order in this matter and is thereafter subject to appeal.2 Although 

the Order establishes the law of the case, that law did not exist prior to 

the issuance of the Order, therefore the Order is not material to the 

actions of Arrington prior to the issuance of the order. The only actions of 

Arrington upon which TMBR/Sharp may base its instant motion are 

actions which occurred prior to the issuance of the Order and knowledge 

that the Court would so rule. Interlocutory orders may be 

revisited at any time prior to final judgment. Sims v. Sims. 1996-NMSC-

078,122 N.M. 681; Barker v. Barker. 94 N.M. 162, 165-166, 608 P.2d 

138, 141-142 (1980); Universal Constructors. Inc. v. Fielder. 118 N.M. 

657, 659, 884 P.2d 813, 815 (Ct. App. 1994). 

B. THE TOP LEASES 

5. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 5, and further 

states that the Stokes Top Lease was executed by Madeline Stokes on 

April 4, 2001. See Exhibits E to Plaintiff's Motion for Partial Summary 

Judgment Against David H. Arrington Oil & Gas Regarding Tortious 

Interference and Brief in Support Thereof (the "Motion"). 

6. Arrington denies the allegations in paragraph number 6 and asserts that 

such fact, even if it were true, is immaterial to the allegations of tortious 

2 Arlington has already placed the Court and the Plaintiffs on notice of its intention to appeal the 
Order. 
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interference in this matter. Paragraph number 15 of the Stokes Top 

Lease states: 

"Notwithstanding any other provisions of this oil and gas 
lease, the end of the primary term hereof shall be extended 
until the third (3rd) anniversary date of this oil and gas lease 
next following the expiration of the continuous development 
provision contained in added Paragraph No. 12 on Exhibit 
"A" attached to the Prior Lease, provided that in no event 
shall the primary term hereof expire later than the 20* 
anniversary date of this oil and gas lease." See Exhibit " E " 
attached to the Motion. 

7. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 7, and further 

states that the Hamilton Top Lease was executed by Erma Hamilton on 

April 4, 2001. See Exhibits "F" to the Motion. 

8. Arrington asserts that the Hamilton Top Lease is for the same primary 

term as the Stokes Top Lease as was hereinabove recited in paragraph 

number 6 of this response. 

9. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 9 

10. Arrington asserts that the fact contained in paragraph number 10 is not a 

material fact. Fact number 10 is based upon an interlocutory order which 

is subject to be overturned, modified or changed at any time prior to the 

issuance of a final order in this matter and is thereafter subject to appeal. 

Although the Order establishes the law of the case, that law did not exist 

prior to the issuance of the Order, therefore the Order is not material to 

the actions of Arrington prior to the issuance of the order. The actions of 

Arrington upon which TMBR/Sharp must base the instant motion are 
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actions which occurred prior to the issuance of the Order and knowledge 

that the Court would so rule. 

ASSIGNMENT OF HUFF TOP LEASES 

11. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 11 and further 

states that the Assignment from Huff to Arrington recites that the 

assignment is "EFFECTIVE for all purposes as of March 27, 2001." 

THE PERMITS 

12. Arrington denies the allegations contained in paragraph number 12. 

Arrington asserts that on July 17, 2001, Arrington filed its application for 

permit to drill the Triple Hackle Dragon "25" No. 1 Well in the W/2 of 

Section 25, Township 16 South, Range 35 East, Lea County, New Mexico 

and that the OCD approved the application on July 19, 2001. See 

paragraph (5) of Exhibit "H" to the Motion. 

13. Arrington denies the allegations contained in paragraph number 13. 

Arrington asserts that on July 25, 2001, Arrington filed it application for 

permit to drill the Blue Drake "23" No. 1 Well in the E/2 of Section 23, 

Township 16 South, Range 35 East, Lea County, New Mexico and that 

the OCD approved the application on July 30, 2001. See paragraph (6) 

of Exhibit "H" to the Motion. 

14. Arrington denies the allegations contained in paragraph number 14. 

Arrington asserts that on August 8, 2001, the OCD denied TMBR/Sharp's 

application for a permit to drill the Blue Fin "25" No. 1 Well in the N/2 of 



Section 25, Township 16 South, Range 35 East, Lea County, New 

Mexico, rather than the E/2 as alleged. Arrington further admits that the 

OCD denied the application by reason of the previous issuance of the 

permit for Arrington's Triple Hackle Dragon "25" Well No. 1. See 

paragraph (8) of Exhibit "H" to the Motion. 

15. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 15. 

16. Arrington denies that the Original Stokes Leases are in full force and 

effect. The statement that the Original Stokes Leases are in full force and 

effect: is based on an interlocutory order which is subject to be overturned, 

modified or changed at any time prior to the issuance of a final order in 

this matter and is thereafter subject to appeal. Although the Order 

establishes the law of the case, that law did not exist prior to the issuance 

of the Order, therefore the Order is not material to the actions of Arrington 

prior to the issuance of the order. The actions of Arrington, upon which 

TMBR/Sharp must base the instant motion, are actions which occurred 

prior to the issuance of the Order and knowledge that the Court would so 

rule. Further Arrington asserts that although the Original Stokes 

Leases contain a continuous development clause such a fact is 

immaterial to the issue of tortious interference as alleged in this case. 

On December 27, 2001, the Court issued an Order Granting Partial 

Summary Judgment Regarding Force Majeure (the "Force Majeure 

Order"). The Force Majeure Order effectively prevents the termination of 
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the Original Stokes Leases for any failure to timely commence a well 

pursuant to the continuous development clause. Further each of the 

Original Stokes Leases cover additional acreage upon which no 

conflicting APD existed and upon which TMBR/Sharp could have fulfilled 

its continuous drilling obligations. 

17. Arrington denies the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 17. With respect 

to the facts alleged in paragraph 17, Arrington asserts that TMBR/Sharp 

is attempting to mislead the Court into the wrongful belief that lease 

ownership automatically grants the lessee the "right" to drill a well and 

that Arrington "wrongfully" obtained drilling permits based on untrue 

representations of leasehold ownership. Contrary to TMBR/Sharp's 

suggestion, the rights granted under the Original Stokes Leases do not 

necessarily entitle TMBR/Sharp to drill and operate wells upon the leased 

lands. The Original Stokes Leases did not cover one hundred percent of 

the mineral or operating rights in the proration units in which TMBR/Sharp 

proposed to drill the Blue Fin "25 No. 1 Well and the Leavelle "23" No. 1 

Well. Any one owning a mineral or operating right in the proration unit 

dedicated to the Blue Fin "25" No. 1 Well and the Leavelle "23" No. 1 

Well has an equal right to drill and operate a well. One of the tasks 

assigned to the OCD is to determine who among those owning a mineral 

or operating right will be the operator and will drill and operate the well. 
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Pursuant to certain farmout agreements with Ocean Energy, Arrington has 

an undivided 15% of the operating rights in the proration unit designated 

for the Triple Hackle Dragon "25" No. 1 Well. The leases, with respect to 

the farmout agreements with Ocean Energy, are not at issue in this 

lawsuit.3 Arrington's acquisition of these operating rights gave Arrington 

an independent right to seek a permit to drill a well and to be the operator 

of such well. At the time that Arrington sought and was granted the 

permits for the Triple Hackle Dragon "25" No. 1 Well and the Blue Drake 

"23" No. 1 Well, Arrington had a reasonable belief that it owned operating 

rights in the proration units to which the wells were dedicated. Arrington 

continues to believe that he owns operating rights in the proration units to 

which the wells were dedicated and that its actions in seeking the permits 

were not "wrongful" or "based on untrue representations of leasehold 

ownership. Arrington sought and was granted the permits at a time prior 

to the issuance of the Court's December 27, 2001, Order. The issuance 

of the Order is the only basis upon which TMBR/Sharp relies to assert 

that Arrington wrongfully obtained the drilling permit or that the issuance 

of the permits to Arrington were based upon untrue representations of 

leasehold interest. The issuance of the permits to Arrington was in July, 

3 Arrington also owns leases in the NE/4 of Section 25. Ownership of the leases in the NE/4 of 
Section 25 would allow Arrington to rightfully seek a permit to drill a well in either the E/2 or the N/2 of 
Section 25. The Blue Fin "25" No. 1 Well proposed by TMBR/Sharp was dedicated to the N/2 of Section 
25. With respect to the Blue Fin "25" No. 1 Well, Arrington had an equal independent right to drill a well 
with TMBR/Sharp. 
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2001, five months before the Order became the law of the case. The 

Order is an interlocutory order which is subject to be overturned, 

changed or modified prior to the issuance of a final order and is subject to 

appeal after the issuance of the final order. See Affidavit of Jeffrey G. 

Bane attached hereto as Exhibit " 1 " . 

18. Arrington denies the allegations contained in paragraph number 18. 

Arrington's approved drilling applications have not prevented 

TMBR/Sharp from exercising its rights and fulfilling its obligations under 

the Original Stokes Leases and Arrington is not preventing TMBR/Sharp 

from drilling additional wells. The Original Stokes Leases covered the 

following: 

Township 16 South. Range 35 East. N.M.P.M. 

Section 13: SE/4 
Section 23: SE/4 
Section 24: NW/4 SW/4, NW/4 NE/4 
Section 25: NW/4 
Section 26: NE/4 

TMBR/Sharp drilled the Blue Fin "24" No. 1 Well in the W/2 of Section 24, 

Township 16 South, Range 35 East. Arrington has approved drilling 

permits for the Triple Hackle Dragon "25" Well No. 1 to be located in the 

W/2 of Section 25, Township 16 South, Range 35 East and the Blue 

Drake "23" Well No. 1 to be located in the E/2 of Section 23, Township 16 

South, Range 35 East. No other wells have been drilled on the leased 

premises and no other permits have been issued which cover the leased 
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premises. Therefore, TMBR/Sharp has always had the opportunity to 

seek and obtain drilling permits covering the remaining lands covered by 

the leases, specifically the Section 13 and Section 26 acreage. 

Furthermore, with respect to the two permits which Arrington was granted, 

TMBR/Sharp has always been free to commence a forced pooling action 

before the OCD and have themselves declared the operator under the 

permits which Arrington has been granted.4 TMBR/Sharp is attempting 

to create the illusion that as the lessee of the Original Stokes Leases, 

TMBR/Sharp had an exclusive right to drill on the leasehold acreage or 

on lands pooled therewith. TMBR/Sharp is wrong. TMBR/Sharp's rights 

under the Original Stokes Lease are subject to the rights of all other 

undivided mineral owners, who have an equal right to drill a well and 

develop the minerals. Additionally, TMBR/Sharp's rights under the 

Original Stokes Leases are also subject to the authority granted to the 

OCD. Moreover, the Original Stokes Leases do not require that the 

lessee must be the entity to drill and operate a well upon the leased 

premises. The fact of the matter is that anyone, including Arrington, who 

4 The situation where two completing owners of operating rights want to drill and operate a well 
on the same lands is fairly common. In such situations one or both of the competing owners will petition 
the OCD for an order force pooling the other owners and the OCO is typically asked to make the 
determination as to which owner of operating rights should drill and operate the proposed well. NMSA 
1978, Section 70-2-1 through 70-2-38, (2001) grants the OCD the jurisdiction and authority over all 
matters relating to the conservation of oil and gas, the prevention of waste of oil and gas, the protection 
of correlative rights, and the disposition of wastes resulting from oil and gas operations. The OCD is 
the proper authority to make a determination with respect to the forced pooling of the minerals and to 
determine which completing entity should drill and operate the well. 
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drilled a well on the leased premises would have satisfied the ^ ^ ^ J u ^ 

requirements of the Original Stokes Leases to obtain production. See 

Exhibits "A" and "B" attached to the Motion. See also Exhibit "1", -

hereto. 

19. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 19. 

20. Arrington admits the truth of TMBR/Sharp's fact number 20. 

21. Arrington admits that the OCD found that Arrington had "demonstrated at 

least a colorable claim of title" and, therefore, Arrington's permits 

remained valid and that the OCD refused to issue conflicting permits to 

TMBR/Sharp. Arrington further admits that the OCD did not make a 

determination as to the continued validity of the Original Stokes Leases. 

See Exhibit "H" to the Motion. 

22. Arrington admits that the order issued by the OCD stating that Arrington 

"has demonstrated at least a colorable claim of title" was issued prior to 

the Court's issuance of its Order. Arrington further admits that the 

Court's Order, in effect, declared that the Original Stokes Leases were in 

full force and effect. However, Arrington denies that the Order makes a 

determination as to Arrington's present possessory interest in the Huff 

Top Leases. The Order does not diminish Arrington's rights under the 

Huff Top Leases. Further, Arrington asserts that the Order addressed 

only the continuing nature of the Original Stokes Leases and did not 
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address a possessory interest in acreage. See Exhibit "H" to the 

Motion. 

23. Arrington denies the facts asserted in paragraph 23. From the date of the 

Huff Top Leases, Arrington has had an equitable right in such leases. 

Huff, acting as agent for Arrington, negotiated and contracted for the Huff t ( t J ^ r 

Top Leases and Arrington paid for the leases. See Affidavit of Jeffrey S&*~" 

G. Bane attached hereto as Exhibit "1". 

DAMAGES 

24. Arrington denies the facts asserted in paragraph 24. Arrington asserts 

that at the time it obtained the two permits to drill, Arrington had a 

reasonable belief that the Original Stokes Leases had expired and that 

Arrington could demonstrate a claim of colorable title to the Huff Top 

Leases, and which was so held by the OCD. Arrington further asserts 

that it has not failed or refused to release those permits and has not 

obstructed TMBR/Sharp's entitlement to the drilling permits it has 

requested. Arrington has offered to release the permit to drill the Blue 

Drake Well No. 1 located in the E/2 Section 23, Township 16 South, 

Range 35 East. Arrington has not offered to release the permit to drill 

the Triple Hackle Dragon "25" Well No. 1, because Arrington's ownership 

of operating rights, which are not at issue herein, give Arrington an equal 

right to drill and operate the well. Further TMBR/Sharp could have sought 
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operatorship of any well drilled through a forced pooling action, which 

TMBR/Sharp apparently declined to do. See Affidavit of Jeffrey G. 

Bane attached hereto as Exhibit "1". 

25. Arrington denies the facts alleged in paragraph number 25. Arrington 

asserts that TMBR/Sharp has not been prevented from drilling on the 

other acreage covered by the Original Stokes Leases. If TMBR/Sharp 

truly believed the Original Stokes Leases were in full force and effect, it 

could have met its obligations by drilling wells in Section 13 and Section 

26 or lands pooled therewith. Arrington has not prevented TMBR/Sharp 

from drilling wells in Section 13 and Section 26. Furthermore, as stated in 

paragraph 24 above, Arrington has agreed to release the permit for the 

Blue Drake "23" No. 1 Well. TMBR/Sharp has always been free to met its 

obligations under the Original Stokes Leases. See Affidavit of Jeffrey 

G. Bane attached hereto as Exhibit "1". 

26. Arrington admits the truth of paragraph number 26, but asserts that it is 

irrelevant and immaterial to the claim of tortious interference. 

27. Arrington admits the truth of paragraph 17, but asserts that it is irrelevant 

and immaterial to the claim of tortious interference. Moreover, Arrington 

asserts that attorneys fees incurred in a tortious interference action are 

not recoverable as special damages in the same tortious interference 

action. 
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Arrington denies the facts contained in paragraph 28. Arrington asserts 

that TMBR/Sharp was not "forced" to file an application with the OCD to 

prevent Arrington from drilling on the acreage subject to the Original 

Stokes Leases. Arrington affirmatively asserts that had TMBR/Sharp 

really been serious about drilling an additional well it would have filed a 

forced pooling application with the OCD and sought operatorship of the 

well. The effect on the Original Stokes Leases is the same regardless of 

who drills a well on the leased premises or lands pooled therewith. 

Additionally, TMBR/Sharp could have satisfied its obligations under the 

Original Stokes Leases by drilling wells in Section 13 and Section 26. 

Arrington further asserts that although the Order may presently reinstate 

the Original Stokes Leases, the Order is an interlocutory order which is 

subject to be overturned, changed or modified by a final order and is 

thereafter subject to appeal. See Affidavit of Jeffrey G. Bane attached 

hereto as Exhibit "1". 

Arrington denies the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 29. 

Arrington asserts that from the date of the Huff Top Leases, Arrington had 

an equitable right in the Huff Top Leases. At the time Huff negotiated and 

contracted for the Huff Top Leases, Huff was acting as agent for Arrington 

and the Huff Top Leases were paid for by Arrington. See Affidavit of 

Jeff Bane attached hereto as Exhibit " 1 " . 
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30. ' Arrington does not deny that TMBR/Sharp has incurred attorney's fees in 

the prosecution of this litigation, however Arrington denies that such 

attorney's fees incurred in a tortious interference action are recoverable 

as special damages in the same tortious interference action. In New 

Mexico, absent statutory authority or rule of court, attorneys fees are not 

recoverable as an item of damages. Aboud v. Adams. 84 N. M. 683, 507 

P.2d 430 (1973). Special damages must be pleaded as well as proved. 

Garver v. Public Service Companv of New Mexico. 77 N. M. 262, 421 

P.2d 788 (1966). 

31. Arrington denies that TMBR/Sharp has been damaged as the result of 

Arrington having obtained the two permits to drill. TMBR/Sharp could 

have drilled other wells which would have included lands covered by the 

Original Stokes Leases and TMBR/Sharp could have petitioned the OCD 

for a forced pooling order granting TMBR/Sharp the right to drill and 

operate the wells under permit to Arrington. TMBR/Sharp did nothing to 

mitigate any potential damages it might have suffered. Moreover, 

Arrington denies that TMBR/Sharp incurred damages of $500,000 as the 

result of lost production, the time value of money, and decreased prices 

on the oil and gas that could have been produced if Arrington had not 

obtained the two permits. TMBR/Sharp has not alleged a single fact to 

support a damage award of $500,000. The damages contemplated in 

TMBR/Sharp's damage calculation requires economic, engineering and 
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geological facts which have not been alleged and even if alleged would 

not be undisputed. TMBR/Sharp's calculation of damages is highly 

speculative, not supportable and must be proved at trial. 

III. ARGUMENTS AND AUTHORITIES 

Summary Judgment will be granted only when the moving party is entitled to a 

judgment as a matter of law upon clear and undisputed facts. The purpose of a hearing 

on the motion for such a judgment is not to resolve factual issues but to determine 

whether there is any genuine issue of material fact in dispute and if not, to render 

judgment in accordance with the law applied to the established facts or, if there be a 

genuine factual issue, to deny the motion for summary judgment. Great W 

Construction Companv v. N C. Ribble Co.. 77 NM 725, 427 P2d 246 (1967). In the 

case of Taoia v. Springer Transfer Co.. 106 NM 461, 744 P2d 1264 (Ct. App. 1987), the 

Court of Appeals held concerning a motion for summary judgment, "Summary Judgment 

is proper when there is no genuine issue as to a material fact and the moving party is 

entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Matkins v. Zero Refrigerated Lines. Inc.. 92 NM 

511, 602 P2d 195 (Ct. App. 1979)." The Motion as presented by TMBR/Sharp 

contains numerous disputed material facts which must be resolved and the motion 

should therefore be denied. 

The Restatement of Torts 2d. 5766A defines the act of "Intentional Interference 

with Another's Performance of His Own Contract," as follows: 

"One who intentionally and improperly interferes with the 
performance of a contract (except a contract to marry) 
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between another and a third person, by preventing the other 
from performing the contract or causing his performance to 
be more expensive or burdensome, is subject to liability to 
the other for the pecuniary loss resulting to him." [Emphasis 
added.] 

TMBR/Sharp has not met its burden of proof with respect to establishing that 

Arrington intentionally and improperly interfered with the performance of its contract. 

intentionally but also that Arrington's actions were improper. Arrington's actions were 

neither intentional nor improper. 

Intent is a question of fact and summary judgment must be denied if there are 

disputed issues of fact. In this case, TMBR/Sharp alleges that Arrington's actions in 

seeking the permits to drill wells were done with the intention to prevent TMBR/Sharp 

from fulfilling its contractual obligations under the Original Stokes Lease. Arrington 

denies that it acted with such intention and asserts that its actions with respect to 

seeking the permits to drill were done in performance of the terms of the Huff Top 

Leases and based upon Arrington's reasonable belief that the Original Stokes Leases 

had expired by their own terms. Given Arrington's reasonable belief that the Original 

Stokes Leases had expired by their own terms and that Arrington was operating under 

the terms of the Huff Top Leases, TMBR/Sharp has not meet its burden of proof with 

respect to establishing that Arrington's actions were taken with the intent to harm 

TMBR/Sharp. 

TMBR/Sharp has crafted its Motion fromi the po[ntof view that Arrington's belief ? 

that the Original Stokes Leases had expired by their own terms was not reasonable d-^^fiL** 

To prevail TMBR/Sharp must prove notjtnJyJhat̂ Arrington's actions were done 

17 



because the Order which the Court issued on December 27, 2001, found that the 

Original Stokes Leases were still valid. TMBR/Sharp's reliance on the Order is 

misplaced. The Order became the law of the case upon its issuance on December 27, 

2001. Until the issuance of the Order Arrington was entitled to its reasonable belief 

that the Original Stokes Leases had expired by their own terms. The Court's December 

only case on point found, with respect to the filing of a unit designation, is Sauder v. 

Frye. 613 S.W.2d 63 (Ct. App. Ft. Worth 1981). In the Sauder case, given similar facts, 

the Fort Worth, Texas Court of Appeals held that the lease terminated by its own terms. 

Therefore, Arrington was justified in its belief that the Original Stokes Leases had 

expired. Furthermore, it was not improper for Arrington to seek permits to drill wells on 

leasehold acreage which it either owned or reasonably believed it owned the requisite 

operating rights. TMBR/Sharp has not met its burden of proof with respect to 

establishing that Arrington's actions were improper. At the very least there is a 

question of fact as to that issue. 

TMBR/Sharp cites Ettenson v. Burke. 2001-NMCA-003, 130 N. M. 67, 17 P.3d 

440, as a statement of the elements necessary to establish tortious interference with a 

contract. Arrington agrees that the elements set forth in Ettenson are what 

TMBR/Sharp must prove. The Ettenson court said: 

"Establishing tortious interference with contract is not easy. 
Ettenson had to prove that (1) Burke had "knowledge of the 
contract" between Ettenson and the corporation, (2) 
performance of the contract was refused, (3) Burke "played 
an active and substantial part in causing [Ettenson] to lose 

27, 2001, Order is the only ruling in New Mexico as to the question at issue and the 
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the benefits of his contract," (4) damages flowed from the 
breached contract, and (5) Burke induced the breach 
"without justification or privilege to do so." Wolf v. Perry, 65 
N.M. 457, 461-62, 339 P.2d 679, 681-82 (1959). Not every 
interference leading to a breach of contract amounts to an 
unlawful act or a civil action; tort liability attaches only when 
the interference is without 'justification or privilege." 
Williams v. Ashcraft 72 N.M. 120, 121, 381 P.2d 55, 56, 
(1963). In causing one to lose the benefits of a contract, the 
tort-feaor must act either with an improper motive or_by use, 
of improper means." [Emphasis added] 

TMBR/Sharp has failed to establish the elements of tortious interference 

required under Ettenson. TMBR/Sharp alleges that the first element of tortious 

interference is met because Arrington had knowledge of the existence of the Original 

Stokes Leases. Such is true, Arrington knew of Original Stokes Leases and had a 

reasonable belief that they had expired by there own terms. 

TMBR/Sharp alleges that the second element of tortious interference is met 

because Hamilton and Stokes issued a top lease to Arrington and Arrington obtained 

drilling permits that thwarted TMBR/Sharp's ability to obtain permits. TMBR/Sharp's 

position is unsupportable. The fact that Stokes and Hamilton issued top leases to 

Arrington which were made specifically subject to the Original Stokes Leases does not 

improperly interfere with the Original Stokes Lease. Furthermore, the second element 

in Ettenson requires that performance of the contract be refused. TMBR/Sharp's 

allegation that Arrington "thwarted" its ability to obtain drilling permits does not rise to 

the level of refusing to perform under the contract. Arrington did nothing which caused 

Stokes and Hamilton to refuse performance of the contract. In fact it was TMBR/Sharp 

who refused to perform. TMBR/Sharp had the ability to seek drilling permits on 
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leasehold acreage other than that which Arrington had under permit and TMBR/Sharp 

failed to do so. Also, TMBR/Sharp had the ability to seek and be granted operatorship 

of the Arrington permits pursuant to a force pooling order from the OCD but 

TMBR/Sharp refused to even attempt to obtain such an order. 

TMBR/Sharp was not even "thwarted" from fulfilling its obligations under the 

Original Stokes Leases because Arrington obtained the two drilling permits. 

TMBR/Sharp could have fulfilled its obligations under the Original Stokes Leases by 

drilling wells on other of the leased premises or lands pooled therewith or TMBR/Sharp 

could have petitioned the OCD for a forced pooling order with respect to Arrington's 

permits to drill and been granted the right to operate those wells. TMBR/Sharp did 

neither. 

The Original Stokes Leases did not give TMBR/Sharp an exclusive right to drill 

and operate a well on acreage covered by the Original Stokes Leases. The right to drill 

and operate a well is owned equally by all of the mineral owners or lessees in the 

proration unit. Therefore, any of the mineral owners or lessees may apply to the OCD 

to drill and operate a well. The terms of the Original Stokes Leases would be 

perpetuated regardless of which mineral owner or lessee drilled and operated the well. 

If the Original Stokes Leases were valid and Arrington drilled the wells which were 

permitted, the actions of Arrington would have perpetuated the leases. Furthermore, 

had TMBR/Sharp drilled a well on Section 13 or 26, the Original Stokes Leases would 

have been perpetuated. 
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TMBR/Sharp can not establish the third element of tortious interference by 

stating that Arrington played and active and substantial part in causing TMBR/Sharp to 

lose the benefits of its contract. As more fully discussed in the preceding paragraph, 

TMBR/Sharp has failed to establish that it lost the benefits of its contract with respect to 

the Original Stokes Leases solely by actions of Arrington. If TMBR/Sharp lost anything 

it was because of its own failure to act. 

With respect to the forth element of tortious interference, TMBR/Sharp argues 

that damages flowed from the breach of contract as a result of Arrington's actions. As 

support for such damages TMBR/Sharp alleges that it suffered damages including; (1) 

loss of production; (2) time value of money; (3) decrease in prices that it would have 

received for any production if wells could have been drilled; (4) attorneys' fees; and (5) 

costs. If TMBR/Sharp lost money as a result of loss of production, Arrington is not 

responsible. TMBR/Sharp had the opportunity to drill wells on other of the leased lands 

or lands pooled therewith. TMBR/Sharp also had the option of force pooling the wells 

which Arrington had permitted and seeking operatorship of such wells. Furthermore, 

the damages as recited in the Affidavit of Jerrŷ  Phillips (see Exhibit "C" to the Motion) 

are based upon engineering, geologic and economic estimates which have not and can 

not be proven to a reasonable degree of certainty. No one can be certain that a well, 

which has not yet been drilled, once drilled will be capable of production. 

The Restatement of Torts 2d. 5774A requires that damages resulting from a tort 

be proven with a "reasonable degree of certainty." The Restatement of Torts 2d. 5 912 

states: 
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"One to whom another has tortiously caused harm is entitled . ^ 
to compensatory damages for the harm if. but only if. he ^ 
establishes bv proof the extent of the harm and the amount £ & 
of money representing adequate compensation with as . ** 
much certainty as the nature of the tort and the ^ \Js^* 
circumstances permit." [Emphasis added] 

In order to prove its damages with respect to the production which it argues was 

lost, TMBR/Sharp must provide the engineering, geologic and economic facts sufficient 

to form the basis of its statement that it suffered damages in excess of $500,000. 

TMBR/Sharp has failed to allege any such facts. Because an issue of fact to be 

determined exists, summary judgment is improper. 

TMBR/Sharp also alleges that incurring attorneys' fees as a result of the tortious 

interference satisfies the damage element of a tortious interference claim. 

TMBR/Sharp is wrong. In New Mexico, absent statutory authority or rule of court, 

attorneys fees incurred in the same action are not recoverable as an item of damages. 

Aboud v. Adams, supra.: Jemez Properties. Inc. v. Lucero. 94 N.M. 181, 608 P.2d 157 

(Ct. App. 1979) There is no statutory authority allowing attorneys fees as an item 

recoverable as damages in this case and TMBR/Sharp has cited none. Additionally, 

special damages must be pleaded as well as proven. Garver v. Public Service 

Companv of New Mexico, supra.: Jemez Properties. Inc. v. Lucero. supra. TMBR/Sharp 

has neither plead nor proven a claim for special damages. 

As support for its notion that attorneys fees are recoverable as damages and 

that incurring attorneys fees satisfies the damage element of a tortious interference 

with a contract claim, TMBR/Sharp cites Pinkie v. Denton. 68 N.M. 108, 359 p.2d 345 
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(S. Ct. 1961) and LaMure v. Peters. 122 N.M. 367, 924P.2d 1379 (Ct. App. 1996). 

Although these cases do provide that attorneys fees were recoverable, the attorneys 

fees which were being referred to were attorneys fees incurred in defending other 

independent actions and not the attorneys fees incurred in bringing the immediate suit. 

The attorneys fees which TMBR/Sharp has referenced appear to be the attorneys fees 

for bringing the instant action and as such are not the type of attorneys fees 

contemplated in Pinkie v. Denton, supra and LaMure v. Peters, supra. 

With respect to the last element which must be satisfied to establish a claim for 

tortious interference, it is significant that TMBR/Sharp failed to even mention the fifth 

element. As discussed in Ettenson v. Burke, supra.. the fifth element is critical. Not 

every interference leading to a breach of contract amounts to an unlawful act or one 

- without justification or privilege; tort liability attaches only when the interference is 

without "justification or privilege." It is undeniable that Arrington was justified in his 

beJiefJhjtjUie^^ Stokes Leases had expired by their own terms and that the Huff 

Top Leases were in effect^The fact that it is undeniable is supported by the fact that 

TMBR/Sharp ultimately filed its designation of pooled unit in the Lea County records. If 

b - V • JMBR/Sharp were convinced that its filing of the Form C-102 in the Lea County OCP 

v*y / / office was sufficient there would have been no need for it to also make a filing in the 

Lea County records?* Additionally, there was no New Mexico law for either Arrington or 

TMBR/Sharp to rely upon and the only case on point was the Texas case which held 

that the prior lease had expired due to the failure of the lessee to properly record a unit 

designation prior to the expiration of the primary term of the lease. Therefore, up until 
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the Court entered its December 27, 2001, Order, Arrington has as much right to believe 

that the Original Stokes Leases had expired as TMBR/Sharp had to believe that they 

had not. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, Arrington prays the Court for an Order denying 

TMBR/Sharp's Motion for Partial Summary Judgment Against David H. Arrington Oil & 

Gas Regarding Tortious Interference. 

LOSEE, CARSON, HAAS & CARROLL, P.A 

By: 

Tcrnest L. Carroll 
P.O. Box 1720 
Artesia, NM 88211-1720 
(505)746-3505 

Attorneys for Defendants, David H. Arrington 
Oil & Gas, Inc. 
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FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
COUNTY OF LEA 
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

TMBR/SHARP DRILLING, INC., et al. 

Plaintiffs, 

T S . 

DAVID H. ARRINGTON OIL & GAS, 
INC., JAMES D. HUFF, MADELINE 
STOKES, ERMA STOKES 
HAMILTON, JOHN DAVID STOKES, 
and TOM STOKES 

Defendants. 

No. CV-2001-315C 

AFFIDAVIT OF JEFFREY G. BANE 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
: ss. 

COUNTY OF LEA ) 

I , JEFFREY G. BANE, being duly sworn, state: 

I am a resident of Midland, Texas. 

EXHIBIT 

1 

4. 

6. 

7. 

I employed with David H. Arrington Oil & Gas, Inc. ("Arrington") as a General Manager, 

in charge of land management as well as other supervisory duties. 

The facts set forth herein are personally known to be to be true, and if called as a witness, I 

could competently testify thereto under oath. 

James Huff regularly negotiates and contracts for oil and gas leases in the capacity of agent 

for Arrington. 

The Stokes and Hamilton top leases were leases which James Huff negotiated and contracted 

for in his capacity as agent for Arrington. 

The Stokes and Hamilton top leases were paid for by Arrington. 

At the time that Arrington obtained the permits to drill the Triple Hackle Dragon "25" Well 

No. 1 and the Blue Drake "23" Well No. 1, Arrington had a reasonable belief that the 



9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

Original Stokes Leases had expired by their own term and that Arrington had the right to seek 

such permits pursuant to the terms of the Huff Top Leases. 

Since the issuance of the Court's December 27, 2001, Order, Arrington has offered to release 

to TMBR/Sharp, the permit to drill the Blue Drake "23" Well No. 1. 

Arrington has not agreed to release the permit to drill the Triple Hackle Dragon "25" Well 

No. 1 because Arrington owns 15% of the operating rights in the proration unit dedicated to 

the Triple Hackle Dragon "25" Well No. 1 which are not in dispute in this matter. 

Arrington acquired 15% operating rights in the proration unit dedicated to the Triple Hackle 

Dragon "25" Well No. 1 pursuant to a farmout agreement with Ocean Energy. ^^L*^ 

In a situation where Arrington and a competing mineral or operating right owner each want 

to drill a well on the same proration unit. Arrington would seek operatorship of such well 

through a forced pooling action before the OCD. Such an option was available to 

TMBR/Sharp in the instant case. 

Arrington was aware that TMBR/Sharp could have filed a force pooling petition for the 

proration units in both sections 25 and 23, township 16 south, range 35 east, Lea County, 

New Mexico, and that by virtue of such petition become the operator for such wells. 

Before drilling a well in either Section 23 or 25, Arrington would have filed a force pooling 

action itself for its proposed proration units in order to prevent non-joining mineral owners 

from being carried cost and risk free through the drilling and testing of the well. By filing a 

forced pooling application all mineral owners have to join in drilling the well or pay a penalty 

for not joining in the drilling of a well to cover the consenting parties risk incurred in the 

drilling of the well. 

It is not prudent for an operator to drill deep oil and gas wells such as involved in this case 

without voluntary joinder or by force pooling all mineral owners. 



FURTHER, Affiant sayeth naught. 

JeTireyG. Bane 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this day of J t b ^ ^ ^ 2002 

-My commission expires: 

Notary-public \J 


