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1 WHEREUPON, the f o l l o w i n g proceedings were had a t 

2 8:18 a.m.: 

3 EXAMINER CATANACH: At t h i s time w e ' l l c a l l Case 

4 11,089. 

5 MR. CARROLL: A p p l i c a t i o n of B u r l i n g t o n Resources 

6 O i l and Gas Company t o reopen Case 11,089 and amend Order 

7 No. R-46-A t o conform t o BLM Order No. UMU-1, San Juan 

8 County, New Mexico. 

9 EXAMINER CATANACH: Are the r e appearances i n t h i s 

10 case? 

11 MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner, I'm Tom K e l l a h i n of 

12 the Santa Fe law f i r m of K e l l a h i n and K e l l a h i n , appearing 

13 on behalf of the App l i c a n t , and I have one witness t o be 

14 sworn. 

15 EXAMINER CATANACH: Are the r e a d d i t i o n a l 

16 appearances? 

17 Okay, w i l l you swear i n the witness? 

18 (Thereupon, the witness was sworn.) 

19 MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner, by way of 

2 0 i n t r o d u c t i o n , back i n November of 1994 Mr. Pr i c e and I and 

21 others w i t h B u r l i n g t o n , then known as Meridian O i l , I n c . , 

22 presented t o you a request t o subdivide the Barker Creek-

2 3 Paradox. I t ' s a Pennsylvanian pool i n San Juan County. 

24 We have before you a package of e x h i b i t s t h i s 

25 morning. The order t h a t you caused t o be entered a f t e r 
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1 your hearing i s found behind Exhibit Tab Number 3. That 

2 order involves a Pennsylvanian pool that crosses the state 

3 l i n e between Colorado and New Mexico, and so the Division 

4 order deals with that portion of the reservoir i n the State 

5 of New Mexico. 

6 You granted our application i n part and 

7 subdivided the Pennsylvanian i n t o four d i s t i n c t pools, 

8 adopted w e l l spacing and well-location requirements for 

9 each of those pools and described an area f o r wells w i t h i n 

10 these formations to be subject to these pool rules. 

11 Immediately thereafter, Mr. Price and other 

12 members of Burlington's team that were dealing with t h i s 

13 project provided testimony before the Colorado Conservation 

14 Commission i n a hearing held on February — probably about 

15 the week following, I think, the issuance of your order. 

16 The Colorado Commission, i n most part, tracked and adopted 

17 the solutions you had i n New Mexico f o r application i n 

18 Colorado. 

19 Therefore, the two state Commission orders were 

2 0 submitted t o the Bureau of Land Management, who has the 

21 t r u s t obligations f o r the Ute Mountain Ute Reservation that 

22 crosses both states, and thereafter the Bureau of Land 

2 3 Management issued an order which we have referred t o as 

24 UMU-1. And i n issuing that order, the Bureau of Land 

25 Management has come to some d i f f e r e n t rules f o r management 
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1 of the po o l . 

2 That matter was brought t o our a t t e n t i o n when 

3 se v e r a l months ago, back i n August, Peggy B r a d f i e l d w i t h 

4 the B u r l i n g t o n Resources team i n Farmington f i l e d an 

5 a p p l i c a t i o n f o r an unorthodox w e l l l o c a t i o n i n the po o l . 

6 I t ' s r e f e r r e d t o as the Ute 22. She f i l e d f o r an 

7 unorthodox w e l l l o c a t i o n , and Mr. Stogner of t h i s agency i n 

8 processing i t recognized t h a t t h a t w e l l was lo c a t e d i n a 

9 nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t t h a t had not y e t been approved 

10 by t h i s agency. 

11 The nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s f o r the pool are 

12 caused by the township d i f f e r e n c e s as the townships 

13 approach the common s t a t e l i n e , and so there's some shor t 

14 s e c t i o n s . The s o l u t i o n used i n Colorado and by the BLM 

15 approved nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s which have not been 

16 approved by you, and as a consequence of Mr. Stogner's 

17 a c t i o n we f i l e d t h i s A p p l i c a t i o n before you today. 

18 We are b r i n g i n g t o your a t t e n t i o n what Mr. P r i c e 

19 and I have determined t o be the d i f f e r e n c e s between t h i s 

2 0 agency's order and the BLM order, so t h a t you may d i r e c t us 

21 on how you propose t o resolve any of those d i f f e r e n c e s . 

22 Mr. P r i c e and I w i l l go through those d i f f e r e n c e s so t h a t 

23 you can be aware of them. 

2 4 Our immediate concern i s t o request your approval 

25 t o modify the New Mexico order, p a r t i c u l a r l y w i t h regards 
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t o two items. One would be t o o b t a i n approval through t h i s 

case hearing f o r a l l the nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s . We'd 

l i k e t o do i t one time r a t h e r than case by case. 

I n a d d i t i o n , because c e r t a i n of these nonstandard 

p r o r a t i o n u n i t s are s u b s t a n t i a l l y oversized from a standard 

spacing u n i t , we would l i k e a r u l i n g i n these pool r u l e s t o 

make i t c l e a r t h a t the operator has the o p t i o n t o d r i l l a 

second w e l l i n the oversize spacing u n i t s a t a l o c a t i o n t o 

be determined i n the f u t u r e , and should i t be unorthodox, 

then w e ' l l f o l l o w the necessary procedure t o accomplish 

t h a t . 

We do not bel i e v e there i s a c o n f l i c t or a 

dis p u t e among a l l the r e g u l a t o r s . We t h i n k t h a t t h i s 

continues t o be an example of cooperation among a l l the 

j u r i s d i c t i o n a l agencies t o allow t h i s operator and t h i s 

i n d u s t r y t o have a common s o l u t i o n so t h a t i t might 

e f f e c t i v e l y and e f f i c i e n t l y develop t h i s resource. So 

we're not suggesting t o you by t h i s p r e s e n t a t i o n t h a t t h e r e 

i s a c o n f l i c t . 

We are suggesting t o you t h a t i t ' s an o p p o r t u n i t y 

f o r you and the other r e g u l a t o r s t o provide f o r us a 

comprehensive s o l u t i o n f o r t h i s pool, f o r which t h e r e i s no 

d i f f e r e n c e s . But i f you continue t o have d i f f e r e n c e s , we 

want you t o be aware of those, and so you can t e l l us how 

t o manage them. 
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With t h a t i n t r o d u c t i o n , then, Mr. Pr i c e and I 

w i l l begin h i s pr e s e n t a t i o n . 

DAVID DEAN PRICE. 

the witness h e r e i n , a f t e r having been f i r s t duly sworn upon 

h i s oath, was examined and t e s t i f i e d as f o l l o w s : 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KELLAHIN: 

Q. Mr. Pr i c e , f o r the record, s i r , would you please 

s t a t e your name and occupation? 

A. My name i s David Dean Pr i c e . I work f o r 

B u r l i n g t o n Resources. I'm employed there as a senior 

landman. 

Q. Mr. P r i c e , on p r i o r occasions have you q u a l i f i e d 

before t h i s agency as an expert i n petroleum land 

management? 

A. Yes, I have. 

Q. And have you been involved as the p r i n c i p a l 

Meridian landman w i t h regards t o the r u l e s and r e g u l a t i o n s 

f o r what we have characterized as the Barker Dome Pool? 

A. Yes. 

MR. KELLAHIN: We tender Mr. Pri c e as an expert 

witness. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: He i s so q u a l i f i e d . 

Q. (By Mr. Ke l l a h i n ) Mr. Pr i c e , l e t ' s have you go 

through the e x h i b i t book w i t h me and, as we do t h a t , 

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR 
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1 provide the Examiner a chronology of what's occurred. 

2 F i r s t of a l l , f o r the record would you i d e n t i f y 

3 what's marked as E x h i b i t Number 1? 

4 A. E x h i b i t Number 1 i s a copy of the A p p l i c a t i o n 

5 which was f i l e d on B u r l i n g t o n Resources' behalf by Thomas 

6 K e l l a h i n Law Firm, and i t gives the A p p l i c a t i o n t h a t was 

7 sent out f o r a d v e r t i s i n g t o the various a f f e c t e d p a r t i e s . 

8 E x h i b i t 2 i s a chronology of events which 

9 occurred, marking the dates of the various hearings which 

10 Mr. K e l l a h i n has j u s t p r e v i o u s l y described. 

11 E x h i b i t 3 i s a copy of the p o o l i n g order granted 

12 by the State of New Mexico on the State of New Mexico-side 

13 of the Barker Dome f i e l d . 

14 E x h i b i t 4 i s a copy of the Colorado order from — 

15 the Colorado Commission's order f o r the Colorado side of 

16 the Barker Dome f i e l d . 

17 And E x h i b i t 5 i s the combination of the BLM order 

18 covering both the Colorado and New Mexico sid e , g i v i n g 

19 t h e i r r e n d i t i o n of the spacing orders and r u l e s . 

2 0 Also, as p a r t of t h a t i s — The l a s t page of 

21 E x h i b i t 5 i s an addendum t o BLM Order Number UMU-1, which 

22 s p e c i f i e s and amends the nomenclature used i n i t i a l l y i n the 

23 UMU-1 order, t o match t h a t of the NMOCD order, so t h a t the 

24 nomenclature i s common language. 

25 E x h i b i t 6 i s a copy of a l e t t e r from the NMOCD t o 
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B u r l i n g t o n Resources* r e p r e s e n t a t i v e , Mr. K e l l a h i n , i n 

reference t o our A p p l i c a t i o n f o r the NSL w e l l l o c a t i o n f o r 

the Ute 22 w e l l . Also i t i n d i c a t e s t h a t i t ' s a nonstandard 

p r o d u c t i o n u n i t . 

The next page i s a map s p o t t i n g t h a t w e l l i n the 

n o r t h h a l f of Section 17 of Township 32 North, Range 14 

West, and i t also shows the various spacing — the 

d i f f e r e n c e s between the NMOCD order and the BLM spacing 

order. 

And then E x h i b i t 7 i s a map i n d i c a t i n g — the 

f i r s t page i s a map i n d i c a t i n g the boundaries of the pool 

f o r — as set f o r t h i n the BLM order which covers both — 

covers the Barker Dome f i e l d i n both Colorado and New 

Mexico, and t h a t ' s shown i n green. And i n p i n k or fu c h s i a 

i s t h e p i c t u r e of the NMOCD pool boundary as de l i n e a t e d i n 

the NMOCD order. 

The f o l l o w i n g pages are shown and d e l i n e a t e d 

w i t h i n the State of New Mexico, the s p e c i a l pool u n i t s , as 

designated i n the BLM order, which we would l i k e t o 

h i g h l i g h t , show you which — j u s t e x a c t l y where they are, 

the d i f f e r e n c e s . 

Q. Let's use two p a r t s of the e x h i b i t book, Mr. 

Pr i c e , t o h i g h l i g h t f o r the Examiner the d i f f e r e n c e s as you 

have noted them. 

Let's look a t page 3 of the A p p l i c a t i o n behind 

STEVEN T. BRENNER, CCR 
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1 E x h i b i t Tab Number 1. There's a summary contained on t h a t 

2 page. 

3 And then i f y o u ' l l hold your place i n the book 

4 t h e r e , w e ' l l f l i p back and f o r t h and use the l o c a t o r map, 

5 which i s the f i r s t d i s p l a y behind E x h i b i t Tab Number 7. 

6 A. Okay. 

7 Q. So t h a t w i l l give us a map t h a t gives us v i s u a l 

8 reference t o the acreage. And l e t ' s s t a r t , then, w i t h page 

9 3 of the A p p l i c a t i o n . 

10 A. Okay. 

11 Q. F i r s t of a l l , Mr. Examiner, l e t me note on the 

12 A p p l i c a t i o n t h a t I have transposed the order of two of 

13 these pool names. And so when you look on page 3 and look 

14 under the column t h a t has "OCD Name", the second name down, 

15 Barker Dome-Akah, t h a t should be the t h i r d name down, and 

16 the Barker Dome-Desert Creek should be the second. So i f 

17 y o u ' l l make a note t o reverse those, then the r e s t of the 

18 i n f o r m a t i o n i s c o r r e c t . 

19 Let's s t a r t o f f w i t h the Pool nomenclature, Mr. 

2 0 P r i c e . When you read through the orders, t h e r e w i l l be a 

21 d i f f e r e n c e i n the BLM's naming of these pools versus what 

22 t h e O i l Conservation D i v i s i o n named these pools; i s t h a t 

23 not c o r r e c t ? 

24 A. That's t r u e . 

25 Q. Has t h a t matter been resolved? 
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1 A. Yes, i t has, w i t h the help and assistance of the 

2 BLM changing t h e i r nomenclature t o match the NMOCD's. 

3 Q. So a t t h i s p o i n t , t h a t p a r t of our A p p l i c a t i o n 

4 t h a t asks the D i v i s i o n Examiner t o att e n d t o the naming of 

5 the pools i s no longer necessary because the BLM now uses 

6 th e OCD names? 

7 A. Correct. 

8 Q. When we read across and look a t the footage 

9 i n t e r v a l s the D i v i s i o n has u t i l i z e d t o describe each of the 

10 pool boundaries i n a v e r t i c a l sense — 

11 A. Yes. 

12 Q. — are there any d i f f e r e n c e s i n the v e r t i c a l 

13 l i m i t s as described by the D i v i s i o n , when you compare i t t o 

14 e i t h e r the Colorado or the BLM order? 

15 A. Yes. 

16 Q. And where does t h a t d i f f e r e n c e occur? 

17 A. I t occurs i n the Barker Dome-Paradox Pool. The 

18 i n t e r v a l i s l i s t e d on the OCD i n t e r v a l as being between 

19 9134 and 91- — or, excuse me, 9430. Under the BLM order, 

20 t h a t i n t e r v a l i s described as 9134 t o 9444, a d i f f e r e n c e of 

21 14 f e e t . 

22 Q. A l l r i g h t . Have you discussed w i t h B u r l i n g t o n ' s 

2 3 t e c h n i c a l personnel the — an understanding of why t h a t 

24 d i f f e r e n c e has occurred? 

25 A. We be l i e v e i t ' s j u s t — We submitted f o r a l l 
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1 hearings a type l o g , and we b e l i e v e t h a t t h i s reading was 

2 determined from t h a t type l o g , and the r e j u s t was a 

3 d i f f e r e n c e i n the reading between the BLM and the OCD. 

4 Q. Though each of the three orders issued by the 

5 r e g u l a t o r s described the v e r t i c a l l i m i t s of the pools as t o 

6 a footage, as opposed t o d e s c r i b i n g them as being the 

7 s t r a t i g r a p h i c equivalent of these footages on a p a r t i c u l a r 

8 type log? 

9 A. Yes. 

10 Q. Okay. Would your recommendation t o the Examiner 

11 be t h a t t h i s issue be resolved so t h a t the D i v i s i o n order 

12 i s amended t o be the s t r a t i g r a p h i c e q u i v a l e n t t o i d e n t i f y 

13 these v e r t i c a l l i m i t s f o r the pools using a p a r t i c u l a r type 

14 log? 

15 A. Yes, t h a t would c l e a r i t up. 

16 Q. And i n f a c t , t h a t ' s the p r e f e r a b l e way t o 

17 describe these pools, i s i t not, s i r ? 

18 A. Yes, i t would. 

19 Q. A l l r i g h t . Did the agencies u t i l i z e the same 

2 0 spacing f o r each of the pools? 

21 A. Yes, they d i d . 

2 2 Q. Did the three agencies u t i l i z e the same w e l l 

23 setbacks f o r w e l l locations? 

24 A. Yes, they d i d . 

25 Q. So those are a l l consistent? 
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1 A. A l l c o n s i s t e n t . 

2 Q. Did the agencies u t i l i z e the same h o r i z o n t a l 

3 area, i f you w i l l , f o r the pools? 

4 A. No, the r e were d i f f e r e n c e s w i t h i n those pools. 

5 Q. I n s o f a r as New Mexico i s concerned, l e t ' s look a t 

6 the p l a t behind E x h i b i t Tab Number 7, and i d e n t i f y f o r 

7 Examiner Catanach where t h a t d i f f e r e n c e occurs. 

8 A. As I e a r l i e r i d e n t i f i e d , the NMOCD pool 

9 boundaries are shown i n the l i g h t red or fu c h s i a c o l o r and 

10 i n t h e i r order the boundaries were defined. 

11 The BLM went and o u t l i n e d a d d i t i o n a l lands, which 

12 are not a l l productive but which may — There was some s o r t 

13 of i n f e r e n c e t h a t they may have a g e o l o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n 

14 t h a t they may e x i s t . So t h a t ' s where the two d i f f e r e n c e s 

15 i n t he lands appear. 

16 Q. Let's go back and set the stage i n which t h a t 

17 d i f f e r e n c e occurred. 

18 I n our t e c h n i c a l case before Examiner Catanach, 

19 when we presented the New Mexico case t o him back i n 

20 November of 1994, there was a request t h a t the h o r i z o n t a l 

21 boundaries of the pool have a c e r t a i n s i z e and shape. 

22 A. Yes. 

23 Q. Did he grant t h a t request? 

24 A. No. 

25 Q. A l l r i g h t . Was t h a t same request then made of 
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1 Colorado and the BLM as t o the h o r i z o n t a l area f o r the 

2 pool? 

3 A. Yes. 

4 Q. So the d i f f e r e n c e l i e s i n — This D i v i s i o n d i d 

5 not i n c l u d e the e n t i r e acreage B u r l i n g t o n proposed t o a l l 

6 t h e agencies? 

7 A. Yes, but I b e l i e v e i t was based on a p o l i c y t h a t 

8 they f o l l o w , and so we are aware of t h a t reason f o r i t . 

9 Q. A l l r i g h t . And t h a t d i f f e r e n c e i s not a problem 

10 f o r you as an operator i n the pool? 

11 A. No. 

12 Q. The f a c t t h a t New Mexico chooses not t o commit 

13 acreage i n a pool t h a t does not y e t have a w e l l i n t h a t 

14 area? 

15 A. No. 

16 Q. A l l r i g h t , t h a t ' s not a problem? 

17 A. That's not a problem. 

18 Q. A l l r i g h t . Let's go t o the nonstandard p r o r a t i o n 

19 u n i t question, then, Mr. P r i c e . I f y o u ' l l look behind the 

20 f i r s t p l a t on E x h i b i t 7, l e t ' s i d e n t i f y f o r the record your 

21 request f o r a s o l u t i o n as t o the nonstandard p r o r a t i o n 

22 units, s t a r t i n g f i r s t of a l l w i t h the 160-acre-spaced pool. 

23 A. The p l a t shows the Ismay Pool, Barker Dome-Ismay 

24 Pool, s p e c i a l spacing u n i t s under the BLM order. We were 

25 — and the NMOCD. 
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We were seeking 160-acre e q u i v a l e n t spacing u n i t s 

f o r t h a t , under these sections which are p a r t i a l sections 

up against the Colorado and New Mexico s t a t e l i n e . They 

average about 205 — Well, they range from 202 acres up t o 

209 acres. So, you know, a l i t t l e b i t l a r g e r , but they're 

e s s e n t i a l l y e quivalent t o 160 acres. 

Q. And i f the State of New Mexico approves these 

nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s shown on pages 2 and 3 — 

A. Yes. 

Q. — then w e ' l l have t h a t approval c o n s i s t e n t w i t h 

the BLM order? 

A. With the BLM order, yes, they would. 

Q. Let's t u r n t o the 32 0-acre-spaced pools. There 

are two of those, are there not, s i r ? 

A. Yes, t h e r e are. There are the Barker Dome-Desert 

Creek and the Barker Dome-Akah/Upper Barker Creek Pools, 

and also — Well, t h a t ' s i t . That's i t . There's j u s t two 

d i f f e r e n t — What the p l a t s show i s , there's s p e c i a l u n i t s 

w i t h i n Township 32 North, Range 14 West, and also w i t h i n 32 

North, Range 15 West. This i s what's been included i n the 

BLM order. 

Q. And t h e r e are two p l a t s showing the nonstandard 

p r o r a t i o n u n i t s requested f o r those two pools? 

A. Yes, t h e r e are two p l a t s . 

Q. And you have a t o t a l of s i x nonstandard p r o r a t i o n 
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1 u n i t s t h a t — 

2 A. Yes. 

3 Q. — would otherwise be 320-acre-spaced pools? 

4 A. Yes, and they range from 522 acres t o 531 acres 

5 across t h a t n orthern l i n e . 

6 Q. With regards t o these spacing u n i t s , d i d the BLM 

7 al l o w B u r l i n g t o n the o p t i o n t o d r i l l an a d d i t i o n a l w e l l i n 

8 these oversized spacing u n i t s ? 

9 A. Yes, upon a d m i n i s t r a t i v e review. 

10 Q. So the r e i s a t l e a s t a determination by the BLM 

11 t h a t an a d d i t i o n a l w e l l i n these spacing u n i t s would be 

12 approved once requested? 

13 A. Yes. 

14 Q. And do you make t h a t same request of t h i s agency? 

15 A. Yes, we do. 

16 Q. Let's t u r n t o the 640-spaced pool and have you 

17 i d e n t i f y f o r the record the nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s 

18 t h a t apply t o t h a t pool and show us how they're proposed t o 

19 be configured. 

20 Q. Yes, the l a s t two pages show the Barker Dome-

21 Lower Barker Creek/Alkali Gulch Pool, s p e c i a l spacing u n i t s 

22 across the northern t i e r of the State of New Mexico. They 

23 are l a r g e r than 640 acres, as s p e c i f i e d i n the NMOCD order. 

24 They range from 842 acres up t o 851 acres. And these are 

25 described i n the BLM order, as shown on these two pages. 
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1 Q. And again, does the BLM order provide an 

2 o p p o r t u n i t y t o the operator f o r an a d d i t i o n a l w e l l i n these 

3 spacing u n i t s ? 

4 A. Yes, i t does. 

5 Q. And would you request a s i m i l a r s o l u t i o n of t h i s 

6 agency? 

7 A. Yes, we would, please. 

8 Q. Let's go back now t o E x h i b i t Tab Number 6, and 

9 s p e c i f i c a l l y show us the Ute 22 s i t u a t i o n . 

10 A. Where t h i s came up, we have the response on page 

11 1 t o our nonstandard l o c a t i o n , and on page number 2 we have 

12 a p l a t which demonstrates p h o t o g r a p h i c a l l y how the 

13 s i t u a t i o n — the two orders c u r r e n t l y are i n c o n f l i c t . 

14 The spacing order f o r the NMOCD c u r r e n t l y would 

15 be described as the n o r t h h a l f of Section 17, Township 32 

16 North, Range 14 West. Upon the NMOCD's g r a n t i n g of the 

17 nonstandard l o c a t i o n f o r the Ute 22 w e l l , t h a t would be the 

18 pro d u c t i o n u n i t , as prescribed by the NMOCD order. 

19 The BLM spacing order p r e s e n t l y has already 

20 s p e c i f i e d a s p e c i a l spacing u n i t f o r the — any w e l l 

21 proposed w i t h i n e i t h e r a l l of Section 8 or the n o r t h h a l f 

22 of Section 17. And so t h e r e i n , when we make the 

23 A p p l i c a t i o n , the two production u n i t s , although they 

24 overlap, are i n c o n f l i c t because there's a d d i t i o n a l acreage 

25 i n t he BLM order. 
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Q. By t h i s Application, are you seeking Division 

approval so that the spacing u n i t dedicated t o the Ute 22 

conforms t o the spacing u n i t previously approved by the 

Bureau of Land Management? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Let's go back t o the chronology now, Mr, Price. 

I f y o u ' l l look at Exhibit Tab Number 2 as a reference, take 

us through the chronology of events, insofar as the three 

agency orders are involved. 

A. Okay. I n November — on November 10th, the — 

Meridian O i l employees' team of geologist, engineer and 

landman presented testimony to the NMOCD here i n Santa Fe 

and — giving the reason why we wanted t o contract the 

v e r t i c a l l i m i t s of the o r i g i n a l pool, which has been i n 

establishment f o r many years. 

And we defined that there were various other 

pools w i t h i n the ex i s t i n g pool and i d e n t i f i e d t h a t i t had 

separate sources of supply. 

And by doing tha t , the NMOCD amended i t s present 

order t o the present — present order, and tha t came out 

February 17th, i t was issued February 17th. 

Q. I s there any other operator i n the pool? 

A. Excuse me, i t was issued February 13th, I 

apologize. 

Q. Mr. Price, i s there any other operator i n the 
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1 pool? 

2 A. No, the r e i s not. 

3 Q. And t h i s i s a l l Ute Mountain — i t ' s a l l 

4 i n d i a n — 

5 A. Ute Mountain Ute Reservation. 

6 Q. — r e s e r v a t i o n — 

7 A. Yes. 

8 Q. — o i l and gas reserves? 

9 A. Yes, Meridian owns 100 percent of the gas r i g h t s 

10 w i t h i n the leases contained w i t h i n the Barker Dome f i e l d . 

11 There are numbers — There are a d d i t i o n a l i n t e r e s t holders 

12 w i t h i n the o i l r i g h t s , but i t i s p r i m a r i l y a gas f i e l d . 

13 Q. A f t e r the issuance of the O i l Conservation 

14 D i v i s i o n order, what then happened? 

15 A. We took the same team and gave the same — 

16 presented the same testimony t o the Colorado O i l and Gas 

17 Commission, and on February 17th we were i n Denver and made 

18 the same testimony, and using the same e x h i b i t s — same 

19 format and gave the same testimony i n an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 

20 hearing. And a t t h a t time we requested t h a t they also give 

21 us the same type of order. 

22 However, i n our order, because we knew — because 

23 of the NMOCD order, the State of Colorado was more 

24 acceptant of — I n other words, i t was p r e t t y evident t h a t 

25 the v a r i o u s pools were t h e r e , they had separate sources of 
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supply. 

So i n a d d i t i o n we added t o the request f o r the 

s p e c i a l — t o deal w i t h the — the r e were numerous s p e c i a l 

spacing u n i t s on the Colorado side, j u s t because they 

were — had p r e v i o u s l y been unsurveyed. And so th e r e — 

where the sections come together there were more, many 

more, i r r e g u l a r spacing u n i t s . So we went through i n t h a t 

order and s p e c i f i c a l l y requested f o r those spacing u n i t s t o 

be i d e n t i f i e d a t t h a t p o i n t . 

Q. The Colorado agency had b e n e f i t of seeing and 

reading t h e order issued by the O i l Conservation D i v i s i o n 

of New Mexico? 

A. Yes, they d i d . I t was issued, i n f a c t — They 

received i t the day we gave — presented our testimony. 

Q. Okay, a f t e r the Colorado Commission order i s 

issued, what then happened? 

A. We — There was an order issued J u l y 10th — i t 

was e f f e c t i v e March 2nd — from the Colorado O i l and Gas 

Commission on — g i v i n g t h e i r side of the spacing order. 

And the — What happened a f t e r t h a t , the BLM took both 

orders and attempted t o put them together i n t o a — i n t o 

one spacing order t h a t would cover both sides of the f i e l d , 

Barker Dome f i e l d . 

Q. I n doing t h a t , d i d the Bureau of Land Management 

i n s t i t u t e i t s own hearing procedure t o hear t h i s case, or 
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1 d i d they r e l y upon the hearing process conducted i n both 

2 the states? 

3 A. They r e l i e d on the hearing processes conducted i n 

4 both s t a t e s . They were i n the audience a t both hearings. 

5 Q. Was there any o b j e c t i o n or p r o t e s t f i l e d by any 

6 p a r t i c i p a n t a t any of these hearings? 

7 A. None, none received. 

8 Q. The Bureau of Land Management's a c t i o n was an 

9 a d m i n i s t r a t i v e a c t i o n , then, when they issued t h e i r order? 

10 A. Yes, i t was. 

11 Q. As a r e s u l t of i s s u i n g t h a t order, then, you have 

12 determined t h e r e are a number of d i f f e r e n c e s between the 

13 BLM order and the O i l Conservation D i v i s i o n of New Mexico's 

14 order? 

15 A. Yes. 

16 Q. And they're as we've already described? 

17 A. As we've described. 

18 Q. A l l r i g h t . Summarize f o r us, then, what you're 

19 seeking t o accomplish, Mr. Pr i c e , i n the hearing today. 

20 A. We're seeking t o request of the NMOCD t o grant t o 

21 the order or amend the present order so t h a t i t w i l l 

22 r e f l e c t or b r i n g together, update or amend the s p e c i a l 

23 spacing orders, s p e c i a l spacing u n i t s , so t h a t they r e f l e c t 

24 those l i s t e d i n the BLM UMU Number 1 order. 

25 We would l i k e also f o r the — I t ' s p r e t t y w e l l 
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l i n e d out i n the A p p l i c a t i o n , t o — We no longer request t o 

amend the pool names, because the BLM has agreed t o change 

the pool names t o r e f l e c t the NMOCD order. 

We wish t o u t i l i z e the same v e r t i c a l l i m i t s , and 

we want — we request t h a t the h o r i z o n a l boundaries of the 

pools be enlarged t o conform t o the BLM order, and we wish 

t o d e f i n e the v e r t i c a l l i m i t s as the s t r a t i g r a p h i c 

e q u i v a l e n t of the i n t e r v a l so t h a t t h e r e won't be — so i t 

w i l l be easier t o administer, so t h a t when we — we have — 

w e l l , so i t w i l l account f o r geologic d i f f e r e n c e s w i t h i n 

the pool boundaries. 

And we wish t o adopt the nonstandard spacing and 

p r o r a t i o n u n i t s t h a t are shown i n our e x h i b i t s , and we wish 

t o adopt an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e procedure f o r unorthodox w e l l 

l o c a t i o n s and t o allow f o r the d r i l l i n g of c e r t a i n o p t i o n a l 

i n f i l l w e l l s f o r the fou r pools l i s t e d w i t h i n the f i e l d . 

MR. KELLAHIN: That concludes my p r e s e n t a t i o n of 

Mr. P r i c e , Mr. Examiner. 

One small supplement t o h i s summary i s t h a t we 

recognize the D i v i s i o n p r a c t i c e of not extending the 

h o r i z o n t a l boundaries of a pool, except w i t h the d r i l l i n g 

of t he w e l l , and t h a t c e r t a i n l y i s a p r a c t i c e t h a t we're 

w e l l f a m i l i a r w i t h , and i t does not create a problem f o r us 

i f you choose not t o make t h a t change. 

F i n a l l y , then, Mr. Examiner, we have submitted t o 
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you our c e r t i f i c a t e of n o t i c e where we have n o t i f i e d a l l 

the same p a r t i e s t h a t we o r i g i n a l l y n o t i f i e d when we f i r s t 

brought t h i s matter t o you back i n November of 1994. 

EXAMINATION 

BY EXAMINER CATANACH: 

Q. Mr. Pr i c e , am I c o r r e c t i n understanding t h a t the 

— you're seeking approval t o d r i l l i n f i l l w e l l s only 

w i t h i n t he nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s or w i t h i n t he whole 

f i e l d ? 

A. Only w i t h i n the NSP u n i t s a t t h i s p o i n t i n time. 

We f e e l t h a t the — pr e s e n t l y the order i s s u f f i c i e n t . But 

the NSP order, what w i l l happen i s , there may be a d d i t i o n a l 

drainage s i t u a t i o n s where we f e e l we would l i k e an 

a d d i t i o n a l w e l l w i t h i n t h a t u n i t , and so we would l i k e t o 

be able t o come t o the Commission and request t o be able t o 

put a w e l l w i t h i n t h a t s p e c i a l spacing u n i t . 

Q. Do you have any recommendations on — Should 

t h e r e be any r e s t r i c t i o n s on where the second w e l l i s 

loc a t e d , or do you f e e l l i k e you need the o p t i o n t o lo c a t e 

i t anywhere w i t h i n the u n i t or — 

A. Well, one of the main reasons the BLM, I b e l i e v e , 

made the u n i t s l a r g e r was t o t r y and minimize, since we are 

i n t he r e s e r v a t i o n , i t ' s a c u l t u r a l l y s e n s i t i v e area, and 

i t ' s a very c o n t r a s t i n g — I mean, i t ' s a peak-and-valley 

type topography, and so the b i g l i m i t s on p l a c i n g w e l l s out 
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t h e r e are c u l t u r a l and topographic, and so we need the 

a d d i t i o n a l f l e x i b i l i t y . 

That's why they granted us the a b i l i t y t o come 

back t o t a l k w i t h them. But they, you know, wanted us t o 

co n s u l t w i t h them, so t h a t we d i d n ' t j u s t w i l l y - n i l l y put 

one up against another w e l l . 

The other t h i n g also i s , we don't want t o — we 

wouldn't — I don't t h i n k we would put another w e l l r i g h t 

next t o each other, j u s t because the cost of the w e l l and 

the drainage p a t t e r n s t h a t we're — we're doing a l o t of 

i n f i l l d r i l l i n g a t t h i s p o i n t , and, you know, we don't want 

t o s e t up a bad drainage s i t u a t i o n . We want t o make the 

best use of each w e l l d r i l l e d . 

So we're lo o k i n g f o r maximal f l e x i b i l i t y , but y e t 

— not n e c e s s a r i l y l o o k i n g f o r l o t s of r e s t r i c t i o n s . 

Q. Mr. Pr i c e , d i d Colorado d e f i n e v e r t i c a l l i m i t s of 

these pools? 

A. No, they d i d n ' t . They — 

MR. KELLAHIN: Yeah. 

THE WITNESS: Well, i t ' s r u l e number 2 i n the 

order, excuse me. I t ' s not — I t • s r u l e number 2. The 

Ismay, Desert Creek, Upper Barker Creek, Akah and Lower 

Barker Creek formation, i t gives the d e f i n i t i o n of each 

r i g h t t h e r e . 

We used the same type w e l l l o g t o i d e n t i f y those 
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1 v e r t i c a l formations when we gave the testimony. I t ' s hard 

2 t o read. 

3 Q. (By Examiner Catanach) Do the v e r t i c a l l i m i t s as 

4 de f i n e d by Colorado, do those agree w i t h the ones we 

5 defined? 

6 A. No, they do not. That's why we're requesting the 

7 s t r a t i g r a p h i c e quivalent. 

8 Q. Okay, they — Colorado had 9444 as the bottom? 

9 A. As the bottom, yes. 

10 Q. We had 9430. 

11 A. And I t h i n k i t was j u s t a matter — i t wasn't 

12 l i s t e d . We had a l o g and i t was l i k e you had t o go down 

13 and p i c k a p o i n t , and I t h i n k t h a t ' s — i t was j u s t a 

14 matter of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . I t might have been a scale 

15 reading. That's how i t was — a typo. 

16 Q. Okay. 

17 A. A s i t u a t i o n t h a t occurs, t h a t I wanted — Like on 

18 the Ute 22, where the e l e v a t i o n where we were d r i l l i n g t o , 

19 proposing t o d r i l l , i t ' s a designated Desert Creek w e l l , 

20 and y e t the probable t o t a l depth of t h a t w e l l wouldn't f a l l 

21 w i t h i n — under the NMOCD order, almost would make i t an 

22 I s m a y - c l a s s i f i a b l e w e l l . And y e t i t was, you know, 

23 d e f i n i t e l y a Desert Creek t a r g e t , and t h a t ' s why we were 

24 t h i n k i n g we needed t o amend the order t o c o r r e c t l y i d e n t i f y 

25 these w e l l s . 
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Q. W i t h i n your proposed nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s 

f o r t he 160-acre pool, the Ismay Pool — 

A. Yes. 

Q. — are you also seeking t o d r i l l an i n f i l l w e l l 

i n those p r o r a t i o n u n i t s ? 

A. Yes, the l i k e l i h o o d i s — I t ' s not very l i k e l y , 

but yes, we would request t h a t . 

Q. Now, you're seeking t o e s t a b l i s h these 

nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s , even though we don't c u r r e n t l y 

c l a s s i f y some of t h i s acreage as being i n these pools; i s 

t h a t c o r r e c t ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Sections 7, 8 and Section 12, we don't c u r r e n t l y 

have t h a t acreage w i t h i n the pools, which you're seeking t o 

e s t a b l i s h those? 

A. That's why we have not requested t o change — 

t h a t you expand the boundaries. But we are — That's why 

we're s t i l l , you know, t r y i n g t o be c o n s i s t e n t i n our 

appeal. Yes, we are asking those t o be included, a t l e a s t 

i d e n t i f i e d . 

Q. Are those u n i t s going t o be d r i l l e d any time i n 

the near f u t u r e ? 

A. Not — There are no proposals f o r w e l l s r i g h t 

t h e r e a t the present. 

Q. On E x h i b i t Number 7, where you have the pool 
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1 boundaries defined — 

2 A. Yes. 

3 Q. — on the Colorado side of the border there's a 

4 — i t looks l i k e an open space i n Section 24? 

5 A. I t ' s an e r r o r i n the map. These maps are done by 

6 CAD map. They're done l a i d — The u n i t s are l a i d down i n 

7 t h e r e , and f o r some reason when t h i s p r i n t e d o f f , i t d i d — 

8 t h a t was an e r r o r on the east h a l f of 24. 

9 Q. Okay. 

10 A. I t d i d not p i c k i t up. 

11 Q. I t should be i n the pool though? 

12 A. Yes. 

13 Q. Does Meridian or B u r l i n g t o n also operate a l l of 

14 the o f f s e t acreage i n Colorado? 

15 A. Yes, we do. 

16 Q. So a l l of the o f f s e t acreage t o your proposed 

17 nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s , t h a t ' s a l l operated by 

18 Meridian? 

19 A. Yes, on both sides of the s t a t e l i n e , yes. 

20 Q. And t h e r e are no other o f f s e t operators t o any of 

21 these p r o r a t i o n u n i t s ? 

22 A. No, not p r e s e n t l y . 

23 Q. The Ute Number 22, what pool i s t h a t i n , Mr. 

24 Price? 

25 A. I t ' s being d r i l l e d t o the — and has been d r i l l e d 
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1 t o t h e Desert Creek, and we're p r e s e n t l y a t the time 

2 completing the w e l l . 

3 Q. And you've got an or t h o d o x - l o c a t i o n approval f o r 

4 t h a t w e l l , r i g h t ? 

5 A. Yes, the n o r t h h a l f of 17? Yes. 

6 Q. I s t h a t going t o be a s i n g l y completed w e l l , j u s t 

7 i n t he Desert Creek? 

8 A. I t p o s s i b l y could be completed i n m u l t i p l e zones. 

9 I t could be completed — They're l o o k i n g a t completing i t 

10 i n t he Desert Creek and po s s i b l y the Ismay. 

11 Q. W i t h i n your proposed nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s , 

12 i s t h i s t he only one t h a t ' s developed, the one i n Section 

13 17? 

14 A. Yes. 

15 Q. There's no other w e l l s i n any of the u n i t s ? 

16 A. Except f o r the ones t h a t were o r i g i n a l l y l i s t e d 

17 and accepted i n the o r i g i n a l order, but t h i s i s the most 

18 rece n t , yes, the only one d r i l l e d w i t h i n the — 

19 Q. So the r e are wells? 

20 A. There are w e l l s , but they — Yes, th e r e are 

21 w e l l s . 

22 MR. KELLAHIN: They're not i n any of the NSPs, 

23 are they — 

24 THE WITNESS: They're not i n any — 

25 MR. KELLAHIN: — Mr. Price? 
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1 THE WITNESS: — Excuse me. But they're not i n 

2 any o f the NSPs. Excuse me. 

3 Q. (By Examiner Catanach) Okay. That's my 

4 question. None of the NSPs are developed a t t h i s p o i n t ? 

5 A. No. I was j u s t t r y i n g t o remember where the 

6 w e l l s were located t h a t were i n i t i a l l y i n t h e r e when we 

7 c o n t r a c t e d the formation, but they're not i n any of the 

8 NSPs i n the State of New Mexico. 

9 Q. I n the advertisement f o r the case under Part F, 

10 what Meridian i s seeking i s — I t says, adopt an 

11 a d m i n i s t r a t i v e procedure f o r unorthodox w e l l l o c a t i o n s . 

12 I s t h e r e not a procedure i n place t o get an 

13 unorthodox l o c a t i o n approved, or i s t h a t — Can you 

14 el a b o r a t e on t h a t or — 

15 A. We would seek t o be able t o come t o the 

16 Commission f o r unorthodox w e l l l o c a t i o n s f o r these 

17 nonstandard p r o r a t i o n and spacing u n i t s . 

18 Q. Okay. So t h a t only a p p l i e s t o the i n f i l l w e l l s 

19 w i t h i n the — the w e l l s w i t h i n — 

2 0 A. That's c o r r e c t . 

21 Q. — the nonstandard p r o r a t i o n u n i t s ? 

22 You mentioned something about Meridian not owning 

2 3 a l l of the o i l r i g h t s ? 

24 A. Amoco and Conoco own 40 percent each of the o i l . 

25 Any o i l produced i n the — a p o r t i o n of — not a l l , a 
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p o r t i o n of the f i e l d . The o r i g i n a l — There were three 

leases granted by the t r i b e , which were consolidated i n t o 

one lease. And under those, the o r i g i n a l lease owners 

d i v i d e d — they made a settlement and d i v i d e d up the 

i n t e r e s t s . 

Meridian's predecessors were i n t e r e s t e d i n the 

gas, and a t t h a t time i t wasn't known what the o i l 

p o t e n t i a l was f o r the r e s e r v o i r . And the other p a r t n e r s or 

predecessors t o Amoco and Conoco took a p o r t i o n of the o i l 

r i g h t s . They were i n t e r e s t e d i n the o i l r i g h t s and l e f t 

Meridian's predecessor w i t h 2 0 percent of the o i l r i g h t s , 

and each of the — they had kept 40 percent of the o i l 

r i g h t s . 

The f i e l d produces l i t t l e o i l or condensate. I 

mean, there's some. They are given t h e i r c r e d i t f o r i t , 

and i t ' s marketed. 

Q. Does Meridian have — are they the — They're the 

sole operator, r i g h t ? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Amoco and Conoco don't have the r i g h t t o d r i l l on 

the acreage? 

A. No, no. 

EXAMINER CATANACH: Okay, I b e l i e v e t h a t ' s a l l I 

have. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 
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1 EXAMINER CATANACH: You may be excused. 

2 A n y t h i n g e l s e ? 

3 MR. KELLAHIN: That concludes our p r e s e n t a t i o n . 

4 EXAMINER CATANACH: Okay. There b e i n g n o t h i n g 

5 f u r t h e r i n t h i s case, Case 11,089 w i l l be t a k e n under 

6 advisement. 

7 (Thereupon, t h e s e p r o c e e d i n g s were c o n c l u d e d a t 

8 9:03 a.m.) 

g * * * 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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23 

24 

25 
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