March 11, 1998
Litigation Update

Johnson et al. v. Burlington Resources Oil & Gas Co., No. CV 97-572-3, Eleventh
Judicial District, County of San Juan —

We filed a Notice of Appeal to the Supreme Court on February 24.
Burlington has also filed a Notice of Appeal.



%&m:} NEW MUEXXCQHENERGY, MINERALS _ OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION

e ik 2040 South Pacheco Street

%% & NATURAL ISOURCES DEPARTMENT

February 23, 1998

Gregory T. Ireland, Clerk
Eleventh Judicial District
103 South Oliver Drive
Aztec, NM 87410

Re: Johnson et al. v. Burlington Resources Oil & Gas Co. et al.
No. CV 97-572-3
Dear Mr. Ireland:
Enclosed please find the original and a copy of the New Mexico Qil Conservation Commission’s
Notice of Appeal to the New Mexico Supreme Court to be filed in the above-referenced case.

Please file the original and conform and return to me the copy in the enclosed stamped envelope.

Thank you for your assistance.

cc: Clerk of the New Mexico Supreme Court
The Honorable Byron Caton
W. Thomas Kellahin
J.E.Gallegos
Carrie Powell




NEW MEXICO EN:‘_\\GKY; MINERALS 7 OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION

2040 South Pacheco Street

& NATUM MS@URCES DEPARTMENT Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

(505) 827-7131

February 12, 1998

Gregory T. Ireland, Clerk
Eleventh Judicial District
103 South Oliver Drive
Aztec, NM 87410

Re: Johnson et al. v. Burlington Resources Oil & Gas Co. et al.
No. CV 97-572-3

Dear Mr. Ireland:

Enclosed please find the original and a copy of the New Mexico Oil Conservation Commission’s
Exception to Appellants’ Cost Bill to be filed in the above-referenced case. Please file the
original and conform and return to me the copy in the enclosed stamped envelope. Thank you for
your assistance.

Marilyn S. Hebert

cc: W. Thomas Kellahin
J.E.Gallegos




S AR NEW MEXICO "NERGY, MINERALS ” o, couseruarion o
¥ & NATURAL ReSOURCES DEPARTMENT sant o e e 8750

February 2, 1998

Gregory T. Ireland, Clerk
Eleventh Judicial District
103 South Oliver Drive
Aztec, NM 87410

Re: Johnson et al. v. Burlington Resources Oil & Gas Co. et al.
No. CV 97-572-3
Dear Mr. Ireland:
Enclosed please find the original and a copy of the New Mexico Qil Conservation Commission’s
Motion for Reconsideration to be filed in the above-referenced case. Please file the original

and conform and return to me the copy in the enclosed stamped envelope. Thank you for your
assistance.

ineerely,
/7
Marilyn S. Hebert

cc: W. Thomas Kellahin
J.E.Gallegos




KELLAHIN AND KELLAHIN
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
EL PATIO BUILDING

TELEPHONE (505) 282-4285
hd 7 NORTH GUADALUPE
W. THOMAS HELLAMIN ! TELEFAX (508) ©932-2047
*NEW MEXICO BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION PosT OFFICE Box 2265
COGNIZED SPECIALIST IN THE AREA OF ;
:iTURAL RESOURCES-0IL AND GAS LAW SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-2265

JASON KELLAHIN (RETIRED 1991}

January 20, 1998
FEDERAL EXPRESS

The Honorable Byron Caton
District Judge, Division III

620 Municipal Drive, Suite 2
Farmington, New Mexico 87401

Re: Johnson et al. v. Burlington Resources Oil & Gas

Company and Oil Conservation Commission
No. CV 97-572-3

Dear Judge Caton:

Please find enclosed Burlington Resources Oil & Gas Company’s
form of Judgment in the referenced case. We are submitting our form to
you for consideration because Mr. Gallegos’ proposed judgment submitted

to you by letter dated January 12, 1998 does not accurately reflect your
decision.

We are especially concerned that he failed to include your
determination that when the Commission changed General Rule 104 it was
engaged in rulemaking which is effective as to all other property owners in
the San Juan Basin. (See enclosed transcribed copy of your decision made
at the conclusion of the December 17, 1997 oral argument and your
decision from the September 15, 1997 motion hearing).

W. Thomag Kellahin

cc w/ enclosure:
Gene Gallegos, Esq.
Lyn Hebert, Esq.
John Bemis, Esq.



At the District Court hearing held on September 15, 1997, Judge
Caton stated:

"I am going to find that under the particular circumstances of this
case in which Burlington Resources prior to the application for 640-acre
spacing had known of its plans to pool, that under Uhden or however you
particularly pronounce it, binds this Court totally. It would be my belief
in this case that no notice, in this case, is clearly a denial of due process
law under New Mexico and Federal constitutions. I make no attempt to
strike at the Oil & Gas Commission’s notice under its rule making power.
But the application in this case was made by Burlington and I impose on
them a special duty to inform those individuals, those person and interest
in property of whom they had actual notice.

I will order a stay of the spacing rule as it applies only to these 61
parties in question. [ consider any other parties in this case to have been
adequately informed by the general rules of the Oil & Gas Commission by
general publication. That is sufficient.

I am imposing, because of their peculiar knowledge, a burden of
actual notice on Burlington Resources.

Judge Caton’s ruling on December 17, 1987

"I haven’t had time to deal with the notification of the withdrawal of the
pooling application. It is really..since I have not had time to think about
the effects..I can’t really in my decision deal with that action. It may be

that the decision I make is indeed mooted by the withdrawal of the pooling
application. I can’t tell..I just don’t know.

I am going to follow as nearly as I can the Uhden case in terms of due
process. I going to have to find a little more than Justice Franchini found
to impose a duty on Burlington to notify the plaintiffs in this case, but I do
find that obligation and I separate it from the duty of the Commission itself.
I think the sequence of event in this case and the inferences that can be
drawn from them and the failure of both the Commission and Burlington to
give any notice to any of the plaintiffs of the rulemaking application

constitutes a lack of due process and deprived the plaintiffs of their property
without a hearing.



I will stay the rule as to the plaintiffs but not as to any other party. I find
that Burlington had a special duty arising over the years from..towards the
Plaintiffs in this particular case and that indeed they have a duty under their
leasehold agreements of fair dealing and by failing to notify have indeed
have violated that obligation. So its more than lack of due process.

I am not entirely satisfied that the Commission is giving reasonable notice.
I think that the Commission has no duty to give personal notice. I don’t
find that one day’s publication in a newspaper of local circulation is
reasonable notice under the requirement of the statute. So in that regard,
there is a lack of due process there also. By limiting the matters to the 60
or so plaintiffs I find that I have no real need to make a specific finding if
I were asked to do findings of fact and conclusions of law as to the one day
publication. I mention this Ms. Hebert because you will be doing an annual
review of what is reasonable notice as required by the Open Meeting Act
and you can tell the Commission that it is one judge’s opinion that the
publication for one day is insufficient and I don’t care what the licensing
board for doctors does. We are dealing with property. It seems to me that
we have a golden example in front of us for all types of publications that
arise out of the courts. And I don’t know of anything that arises out of the
courts that would let you get by with publishing for one time. But I find
no need to incorporate that finding into my decision.

I’ll sign the stay as to the plaintiffs which has been submitted, one
without the order for the cause hearing. I will ask you to submit the
judgment, Mr. Gallegos....

[ hope that with the limitation of the plaintiffs that Ms. Hebert has
in mind when she says the obligation of the Commission is to not only
prevent waste but to encourage the economic development of oil and gas in
the field, that the limitation drawn here will permit the continued economic
development possible of the formations below the Dakota.

How we will deal with the 60 is probably like we’ve been dealing

with them all along it’s going to be hard isn’t it Mr. Gallegos. Thank you
very much.”



STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF SAN JUAN
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

TIMOTHY B. JOHNSON, Trustee for
Ralph A. Bard, Jr. et al.,

Plaintiffs, -
VS Cv97572-3
BURLINGTON RESOURCES OIL & GAS

COMPANY, a corporation and the
NEW MEXICO OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

ORDER AND FINAL JUDGMENT

This case involves an appeal of New Mexico Oil Conservation
Commission (" Commission™) Order R-10815 entered June 5, 1997
which amended the New Mexico Oil Conservation Division
("Division") General Rules 104.B(2)(a) and 104.C(3)(a) and adopted
néw Division General Rules 104.B(2)(b)(i), 104.B(2)(b)(ii) and
104.CV(3)(b) by changing the size of spacing units for gas
production below the base of the Dakota formation in San Juan, Rio
Arriba, Sandoval and Mckinley Counties, New Mexico (being the
"San Juan Basin") from 160-acres per well to 640-acres per well.

After being fully briefed and the record from the Commission
assembled and filed, the case came before the Court for oral

argument on December 17, 1997 with the appellants appearing by



their attorney, J. E. Gallegos, the appellee Commission appearing
by its attorney Marilyn S. Hebert and appellee Burlington Resources
Oil and Gas Company ("Burlington™) appearing by its attorney W.
Thomas Kellahin.

The Court has considered the pleadings, affidavits, briefs and
legal authorities and received argument of counsels and is fully
advised.

The Court concludes as follows and IT IS SO ORDERED.

1. The decision in Uhden v. New Mexico Conversation
Commission, 112 N.M. 528, 817 P.2d 721 (1991) is controlling
regarding plaintiffs’ appeal of Commission Order R-10815.
Commission Order R-10815 was entered pursuant to a rulemaking
hearing held in Commission Case 11745 which changed the
Division General Rule 104 which, among other things, deals with
the size of spacing units in the San Juan Basin.

2. The Commission provided the required public notice of its
public hearing for rulemaking and is not required to give personal
notice to any owner including the plaintiffs.

3. Burlington failed to provide plaintiff’s with notice of the

Commission hearing on this proposed rule change which resulted

in Order R-10815.

-Page 2-



4. This Court’s stay of Commission Order R-10815-A should
be made permanent as to the plaintiffs but not as to any other
party. Burlington had a special duty arising over the years towards
the Plaintiffs in this particular case including a duty under their
leasehold agreements of fair dealing and by failing to notify these
plaintiffs Burlington has violated that obligatibn.

5. Because at the time of that hearing, Burlington had plans
to form a 640-acre spacing unit for a wildcat well to be drilled in
Section 9, T31N, R10W, NMPM, San Juan County, New Mexico,
and because Burlington also knew the identities and addresses of
the plaintiffs who owned property interests in Section 9,
Burlington’s failure to provide notice to them of the Commission’s
rule making hearing was a denial of plaintiffs’ right to due process
under Uhden.

6. In accordance with Uhden, supra., as to these plaintiff’s
only, Order R-10815 was not an exercise of general rule making by
the Commission but rather an adjudication affecting the property

rights of these plaintiffs for which Burlington had the burden to

notify them.

-Page 3-



7. Judgment is hereby granted voiding New Mexico Qil
Conservation Commission Order R-10815-A only as to the

appellants’ property interests in Section 9, T31N, R10W, NMPM,

San Juan County, New Mexico.

Honorabie Byron Caton,
District Judge

submitted by:

By:
W. Thomas Kellahin, Esq.
counsel for Burlington
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KELLAHIN AND KELLAHIN
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

EL PATIO BUILDING

TELEPHONE (5095) 982-4285
RTH ADALUPE
W THOMAS KELLARINT 7 Ne ev TELEFAX (SO5) 982-2047
*NMEW MEXICO BOARD OF LEGAL SPECIALIZATION PosT OFFICE Box 2265
RECOGNIZED SPECIALIST IN THE AREA OF .
NATURAL RESOURCES-OIL AND GAS LAW SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87304

FACSIMILE COVER SHEET

JASON KELLAHIN (RETIRED 1991)

DATE: January 19, 1998 NUMBER OF PAGE -7-
TIME: 11:15 AM

Sk
TO: LYN HEBERT, ESQ.

Oil Conservation Commission
(505) 827-8177

TO: John Bemis, Esq.

OF: Burlington Resources
FAX NO: (505) 326-9880

TO: Alan Alexander
OF . Burlington Resources
FAX NO; = (505) 326-9781

REF: Johnson et al. v. Burlington and Oil Commission
San Juan County Cause CV-97-572-3

Dear Lyn, John & Alan:

Attached is a copy of Judge Caton’s decision which I transcribed
from the district court tape.

Also attached is a draft judgment to submit to Judge Caton. 1
would like to federal express this to Judge Caton Tomorrow. Please
give me your comments and suggestions as soon as possible.

-

'

Regards,

W. Thomal ellahin

*okk

This information contained in this Facsimile Message and Transmission is ATTORNEY PRIVILEGED AND
CONFIDENTIAL information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named abeve. If the reader of
this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this Facsimile in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and return the
original message to us at the above address via the U.S. Postal Service.




STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF SAN JUAN
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

TIMOTHY B. JOHNSON, Trustee for
Ralph A. Bard, Jr. et al.,

Plaintiffs,
VS CVv-97572-3

BURLINGTON RESOURCES OIL & GAS
COMPANY, a corporation and the
NEW MEXICO OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

0O RO

OPINION AND FINAL JUDGMENT

This case involves an appeal of New Mexico Oil Conservation
Commission ("Commission”) Order R-10815 entered June 5, 1997
which amended the New Mexico Qil Conservation Division
("Division") General Rules 104.B(2)(a) and 104.C(3)(a) and adopted
new Division General Rules 104.B(2)(b)(i}, 104.B(2)(b)(ii} and
104.CV(3){b) by changing the size of spacing units for gas
production below the base of the Dakota formation in San Juan, Rio
Arriba, Sandoval and Mckinley Counties, New Mexico (being the
“"San Juan Basin") from 160-acres per well to 640-acres per well.

After being fully briefed and the record from the Commission
assembled and filed, the case came before the Court for oral

argument on December 17, 1997 with the appellants appearing by



their attorney, J. E. Gallegos, the appellee Commission appearing
by its attorney Marilyn S. Hebert and appellee Burlington Resources
Oil and Gas Company ("Burlington”) appearing by its attorney W.
Thomas Kellahin.

The Court has considered the pleadings, affidavits, briefs and
legal authorities and received argument of counsels and is fully
advised.

The Court concludes as follows and IT IS SO ORDERED.

1. The decision in Uhden v. New Mexico Conversation
Commission, 112 N.M. 528, 817 P.2d 721 (1991) is controlling
regarding plaintiffs’ appeal of Commission Order R-10815.
Commission Order R-10815 was entered pursuant to a rulemaking
hearing held in Commission Case 11745 which changed the
Division General Rule 104 which, among other things, deals with
the size of spacing units in the San Juan Basin.

2. The Commission provided the required public notice of its
public hearing for rulemaking and is not required to give personal
notice to any owner including the plaintiffs.

3. Burlington failed to provide plaintiff's with notice of the
Commission hearing on this proposed rule change which resulted

in Order R-10815.
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4. This Court’s stay of Commission Order R-10815-A should
be made permanent as to the plaintiffs but not as to any other
party. Burlington had a special duty arising over the years towards
the Plaintiffs in this particular case including a duty under their
leasehold agreements of fair dealing and by failing to notify these
plaintiffs Burlington has violated that obligation.

5. Because at the time of that hearing, Burlington had plans
to form a 640-acre spacing unit for a wildcat well to be drilled in
Section 9, T31N, R10W, NMPM, San Juan County, New Mexico,
and because Burlington also knew the identities and addresses of
the plaintiffs who owned property interests in Section 9,
Burlington’s failure to provide notice to them of the Commission’s

rule making hearing was a denial of plaintiffs’ right to due process

under Uhden.

6. In accordance with Uhden, supra., as to these plaintiff's
only, Order R-10815 was not an exercise of general rule making by
the Commission but rather an adjudication affecting the property

rights of these plaintiffs for which Burlington had the burden to

notify them.
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’
7. Order R-10815-A is void only as to the appellants anc-the

of the Daketa-fornratiorr T NS AMERded Division Generar Rue—10d~
is-of-no-ferce-and-offeetas-te-their property interests in Section 9,
T31N, R10W, NMPM, San Juan County, New Mexico. Appellants

are entitled to and are hereby granted judgment in their favor.

Honorable Byron Caton, District Judge

submitted by:

By:
W. Thomas Kellahin, Esq.
counsel for Burlington

noted:

J. E. Gallegos, Esq.
attorney for Plaintiffs

Marilyn S. Hebert, Esq.
attorney for Commission
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At the District Court hearing held on September 15, 1997, Judge
Caton stated:

"I am going to find that under the particular circumstances of this
case in which Burlington Resources prior to the application for 640-acre
spacing had known of its plans to pool, that under Uhden or however you
particularly pronounce it, binds this Court totally. It would be my belief
in this case that no notice, in this case, is clearly a denial of due process
law under New Mexico and Federal constitutions. I make no attempt to
strike at the Oil & Gas Commission’s notice under its rule making power.
But the application in this case was made by Burlington and I impose on
them a special duty to inform those individuals, those person and interest
in property of whom they had actual notice.

I will order a stay of the spacing rule as it applies only to these 61
parties in question. I consider any other parties in this case to have been
adequately informed by the general rules of the Oil & Gas Commission by
general publication. That is sufficient.

I am imposing, because of their peculiar knowledge, a burden of
actual notice on Burlington Resources.

Judge Caton’s ruling on December 17, 1987

"I haven’t had time to deal with the notification of the withdrawal of the
pooling application. It is really..since I have not had time to think about
the effects..I can’t really in my decision deal with that action. It may be

that the decision I make is indeed mooted by the withdrawal of the pooling
application. I can’t tell..I just don’t know.

I am going to follow as nearly as I can the Uhden case in terms of due
process. 1 going to have to find a little more than Justice Franchini found
to impose a duty on Burlington to notify the plaintiffs in this case, but I do
find that obligation and I separate it from the duty of the Commission itself.
I think the sequence of event in this case and the inferences that can be
drawn from them and the failure of both the Commission and Burlington to
give any notice to any of the plaintiffs of the rulemaking application

constitutes a lack of due process and deprived the plaintiffs of their property
without a hearing.
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I will stay the rule as to the plaintiffs but not as to any other party. I find
that Burlington had a special duty arising over the years from..towards the
Plaintiffs in this particular case and that indeed they have a duty under their
leasehold agreements of fair dealing and by failing to notify have indeed
have violated that obligation. So its more than lack of due process.

I am not entirely satisfied that the Commission is giving reasonable notice.
I think that the Commission has no duty to give personal notice. I don’t
find that one day’s publication in a newspaper of local circulation is
reasonable notice under the requirement of the statute. So in that regard,
there is a lack of due process there also. By limiting the matters to the 60
or so plaintiffs I find that I have no real need to make a specific finding if
I were asked to do findings of fact and conclusions of law as to the one day
publication. I mention this Ms. Hebert because you will be doing an annual
review of what is reasonable notice as required by the Open Meeting Act
and you can tell the Commission that it is one judge’s opinion that the
publication for one day is insufficient and I don’t care what the licensing
board for doctors does. We are dealing with property. It seems to me that
we have a golden example in front of us for all types of publications that
arise out of the courts. And I don’t know of anything that arises out of the

courts that would let you get by with publishing for one time. But I find
no need to incorporate that finding into my decision.

I’ll sign the stay as to the plaintiffs which has been submitted, one
without the order for the cause hearing. I will ask you to submit the
judgment, Mr. Gallegos....

I hope that with the limitation of the plaintiffs that Ms. Hebert has
in mind when she says the obligation of the Commission is to not only
prevent waste but to encourage the economic development of oil and gas in
the field, that the limitation drawn here will permit the continued economic
development possible of the formations below the Dakota.

How we will deal with the 60 is probably like we’ve been dealing

with them all along it’s going to be hard isn’t it Mr. Gallegos. Thank you
very much.”

-Page 6-



:ALLEGOS LAW FIRM

A Professional Corporation

460 St. Michael’s Drive
Building 300

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505
Telephone No. 505-983-6686
Telefax No. 505-986-1367

January 12, 1998
Telefax No. 505-986-0741 1 *
setax o (Our File No. 97-170.01) JASON E. DOUGHTY

The Honorable Byron Caton
District Judge, Division Il
920 Municipal Dr., Suite 2
Farmington, NM 87401

Re: Timothy B. Johnson, Trustee for Ralph A. Bard, Jr. Trust U/A/D
February 12, 1983; et al. v. Burlington Resources Oil & Gas
Company and the New Mexico Oil Conservation Commission; San
Juan County Cause No. CV-97-572-3

Dear Judge Caton:

Enclosed please find Appellants’ form of Opinion and Final Judgment in the referenced
case. We believe this form accurately reflects the factual and legal issues involved in
this matter, as well as your ruling from the bench at the oral argument held before you
on December 17, 1997.

We submitted this form to counsel for appellees Burlington Resources and the New
Mexico Oil Conservation Commission on December 22, 1997 and received comments
back last week. While we have incorporated some of counsels’ suggested revisions,
others do not in our opinion accurately reflect the true nature of this appeal nor your
ruling therein. Consequently, we are unable to submit a joint form for your signature. |
expect that counsel for appellees with be submitting their own form in the near future.

Should you have questions or comments concerning this matter, please do not hesitate

to call.
Respectfully submitted,
GALLEGOS LAW FIRM, P.C.
By:
JASONE. D HTY
Enclosure

* Admitted to practice in Colorado,
New Mexico and Texas



cc: Tom Kellahin—Counsel for Burlington
John Bemis--Counsel for Burlington
Lyn Hebert--Counsel for NMOCC
Steve Hunsicker

ioc: Jason E. Doughty
C. Woodsffile



STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF SAN JUAN
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Timothy B. Johnson, Trustee for Ralph A.
Bard, Jr. Trust U/A/D February 12, 1983; et. al.,

Plaintiffs,

VS. Cause No. CV-97-572-3

Burlington Resources Oil & Gas Company, a
corporation, and The New Mexico Oil
Conservation Commission,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Defendants. )
)

OPINION AND FINAL JUDGMENT

This case involves an appeal of New Mexico Qil Conservation Commission
(“Commission”) Order No. R-10815 entered June 5, 1997 which, inter alia, amended
the New Mexico Qil Conservation Division (“Division”) Rules 104.B(2)(a) and
104.C(3)(a) and adopted new rules 104.B(2)(b) and 104.C(3)(b), by changing the
spacing unit for gas production below the base of the Dakota formation in San Juan,
Rio Arriba, Sandoval and McKinley Counties, New Mexico from 160 to 640 acres.
After being fully briefed and the record from the Commission assembled and filed, the
case came before the Court for oral argument on December 17, 1997 with the
appellants appearing by their attorney, J.E. Gallegos, the appellee Commission
appearing by its attorney Marilyn S. Hebert and appeliee Burlington Resources Oil and
Gas Company (“Burlington”) appearing by its attorney W. Thomas Kellahin. The Court
has considered the pleadings, briefs and legal authorities and received arguments of

counsel and is fully advised. The Court concludes as follows and IT IS SO ORDERED.



A. THE PARTIES

1. Each of the appellants are the holders of operating rights interests in,
inter alia, formations below the base of the Dakota formation located in Section 9,
Township 31 North, Range 10 West, San Juan County, New Mexico (“Section 97) under
United States Oil and Gas Lease SF 078389 and SF 078389-A covering 2,480 acres,
more or less. The appellants are the owners of over 80% of the working interest in the
Pennsylvanian formation in the east half and southwest quarter of Section 9. The
appellants are listed on the Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated herein.

2. Appellee Burlington is a prominent operator of wells in the San Juan
Basin and is also a working interest owner in, inter alia, formations below the base of
the Dakota formation located in Section 9. Burlington is the applicant in Commission
Case 11745 which resulted in the challenged order.

3. Appellee Commission is an agency of the State of New Mexico created
by statute which, inter alia regulates certain aspects of oil and gas operations within the
State of New Mexico, to include the spacing of gas wells in the San Juan Basin.

B. THE SPACING CASE (COMMISSION CASE NO. 11745) AND ITS
EFFECT ON THE APPELLANTS’ PROPERTY RIGHTS

4. Since December 1, 1950, Division Rule 104.B.(2)(a) has required that
wildcat gas wells in San Juan County be located on a designated drilling tract
consisting of 160 contiguous surface acres.

5. Beginning in June, 1996, Burlington has sent correspondence at
various times to the appellants seeking to either purchase or farmout the appellants’
acreage in, inter alia, Section 9 for the drilling of wildcat wells to test the Deep

Pennsylvanian formation. By February 20, 1996, Burlington had already selected



Section 9 as the location for one of its initial Deep Pennsylvanian test wells, the Scott
Well No. 24, and had prepared a detailed Authority for Expenditure for this well.

6. At no time did Burlington’s communications advise the appellants of its
plans to make an application to the Commission for the purpose of changing the Rule
104 spacing requirements from 160 to 640-acres for wildcat gas wells below the base
of the Dakota formation in San Juan County, New Mexico. On February 27, 1997
Burlington filed an application with the Commission to change the spacing unit for deep
gas wells in the San Juan Basin from 160 to 640 acres. This case was docketed as

Commission Case No. 11745 (“Case 11745").

7. At the public hearing of Case 11745 held on March 19, 1997,
Burlington’s counsel informed the Commission that Burlington had provided personal
notice of its application and of the Commission hearing of Case 11745 by registered
mail to some 267 operators in the San Juan Basin. In addition, the Commission
provided notice by publication and to parties on its mailing list. However, neither
Burlington nor the Commission provided personal notice of Case 11745 to the
appellants. No party appeared in opposition to Burlington’s application in Case 11745.

8. Appellants’ names and addresses were known to Burlington well before
its application in Case No. 11745 was filed. Burlington remits overriding royalty
payments to each of the appellants on a monthly basis. The appellants and Burlington
have been engaged in litigation since 1992. In addition, Burlington maintains a
computerized database of the names and addresses of the appellants and could have
given them actual notice of its application and of the public hearing in this case.

9. On June 5, 1997, the Commission entered its Order No. R-10815

finding, inter alia, that Division Rule 104 should be amended on a permanent basis to

3



provide for 640-acre gas spacing units for deep gas formations of the San Juan Basin.
(*Order R-10815.")

10. On June 11, 1997, six days after the Commission issued Order R-
10815, Burlington filed an application with the Division seeking to compulsory pool the
appellants’ interests in the east half and southwest quarter of Section 9 for its proposed
Scott Well No 24, which was to be located in the northwest quarter of Section 9 on a
640-acre spacing unit. Obtaining Order No. R-10815 from the Commission modifying
the Rule 104 wildcat well spacing requirements from 160 acres to 640 acres was a
necessary condition precedent to Burlington’s initiation of compulsory pooling
proceedings against the appellants’ interests in Section 9. Pursuant to Division Rule
104 as it existed prior to the 1997 amendment, the appellants’ operating rights interest
in the east half and southwest quarter of Section 9 could not have been compulsorily
pooled with the northeast quarter of Section 9 to form a 640 acre spacing unit for
Burlington’s Scott Well No. 24,

11. On June 24, 1997, the appellants timely filed their Application for
Rehearing of Order R-10815 with the Commission pursuant to NMSA 1978, §70-2-25
(A) and Division Rule 1222. Pursuant to §70-2-25 (A), the appellants’ Application was
considered denied on July 4, 1997 when the Commission failed to act thereon within 10
days. Such failure to act by the Commission on the appellants’ Application is deemed a
refusal thereof and a final disposition of such Application. The appellants properly and
timely appeal this matter pursuant to NMSA 1978 §70-2-25 (B).

C. HOLDING

12. The decision in Uhden v. New Mexico Qil Conservation Commission,

112 N.M. 528, 817 P.2d 721 (1991) is controlling on this appeal. Knowing of its plan to
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pool the interests of the appellants for a wildcat well on 640-acre spacing and knowing
the identities and whereabouts of the appellants, Burlington's failure to provide
personal notice to them of the spacing case proceeding underlying Order No. R-10815
deprived the appellants of their property without due process of law in violation of the
United States and New Mexico constitutions. Burlington breached its duty of good faith
by failing to provide personal notice to the appellants of the spacing case proceeding
underlying Order No. R-10815.

13. Order No. R-10815 is void as to only the appellants and the 640-acre
spacing provided for therein and in the amended New Mexico Oil Conservation Division
Rule 104 is of no force and effect as to their property interests in the San Juan Basin.
Appellants are entitled to and are hereby granted judgment in their favor and against
the defendants and shall recover costs as allowed by law.

DATED: January ___, 1998.

Honorable Byron Caton, District Judge

(e O

J.E/GALLEGOS

JA E. DOUGHTY

460 St. Michael’s Drive, Bldg. 300
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505
(505) 983-6686

Attorney for Plaintiffs



NEW MEXICO ENEJ[\\\GTYQ MINERALS OIL CONSERVATIGN DIVISION

2040 South Pacheco Street

& NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

(505) 827-7131

VIA FAX

January 7, 1998

Jason E. Doughty
Gallegos Law Firm

460 St. Michael’s Drive
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Re: Johnson, Trustee for Bard et al. v. Burlington and New Mexico Oil Conservation
Commission, San Juan County Cause No. CV 97-572-3

Dear Jason:

Enclosed is a copy of your proposed order with changes I have made that I believe reflect Judge
Caton’s expressions at the conclusion of oral argument in December. I also share Tom’s concern
that the proposed order does not include the Judge’s determinations as to the rulemaking vs.
adjudicatory issue which will be the significant issue on appeal. As the Judge deems the changes
to Rule 104 to be effective as to all the world except for the Appellants, the Commission must
have been engaged in rulemaking in Case No. 11745. Finally, the second sentence of paragraph
10 of your order has appeared in several of the Appellants’ filings. However, I do not recall
Judge Caton making such a statement.

Please let me know if you want to discuss the proposed order.

Singarely,
(

ril”y/n S. Hebert

cc: W. Thomas Kellahin
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF SAN JUAN
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Timothy B. Johnson, Trustee for Ralph A.
Bard, Jr. Trust U/A/D February 12, 1983; et. al,,

Plaintiffs,

VS, Cause No. CV-97-572-3

Burlington Resources Oil & Gas Company, a
corporation, and The New Mexico Oil
Conservation Commission,

Defendants.

et e st et gV g’ Pt et emtt gt st “wept

OPINION AND FINAL JUDGMENT

This case involves an appeal of New Mexico Oil Conservation Commission

(“Commission”) Order No. R-10815 entered June 5, 1997 which, inter alia, W\_e_ 'O-MU\A U‘) \/

New Mexico Oil Conservation Division ("Division®) Rules 104.8(2)(a) and 104.C(3)(a)

(), 14B (b
and adopted new rules 104.8(2)(b) ghd 104.C(3)(b), by changing the %ﬂ spacing ‘/‘/
Xﬁor gas production below the base of the Dakota formation in San Juan, Rio Arriba, ‘/

Sandoval and McKinley Counties, New Mexico from 160 to 640 acres, After being fully
briefed and the record from the Commission assembled and filed, the case came
before the Court for oral argument on December 17, 1997 with the appellants
appearing by their attorney, J.E. Gallegos, the appeliee Commission appearing by its
attorney Marilyn S. Hebert and appellee Burlington Resources Oil and Gas Company
("Burlington”) appearing by its attorney W. Thomas Kellahin. The Court has
considered the pleadings, briefs and legal authorities and received arguments of

counsel and is fully advised. The Court concludes as foliows and [T IS SO ORDERED.
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A. THE PARTIES

1. Each of the appellants are the holders of operating rights interests in,

inter _alia, formations below the base of the Dakota formation located in Section 9,

Township 31 North, Range 10 West, San Juan County, New Mexico (“Section 9”) under
United States Qil and Gas Lease SF 078389 and SF 078389-A covering 2,480 acres,
more or less. The appellants are the owners of over 80% of the working interest in the
Pennsylvanian formation in the east half and southwest quarter of Section 9. The
appellants are listed on the Exhibit *A” attached hereto and incorporated herein.

2. Appellee Burlington is a prominent operator of wells in the San Juan
Basin and is also a working interest owner in, inter alia, formations below the base of
the Dakota formation located in Section 9. Burlington is the applicant in Commission
Case 11745 which resulted in the challenged order.

3. Appellee Commission is an agency of the State of New Mexico created

by statute which, inter alia regulates certain aspects of oil and gas operations within the

State of New Mexico, to include the spacing of gas wells in the San Juan Basin.

Rule molcin
B. THE i%ﬁ&ﬂﬁ CASE (COMMISSION CASE NO. 11745) AND ITS
FECT ON THE APPELLANTS’ PROPERTY RIGHTS

4, Since December 1, 1950, Division Rule 104.B.(2)(a) has required that
wildcat gas wells in San Juan County be located on a designated drilling tract
consisting of 160Wsm€;€cres.

5. Beginning in June, 1996, Burlington has sent correspondence at
various times to the appellants seeking to either purchase or farmout the appellants’

acreage in, inter_alia, Section 9 for the drilling of wildcat wells to test the Deep

Pennsylvanian formation. By February 20, 1996, Burlington had already selected

w004

/

v
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Section 9 as the location for one of its initial Deep Pennsylvanian test wells, the Scott
Weli No. 24, and had prepared a detailed Authority for Expenditure for this well.

6. At no time did Burlington’s communications advise the appellants of its
plans to make an application to the Commission for the purpose of changing the Rule
104 spacing requirements from 160 to 640-acres for wildcat gas wells below the base

of the Dakota formation in San Juan County, New Mexico. On February 27, 1997,
rule-for

- Burlington filed an application with the Commission to change thslspacing Qi for deep

gas wells in the San Juan Basin from 160 to 640 acres. This case was docketed as
Commission Case No. 11745 (*Case 11745").

7. At the public hearing of Case 11745 held on March 19, 1997,
Burlington’s counsel informed the Commission that Burlington had provided personal
notice of its application and of the Commission hearing of Case 11745 by registered
mail to some 267 operators in the San Juan Basin. In addition, the Commission

s requur
providedkmcn‘ﬁ‘:l by publication and to parties on its mailing list. However, neither
Burlington nor the Commission provided personal notice of Case 11745 to the
appellants. No party appeared in opposition to Burlington’s application in Case 11745.

8. Appeliants’ names and addresses were known to Burlington well before
its application in Case No. 11745 was filed. Burlington remits overriding royalty
payments to each of the appeliants on a monthly basis. The appellants and Burlington
have been engaged in litigation since 1992. In addition, Burlington maintains a
computerized database of the names and addresses of the appellants and could have

given them actual notice of its application and of the publi¢ hearing in this case.

9, On June 5, 1997, the Commission entered its Order No, R-10815

Me;\d,{%ﬂR
i, that|Divisiol Rule 104 ekes

. 005

v/
v

- Ry
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provide for 640-acre gas spacing units for deep gas formations of the San Juan Basin.
(*Order R-10815.”)

10. On June 11, 1997, six days after the Commission issued Order R-
10815, Burlington filed an application with the Division seeking to compulsory pool the |
appellants’ interests in the east half and southwest quarter of Section 9 for its proposed
Scott Well No 24, which was to be located in the northwest quarter of Section 9 on a
640-acre spacing unit. Obtaining Order No. R-10815 from the Commission modify'ing
the Rule 104 wildcat well spacing requirements from 160 acres to 640 acres was a ' ,?
necessary condition precedent to Burlington's initiation of compulsory pooling

Pursuant +o Divistontuke 104 as - eristed, erst b the /

proceedings against the appellants’ interests in Section 9. )\um;—mww 19 7

' o _ amunelment
wg, the appellants’ working interest in the east

half and southwest quarter of Section S could not becéompulsorily pooled with the ,[/
northeast quarter of Section 9 to form a 640 acre spacing unit for Burlington's Scott _
Well No. 24. i
11. On June 24, 1997, the appellants timely filed their Applicatipn. fgr
Rehearing with the Commission pursuant to NMSA 1978, §70-2-25 (A) andmﬂv/
Rule 1222. Pursuant to §70-2-25 (A), the appellants’ Application was considered
denied on July 4, 1997, when the Commission failed to act thereon within 10 days.
Such failure to act by the Commission on the appellants’ Application is deemed a
refusal thereof and a final disposition of such Application. The appellants properly and
timely appeal this matter pursuant to NMSA 1978,§70-2-25 (B).
C. HOLDING

12. The decision in Uhden v. New Mexico Qil Conservation Commission,

112 N.M. 528, 817 P.2d 721 (1991) is controlling on this appeal. Knowing of its plan to

4
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pool the interests of the appellants for a wildcat well on 640-acre spacing and knowint;:

the identities and whereabouts of the appellants, Burlington's faﬂure to provide

deprived the appellants of their property without due process of law in violation of the

|
United States and New Mexico constitutions. Burlington breached its duty of good faith rule
kw)uh mLHw praposid. d‘“‘ﬁ‘v‘

,,._,,_-,- ,, - '---:—-= ds ?ub‘i& LM/M) "8&’(
Mission Pr as ﬁ: only the appellants an@

13. | Order No. R-10815 is void the 640-acre Mﬂmwk}'é .
spacing provided for therein and in the amended Nmm Division ¢/
Rule 104 is of no force and effect as to their property interests in the San Juan Basin.
Appellants are entitled to and are hereby granted judgment in their favor and against

the defendants and shall recover costs as allowed by law.
DATEDW

Honorable Byron Caton, District Judge

SUBMITTED:

J.E. GALLEGOS

JASON E. DOUGHTY

460 St. Michael's Drive, Bldg. 300
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505
(505) 983-6686

Attormey for Plaintiffs
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BHELLAMIN AND KELLAHIN
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
EL PATIO BUtLRDING ‘
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W. THOMAS KELLANMIN® 117 NORTH GUADALURE T":rLEE\.PE'::x ?5(221692 220435
NEW MEXICO BAARD OF LEQAL SPECIALIZATION PosT OFFICE BOx 2265
A unces o AND Gak Law SANTA FE, NEW MBXICO 87504-2285
JASON KeL,LaHIN (RETIREZ®D (D01 FA ILE VER S ’r
DATE: January 6, 1997 NUMBER OF PAGES -7-
TIME.: 9:22 AM (Santa Fe time)
b 3 3 3
TO: Jason Doughty, Esq FROM: W. THOMAS KELLAHIN
OF: Gallegos Law Firm

FAX NO:  (505) 986-1367 or 986-0741

REF: Johnson et al. v, Burlington and Oil Commission
San Juan County Cause CV-~97-572-3

Dear Jason:

I do not share your sense of urgency in submitting an order to the Court. 1 suggl bst

we take care in doing this so that the Supreme Court has a clear understanding of Jue be
Caton’s decision. '

I have enclosed my suggested changes to your proposed order. I am particula ly
concerned that paragraph 6 is factually wrong. In addition, paragraph 6 is not relev Int
to this matter. I am concerned that your proposed order does not articulate Judge Cato§’s
decision concerning rule making versus adjudication. He concluded that Rule 104 fas
appropriate rule making and applicable to all owners in the San Juan Basin except for he
GLA 66 Group who were in a unique position which entitled them to actual notice.Jn
paragraph 12, I suggest that there is no legal authority for the notion that Burlington
any good faith duty and that it "breached its duty of good faith..." I doubt that you wint

that extrancous issue in this order because you cannot defend it on appeal and you
have inadvertently introduce reversible error.

Please let me know if you desire to consider my comments. If not, then 1
submit a proposed order to Judge Caton. I will be involved in Division hearings u
Friday of this week. Please call me if you would like to discuss.

Regards,

cfx:  John Bemis, Esq.
Lyn Hebert, Esq. ’
ook

This information contained in this Facsimile Message and Tran=mission 15 ATTORNEY PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL !
Information intended only for the use of the individual or eutity named above, 1f the reader of this mesgage 13 not the intended recipiine,
or the employee of agent responsible to defiver it to the latended reciplent, you nre hereby notificd that any disseminntion. distributiq b,
or copying of this communicatdon is strictly prolubited. If yow have received this Facstmile ia ecror, please immediately notify us by ¥

telephone and return the orighial ressuge to us at the above address via the U.5. Postal Service.
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF SAN JUAN
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

Caume No. CVA7E8T2I
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OPINION AND PINAL JUDBMENT

—————

This coss involves sn sppesl of New Mexico Olf Conssrvation Commission
("Commission”) Order No. R10S15 sreered June §, 1987 which. {rgr giis, meaified the
New Masico Oll Carnmervaiion Division {"Uivision”) Rules 104.9(2)(s) and 104.’(:'(3):% 2
& sdopted nuw rdes 104.8{2)b) and 104.C(3)D), by changing the, default)spacing
unit for is production bsiow the base of the Dekota fermation in Gan Juan, Rio Arviba,
Sangovel 91d Mokiniey Countiss, New Mexico from 180 to 840 aares.  After Deing fully
brisfed and the record from the Comunission asssmbled snd fled, the case came
before the Court fr oral argument on Decembar 17, 1987 with the sppsilents
Mme.sz,nmmuumwngwm
atioeney Marityn S. Hubert and appeliee Burtington Resources Ol end Gas Company
(‘Buriingion’) wppemdng by fis stiomey W. Thomas Kallahin. The Cout hes
considered the pleadings, Drivfs i lsgal authorties and received srguments of
counsel end is fully sdvised. The Court concludus 88 follows and 1T 1S SO CRDERED.
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A.  THEPAKRTIES

1. Each of the sppeiluris are the hoiders of oparsting rights intsrsets in,
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msummundmmuo.prmymuwu,msm

wwm.m,mmmowmww!mmmnl
ﬁg‘:ﬁ:‘ / 8. At 0o tme did Burfington’s communications sdvise the sppelients of its
WiL wouks [/ PIens o malw an sppicetion ko !he Commission for the purpoee of changing the Rule

(] . .
pe. drul 104 spacing requirements from 180 to 640-acres for wiidcat gas wells beiow the base

b40 &G
(&12:‘::: of $he Dakots formetion in §an Jusn County, New Mexico.  On February 27, 1957
Ce p,;’.“w"mwuwnmmmmucmmnmhmwm«m
3:3::7:,“5 090 wells in ! Sen Jum Basin from 160 10 040 acres. This aase wes docksted 94
& Aws"" Commission Case No. 11745 ("Case 11748").

iy LmmFTe 7. A e publc hewing of Cese 11745 heid on Meroh 19, 1997,
of "y(’,nmf'”  Burfinglon's atuneel informed the Commission $ust Buriington hed provided personel

NYY M“’L%mummmdhmmumﬁmww
prbere® meil 1o some 267 operaiare in e Ben Jusn Basi. I acdition, the Commission
provided notice by publiostion and 1o parties on its meNlng list.  Mowever, neither
Butingtor: ror the Commigeion provided pwrsonsl notiow of Case 11748 10 the
appelianis. No party appeared in apposition to Burlinglen's applicetion in Case 11745,
8 Appailents’ narres snd sddresses were known 10 Burlington well before
its spplication in Case No. 11745 wes flled. Ourfinglon remits overriding roymity
peymants (0 ssch of the appellants on § monthly besis. The sppaliants and Busiington
have been engeged in ttigalion since 1902 In addition, Buringlon meintains a
computerized dwtebese of the nemes and addressse of the appeliants and could have
given them sctusl notics of ks spplieation and of the public hwering in this cass.
9. On June 8, 1997, fw Commission entersd its Order No. R-10815
finding, intar glig. thet Oivielon Rule 104 should be modified on a permanent besis to

3
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provide for 640-acre s spacing units for deep gae formations of the Sen Juan Basin
"Order R-10618.")

10. On Ane 11, 1997, six deys sfler the Commission insued Order R-
10815, Burtington fied an appiioation Wi the Division sseking (o compulsory pool the
Sopeiiants’ interests m 1he a3t Nalf aral 30UTIWest quaner of Section 8 for I8 proposad
MWQ‘I&“;MWNNWhNWMMWMOmO
640-sor wpeoing unil.  Obtaining Order No. R-10818 fom the Commission moditying
he Rule 104 wikdcat well apacing requirements from 180 acres 10 840 acres was a
necsssary condiion precedsm fo Burlinglon's inltistion of compulsory povling
procacings against the eppaliants’ interests In Sechion 9. Under v oridal nute 104
180 acre Gefwuk wiidcat gae well spacing, the appeilants’ working interest (n the sest
Reit and southwest quarier of Section 9 00Ul Ol e compulearly pooled with the
northeast querter of Section § to farm 8 840 sere spacing unit for Buriisgton's Sooit
W3 or usep R-10819

14, On June 24, 1997, te appeilunts limely fled theic Application for
Rehearing with the Commission pursuent 1o NMBA 1978 §70-2.28 (A) and NMOCD
Ruie 1222. Pursvant to §70-2-28 (A), the appeliants’ Application wee considersd
danied on July 4, 1987 whan the Commission flled to 8ct thereon withinn 10 days.
Such felurw fo act by the Commission on the aposiants’ Applicstion s desmed &
refussi thereof and & final disposiion of such Application. The appsiiarts properly and
Umely appeul thie matier pureunnt 1 NMSA 1979 §70-2-25 (8).

wed

112 NV 520, 817 P.20 721 (1991) ls controliing on this appes!, Knowing of s planto
4
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oo the insarasts of the sppeRents for 8 wikdoat wefl o $40-acre spacion and knowing
the idertitise snd wheresbouls of the sppeliunis, Burlington's feikre to provide
personal notice (o them of the Spacing c38e ooseding uderying Drder No. R-10815
deprived the sppalienis of thelr property wihout dus procses of lew in Violsbon of the
WW“MMWE!WMHM&M“%
by failing 19 provide personal Aotios 1o the appulients of the spacing case procesding
underlying Order No. R10818, \— /~/0

9 Order NO. R-10818 I8 voict am 10 only $he appeliants and the 640-acre
mmwwmhummmo«cmmommn
Rule 104 is of ne foroe and effect 88 10 their propisty intersete in the San Jusn Basin.
Appeliants a7e sillied 10 ond e hereby granted udoment in their favor and ageins
the detendants w) shall recover cole se aliowed by luw.

OATED: Deoamber __, 1907,

Honoraile Byren Caton, District Judge

AvsuprcAvion, Does Mot K’t
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GALLEGOS LAW fIRM

A Professional Corporation

460 5t. Michael’s Drive

Building 300

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

Telephone No. 505-983-6686

Telefax No. 505-986-1367

Telefax No. 505-986-0741 . Dt *
January 2. 19988 JASON E. DOUGHTY

(Our File No. 97-170.1)

VIA FAX VIA FAX

W. Thomas Kellahin Marilyn S. Hebert

Kellahin & Kellahin - New Mexico QOil Conservation Commission
Post Office Box 2265 2040 South Pacheco

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-2265 Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

Re: JOHNSON, TRUSTEE FOR BARD et al. v. BURLINGTON
RESOURCES OIL AND NEW MEXICO OIL CONSERVATION
COMMISSION; San Juan County Cause No. CV-97-572-3

Dear Tom and Lyn:

On December 22, 1997, | sent to you our draft Opinion and Final Judgment in the
referenced case. As yet, | have had no response from either of you. We would like to
wrap this matter up as soon as possible. As such, | again request that you either give
me your comments on, or concurrence with, this draft at your earliest possible
convenience. Thanks for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

GALLEGOS LAW FIRM, P.C.

By
ON E. DOUGHTY

ioc. J. E. Gallegos
C. Woodsffile

*Admitted to practice in Colorado,
New Mexico and Texas
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GALLEGOS LAW FIRM

A Professional Corporation

460 St. Michael’s Drive

Building 300

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

Telephone No. 505-983-6686

Telefax No. 505-986-1367

Telef. . 505- > 5 *
ax No. 505-986-0741 December 22, 1997 JASON E. DOUGHTY

(Our File No. 97-170.1)

VIA FAX ' VIA FAX

W. Thomas Kellahin Marilyn S. Hebert

Kellahin & Kellahin NM Qil Conservation Commission
Post Office Box 2265 2040 South Pacheco

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-2265 Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505

Re: JOHNSON, TRUSTEE FOR BARD et al. v. BURLINGTON
RESOURCES QIL AND NEW MEXICO OIL CONSERVATION

San Juan County Cause No. CV-97-572-3
Dear Tom and Lyn:
Enclosed herewith please find our draft Opinion and Final Judgment in the
referenced case. Please give me your approval or comments at your earliest
convenience.

Sincerely,

GALKEGOS LAW FIRM, P.C.

E. DOUGHTY

Enclosure

ioc. J. E. Gallegos
Julie L. Hall

*Admitled to practice in Colorado,
New Mexico and Texas



