
BEFORE THE NEW MEXICO OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION 

APPLICATION OF BHP PETROLEUM 
FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, No. % ~?20 
ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NEW MEXICO 

APPLICATION 

BHP Petroleum makes a p p l i c a t i o n f o r an Order p o o l i n g a l l 

i n t e r e s t s i n the formations s p e c i f i e d below, i n the E^ of Section 

10, Township 6 South, Range 33 East, N.M.P.M., Roosevelt County, 

New Mexico, and i n support thereof would show: 

1. A p p l i c a n t i s the working i n t e r e s t owner of c e r t a i n 

i n t e r e s t s i n the E^ of Section 10, Township 6 South, Range 33 

East, Roosevelt County, New Mexico. 

2. A p p l i c a n t proposes t o d r i l l a w e l l a t an orthodox 

l o c a t i o n i n the NJjSE^ o f Section 10. 

3. Ap p l i c a n t desires t o d r i l l i t s w e l l t o t e s t the f o l l o w 

i n g formations: 

(a) The Fusselman fo r m a t i o n , w i t h the NljSE% of Section 

10 t c be dedicated t o the w e l l ; and 

(b) The Cisco f o r m a t i o n , w i t h the E^ o f Section 10 t o 

be dedicated t o the w e l l . 

4. Ap p l i c a n t has i n good f a i t h sought t o j o i n a l l other 

mineral i n t e r e s t owners i n the Eh of Section 10 f o r the purposes 

set f o r t h h e r e i n . 

5. Although A p p l i c a n t attempted t o o b t a i n v o l u n t a r y 

agreements from a l l mineral i n t e r e s t owners t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n the 

d r i l l i n g of the w e l l or t o otherwise commit t h e i r i n t e r e s t s t o 



the w e l l , the i n t e r e s t owner set f o r t h below has refused t o j o i n 

i n d e d i c a t i n g i t s acreage: 

Therefore, A p p l i c a n t seeks an Order p o o l i n g a l l mineral i n t e r e s t 

owners i n the above-specified formations u n d e r l y i n g the of 

Section 10, pursuant t o N.M. S t a t . Ann. § 70-2-17 (1978). 

6. A p p l i c a n t requests the D i v i s i o n t o consider the cost of 

d r i l l i n g and completing the w e l l , the a l l o c a t i o n of the cost 

t h e r e o f , as w e l l as a c t u a l o p e r a t i n g costs and costs charged f o r 

supe r v i s i o n . A p p l i c a n t also requests t h a t i t be designated as 

operator of the w e l l and t h a t the D i v i s i o n set a penalty f o r the 

r i s k i n v o l v e d i n d r i l l i n g the w e l l . 

7. Pooling a l l i n t e r e s t s as s p e c i f i e d above w i l l prevent 

the d r i l l i n g o f unnecessary w e l l s , prevent waste, and p r o t e c t 

c o r r e l a t i v e r i g h t s . 

8. Ap p l i c a n t requests t h a t t h i s matter be set f o r hearing 

at the October 9, 1985 Examiner hearing. 

Dated: September , 1985. 
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