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STATE OP NEW MEXICO 
ENERGY AND MINERALS DEPARTMENT 

OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION 
STATE LAND OFFICE BLDG. 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 

21 January 1987 

EXAMINER HEARING 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

A p p l i c a t i o n of Pennzoil Company t o CASE 
amend the unorthodox l o c a t i o n 9067 
authorized by D i v i s i o n Order No. 
R-8366, Lea County, New Mexico. 

BEFORE: David R. Catanach, Examiner 

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING 

A P P E A R A N C E S 

For the D i v i s i o n : J e f f Taylor 
Legal Counsel t o the D i v i s i o n 
O i l Conservation D i v i s i o n 
State Land O f f i c e Bldg. 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 

For Pennzoil Co. W. Thomas K e l l a h i n 
Attorney a t Law 
KELLAHIN, KELLAHIN & AUBREY 
P. 0. Box 2265 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 8 7501 

For Exxon Corp. James G. Bruce 
Attorney a t Law 
HINKLE LAW FIRM 
P. O. Box 2068 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
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MR. CATANACH: We'll c a l l t h i s 

hearing t o order t h i s morning f o r Docket No. 3-87. 

We'll c a l l Case 9067. 

MR. TAYLOR: The a p p l i c a t i o n of 

Pennzoil Company t o amend the unorthodox l o c a t i o n authorized 

by D i v i s i o n Order No. R-8366, Lea County, New Mexico. 

MR. CATANACH: Are there ap

pearances i n t h i s case? 

MR. KELLAHIN: I f the Examiner 

please, I'm Tom K e l l a h i n of Santa Fe, New Mexico, appearing 

on behalf of the a p p l i c a n t . 

MR. BRUCE: Mr. Examiner, I'm 

Jim Bruce from Santa Fe, representing Exxon Corporation. 

MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner, i n 

December of '86 Pennzoil obtained a de c i s i o n from the Com

mission i n Order No. R-8366 which approved a surface loca

t i o n f o r the subject w e l l 1980 from the east l i n e and 150 

f e e t from the south l i n e of Section 4. 

I've asked Pennzoil to prepare 

me a p l a t t o demonstrate t o you the reason f o r t h e i r a p p l i 

c a t i o n i n Case 9067, and I w i l l show t h a t t o you now. 

The o r i g i n a l Order 8366 ap

proved the l o c a t i o n subject t o c e r t a i n p r o v i s i o n s and condi

t i o n s i n the Shipp Strawn Pool. 
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Subsequent to the order when 

the s i t e was being prepared for the d r i l l i n g of the well and 

the surveyor was out there staking the exact location, i t 

became apparent to Pennzoil for the f i r s t time that the pro

posed and approved location shown on t h i s diagram as i d e n t i 

f i e d by the l e t t e r "A" i s v i r t u a l l y over a gas sales l i n e 

for the Exxon well i n the section to the south. 

Realizing the i n a b i l i t y to 

d r i l l that location, Pennzoil has requested that the surface 

location be amended, allow i t move the surface location 100 

feet farther to the west, so that we'll be o f f the gas sales 

l i n e , the well can be d r i l l e d , and the necessary pads and 

p i t s put i n place. 

The o r i g i n a l case was contes

ted. Mr. Bruce represented Exxon. I've contacted Mr. Bruce 

and he says his c l i e n t has no objection to the amendment and 

the location. 

In addition, the Faskins i n 

terests were represented by Mr. Padilla at that hearing. I 

have contacted Mr. Padilla and obtained from him the fac t 

that while Faskins o r i g i n a l l y objected to the change i n l o 

cation that they no longer object. 

And, f i n a l l y , P h i l l i p s proposed 

location, and I have contacted Mr. Peter Ives of the Camp

b e l l f i r m , who represented P h i l l i p s , and obtained from him 
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yesterday i n f o r m a t i o n t h a t P h i l l i p s does not oppose the 

change i n the l o c a t i o n . 

That being the case, Mr. Exam

i n e r , we had p r e v i o u s l y requested the Commission to docket 

t h i s case t o show t h a t i n the absence of any o b j e c t i o n the 

D i v i s i o n would recommend t o the D i r e c t o r t h a t the Order 836 6 

be amended as we propose, and there appears t o be no opposi

t i o n a t the hearing today, and we would so request the 

change. 

MR. CATANACH: Mr. Bruce, would 

you l i k e to make a statement? 

MR. BRUCE: I have nothing t o 

add. Exxon supports Pennzoil's a p p l i c a t i o n . 

MR. CATANACH: There being no 

f u r t h e r testimony, t h i s case w i l l be taken under advisement. 

(Hearing concluded.) 
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C E R T I F I C A T E 

SALLY W. BOYD, C.S.R • / DO 

HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing Transcript of Hearing before 

the Oil Conservation Division (Commission) was reported by 

me; that the said t r a n s c r i p t i s a f u l l , t rue, and correct 

record of the hearing, prepared by me to the best of my 

a b i l i t y . 

I do h«r«by«v«^H^|t few**** 
***mf>»«to record of 
tf» &wmte»tr hearinf f t f r * ^ J ~ * 
Wrrt*r~*~ / f f l - * » ^ 


