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May 1 2 , 1 9 9 7 

V i a F a x 

David Catanach 
New Mexico O i l Conservation D i v i s i o n 
2040 South Pacheco S t r e e t 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505 

Re: Case 11724 ( A p p l i c a t i o n of Gillespie-Crow, Inc. f o r u n i t 
expansion, etc.) 

Dear Mr. Catanach: 

This l e t t e r serves as the response of Gillespie-Crow, I n c . i n 
o p p o s i t i o n t o the motion t o dismiss f i l e d by Yates Petroleum 
C o r p o r a t i o n and Hanley Petroleum, Inc. ( c o l l e c t i v e l y , "Yates"). I n 
support o f i t s response, Gillespie-Crow, I n c . s t a t e s : 

1. G illespie-Crow, Inc. adopts by reference the response t o 
the motion f i l e d by Enserch E x p l o r a t i o n , I n c . 

2. The application of Gillespie-Crow, Inc. seeks to add 
acreage which has been reasonably defined by development. 
Thus, i t complies with the Statutory U n i t i z a t i o n Act. See 
N.M. Sta t . Ann. (1995 Repl. Pamp.) §70-7-5(B). 

3. Yates s t a t e s t h a t the a p p l i c a t i o n i s not proper because 
i t may i n c l u d e l e s s than the e n t i r e r e s e r v o i r . However, the 
S t a t u t o r y U n i t i z a t i o n Act expressly allows u n i t i z a t i o n of l e s s 
than e n t i r e r e s e r v o i r , so long as other p o r t i o n s of the pool 
are not adversely a f f e c t e d . N.M. S t a t . Ann. (1995 Repl. 
Pamp.) §70-7-11. The evidence w i l l show t h a t the r e s e r v o i r 
has b e n e f i t t e d from u n i t i z a t i o n , and i n f a c t i t i s the Yates 1 

w e l l s which are d r a i n i n g reserves from the u n i t . I f t h e r e i s 
a d d i t i o n a l r e s e r v o i r o u t s i d e the u n i t , i t i s not being harmed. 

Based on t h e . f o r e g o i n g , Yates 1 motion should be summarily denied. 

Gillespie-Crow, I n c . a l s o requests t h a t i t s motion t o s h u t - i n the 
two Yates w e l l s u n t i l an order i s issued i n Case 11724 be granted-
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V e r y t r u l y y o u r s , 

counsel of record (via fax) 
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