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VIA FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Mr. Michael Stogner, Hearing Examiner
New Mexico 0il Conservation Division
2040 S. Pacheco

P. O. Box 6429

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505-5472

Re: NMOCD Case 11332
Application of Yates Petroleum Corporation to
Rescind Order R-10372 which authorized the
unorthodox well location for the Aspden "AOH"
Federal Com Well NO. 2 in Case 11235 Eddy
County, New Mexico

Re: NMOCD Casg dder R-10372)
Applicatiq ate€s Petroleum Corporation
for an Unorthodox Well Location, Eddy County,
New Mexico

Re: Administrative Application dated June 19,
1995, of Yates Petroleum Corporation for
approval to drill the Aspden "AOH" Well No. 2
as a directionally drilled well, Eddy County,
New Mexico

Dear Mr. Stogner:

I am in receipt of Tom Kellahin’s letter of July 6, 1995,
concerning the referenced issues. If Conocco appears at the
hearing set for July 13, 1995, concerning Yates’ request to
rescind Order R-10372 we would request that you set it for
hearing at the next available Examiner’s hearing date, since I
will be unable to be present at the hearing on July 13, 1995, due
to being subpoenaed to appear in Federal Court on that date in
Las Cruces.

I would also ask to be advised as to the Commission’s
position with respect to Conoco’s posture on the administrative
application of Yates to drill the Aspden well as a directional
well. If the hearing is necessary, we would also ask that you
set it at the next Examiner’s hearing date, since that well has
begun drilling.
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