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No. D-3826

IN THE SUPREME COURT

OF TEXAS

LAVINA ROGERS, et ai,

Petitioner

v.

RICANE ENTERPRISES, INC., et ai,

Respondent

TO THE HONORABLE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS:

COURT OF APPEALS FOR
THE SEVENTH DISTRICT

OF TEXAS

Melvin W. Cockrell, Jr. respectfully requests permission to file this brief in the captioned

cause on behalf of the Amici Curiae noted on pages 2 and 3 of this brief

I. INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE AND COUNSEL.

A. THE AMICI.

The Amici Curiae own and operate oil and gas leases in the State of Texas for the

production of hydrocarbons and represent the full range of producers from among the very largest

to among the very smallest. The Amici collectively represent ownership of a substantial amount of

Texas oil and gas reserves. In the vast majority of instances, these reserves were acquired either by

the direct acquisition or assignment of an oil and gas lease. Consequently, the Amici are very

concerned with the laws, including the decisions of this Honorable Court, which would affect title

MWC: Amicus. pvb 21.1 1



to their interests, particularly the manner by which their titles may be divested or lost. None of the

Amici have any financial interest in the outcome of this particular dispute.

B. COUNSEL.

Counsel for the Amici has practiced oil and gas law in Texas exclusively since 1971

after a year as a briefing attorney for the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. He

has represented integrated major energy companies, large and small independent producers, royalty

owners, land owners, pipeline companies, and other parties involved in a variety of oil and gas

disputes. Counsel has taught oil and gas law by invitation on both a resident basis (Texas Tech

University School of Law, Visiting Associate Professor of Law, 1982-83) and on an adjunct basis

(Southern Methodist University School of Law, 1986, 1990-). Counsel has been certified in oil, gas

and mineral law by the Texas Board of Legal Specialization since 1986. He has no financial interest

in the outcome of this case directly or indirectly. Counsel is very interested in the development and

path of Texas oil and gas law both as a student and as a practitioner.

II. LIST OF AMICI.

Atlantic Richfield Company
P.O. Box 1610

Midland, Texas 79702

R. R. Carey, an individual
517 Rockcliff

Granbury, Texas 76048

Eagle Oil & Gas Co.
8111 Preston Road, Suite 900
Dallas, Texas 75225
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Austex Energy, Inc.
P.O. Box 2128

Granbury, Texas 76048

Coastal Oil & Gas Corporation
9 Greenway Plaza, Suite 886
Houston, Texas 77046-0995

Enron Oil & Gas Company
P.O. Box 1188

Houston, Texas 77251-1188


