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TO: William J . Lefrfay, Director 

FROM; David Catanach. Examiner 

DATE: April '5, 1993 

RE: Competing Fcrced pooling Applications 

It: has come to our a. teen tion. th.se during Che next few months the 
Division w i l l receive numerous competing forced-pooling 
applications. Ixi axv effort to reduce Che presentation or 
unnecessary evidence' and. testimony, arid to c l a r i f y the types of 
c r i t e r i a Chat the decisions in these eases should be based Upon, 
I am presenting co ycu some sugg^suad guidelines to be uei H z ad 
by Division Examiners in deciding- these issues. In addition, I 
am presenting sonus. c r i t e r i a that should pot he u t i l i z e d ixi 
deciding these issues.. I t should be noted chat these c r i t e r i a 
are in no part i c u l a r order of importance and may be used singly 
or in any combination - thereof. 

g g ^ y a H T AJIP P g * T I S r g N T E V Y D E W C S 

al Any informat ion r e l a t e d to pre -hear ing ne go t ia t i ons : cr . cuc : sd 
between the p a r t i e s : 
b) Wil l ingness c t operator (a) to negot iate a v o l u n t a r y 
agreement ,-
c7 I n t e r e s t o v n e - s h i ? wi th in the p a r t i c u l a r spac ing un i t being 
sought; 
d) Geologic evidence and testimony as it relates to proposed, 
veil locacicnis) , especially if proposed well locations ire 
di£farsnc; 
e) Info m a t ion. r e g a r d i n g dates prospect was developed, c repes sd , 
e t c . ; • 
f) Overhead r a c e s f o r s u p e r v i s i o n ; 
g) Proposed r i s k pena l t i e s , -
h) S igni f icant: d i f f e r e n c e s i n i ' s (Weil c o s t s ) ; 
i ) Other in format ion deemed per t inent by D i v i s i o n Examiner. 

a) Ansjg^igicant , g i f f g r s . i c e s i n A F E ' s {Weil co s t s ) / overhead 
ra te s and r i s k p e n a l t i e s ; 
b) : Subjec t ive jUQcesnent • c a l l s cn an opera tor ' s a b i l i t y to d r i l l 
a w e l l ; 
c) Subject ive judgement, c a l l s on an c c e r a c o r ' s a b i l i t y to 
produce andyOr o p e r a c a a ' w e l l ; 

d) Subjec t ive judgement c a l l s on an operator' s a b i l i t y to marksc 
o i l and gas from the . subjec t w e l l , or dispose of waste products,-
e) Incidence and d e s c r i p t i o n of previous disagreements between 
the p a r t i e s ; 

I n those cases w h e r « the d i f f e r e n c e s i n r e l e v a n t evidence are not 
s u f f i c i e n t Co waJce a c l e a r and f a i r determinat ion of 
operatorship , the D i v i s i o n should i n s t i t u t e a p o l i c y and/or 
procedure whexetoy c-peratos-s/hip i s awardsd on an a l t e r n a c a b s s i s -


