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BEFCORE THE
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSICN
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
Deceaber 13, 1956.

IN THE MATTER OF:

Application of the New Mexico 0il Conservation
Commission upon its own motion for an crder :
changing the name and information required on s

Form C=128, as established by Rule 1127 of the : C(Case 1187
Commission Rules and Regulations. Applicant,
in the above-styled cause, seeks an order
changing the name of Form C-128 to "Well
Location and Proration Plat" and to change
certain of the information required to be re-
ported thereon.

4 es ®s 5 s 8

. e so

Mr., A. L. Porter
Mr. BE. S. (Johnny) Walker

TRANSCRIPT CF PROCEEDINGS

ME. PORTER: We have made another slight change in the doclet.

Mr. Cooley is our witness in Case Ho. 1187, and like the Governor,
he has been having some trouble with nis throat, so we will take
up Case 1187.

MR. GURLEY: Case 1187. Application of the New Mexico 0il
Conservation Commission upon its own motion for an order changing
the name and information required on Form C-128, as established by
Rule 1127 of the Commission Rules and Regulations.

WILLIAM JACK COOLEY

a witness, of lawful age, having been first duly sworn cn cath,

testified as follows:
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DIRECT EXAMINATION
By MR. GURLEY:

Q ©State your name and position.

A William Jack Cooley, attorney for the Cil Conservation Com¢

mission, New Mexico.

Q@ Mr. Cooley, in your official capacity as attorneyfor the
0il Conservation Commission of New Mexico, have you had an oppor-
tunity to investigate the proposed changing of the name and the
information required on Form C-128?

A 1 have.

Q What 1is the results of your investigation and study of that
form?

4 In perusing the Commission Form C-128 and discussing it
with the District 0ffices who have had more opportunity tc deter-
mine the efficacy of its use in its present form, we find, first,
that that information in the lower left-hand corner of the form
concerning dual completions to be superfluous at this time. My
first recommendation is, then, that that information just referred
to bte deleted from the form.

My second recommendation is that the title of the form be
changed. It is now entitled "Well Location uand/or Gas Proration
Plat". I would recommend that the title of the form be changed
to "Well Location and Proration Plat", in that we are presently in
the process of establishing more and more 80~acre cil pools and
it is, of course, necessary to outline the 80-acres dedicated to tH
particular well drilled on that unit.

It is my recommendation that all oil well units, both 40-ad

&
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and 00-acre units, be outlined, that they merely outline the 40
acres cr 80 acres that is to be dedicated to the proposed well.
Thus it would actually be a well location and proration plat for
both oil and gas.

Further, I have discovered that nc place in the Commission
records do we have any information as to the ownership of the
'leases which are dedicated to a given well on our Form C-128. I
think it's highly material and desirable for the Commission to havsg
this information. The most convenient place to do so would be in
this space which has just been vacated by the dual completion in-
formation. I would recommend that we put a statement in this part
of the form, something to the effect, "Does the operzator own the
acreage dedicated as outlined above", possibly with an asterisk
and a definition, our statutory definition of owner being placed
along the bottom of the form, that being the person having the
right to drill into ana produce from the oil pool, take the pro-
duction for himself, or for himself and another. If the answer
to the guestion one, that is, "Do you own the dedicated acreage?"
is "No", then the second question would be something to the effect,
"Has this acreage been pooled or has it been communitized?" If
that question, too, is answered in the negative, then I would
require a listing of the ownership and their interest on the back
of the form. Thus the Commission would have available to it infor4
mation concerning the ownership of the leases which have been
dedicated to the wells in which they are requesting approval of
either 101's or the application for proration. If this information

is not made available to the Commission, we can in no way determing
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whether the required dedicated acreage is owned by the opersztor,
or whether he is entitled to a full allowablej so with this I
terminate my recommendations.
Q Anyone have a question of NMr. Cooley? Mr. Walker.
MR. WALKEE: Don Walker, with Gulf Cil.

CRCSS EXAMINATION

By ME. WaLKik:

-1

Q Mr. Cooley, wcould you anticipate this form being filed Qﬁ)
ogéAlOl on all wells, as well as gas wells, and also indicate at
that time ownership and whether or not unitized or so forth?

A Yes, sir, it would be my reccmmercation that it be filed
with the 101 and that the acreage for all, all dedicated acreage
be outlined and these questions answerea.

Q Wouldn®t it be possible 1f you required it be filed with
the C-128 for lands to be unitized before you started the well,
that scmetimes we might lose a well while we are trying to get a
royalty owner in California signed up?

A This is a question of Commission policy that I really do
not feel is at issue here. The necessity for the infcrmastion is
apparent. Whether Commissicn policy is to snift to require that
the acreage be communitized prior to approval c¢f a 101 is a matter
of Commission policy. I think that would be determined henceforth
and nct in connection with this form. Certain of our rules ana
regulations require that an operator, that no 101 will be approved
unless the acreage has been cocmmunitized. An example of that is
our order E-110 concerning the Blanco-Mesaverde Pool. Practice,

however, has been in many cases not in the pools to require this,
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but to make the point of reckoning, so to speak, when the allowabld
is assigned to the well. Certainly 1t cannot be later than that
date. An allowable cannct be assigned to an operator on land he
does not own. Whether the Commission is to take the former or the
latter course I believe is not here involved.

Q Certainly we well know that we nave gotten in trouble by
noct having the unitization completed sometimes when we file our
plat, but to jump into something without giving it very thorough
study, I am a little reluctant to say just what for sure we need
in that case.

A This particular hearing would not affect any Commission
policy as to whether to or not to approve 101's in the abtsence of
comrunitization or 100 percent ownership by the operator. This
would merely require additional reporting of information.

MR. PORTER: I believe you had a question, Mr. Smith.

J¥- S b .
MR.pSMITH. Mr. Walker pretty well covered the same subject

matter I had in mind. At this time I think it would be inapproprigte

to make request for infcrmation from the Commission. It would
appear to me that the objection that Mr. Walker has voiced was
well taken. In some instances we have situations with small
mineral interest or small mineral acreage in the unit 1s owned by
someone that cannot be found, which requires forced unitization.
In some instances we dian®™t have information to drill the well
until late in the 1life of the lease. 1 think the Commission shoulg
give serious consideration in allowing acreage to be assigned on
acreage ownership. Go ahead and assign the allowable based on the

acreage which is owned by the person drilling the well, and then
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permit us to go in and attempt to fina the owner or to eventually,
perhaps, go into forced unitization of that interest with a carrieq
interest representing that mineral ownership until such a time as
that person shows up, or perhaps it may be that the person is
reluctant to sign and we are negotiating, and those negotiations
may be protacted for a period of time. If it requires a formal
hearing in order to get a well approved, in order to carry the
thing forward, we may be carried past the expiration date of the
lease. It may result in losing the lease. I would suggest that
the Commission adopt a policy and let the operators know about
it, whereby you can get acreage commensurate, that the driller of
the well has the time to drill the well, and let us drill the welll
You have no objection to that, Mr. Cooley?
A In respect to Order R-110, which is a gas well in Mesaverdg

that would require a change in k=110. It says no well shall be
drilled or no notice of intention to drill will be approved until
they have complied with certain conditions, one of which is that
all interests have been pooled.

MR. SMITH: I understand that, Mr. Cooley; you recognize
the legal implications?

A Yes.

MR. SMITH: From that standpoint, I think they are valid.
I believe that perhaps ycu would azgree with me on that. I am
suggesting to the Commission while amending R-110 is beyond the
scope of the particular hearing, that consideration be given to
such an amendment.

A I think that the considerations you have Just pointed out
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bear out the necessity even for most change in this 128, in that
we have no way of knowing what the ownership of the operator is at
the present time. He outlines 160 acres or 320 and so far as we
know, we can only take him at face value that he owns all of it.
Unfortunately, we have found that is not true in many cases. 1In
this case, we could readily determine what acreage is owned by the
operator, and if your recommendations are followed, it will be
very easy to calculate his allowable then.

MR. SMITH: Stanolind 0il and Gas has no objection to
supplying the information, but the hearing did point up a mztter
which I think the Commissién should ccnsider so that we can get
some relief in some of the hardship cases without going to the
necessity of a formal hearing, and asking for forced unitization
which requires appropriate giving of notice and time relationship
to it. That is all I have to offer.

ME. PORTER: Mr. Kellahin.

MR. KELLAHIN: Jason Kellahin. If the Commission please,
at this moment speaking for myself, I have had a recent experiencc
in provisions of R~110. I want to strongly seccnd the statement
made by Mr. Walker and Mr. Smith, ana if the Commission staff feelg
it is necessary that R=110 or aay of the other pool rules be
amended to allow approval of the C-=10l1l prior to pooling or communi+
tization, I would strongly urge that the Commission set that for
hearing at some future date, in order that the operators can go
ahead and drill the acreage when it is necessary for them to do so
in order not to lose their leases.

MR. POETER: Mr. Woodruff,.

DEARNLEY-MEIER & ASSOCIATES
INCORPORATED
GENERAL LAW REPORTERS
ALBUQUERQUE - SANTA FE
3-6691 2-1869




MR. WOODRUFF: Norman Wocdruff with El1 Paso Natural Gas
Company. In this form that will be used as an oil well gas pro-
ration plat or gas well proration plat, I think it will be well to
designate whether it is an oil or gas well. There is nc place to
show that on here at this tiﬁe. In some pools we hzve both oil
and gas wells producing from the same pool.

MK. PORTER: Mr. Mankin, do you have a question?

MR. MANKIN: Mr. Cooley, 1s it not true that in the ncrth-
west most of the pools presently require a submission of the C=128
when the well is intended to drill, or C-101, is that not true?

A I think a great majority of the rules require the submissidgn
of the 128 with the 101.

MR. MANKIN: Is it not also true in most of the gas pools
of the northwest that is not required,as far as the gag proration
plat is concerned,until the 104 is submittea?

A That 1s right.

MR. MANKIN: Would it be your reccmmendation, then, that
by some future change of rules in those pools, that possibly the
C-128, which would be the proration plat and the location plat,
be submitted with the 101, rather than with the 104?

A The call of this hearing is tc amend 1127 and I think in
that rule, in 1127, we should require that the Form C-128 be
sabmitted with the 101 in all cases.

MR. MANKIN: Would it not also require changing certain
other rules that relate to the subamission, to the ¢-104% and C=-101,
in addition to the 1127%

A It might very well. In line with Mr. Woodruff's recommendg-
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tion, I wonder if it wouldn®™t be advisable to, with reference to
the tcp of the form "Well Location and Proration Plat, toc leave a
blank there, Well Location, and then insert oil or gas at that
point.

ME. WOODRUFF: That would be very satisfactory.

MR. BUSHNELL: I wonder if there would be any cobjsctions
to you proceeding with preparing a form subject toc the preparation
of the changes you have suggested, and sending coplies toc the in-
dustry and let us examine it and at some future date, we meeting
with you and there the suggestions would be considered.

A It would be perfectly agreeable with me.

MR. WALKER: You make that in form of a motion?

ME. BUSHNELL: 1 woulid so move.

MR. AENOLD: I would like bto ask Mr. CZooley if it is his
recommendation that this plat also be submitted with wildcat oil
wells in the acreage dedicated at that time. What I was thinking
of is where you don't have pool rules setting up the spacing.
Would you recommend that they dedicate forty acres on.all wildcatsf

A I think the dedication of wildcats is covered by 10%, is
it not? That a wildcat oil well is dedicated tc forty acres.

MR. ARNOLD: In the event that the operator submits 128

on wildcat and dedicates eighty acres, what action would you recomf
mend that the District Office take in that case?
A Well, it is superfluous, it seems to me. You can'™t dedicatg
but forty acres to a wildcat oil well.-
MR. ARNOLD: Shnould we return the plat and refuse notice

of intention to drill until he corrects the notice of dedication®
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A I think it would be necessary to determine which acreage
nad been dedicated to the well.

MR. AERENOLD: We have had that question arise.

ME. PORTER: Mr. Nutter.

MR. NUTTEK: Mr. Cooley, would you recommend that the
rule change in 1127 be such as to specifically require the 128 to
be submitted with the Federal Form 9331-4i, notice of intention to
drill?

A Does the Federal Government have any plat they submit at
all?

MR. NUTTER: They are using our State form; however, it is
not reguired in the rule at the present time.

A I think it should be so required. I think it should be
submitted with every well drilled in the State.

MR. CURRY: Max Curry with Buffalo 0il Company. I would
*1lke to ask Mr. Cooley what he would suggest in the way of reallccd
tion of acreage at a later date; what would be the procedure if
you wish to readjust the acreage on a wildcat well.

A Readjust the acreage?

MR. CURRY: Yes.

A 1 don't understand.

MR. CURRY: 1In drilling a wildcat well,at the time it is
drilled, of course, it would be forty acres or whatever the Rule
C-104 outlines; then, if at a later date you should get the gas
well and you wish to use larger acreage, say elther 160 or 320,

A I think you would be required, if it is a wildcat situatiof

you projected an oil well, you dedicate at the time of your project

'_—
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and the filing of your 101 forty acres; however, if you encounter

Ji

gas rather than the oil,the dedicated acreage for wildcat gas well
leaves 160. I think upon discovery of gas, you would be required

to file an amended 128.

MR. CURRY: Many times it is impossible to determine whethér

you have wished to develop that acreage on 320 or 160. There are
many factors involved there which you are able to determine on the

first well and possibly the second ar third well.

A If I may interrupt you at this point, I don®™t believe ther¢

is any choice in the matter until pool rules would be promulgated,
because in the absence of pool rules to the contrary, it would be
160-acre spacing.
ME. CURRY: Then it would not be through administrative
approval that this be done, but through a hearing on pool rules?
A That is correct. The only way you could get greater than

160-acre spacing would be through the promulgation of pocl rules.

MR. WALKER: Let me ask you, Mr. Cooley, between now and the

next regular hearing would it be possible for you to distribute
this proposed change to the industry and give them ample time to
make a study of it so they can come back next month and discuss it
further?

4 T think we should be able to have sufficient copies of
this proposed change in their hands within, say, ten days, which

would give them ample time to peruse the form and make any suggestd

changes that they have and present them here at our January hearir;

and possibly this hearing should be continued to that date to

receive any suggestions that the industry might have.
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MR. PORTER: Will that conform with your motion, Mr.
Bushnell?

MR. BUSHNELL: Yes.

MR. WALKER: Don Walker; I would like to second Mr. Bushnel
motion.

ME. PORTER: Mr. Smith.

MR. SMITH: I would like to suggest that if it is continued
to the next hearing date that the matter be readvertised and the
matters suggested by Mr. Walker and Mr. Kellahin and myself be in-
cluded within the scope of the hearing at that time, so that it
may be explored as to the possibility of changing the rules to per-
mit the assignment of the acreage that the well owner may have and
go ahead and let him drill his well so it won®t be held up pending
complete 100 percent unitization.

MR. BUSHNELL: I would concur in Mr. Smith?s prcposal.

A You would have no objection to making that a completely
separate case?

MR. SMITH: I think the matters are so closely Jjoined
together that it should be considered in the one case. The action
of the Commission with respect to improving the form or changing
the rules could be considered separately or in the same case. I
think they ought to be consolidated and considered at the same time

MR. NUTTEE: Are you proposing that the pool rules be con-
sidered for change at the next hearing?

MR. SMITH: I am not making any recommendation as to what
the change should be made at this time. I think the pool should

be considered, to take care of the hardship situations as outlined.

1ts
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MR. NUTTER: In other words, the pool rule would be con-=
sidered for change at the same time that the arended form should
be considered?

A That could be advertised as another case and consolidated
at the next hearing.

MR. MANKIN: I had one other questicn.

MR. PORTER: Mr. Mankin.

MR. MANKIN: Apparently, from the questions involved here,
some of the operators feel tnere might be hardships brought about
by requiring complete communitization prior to approval of 101.
Would it not be possible to approve 101 even though the answer to
the question was "No" in both cases on 128 == would it not be
possible for the operator to get the approval and the well drilled
and in production contingent cn certain interpretation --

4 (Interrupting) It is my =-- this requires interpreation
of our orders. My interpretation says it is not possible.

MR. MANKIN: Would you feel that certain orders might,
could be changed to allow for the situation to be satisfied?

A Well, they, of course, can be amended as suggested by Mr.
Smith.

MR. GURLEY: I would like to recommend at this time that w
go ahead and continue the case on the motion as so stated, and
rather than trying to include Mr. Smith's points in this particulal
case, that we make a separate case of the possible change of the
rules that he has suggested.

MR. WALKEE: Then you don't mean to, intend to do it

according to the motionjthe man that made the motion agreed with

Ay 4
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Mr. Smith. He amended his motion to agree with Mr. Smith.

MR. GURLEY: Recommend, then, that the motion be denied

and that we continue the case as 1t stands now until the next heari

MR. BUSHNELL: I will withdraw my motion and go back to
my original one, that Mr. Walker suggested, that it bte reproduced
and set out to the industry and this continued another month to
study the forms.

MR. PORTER: The Commission will continue this varticular
case to the regular January hearing. It may be possible, it may
be necessary to advertise our case covering the questions which
have been raised here by Mr. Smith and Mr. Walker and others, but
I think that possibly should be further considered at the January
hearing.

We will recess until 1:19.

(Recess).
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CERIIFICATE

STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO 3 >

I, ADA DEARNLEY, Notary Public in and for the County of
Bernalillo, State of New Mexico, do hereby certify that the fore-
going and attached Transcript of Proceedings before thes New Mexico
01l Conservation Commission was reported by me in stenotype and
reduced to typewritten transcript under my personal supervision,
and that the same is a true and correct record to the best of amy
knowledge, skill and ability.

WITNESS my hand and seal tinis 28th day of December, 1956,

in the City of Albuquerque, County of Bernalillo, State of New

Mexico.

Notary Public 4
My commission expires:

June 19, 1959.
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Before the
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
Santa Fe, New Mexico

In the mattér of:

~ Case No. 1187

January 16, 1957
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BEFORE TKHE
OIL COMSERVATION COMMISSION
Santa Fe, New Mexico
January 1€, 1957

L

IN TFE MATTER OF:

Application of the New Mexico Uil Conservation
Commission upon its own motion for an order
changing the name anc¢ information required on
Form C--128, as established by Rule 1127 of
the Commission Rules and Regulations. Appli=~
cant, in the above-styled cause, seeks an
order changing the name of Form C-128 to "Well
Location and Proration Plat" anc to change
certain of the information reguired to be re-=
ported thereon.

Case No,
1187

I s “ttr s s0 oy foy e

BEFORE «
Honorable Edwin L, Mechem
Mr. A, L., Porter
Mr., Murray Morgan.
TRANSCRIPT OF FEARING
VMR, PORTER: We will take up the next case, NMumber 1187,
MR. GURLEY: Application of the Mew Mexico 0Oil Conserva-
tion Commission upon its own motion for an order changing the name
and information required onr Form (G-128, as established by Rule 1127
of the Commission Rules and Regulations. uir., Cooley will be the
witness for the Commission.
W, J, COOLEY,
called as a witness, having been first duly sworn, testified as
follows:
DIRECT EXAMIMNATION
By MR. GURLEY:

Q@ Would you state your name and occupation, please?
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A W, J, Cooley, attorney for the 0Oil Conservation Commission
of New Mexico.

Q Are you the same Mr. Cooley who testified before concerning
your Form C=1287

A 1 am.

Q FHave you had an opportunity to further study the situation
involving this rule, sir?

4 I have in the past month, since this case, the case came on
for hearing, agd we suggested that the various operators in the
state submit their recommendations, and we forwarded a copy of our
proposed form to them. We have had very good response and I think
the form should possibly be revised somewhat from that form that it
took when we sent it out to vou. The first recommendation I think
would be in the title of it again. It has been suggested thal we
designate it as "Well Location and/or Acreage Dedication Plat"
which would cover both the situatibn of the drilling block and the
proration plat. Acreage dedication I think would probably better
depict the precise use of this form rather than proration plat
alone. Secondly, it has been suggested, and I think it is a very
good idea, to take the registered engineers or surveyors certifi-
cation off of the front and put it on the back with the rest of
this miscellaneous information that we are requiring, make it
clear that the surveyors certification of the precise location
of the well, as well as the information reguired concerning the
lease ownership be required only once, and that is when the form is

submitted with the C-101; that any time that the plat is submitted
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subsecguently thereto, in accordance with other of the the Commission
Rules and Regulations, that this would not be required, Of course,
if there is an increased dedication of acreace, why it would be
necessary then to again fill out the information concerning lease

ownership, but assuming that the acreage dedication remains the

same, then there would ke no requirement of filling it out again evkry

time the form was submitted,

It has been brought to our attention\that we had no place on
the form as proposed, for the operators signature. I think that is
very definitely necessary. In view of the fact that the form will
be submitted, especially with reference to gas wells, as required
by Rule 1107, where only the front will be filled in, I think
possibly, since we have taken this information off the front, this
surveyors certificate,; that we possibly should put a place there
for the operators to sign on the front. Then, again, after the
information concerning lease ownérship has been filled in, we shoulgd
again have a place for the operator to sign and certify that the
information is true and correct to the best of his knowledge,

It has also been suggested that the second question appearing
on the reverse side of the form which ‘ .did read "If the answer
to question 1 is no, have all the owners entered into communitiza-
tion agreement", it has been suggyested that that be altered in view
of the fact that there are other methods of consolidation., First,
you can have forced pooling to consolidate which would satisfy the
requirement. Secondly, you could have an operating agreement

whereby the right to drill has been granted to just one of the
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owners, and then there would, consequently, not fall within the
true definition of communitization agreement. I thought in terms
of revising it to read as follows: "If the answer to Question 1l is
no, have the interests of all the owners been consolidated by
pooling agreement or otherwise®™. This terminology 1is quite similar
to that used in our Order R-110, and it seems to be satisfactory

in that particular instance.

I have further recommendations regarcding this form, but I
would certal nly appreciate any suggestions that any of you here
might have,

Q Mr, Cooley, have you a space there, on that poinrt bring out,
has the interest been consolidated by communitization, or other-
wise, have you room there to show just how it has been consolidated

A No, it is just a "Yes" or "No",.

Q@ Would it not be wise to have, perhaps, a short statement
as to how it is consolidated?

A Oh, it's my thought that all we're interested in, we are
really not interested in how, If the operators feel that would be
advantageous, we can certainly provide a space for it.

CROSS EXAMINATIOM
By MR. MANKIM:

Q Is it still your intent to leave the same third question
which you previously had on the proposed form as to the ownership?

A That would be my recommendation., It has been suggested,
to facilitate the reprocuction of this form by the operators, that

we ldentify the ownership of the various leasehold interests by
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inserting the name of the owner in the appropriate area on the
plat itself. Fowever, there, it still leaves a guestion, has it
been consolidated, unanswered. That's the particular thinc

that I am interested in.

Q I'1ll also ask you it, from an operating standpoint, would
it not be advisable to have all the information which an operator
has to give on one side of a sheet, so that it doesn't require
typing on the back, because the operators have to reproduce this,
even if it requires a long sheet?

A 1 think that's probably very advisable., 1 understand they
have a very serious problem in the reproduction of this, that it
would require filling out each one individually, while at the
present time they fill out one and reprocuce them.

Q Would you be agreeable to putting all the information on
the front of this sheet that recuires filling out, and instructions
on the back, so that the operator may have to use only one side?

A All I'm interested in is getting the information. Fow it
appears on the form 1s quite immaterial as far as I am concerned.

Q Would you be agreeable to presenting this again in a more
finished product, with these recommendations sent to the industry
for their comments and to finalize it at the next hearing?

A I think that we have had sufficient opportunity for the
operators to submit their suggestions and, as I said, we have haa
a very good response to it. I think we know how they feel about
this pretty well, and I would be opposed to postponing it for

another month. I think we can make out the form. We realize thein
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problems and certainly we want to accommodate them to the oreatest
extent of our ability and still get the information that we are
interested in. I think that prokakly we can accommodate our
interest and theirs as well; in the ménner of how far this informa~
tion is going to be presenrted on the form can be left up to our
clerical personnel, who, I am sure, can hardle it in a satisfactory
manner ,

Q It was your recommendation, was it not, to put a certifi-
cation toth as to the well location by the registered surveyor and
by the operator as well, was it not?

A It had been suggested by one of the operators and I thought
it was a good idea. I realize that we would like to get it all on
the front, If there is no objection to using a 1G-inchk form rather
than an ll-inch, 1 imagine we car get it on the front.

Y

Q¢ Would it not appear to you that it would be necessary to
use the long form to get this all on the front page?
A I am sure it would.
M. PORTER: Does anyore else have a question?
¥R, MALONE: Ross Malone, speaking for Ross iialone. I
have a long standing allergy to the term "and/or". It seems to me
that it 1s a lazy man's device to get out of a siiuation that
shouldn't exist. If this plat is a3 well location and an acreagy
decication plat, I suggest we strike the slant or and call it that,
A 1 concur about any lawyer that has come-across that tricky
little problem is against it,
by iR, COUCH:

& 1 have one question. It has occurrec to me, anc perhaps
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vou have already considered this matter, that Rule 1127 would
protbably require an amendment to coincide with the new designation
for this form, and I think the call of the hearing is broad enough
to include 1it.
A It was my thought that the recommencdations would ke in-

corporated in the writing of a2 new 1127,

MR, PORTER: Does anyone else have a question? Any comment
on the case? We will take it under advisement, The witness may
be excused,

(Witness excused.)
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