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STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 

OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION 

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

APPLICATION OF CONOCO, INC... FOR 
POOL CREATION, LEA COUNTY, 
NEW MEXICO 

CASE NO. 10245 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

EXAMINER HEARING 

BEFORE: DAVID R. CATANACH, Hearing Examiner 

February 21, 1990 
10:30 a.m. 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 

This matter came on f o r hearing before the 01 

Conservation D i v i s i o n on February 21, 1990, at 10:30 a.m 

at O i l Conservation D i v i s i o n Conference Room, State Land 

O f f i c e B u i l d i n g , 310 Old Santa Fe T r a i l , Santa Fe, New 

Mexico, before Paula Wegeforth, C e r t i f i e d Court Reporter 

No. 264, f o r the State of New Mexico. 

FOR: OIL CONSERVATION BY: PAULA WEGEFORTH 
DIVISION C e r t i f i e d Court Report or 

CSR No. 264 
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February 21, 1991 
Examiner Hearing 

CASE NO. 10245 

APPEARANCES 

STATEMENT: 
By Mr. K e l l a h i n 

REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 
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A P P E A R A N C E S 

FOR THE DIVISION: ROBERT G. STOVALL, ESQ. 
General Counsel 
O i l Conservation Commission 
State Land O f f i c e B u i l d i n g 
310 Old Santa Fe T r a i l 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

FOR THE APPLICANT: KELLAHIN, KELLAHIN Sr AUBREY 
Attorneys at Law 
BY: W. THOMAS KELLAHIN, ESQ, 
117 North Guadalupe 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87 501 

A * 
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EXAMINER CATANACH: At t h i s time we w i l l c a l l 

Case 10245. 

MR. STOVALL: A p p l i c a t i o n of Conoco, Inc., f o r pool 

c r e a t i o n , s p e c i a l pool r u l e s and c o n t r a c t i o n of the 

Bline b r y O i l and Gas and Warren-Tubb Gas Pools, Lea County 

of New Mexico. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: Are there appearances in t h i s 

case? 

MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner, T' in Tom K e l l a h i n of the 

Santa Fe law f i r m of K e l l a h i n , K e l l a h i n & Aubrey, appearing 

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

EXAMINER CATANACH: Any other appearances? 

MR. STOVALL: No, 

MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner, we would l i k e to 

recommend t h a t to resolve t h i s c u r r e n t case, you fake t h i s 

case under advisement a f t e r i n c o r p o r a t i n g by reference the 

t r a n s c r i p t , e x h i b i t and testimony that we presented before 

Examiner Morrow on January 24th i n D i v i s i o n Examiner 

Case 10220. That was the case heard on behalf of Conoco to 

create t h e i r B l i n e b r y Cooperative Water Flood Project out 

of a p r o j e c t out of the Bli n e b r y or Tubb Pools. 

At the time we f i l e d t h a t a p p l i c a t i o n , we also 

c o n c u r r e n t l y f i l e d the a p p l i c a t i o n that's the subject of 

today's case. I n v i s i t i n g w i t h Mr. Stogner about the 

docketing, i t was h i s b e l i e f at the time of the 
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January 24th docket i t was not necessary to have the 

nomenclature case. On f u r t h e r v i s i t s w i t h him, he changed 

h i s mind and suggested that we should also docket t.lie 

nomenclature case th a t you have before you today. 

U n f o r t u n a t e l y , they ended up running on separate dockets. 

We are aware of the two cases running 

separately, and so at the time of the Conoco pre s e n t a t i o n 

i n January 24th, we bel i e v e we have answered i n d e t a i l a l l 

the necessary f a c t u a l components so that Mr. Morrow might 

address the water f l o o d a p p l i c a t i o n and so that e i t h e r you 

or he can address t h i s nomenclature case today. 

We have yesterday d r a f t e d and submitted to 

Examiner Morrow a proposed order f o r entry in t h i s case, 

and I tender to you another copy of that same order. You 

already have one. 

You already have one? 

EXAMINER CATANACH: I've got one r i g h t here, 

Mr. K e l l a h i n . 

MR. BRUCE: How d i d you get one? 

EXAMINER CATANACH: I'm p r i v i l e g e d . 

MR. KELLAHIN: Anyway 

MR. STOVALL: I t ' s i n the case f i l e . That's where 

they go when you send them t o us. 

MR. KELLAHIN: I d i d n ' t know anybody read those 

t h i n g s . 
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There were a couple of items that may come up i n 

deciding the d r a f t order. The two items that: I'm aware of 

i s the necessity f o r the simultaneous d e d i c a t i o n of 

p o t e n t i a l gas we l l s t o acreage t h a t would include o i l 

w e l l s . We've asked f o r that both i n the no t i c e of hearing 

i n the p r i o r hearing and as well as the d r a f t order. We 

t h i n k i t ' s necessary. I t ' s a matter of convenience. I t i s 

an often-done p r a c t i c e . Mr. Hoover t e s t i f i e d i n the prior-

case about th a t f a c t . 

Mr. Hoover also t e s t i f i e d about the necessity 

not t o have a gas- o i l r a t i o l i m i t a t i o n on any of the gas 

w e l l s . I t ' s not a necessary component of Conoco's case. 

The reason t h a t question came up i s that t h i s i s 

immediately n o r t h of the Shell Water Flood Project area, 

which i s s t r u c t u r a l l y s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t , and that water 

f l o o d had an a c t i v e gas-producing i n t e r v a l i n it that, they 

d e a l t w i t h f o r years. 

The explanation from the te c h n i c a l people at 

Conoco i s t h a t they d i d not forecast, nor d i d they now see a 

gas component t o the water f l o o d that was sim.il or to the 

Shell water f l o o d . And t h a t discussion was had at length 

before Examiner Morrow, so we t h i n k t h a t issue is covered. 

I am unaware of any other issues that have been 

r a i s e d t o me concerning the entry of the order. I have 

simply taken the Shell nomenclature order and used i t as a 
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sample to d r a f t t h i s proposed order th a t you're l o o k i n g at 

now. 

I f there are a d d i t i o n a l questions, I ' l l t r y to 

answer them. I f I'm unable to answer them, perhaps we can 

submit by l e t t e r subsequent to the hearing an explanation 

from Conoco's t e c h n i c a l people on items i n the order that 

you t h i n k are necessary to address. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: Mr. K e l l a h i n , T haven't been 

through the evidence testimony or t r a n s c r i p t in that 

previous case so i t ' s kind of d i f f i c u l t f o r me, but the --

a couple of the things th a t I had questions on - see, I'm 

not sure. Are there any gas wells producing i n -- w i t h i n 

the u n i t ? 

MR. KELLAHIN: Yes, s i r . My r e c o l l e c t i o n is there ar 

two, the -- s u b s t a n t i a l l y depleted. We'll have to i d e n t i f 

and describe them f o r you, and I could pick them out of th 

e x h i b i t book. I can't do i t at t h i s moment. 

There i s a f u t u r e p o t e n t i a l i n the Tubb gas 

i n t e r v a l i n the southern p o r t i o n of t h i s water f l o o d , and 

the plan of operation from the operation engineer -- i n hi 

testimony he said that, when they went i n f o new wells to be 

d r i l l e d i n the water f l o o d , they would be very c a r e f u l to 

t e s t f o r the gas production separately, and that i f i f was 

commercial, they would produce t h a t t o d e p l e t i o n before 

i n t e g r a t i n g t h a t i n t o the water f l o o d . And so there i s an 
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explanation i n the record about how he's going ro d r i l l 

f u t u r e gas w e l l s . 

But I can i d e n t i f y f o r you and submit t o you 

f o l l o w i n g the hearing the l o c a t i o n and the current 

producing status of probably not more than two. 1 t h i n k , of 

the Tubb gas we l l s i n the u n i t . 

EXAMINER CATANACH: Okay. Then, in that ease, on your 

proposed Rule No. 5 -- I'm sorry -- r u l e -- r i g h t . Okay. 

Proposed Rule 5. 

In the o r i g i n a l northeast Drinkard Unit we had a 

r e s t r i c t i o n t h a t a gas w e l l couldn't be -- the p r o r a t i o n 

f o r a gas we l l couldn't be located closer than 1320 feet 

from the outer boundary of the u n i t , and your proposed 

rules do not include that r e s t r i c t i o n . I'd l i k e to get 

some more i n f o r m a t i o n on t h a t . 

MR. KELLAHIN: Okay. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: Your proposed Rule No. 8 permits 

comingling of o i l and gas zones i n the we l l bores? 

MR. KELLAHIN: Yes. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: The o r i g i n a l northeast Drinkard 

Unit d i d not permit t h a t . 

MR. KELLAHIN: Right. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: And I ' l l want that addressed also, 

i f I can. 

MR. KELLAHIN: I t h i n k we may have t o -- T w i l l 
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supplement t h a t t o you because i f we wait f o r the 

t r a n s c r i p t , i t may be a wh i l e . I t i s in the t r a n s c r i p t 

when i t ' s p r i n t e d , but I w i l l answer t h a t f o r you 

separately. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: Okay. 

MR. KELLAHIN: The basic reason i s that i n -- un l i k e 

the Shell u n i t , t h i s Conoco u n i t , the remaining gas 

production i s minimal. They are h i g h l y depleted gas wel l s , 

and there should not be any cross-flow or comiugling i n the 

Conoco u n i t . 

But I w i l l get the i n f o r m a t i o n on that, r u l e f o r 

you. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: I n the o r i g i n a l northeast Drinkard 

u n i t we also had a p r o v i s i o n whereby the pool could not be 

expanded — only a f t e r n o t i c e and hearing -- and you've got 

an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e procedure in the r u l e s . You might 

address the need f o r that or -- as w e l l . 

And t h a t ' s r e a l l y a l l T have. 

MR. KELLAHIN: We w i l l respond in w r i t i n g . 

My understanding i s the pr e c l u s i o n of expansion 

of the Shell u n i t i n the absence of hearing was because of 

the concern over t h a t Tubb gas th a t was sandwiched i n t o 

t h e i r u n i t , and there was a l o t of concern about the gas 

wells immediately outside that u n i t , and i f there was to be 

an expansion, i t was to be done through the hearing 
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process. 

Again, we t h i n k the necessity f o r that i s not 

necessary i n our u n i t , and w e ' l l give you a w r i t t e n 

explanation. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: Okay. And b a s i c a l l y t h a t ' s a l l 

have, Mr. K e l l a h i n . 

MR. KELLAHIN: Thank you. I f t h a t ' s i t , then we ' l l 

ahead and incorporate the record and the evidence and 

testimony i n Case 10220, and w e ' l l take Case 10245 under 

advisement. 

MR. STOVALL: I don't get t o cross-examine 

Mr. Kellahin? 

EXAMINER CATANACH: Oh, so r r y . Did you want, to? 

MR. STOVALL: I t thought i t would be kind of fun. 

MR. KELLAHIN: Later. 

(The foregoing hearing was concluded at the 

approximate hour of 10:45 a.m.) 
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 

I , PAULA WEGEFORTH, a C e r t i f i e d Court Reporter and 

Notary Public, DO HEREBY CERTIFY tha t I s t e n o g r a p h i c a l l y 

reported these proceedings before the O i l Conservation 

D i v i s i o n ; and t h a t the foregoing i s a t r u e , complete and 

accurate t r a n s c r i p t of the proceedings ot said hearing as 

appears from my stenographic notes so taken and tran s c r i b e d 

under my personal s u p e r v i s i o n . 

I FURTHER CERTIFY that T am not r e l a t e d to nor 

employed by any of the p a r t i e s hereto, and have no i n t e r e s t 

i n the outcome hereof. 

DATED at Santa Fe, New Mexico, t h i s 20th day of March, 

1991 . 

My Commission Expires: 
September 27, 1993 

C e r t i f i e d Court Reporter 
CSR No. 264, Notary Public 

Oil Conservation U vi • 


