
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 

OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION 

IN THE MATTER OF THE HEARING 
CALLED BY THE OIL CONSERVATION 
COMMISSION FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
CONSIDERING: 

Case 9129 (DE NOVO) 
Order No. R-8653-A 

APPLICATION OF VIRGINIA P. UHDEN, 
HELEN ORBESEN, AND CARROLL O. 
HOLMBERG TO VACATE DIVISION 
ORDER NOS. R-7588 AND R-7588-A, 
AND/OR FOR THE FORMATION OF SIX 
16 0-ACRE GAS PRORATION UNITS, 
SAN JUAN COUNTY, NEW MEXICO. 

OCT 
REIVED 

6 

VISION 

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING 

Ap p l i c a n t s , pursuant t o N.M. Sta t . Ann. § 70-2-25 (1987 

Repl.) hereby apply f o r a rehearing of the above order. 

Applicants submit t h a t the above order i s erroneous as f o l l o w s : 

1. One w e l l i s not capable of e f f e c t i v e l y and e f f i c i e n t l y 

d r a i n i n g 320 acres; 

2. A p p l i c a n t s ' property i n t e r e s t has been taken by s t a t e 

a c t i o n w i t h o u t due process of law i n contr a v e n t i o n o f the st a t e 

and f e d e r a l C o n s t i t u t i o n s ; 

3. Proper, adequate, and/or c o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y s u f f i c i e n t 

n o t i c e was not given t o ap p l i c a n t s o f the cases r e s u l t i n g i n 

Order Nos. R-7588 and R-7588-A; 

4. By e n t e r i n g i n t o o i l and gas leases, a p p l i c a n t s d i d not 

waive t h e i r r i g h t t o n o t i c e , pursuant t o c o n s t i t u t i o n a l 

requirements, of the cases which r e s u l t e d i n increased spacing 

f o r the subject pool; 



5. The c o r r e l a t i v e r i g h t s of other i n t e r e s t owners w i l l 

not be impaired because any recovery by ap p l i c a n t s w i l l be s o l e l y 

against Amoco Production Company; 

6. Finding No. 26 i s not supported by the record; i n the 

a l t e r n a t i v e , the lease language does not negate or waive a p p l i 

cants' c o n s t i t u t i o n a l r i g h t s ; 

7. Order Nos. R-7588 and R-7588-A, and Order Nos. R-8653 

and R-8653-A are not supported by the law or the f a c t s ; 

8. Applicants are not r e c e i v i n g t h e i r proper r o y a l t y 

payments pursuant t o the law and the lease; 

9. Fin d i n g No. 29 i s not supported by the f a c t s o f t h i s 

case; and 

10. Royalty owners are necessary p a r t i e s i n spacing cases. 

WHEREFORE, ap p l i c a n t s request t h a t Order Nos. R-8653 and 

R-8653-A be reversed, and t h a t Order Nos. R-7588 and R-7588-A be 

vacated as t o a p p l i c a n t s . 

HINKLE, COX, EATON, 
COFFIELD & HENSLEY 

;s Bruce 
)0 Marquette, N. W., Suite 740 

llbuquerque, New Mexico 87102 
(505) 768-1500 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby c e r t i f y t h a t c o p i e s o f the foregoing a p p l i c a t i o n 
f o r a rehearing were mailed t h i s v" 7^ day o f October, 1988 t o a l l 
opposing counsel of record. 

es Bruce 


