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 COMPULSORY POOLING APPLICATION CHECKLIST
ALL INFORMATION IN THE APPLICATION MUST BE SUPPORTED BY SIGNED AFFIDAVITS
Case: 25520 APPLICANT'S RESPONSE

 Hearing Date: August 12, 2025

Applicant Coterra Energy Operating Co. 

Designated Operator & OGRID (affiliation if applicable) Coterra Energy Operating Co. (215099)

Applicant's Counsel:   Modrall Sperling
Case Title: APPLICATION OF COTERRA ENERGY 

OPERATING CO. FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, 
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO 

Entries of Appearance/Intervenors: None but cases compete with Rockwood Energy, LP case numbers 
25243-25246.

Well Family Sombrero 

Formation/Pool
Formation Name(s) or Vertical Extent: Bone Spring

Primary Product (Oil or Gas): Oil 

Pooling this vertical extent: Bone Spring

Pool Name and Pool Code: WC-025 G-07 S193513B; Bone Spring (97926)

Well Location Setback Rules: State wide rules 

Spacing Unit
Type (Horizontal/Vertical) Horizontal

Size (Acres) 640 acres

Building Blocks: 40 acres

Orientation: North-South 

Description: TRS/County
W/2W/2 of Sections 25 and 36, Township 18 South, Range 35 East 
and the W/2W/2 of Sections 1 and 12, Township 19 South, Range 
35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico

Standard Horizontal Well Spacing Unit (Y/N), If No, describe and is 
approval of non-standard unit requested in this application?

Yes

Other Situations
Depth Severance: Y/N. If yes, description N/A

Proximity Tracts: If yes, description N/A

Proximity Defining Well: if yes, description N/A
Applicant's Ownership in Each Tract See Exhibit A.6; A.13

Well(s)
Name & API (if assigned), surface and bottom hole location, footages, 
completion target, orientation, completion status (standard or non-
standard) 

Add wells as needed

Exhibit A
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Well #1: Sombrero State Com 221H  

API No. Pending 
FTP: 100' FSL & 888' FWL, (Unit M), Section 12, T19S, R35E      LTP: 
100' FNL & 888' FWL, (Unit D), Section 25, T18S, R35E

Completion Target: Second Bone Spring (Approx. 9,200' TVD)
Orientation: North/South

Horizontal Well First and Last Take Points Exhibit A.12

Completion Target (Formation, TVD and MD) Exhibit A.10

AFE Capex and Operating Costs 

Drilling Supervision/Month $ $8000. Exhibit A.10 (Proposal Letter)

Production Supervision/Month $ $800. Exhibit A.10 (Proposal Letter)

Justification for Supervision Costs See Exhibit A.2, Para  87

Requested Risk Charge 200%. Exhibit A.10(Proposal Letter)

Notice of Hearing

Proposed Notice of Hearing Exhibits A.1; Exhibit F

Proof of Mailed Notice of Hearing (20 days before hearing) Exhibit F

Proof of Published Notice of Hearing (10 days before hearing) Exhibit F.6

Ownership Determination 

Land Ownership Schematic of the Spacing Unit Exhibit A.13

Tract List (including lease numbers and owners) Exhibit A.7; A.13
If approval of Non-Standard Spacing Unit is requested, Tract List 
(including lease numbers and owners) of Tracts subject to notice NA

Pooled Parties (including ownership type) Exhibit A.14

Unlocatable Parties to be Pooled N/A
Ownership Depth Severance (including percentage above & below)

N/A

Joinder 

Sample Copy of Proposal Letter Exhibit A.10

List of Interest Owners (ie Exhibit A of JOA) Exhibit A.13

Chronology of Contact with Non-Joined Working Interests Exhibit A.8

Overhead Rates In Proposal Letter Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate to Drill and Complete Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate to Equip Well Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate for Production Facilities Exhibit A.10

Geology

Summary (including special considerations) Exhibit B

Spacing Unit Schematic Exhibit B.3/B.4
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Gunbarrel/Lateral Trajectory Schematic Exhibit B.3 

Well  Orientation (with rationale) Exhibit B, Para. 7; Exhibit B.2

Target Formation Exhibit B.3

HSU Cross Section Exhibit B.5

Depth Severance Discussion N/A

Forms, Figures and Tables

C-102 Exhibit A.10

Tracts Exhibit A.7; A.13

Summary of Interests, Unit Recapitulation (Tracts) Exhibit A.13

General Location Map (including basin) Exhibit B.1

Well Bore Location Map Exhibit B.4

Structure Contour Map - Subsea Depth Exhibit B.4

Cross Section Location Map (including wells) Exhibit B.5

Cross Section (including Landing Zone) Exhibit B.5
Additional Information

Special Provisions/Stipulations

CERTIFICATION: I hereby certify that the information provided in this checklist is complete and accurate. 

Printed Name (Attorney or Party Representative): Deana M. Bennett

Signed Name (Attorney or Party Representative): /s/ Deana M. Bennett

Date: 8/6/2025
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 COMPULSORY POOLING APPLICATION CHECKLIST
ALL INFORMATION IN THE APPLICATION MUST BE SUPPORTED BY SIGNED AFFIDAVITS
Case: 25521 APPLICANT'S RESPONSE

 Hearing Date: August 12, 2025

Applicant Coterra Energy Operating Co. 

Designated Operator & OGRID (affiliation if applicable) Coterra Energy Operating Co. (215099)

Applicant's Counsel:   Modrall Sperling
Case Title: APPLICATION OF COTERRA ENERGY 

OPERATING CO. FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, 
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO 

Entries of Appearance/Intervenors: Cases compete with Rockwood Energy, LP case numbers 
25243-25246.

Well Family Sombrero 

Formation/Pool
Formation Name(s) or Vertical Extent: Bone Spring

Primary Product (Oil or Gas): Oil 

Pooling this vertical extent: Bone Spring

Pool Name and Pool Code: WC-025 G-07 S193513B; Bone Spring (97926)

Well Location Setback Rules: State wide rules 

Spacing Unit
Type (Horizontal/Vertical) Horizontal

Size (Acres) 640 acres

Building Blocks: 40 acres

Orientation: North-South 

Description: TRS/County
E/2W/2 of Sections 25 and 36, Township 18 South, Range 
35 East and the E/2W/2 of Sections 1 and 12, Township 19 
South, Range 35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico

Standard Horizontal Well Spacing Unit (Y/N), If No, describe and 
is approval of non-standard unit requested in this application?

Yes

Other Situations
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Depth Severance: Y/N. If yes, description N/A

Proximity Tracts: If yes, description N/A

Proximity Defining Well: if yes, description N/A
Applicant's Ownership in Each Tract See Exhibit A.6; A.13

Well(s)
Name & API (if assigned), surface and bottom hole location, 
footages, completion target, orientation, completion status 
(standard or non-standard) 

Add wells as needed

Well #1: Sombrero State Com 222H  

API No. Pending 
FTP: 100' FSL & 2,242' FWL, (Unit N), Section 12, T19S, 
R35E      LTP: 100' FNL & 2,242' FWL (Unit C), Section 25, 
T18S, R35E

Completion Target: Second Bone Spring (Approx. 9,200' 
TVD)
Orientation: North/South

Horizontal Well First and Last Take Points Exhibit A.15

Completion Target (Formation, TVD and MD) Exhibit A.10

AFE Capex and Operating Costs 

Drilling Supervision/Month $ $8000. Exhibit A.10 (Proposal Letter)

Production Supervision/Month $ $800. Exhibit A.10 (Proposal Letter)

Justification for Supervision Costs See Exhibit A.2, Para  87

Requested Risk Charge 200%. Exhibit A.10 (Proposal Letter)

Notice of Hearing

Proposed Notice of Hearing Exhibits A.1; F

Proof of Mailed Notice of Hearing (20 days before hearing) Exhibit F

Proof of Published Notice of Hearing (10 days before hearing) Exhibit F.6

Ownership Determination 

Land Ownership Schematic of the Spacing Unit Exhibit A.7; A.16
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Tract List (including lease numbers and owners) Exhibit A.16
If approval of Non-Standard Spacing Unit is requested, Tract List 
(including lease numbers and owners) of Tracts subject to notice NA

Pooled Parties (including ownership type) Exhibit A.17

Unlocatable Parties to be Pooled N/A
Ownership Depth Severance (including percentage above & 
below) N/A

Joinder 

Sample Copy of Proposal Letter Exhibit A.10

List of Interest Owners (ie Exhibit A of JOA) Exhibit A.16

Chronology of Contact with Non-Joined Working Interests Exhibit A.8

Overhead Rates In Proposal Letter Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate to Drill and Complete Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate to Equip Well Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate for Production Facilities Exhibit A.10

Geology

Summary (including special considerations) Exhibit B

Spacing Unit Schematic Exhibit B.3/B.4

Gunbarrel/Lateral Trajectory Schematic Exhibit B.3 

Well  Orientation (with rationale) Exhibit B, Para. 7; Exhibit B.2

Target Formation Exhibit B.3

HSU Cross Section Exhibit B.5

Depth Severance Discussion N/A

Forms, Figures and Tables

C-102 Exhibit A.15

Tracts Exhibit A.7; A.16

Summary of Interests, Unit Recapitulation (Tracts) Exhibit A.16

General Location Map (including basin) Exhibit B.1

Well Bore Location Map Exhibit B.4

Structure Contour Map - Subsea Depth Exhibit B.4

Cross Section Location Map (including wells) Exhibit B.5

Cross Section (including Landing Zone) Exhibit B.5
Additional Information

Special Provisions/Stipulations
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CERTIFICATION: I hereby certify that the information provided in this checklist is complete and accurate. 

Printed Name (Attorney or Party Representative): Deana M. Bennett

Signed Name (Attorney or Party Representative): /s/ Deana M. Bennett

Date: 8/6/2025
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 COMPULSORY POOLING APPLICATION CHECKLIST
ALL INFORMATION IN THE APPLICATION MUST BE SUPPORTED BY SIGNED AFFIDAVITS
Case: 25522 APPLICANT'S RESPONSE

 Hearing Date: August 12, 2025

Applicant Coterra Energy Operating Co. 

Designated Operator & OGRID (affiliation if applicable) Coterra Energy Operating Co. (215099)

Applicant's Counsel:   Modrall Sperling
Case Title: APPLICATION OF COTERRA ENERGY 

OPERATING CO. FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, 
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO 

Entries of Appearance/Intervenors: Coterra Sombrero cases compete with Rockwood Energy, LP case 
numbers 25243-25246.

Well Family Sombrero 

Formation/Pool
Formation Name(s) or Vertical Extent: Bone Spring

Primary Product (Oil or Gas): Oil 

Pooling this vertical extent: Bone Spring

Pool Name and Pool Code: WC-025 G-07 S193513B; Bone Spring (97926)

Well Location Setback Rules: State wide rules 

Spacing Unit
Type (Horizontal/Vertical) Horizontal

Size (Acres) 640 acres

Building Blocks: 40 acres

Orientation: North-South 

Description: TRS/County
W/2E/2 of Sections 25 and 36, Township 18 South, Range 35 East 
and the W/2E/2 of Sections 1 and 12, Township 19 South, Range 
35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico

Standard Horizontal Well Spacing Unit (Y/N), If No, describe and is 
approval of non-standard unit requested in this application?

Yes

Other Situations
Depth Severance: Y/N. If yes, description N/A

Proximity Tracts: If yes, description N/A

Proximity Defining Well: if yes, description N/A
Applicant's Ownership in Each Tract See Exhibit A.6; A.19

Well(s)
Name & API (if assigned), surface and bottom hole location, footages, 
completion target, orientation, completion status (standard or non-
standard) 

Add wells as needed

13



Well #1: Sombrero State Com 223H  

API No. Pending 
FTP: 100' FSL & 1,684' FEL, (Unit O), Section 12, T19S, R35E      LTP: 
100' FNL & 1,684' FEL (Unit B), Section 25, T18S, R35E

Completion Target: Second Bone Spring (Approx. 9,200' TVD)
Orientation: North/South

Horizontal Well First and Last Take Points Exhibit A.18

Completion Target (Formation, TVD and MD) Exhibit A.10

AFE Capex and Operating Costs 

Drilling Supervision/Month $ $8000. Exhibit A.10 (Proposal Letter)

Production Supervision/Month $ $800. Exhibit A.10  (Proposal Letter)

Justification for Supervision Costs See Exhibit A.2, Para  87

Requested Risk Charge 200%. Exhibit A.10 (Proposal Letter)

Notice of Hearing

Proposed Notice of Hearing Exhibits A.1; F

Proof of Mailed Notice of Hearing (20 days before hearing) Exhibit F

Proof of Published Notice of Hearing (10 days before hearing) Exhibit F.6

Ownership Determination 

Land Ownership Schematic of the Spacing Unit Exhibit A.19

Tract List (including lease numbers and owners) Exhibit A.7; A.19
If approval of Non-Standard Spacing Unit is requested, Tract List 
(including lease numbers and owners) of Tracts subject to notice NA

Pooled Parties (including ownership type) Exhibit A.20

Unlocatable Parties to be Pooled N/A
Ownership Depth Severance (including percentage above & below)

N/A

Joinder 

Sample Copy of Proposal Letter Exhibit A.10

List of Interest Owners (ie Exhibit A of JOA) Exhibit A.19

Chronology of Contact with Non-Joined Working Interests Exhibit A.8

Overhead Rates In Proposal Letter Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate to Drill and Complete Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate to Equip Well Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate for Production Facilities Exhibit A.10

Geology

Summary (including special considerations) Exhibit B

Spacing Unit Schematic Exhibit B.3/B.4
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Gunbarrel/Lateral Trajectory Schematic Exhibit B.3 

Well  Orientation (with rationale) Exhibit B, Para. 7; Exhibit B.2

Target Formation Exhibit B.3

HSU Cross Section Exhibit B.5

Depth Severance Discussion N/A

Forms, Figures and Tables

C-102 Exhibit A.18

Tracts Exhibit A.7; A.19

Summary of Interests, Unit Recapitulation (Tracts) Exhibit A.19

General Location Map (including basin) Exhibit B.1

Well Bore Location Map Exhibit B.4

Structure Contour Map - Subsea Depth Exhibit B.4

Cross Section Location Map (including wells) Exhibit B.5

Cross Section (including Landing Zone) Exhibit B.5
Additional Information

Special Provisions/Stipulations

CERTIFICATION: I hereby certify that the information provided in this checklist is complete and accurate. 

Printed Name (Attorney or Party Representative): Deana M. Bennett

Signed Name (Attorney or Party Representative): /s/ Deana M. Bennett

Date: 8/6/2025
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 COMPULSORY POOLING APPLICATION CHECKLIST
ALL INFORMATION IN THE APPLICATION MUST BE SUPPORTED BY SIGNED AFFIDAVITS
Case: 25523 APPLICANT'S RESPONSE

 Hearing Date: August 12, 2025

Applicant Coterra Energy Operating Co. 

Designated Operator & OGRID (affiliation if applicable) Coterra Energy Operating Co. (215099)

Applicant's Counsel:   Modrall Sperling
Case Title: APPLICATION OF COTERRA ENERGY 

OPERATING CO. FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, 
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO 

Entries of Appearance/Intervenors: Coterra Sombrero cases compete with Rockwood Energy, LP case 
numbers 25243-25246.

Well Family Sombrero 

Formation/Pool
Formation Name(s) or Vertical Extent: Bone Spring

Primary Product (Oil or Gas): Oil 

Pooling this vertical extent: Bone Spring

Pool Name and Pool Code: WC-025 G-07 S193513B; Bone Spring (97926)

Well Location Setback Rules: State wide rules 

Spacing Unit
Type (Horizontal/Vertical) Horizontal

Size (Acres) 640 acres

Building Blocks: 40 acres

Orientation: North-South 

Description: TRS/County
E/2E/2 of Sections 25 and 36, Township 18 South, Range 35 East 
and the E/2E/2 of Sections 1 and 12, Township 19 South, Range 35 
East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico

Standard Horizontal Well Spacing Unit (Y/N), If No, describe and is 
approval of non-standard unit requested in this application?

Yes

Other Situations
Depth Severance: Y/N. If yes, description N/A

Proximity Tracts: If yes, description N/A

Proximity Defining Well: if yes, description N/A
Applicant's Ownership in Each Tract See Exhibit A.6; A.22

Well(s)
Name & API (if assigned), surface and bottom hole location, footages, 
completion target, orientation, completion status (standard or non-
standard) 

Add wells as needed
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Well #1: Sombrero State Com 224H  

API No. Pending 
FTP: 100' FSL & 641' FEL, (Unit P), Section 12, T19S, R35E      LTP: 
100' FNL & 346' FEL (Unit A), Section 25, T18S, R35E

Completion Target: Second Bone Spring (Approx. 9,200' TVD)
Orientation: North/South

Horizontal Well First and Last Take Points Exhibit A.21

Completion Target (Formation, TVD and MD) Exhibit A.10

AFE Capex and Operating Costs 

Drilling Supervision/Month $ $8000. Exhibit A.10 (Proposal Letter)

Production Supervision/Month $ $800. Exhibit A.10 (Proposal Letter)

Justification for Supervision Costs See Exhibit A.2, Para  87

Requested Risk Charge 200%. Exhibit A.10  (Proposal Letter)

Notice of Hearing

Proposed Notice of Hearing Exhibits A-1; F

Proof of Mailed Notice of Hearing (20 days before hearing) Exhibit F

Proof of Published Notice of Hearing (10 days before hearing) Exhibit F.6

Ownership Determination 

Land Ownership Schematic of the Spacing Unit Exhibit A.22

Tract List (including lease numbers and owners) Exhibit A.7; A.22
If approval of Non-Standard Spacing Unit is requested, Tract List 
(including lease numbers and owners) of Tracts subject to notice NA

Pooled Parties (including ownership type) Exhibit A.23

Unlocatable Parties to be Pooled N/A
Ownership Depth Severance (including percentage above & below)

N/A

Joinder 

Sample Copy of Proposal Letter Exhibit A.10

List of Interest Owners (ie Exhibit A of JOA) Exhibit A.22

Chronology of Contact with Non-Joined Working Interests Exhibit A.8

Overhead Rates In Proposal Letter Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate to Drill and Complete Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate to Equip Well Exhibit A.10

Cost Estimate for Production Facilities Exhibit A.10

Geology

Summary (including special considerations) Exhibit B

Spacing Unit Schematic Exhibit B.3/B.4
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Gunbarrel/Lateral Trajectory Schematic Exhibit B.3 

Well  Orientation (with rationale) Exhibit B, Para. 7; Exhibit B.2

Target Formation Exhibit B.3

HSU Cross Section Exhibit B.5

Depth Severance Discussion N/A

Forms, Figures and Tables

C-102 Exhibit A.21

Tracts Exhibit A.7; A.22

Summary of Interests, Unit Recapitulation (Tracts) Exhibit A.22

General Location Map (including basin) Exhibit B.1

Well Bore Location Map Exhibit B.4

Structure Contour Map - Subsea Depth Exhibit B.4

Cross Section Location Map (including wells) Exhibit B.5

Cross Section (including Landing Zone) Exhibit B.5
Additional Information

Special Provisions/Stipulations

CERTIFICATION: I hereby certify that the information provided in this checklist is complete and accurate. 

Printed Name (Attorney or Party Representative): Deana M. Bennett

Signed Name (Attorney or Party Representative): /s/ Deana M. Bennett

Date: 8/6/2025
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 EXHIBIT A.2 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 
ENERGY, MINERALS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 

OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION 
 
APPLICATION OF COTERRA ENERGY OPERATING CO. 
FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, AND TO THE EXTENT   
NECESSARY, APPROVAL OF AN OVERLAPPING SPACING   
UNIT, LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO.  
         CASE NO. 25520 
  
APPLICATION OF COTERRA ENERGY OPERATING CO. 
FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, 
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO.  
         CASE NO. 25521 
 
APPLICATION OF COTERRA ENERGY OPERATING CO. 
FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, 
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO.  
         CASE NO. 25522 
 
 
APPLICATION OF COTERRA ENERGY OPERATING CO. 
FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, 
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO.  
         CASE NO. 25523 

 
SELF-AFFIRMED STATEMENT OF SCOTT RICHTER 

 
Scott Richter hereby states and declares as follows: 

BACKGROUND 

1. I am the Land Manager—Permian Business Unit for Coterra Energy Operating Co. 

(“Coterra”), over the age of 18, and have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein.  

2. I have not previously testified before the New Mexico Oil Conservation Division 

(the “Division”). 

3. I received a Bachelor of Business Administration in Energy Management from the 

University of Oklahoma in 2010. I have 15 total years of oil and gas experience, all of which have 
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 EXHIBIT A.2 

been focused on Land. I also received a Bachelor of Business Administration in Accounting from 

the University of Oklahoma in 2010, with a minor in Finance. 

4. My resume is attached as Exhibit A.24.  

5. My work for Coterra includes the area of Lea County in New Mexico. I am involved 

in title, ownership, and leasing. I submit the following information pursuant to NMAC 

19.15.4.12.A(1) in support of Coterra’s compulsory pooling applications. 

6. I am familiar with the applications Coterra filed in Case Nos. 25520-25523, which 

are included in the exhibit packet as Exhibit A.1. I am also familiar with the applications filed by 

Rockwood Operating, LLC in Case Nos. 25243-25246. I am familiar with the land matters 

involved in these cases.  

7. My testimony and exhibits addresses the information common to all cases and then 

addresses case specific information on a case-by-case basis.  

TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS APPLICABLE TO ALL CASES 

8. These cases involve partially overlapping competing applications. In its cases, 

Coterra seeks to pool standard horizontal spacing units in the Bone Spring formation to be 

dedicated to Coterra’s Sombrero State Com wells.  

9. Coterra’s Sombrero State Com Development Area covers all of Sections 25 and 36, 

Township 18 South, Range 35 East and all of Sections 1 and 12, Township 19 South, Range 35 

East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico. Coterra is proposing four 4-mile Bone Spring laterals, 

with the surface hole locations located in the NW/4 and NE/4 of Section 13, Township 19 South, 

Range 35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico.  

10. Coterra’s surface locations in the NW/4 and NE/4 of Section 13 are on fee lands. 

Coterra has surface rights from the fee surface owner to place its surface hole locations and satellite 

36



 

3 
 EXHIBIT A.2 

facilities in the NW/4 and NE/4 of Section 13, along with its central facilities in the SE/4 of Section 

11 and the NE/4 of Section 14, Township 19 South, Range 35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New 

Mexico.  

11. As discussed in more detail by Calvin Boyle and Kent Weinkauf, Coterra’s 

Sombrero development is part of a larger, comprehensive development plan for this area, which 

will allow Coterra to minimize surface impacts, while increasing economic and efficient recovery 

of hydrocarbons across multiple sections and development areas. In Coterra’s view, the most 

effective way to develop these four sections is 4-mile laterals. 

12. In its applications, Rockwood’s development plan for its Shepard wells covers all 

of Sections 25 and 36, Township 18 South, Range 35 East, and covers all of Section 1, Township 

19 South, Range 35 East except the W/2 of the SW/4 of Section 1. Rockwood is proposing four 

Bone Spring laterals, three of which are 3-mile laterals and one of which is a 2.5-mile lateral. 

Rockwood’s proposed surface hole locations are in the N/2N/2 of Section 25. Rockwood owns 

zero percent in Section 25. Section 25 is comprised of New Mexico State Trust Lands, both surface 

and minerals, and, without a state lease, Rockwood will be required to obtain access rights to 

operate on the surface of Section 25. 

13. Rockwood is proposing to develop Section 25 and 36, despite the fact that Coterra 

has 100% of the working interest ownership in Section 25 and Rockwood has no interest in Section 

25, and Coterra has 81.86% working interest in Section 36 and Rockwood (together with Marshall 

& Winston) only has 15.71% working interest in Section 36.  

14. To orient the Division, Exhibit A.3 is a map showing the general location of the 

Sombrero Development Area. Exhibit A.3 also identifies the overlap with Rockwood’s proposed 
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Shepard units. The 4-mile Sombrero Development Area is identified by the red box and the 

Rockwood Shepard development area is identified by the turquoise box.  

15. Exhibit A.4 provides a summary overview of why Coterra’s applications should 

be granted and why Rockwood’s application should be denied. Each of the factors will be 

discussed by Coterra’s witnesses as relevant to each witness’ area of expertise. I will be focusing 

on ownership, Coterra’s ability to prudently operate the wells in the Sombrero Development Area 

and prevent waste and protect correlative rights, and the parties’ negotiations.  

16. There are several reasons, from a land perspective, that Coterra’s applications 

should be granted and Rockwood’s denied. First, Coterra has the highest working interest in the 

overlapping sections. Second, Coterra has the highest working interest in Coterra’s proposed unit. 

Third, Coterra’s plan reduces surface impacts and reduces economic waste, while efficiently 

developing the acreage at issue and Coterra is a prudent operator, with the ability to develop the 

surface and is planning to develop this acreage in the near term. 

A. Working Interest: Coterra Has the Highest and Majority Working Interest  

17. It is my understanding that Marshall & Winston is supporting Rockwood. Based on 

this understanding, I have calculated Rockwood’s working interest control as including Marshall 

& Winston’s interest. 

18. As shown on Exhibit A.5, Coterra has the higher working interest ownership in 

Sections 25, 36, and Section 1 (less the W/2 of the SW/4), collectively, as compared to Rockwood.  

Coterra has approximately 63.30% of the working interest ownership across this acreage (which 

is Rockwood’s Shepard acreage), while Rockwood has 35.85% working interest control across 

this acreage.   Put another way, Coterra has a higher (and the majority) interest than Rockwood in 

Rockwood’s proposed Shepard units.   
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19. Exhibit A.6 compares Coterra’s working interest ownership in Coterra’s Sombrero 

units with Rockwood’s working interest control in those units. As shown on Exhibit A.6, Coterra’s 

working interest in the Sombrero acreage (Sections 25, 6, 1, and 12) is approximately 71.41%, 

while Rockwood’s working interest control is only approximately 26.47%. The second page of 

Exhibit A.6 provides further detail on the ownership comparison in Coterra’s Sombrero units, on 

a unit-by-unit basis.  

20. Coterra also has the higher working interest ownership in its Sombrero units than 

Rockwood has in its Shepard units. Coterra’s working interest ownership in the acreage that 

comprises its Sombrero units is approximately 71.41%, while Rockwood’s working interest 

control in its Shepard units is 35.85%; Marshall & Winston has no working interest ownership in 

the E/2 Shepard units. 

21. Not only does Coterra have the majority working interest across all of Sections 25, 

36, and 12, Coterra has 100% of the working interest in Section 25, 81.86% of Section 36, and 

91.16% of Section 12, where Rockwood has zero, 10.07% (15.71% with Marshall & Winston), 

and zero (2.82% with Marshall & Winston) respectively. It makes no sense for Rockwood to move 

forward with its development plan that includes acreage where it owns zero or little interest, 

because doing so would preclude Coterra from developing Sections 25, 36, and 12 where it owns 

anywhere from 81.86% to 100%.  

22. Exhibit A.7 is a lease tract map for Coterra’s Sombrero development.  

23. In my opinion, allowing Rockwood to move forward with its development plans 

(and in so doing preventing Coterra from doing so) would be contrary to the Division’s goal of 

protecting correlative rights under these circumstances because it would completely undermine 

Coterra’s significant majority interest in Section 25, 36, and 12.  
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B. Lease Expiration Issues  

24. Both Coterra and Rockwood have lease expiration issues.    

25. Rockwood has had its working interest in its Lease in Section 36 since February 

2025. Rockwood has had its interests in its Lease in Section 1 since November 2024 (collectively 

the Rockwood Leases). 

26. Coterra’s goal is to address the lease expiration issues timely. 

27. In fact, the Sombrero wells are on Coterra’s drilling schedule.  

28. Coterra’s development plans for this area will allow Coterra to address these lease 

expirations by targeting those leases with 4-mile laterals, which will allow Coterra to satisfy leases, 

not just for Rockwood, with less capital and less surface disturbance. In my opinion, Coterra’s 

plan demonstrates that Coterra is and intends to be a good steward for the working interest owners 

in the subject lands. 

C. Communications with Rockwood and Mewbourne  

29. In my opinion, Coterra has negotiated with Rockwood in good faith, but it has been 

a moving target. Exhibit A.8 includes a communication timeline as well as a summary of contacts.  

30. Coterra closed on its acquisition of Franklin Mountain on January 24, 2025; Coterra 

announced the closing of its acquisition of Franklin Mountain on January 27, 2025. Coterra first 

met Rockwood in-person to discuss these units on January 29, 2025. Rockwood first proposed 

these wells to Coterra on February 12, 2025, 10 business days after having met to discuss these 

units for the first time. This despite Rockwood having acquired interest in the Rockwood Leases 

in February 2025 and November 2024, respectively.  

31. It is my understanding that Rockwood proposed these wells because Rockwood has 

concerns with lease expiration issues. It is also my understanding that Rockwood wanted to 
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accelerate the value of its assets, whether that value was tied to these units and wells or other units 

and wells in the Delaware Basin. 

32. Rockwood, though, has not drilled or operated any wells in New Mexico and so it 

was unclear to me whether Rockwood intended to drill and operate these wells.  

33. In Coterra’s discussions with Rockwood, from February 2025 through April 1, 

2025, multiple trade and development concepts were discussed between Rockwood and Coterra, 

including a trade and development concept where Coterra offered to commit to drilling wells in 

the Shepard/Sombrero unit(s), and trade Rockwood out of its George Mitchell acreage in Section 

35, Township 19 South, Range 35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico, and into the 

Shepard/Sombrero units , so as to hold and accelerate development on all of Rockwood’s acreage; 

Rockwood did not respond to Coterra’s trade and development proposal. On April 11, 2025, 

Mewbourne sent Coterra an email stating that Mewbourne had consummated a deal with 

Rockwood to acquire Rockwood’s leasehold in Section 36 and Section 1, along with other lands 

in the area; Rockwood informed Coterra that it was in discussions with Mewbourne Oil Company 

but no deal had been consummated. While it was not completely clear to me, I was under the 

impression, at that time, that Mewbourne would be acquiring Rockwood’s interest in Rockwood’s 

proposed Shepard development. Mewbourne was proposing trades to Coterra in April 2025 

involving Rockwood’s interest in Section 36 and Section 1, along with other lands in the area. 

34. In May 2025, Mewbourne informed Coterra that a deal with Mewbourne and 

Rockwood concerning the Shepard and Sombrero acreage was not happening. On May 21, 2025, 

Coterra requested to talk with Rockwood ahead of the status conference with the Division on May 

23, 2025, to figure out what was happening with Rockwood’s proposals, the deal between 
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Rockwood and Mewbourne, the acreage, the hearings, whether Coterra and Rockwood needed to 

revisit a deal, and so on; Rockwood did not respond to Coterra’s request for a meeting. 

35. Then, on June 16, 2025, Rockwood sent an email confirming that Rockwood had 

entered into a deal with Mewbourne, but only for the Shepard acreage and not the George Mitchell 

acreage in Section 35. See June 16, 2025 email attached as Exhibit A.9.  

36. In that same email, Rockwood told me that Mewbourne would be sending out its 

own proposals for the Shepard acreage.  

37. Mr. Powell also indicated that Rockwood would like to negotiate with Coterra 

regarding the George Mitchell acreage.  

38. On June 19, 2025, Coterra met with Mewbourne in person; Coterra’s 4-mile 

Sombrero wells were discussed, along with Mewbourne’s deal with Rockwood. Mewbourne stated 

Mewbourne was going to propose wells and a Joint Operating Agreement to Coterra for wells in 

Sections 25, 36 and Section 1. Coterra had multiple phone conversations from June 20, 2025 

through July 7, 2025 where the acreage in Sombrero was discussed between Mewbourne and 

Coterra. No evidence of Mewbourne’s ownership in Sections 36 and 1 has been placed of record 

in the real property records of the Lea County, New Mexico, even to this day, but Coterra was 

under the impression that Mewbourne owned the acreage based on both Rockwood’s and 

Mewbourne’s communication. 

39. So, at least from my perspective, it was not until June 16, 2025 that I had a 

somewhat clearer understanding of where things stood with Rockwood and Mewbourne.  

40. As of June 16, 2025, it was my understanding that Mewbourne would be sending 

out proposal letters for the Shepard acreage and so I was under the impression that Rockwood 

would dismiss its applications.  
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41. Rockwood, however, continued to indicate its intent to move forward with the 

Shepard applications. Coterra continues to question who is participating in the hearings in front of 

the Division, and whether Mewbourne is fully adopting Rockwood’s well proposals, AFEs, and 

development plan. 

42. As a result, Coterra emailed Rockwood a proposal letter on July 1, 2025, as well as 

emailing Mewbourne a proposal letter, based on Coterra’s then-understanding that Mewbourne 

had acquired Rockwood’s interest in the Shepard acreage. A copy of the proposal letter is attached 

as Exhibit A.10 and includes the Authorizations for Expenditure (“AFE”) for the Sombrero State 

Com wells. In my opinion, the estimated costs reflected on the AFEs are fair and reasonable, and 

are comparable to the costs of other wells of similar depth, length and completion method being 

drilled in this area of New Mexico. 

43. Coterra, Rockwood and Mewbourne have made several offers to each other that 

would alleviate Rockwood’s concern regarding the expiring leases and timely development —

Coterra has offered to drill the Sombrero wells to satisfy the Rockwood obligation(s) and discussed 

multiple trade iterations both in and out of Sombrero with Mewbourne and Rockwood.  

44. To date, Coterra, Rockwood and Mewbourne have not reached a resolution in 

regard to the Shepard and Sombrero acreage.  

45. From my perspective, given the inconsistent messaging from Rockwood and 

Mewbourne regarding whether Mewbourne was going to acquire Rockwood’s interests, who was 

proposing wells, who was operating wells, who was the party Coterra should work with as it related 

to the contested Division hearings, discussions with Rockwood and Mewbourne have been a 

moving target.  
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46. Nevertheless, Coterra is still interested in negotiations with Rockwood, and to the 

extent appropriate, Mewbourne.  

47. In fact, I offered to speak with Rockwood prior to the status conference on July 24, 

2025.  

48. I met with Rockwood and Mewbourne on July 28, 2025 and again on August 4, 

2025.  

49. Coterra has also suggested options to Rockwood and Mewbourne that would allow 

the parties additional time for discussions, while at the same time would eliminate the August 12, 

2025 contested hearing, which would benefit all parties, including the Division, by not taking up 

the Division’s time and resources.  

50. More specifically, Coterra suggested that both Rockwood and Coterra dismiss their 

competing applications, then each party (including Mewbourne to the extent applicable) could 

refile applications for the September 11, 2025 docket. Coterra was willing to agree to the first 

available contested hearing docket in September 2025. In my opinion, this option had several 

benefits: 1) It would allow time for the parties to have further discussions, now that there is at least 

some more detail about who the players are (i.e., that Mewbourne has acquired some type of 

interest in the Shepard acreage and does not intend to operate the Yeti acreage on Rockwood’s 

behalf); 2) It would allow all of the parties to be before the Division (Rockwood, Coterra, and 

potentially Mewbourne); and 3) it would address Rockwood’s concern over timing by not 

indefinitely delaying the contested hearing. Rockwood was not agreeable.  

51. In sum, in my opinion, Coterra has negotiated with Rockwood and Mewbourne in 

good faith.  
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D. Communications with Other Working Interest Owners  

52. Throughout its discussions with Rockwood and Mewbourne, Coterra had been 

hopeful that it would be able to negotiate a resolution with Rockwood that would eliminate the 

need for the August 12, 2025, contested hearing and would allow Coterra additional time to 

negotiate with the other working interest owners and unleased mineral interest owners.  

53. Rockwood would not agree to vacate the August 12, 2025 hearing and so Coterra 

filed its competing applications on July 24, 2025, after the Division Hearing Examiner agreed that 

Coterra could do so such that Coterra’s competing applications could be heard with Rockwood’s 

applications.  

54. On July 25, 2025, Coterra sent proposal letters to the remaining working interest 

owners and unleased mineral interest owners. Attached as Exhibit A.11 is an example of the July 

25, 2025 proposal letter.  

55. Coterra has tried to reach out to the working interest owners and unleased mineral 

interest owners who were sent proposal letters on July 25, 2025 to explain the unusual timing 

situation.  

56. Coterra intends to continue to reach out to the uncommitted interest owners and if 

Coterra is able to reach voluntary agreement with any of them, Coterra will remove them from the 

pooled party list.  

57. I now provide specific testimony and exhibits for each of the Sombrero State Com 

cases.  

CASE NO. 25520 SPECIFIC TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS 

58. Below is a brief description of the facts and exhibits for Case No. 25520.  
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59. In Case No. 25520, Coterra seeks an order from the Division pooling all 

uncommitted interests within a 640-acre, more or less, Bone Spring horizontal spacing unit 

comprised of the W/2W/2 of Sections 25 and 36, Township 18 South, Range 35 East and the 

W/2W/2 of Sections 1 and 12, Township 19 South, Range 35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New 

Mexico. This spacing unit will be dedicated to the Sombrero State Com #221H well. t.  

60. Attached as Exhibit A.12 is the proposed C-102 for the Sombrero State Com 

#221H well. The wells will develop the WC-025 G-07 S193513B; Bone Spring (Pool Code 97926) 

pool.  

61. The producing area for the well will be orthodox.  

62. Attached as Exhibit A.13 is a lease tract map for Case No. 25520. This map shows 

the ownership breakdown and again confirms that Coterra has higher working interest ownership 

than Rockwood. Coterra has 78.50% working interest. Rockwood only has 20.28% working 

interest control (Rockwood and Marshall & Winston).  

63. Exhibit A.14 is a list of the parties to be pooled in Case 25520.  

64. Coterra also seeks, to the extent necessary, approval of an overlapping spacing unit.  

65. The horizontal spacing unit proposed in Case No. 25520 will partially overlap with 

the following existing Bone Spring spacing unit dedicated to the Blue Box Federal Com 505H 

well, API no. 30-025-52080, which unit is comprised of the E/2SE/4 of Section 2 and the E/2E/2 

of Sections 11 and 14, Township 19 South, Range 35 East and the W/2SW/4 of Section 1 and the 

W/2W/2 of Sections 12 and 13, Township 19 South, Range 35 East. 

66. Coterra operates the Blue Box Federal Com 505H Well. I provided Modrall with 

the names and addresses of the working interest owners in the existing well/spacing unit that 

Coterra’s application in Case No. 25525 proposes to overlap.  
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CASE NO. 25521 SPECIFIC TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS 

67. Below is a brief description of the facts and exhibits for Case No. 25521.  

68. In Case No. 25521, Coterra seeks an order from the Division pooling all 

uncommitted interests within a 640-acre, more or less, Bone Spring horizontal spacing unit 

comprised of the E/2W/2 of Sections 25 and 36, Township 18 South, Range 35 East and the 

E/2W/2 of Sections 1 and 12, Township 19 South, Range 35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New 

Mexico. This spacing unit will be dedicated to the Sombrero State Com #222H well. 

69. Attached as Exhibit A.15_ is the proposed C-102 for the Sombrero State Com 

#222H well. The wells will develop the WC-025 G-07 S193513B; Bone Spring (Pool Code 97926)  

pool.  

70. The producing area for the well will be orthodox.  

71. Attached as Exhibit A.16 is a lease tract map for Case No. 25521. This map shows 

the ownership breakdown and again confirms that Coterra has higher working interest ownership 

than Rockwood. Coterra has 65.97% working interest. Rockwood only has 32.81% working 

interest control (Rockwood and Marshall & Winston).  

72. Exhibit A.17 is a list of the parties to be pooled in Case 25521.  

CASE NO. 25522 SPECIFIC TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS 

73. Below is a brief description of the facts and exhibits for Case No. 25522.  

74. In Case No. 25522, Coterra seeks an order from the Division pooling all 

uncommitted interests within a 640-acre, more or less, Bone Spring horizontal spacing unit 

comprised of the W/2E/2 of Sections 25 and 36, Township 18 South, Range 35 East and the 

W/2E/2 of Sections 1 and 12, Township 19 South, Range 35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New 

Mexico. This spacing unit will be dedicated to the Sombrero State Com #223H well.  
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#223H well. The wells will develop the WC-025 G-07 S193513B; Bone Spring (Pool Code 97926) 

pool.  

75.  Attached  as Exhibit A.18 is the proposed C-102 for the Sombrero State Com 

76. The producing area for the well will be orthodox.  

77. Attached as Exhibit A.19 is a lease tract map for Case No. 25522. This map shows 

the ownership breakdown and again confirms that Coterra has higher working interest ownership 

than Rockwood. Coterra has 70.61% working interest. Rockwood only has 26.38% working 

interest control (Rockwood and Marshall & Winston).  

78. Exhibit A.20 is a list of the parties to be pooled in Case 25522.  

CASE NO. 25523 SPECIFIC TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS 

79. Below is a brief description of the facts and exhibits for Case No. 25523.  

80. In Case No. 25523, Coterra seeks an order from the Division pooling all 

uncommitted interests within a 640-acre, more or less, Bone Spring horizontal spacing unit 

comprised of the E/2E/2 of Sections 25 and 36, Township 18 South, Range 35 East and the E/2E/2 

of Sections 1 and 12, Township 19 South, Range 35 East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico. This 

spacing unit will be dedicated to the Sombrero State Com #224H well.  

81. Attached as Exhibit A.21 is the proposed C-102 for the Sombrero State Com 

#224H well. The wells will develop the WC-025 G-07 S193513B; Bone Spring (Pool Code 97926)  

pool.  

82. The producing area for the well will be orthodox.  

83. Attached as Exhibit A.22 is a lease tract map for Case No. 25523. This map shows 

the ownership breakdown and again confirms that Coterra has higher working interest ownership 
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than Rockwood. Coterra has 70.59% working interest. Rockwood only has 26.38% working 

interest control (Rockwood and Marshall & Winston).  

84. Exhibit A.23 is a list of the parties to be pooled in Case 25523.  

ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY APPLICABLE TO ALL CASES 

85. There are no depth severances within the proposed spacing units. 

86. The parties Coterra is seeking to pool were notified of this hearing. Coterra seeks 

to pool overriding royalty interest owners, and they were also provided notice of this hearing.  

87. Coterra requests overhead and administrative rates of $8,000/month during drilling 

and $800/month while producing. These rates are fair and comparable to the rates charged by other 

operators for wells of this type in this area of Southeastern, New Mexico and consistent with the 

rates awarded by the Division in in recent compulsory pooling orders. Coterra requests that these 

rates be adjusted periodically as provided in the COPAS Accounting Procedure. 

88. Coterra requests the maximum cost plus 200% risk charge be assessed against non-

consenting pooled working interest owners. 

89. Coterra requests that it be designated operator of the wells. 

90. To the extent necessary, Coterra requests approval of an overlapping spacing unit 

in Case No. 25520.  

91. I provided Modrall with the names and addresses of uncommitted interest owners 

and overriding royalty interests owners of record in the Sombrero units. I also provided Modrall 

with the names and addresses of the working interest owners in the existing well/spacing unit that 

Coterra’s application in Case No. 25520 proposes to overlap.  
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92. Based upon my knowledge of the land matters involved in these cases, education 

and training, it is my expert opinion that Coterra’s development plan will protect correlative rights 

and prevent waste. 

93. Coterra requests that the Division deny Rockwood’s pooling applications.  

94. The attachments to my Self-Affirmed Statement were prepared by me, or under my 

direction, or compiled from company business records. 

95. Pursuant to Rule 1-011 NMRA, I declare and affirm under penalty of perjury under 

the laws of the State of New Mexico that the foregoing statements are true and correct to the best 

of my knowledge and belief. 

 [Signature page follows]  
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The Division’s Factors Weigh In Coterra’s Favor 

EXHIBIT A-4 

Factor Coterra Rockwood Comment

Ownership 
Interest 

✔ ❌

 Coterra has the majority interest in Coterra’s Sombrero spacing units 

 Coterra has the majority interest in Rockwood’s Shepard spacing units 

 Coterra has a higher working interest in its Sombrero acreage than Rockwood has in its Shepard acreage 

Geologic 
Evidence 

✔ ❌
 Coterra’s longer laterals will target thicker reservoir to the south. 

Risk ✔ ❌

 Coterra’s plan is part of larger development strategy in this area.  

 Coterra is a proven operator that can efficiently and effectively execute four-mile laterals. 

 Coterra is well positioned to drill wells and avoid lease expiration issues.   

 Rockwood’s development plan is riskier because: Rockwood has not drilled or operated a well in New Mexico; there 
is no certainty that Mewbourne is going to step in and operate, which could lead to delays and timing issues.  

Negotiations = =

 Negotiations with Rockwood were and continue to be moving target—continue to negotiate with both Rockwood 
and Mewbourne, without a clear understanding of how both Rockwood and Mewbourne are still involved. 

 Mewbourne still does not have an interest of record in the acreage and so unclear how Mewbourne is adopting 
Rockwood’s development plan, if it will propose its own, or the terms on which Mewbourne is moving forward 

 Coterra, Rockwood and Mewbourne have made several offers to each other involving the acreage, none of which 
have been accepted.   

Prudent 
Operator and 

Prevent 
Waste 

✔ ❌

 Coterra’s plan will avoid surface and economic waste.  

 Coterra’s development part of a comprehensive development strategy that will allow Coterra to leverage facilities 
and infrastructure.   

 Rockwood has not drilled or operated a well in New Mexico; there is no certainty that Mewbourne is going to step in 
and operate, which could lead to delays and timing issues. 

Cost 
Estimates 

✔ ❌
 Coterra’s development plans are less costly and result in more economic recovery than Rockwood’s.     

 Rockwood’s AFEs seem to be based on an inaccurate cost for facilities.   

Surface 
Factor

✔ ❌

 Coterra has existing or planned third-party take-away reducing costs and demonstrating readiness.  

 Coterra is in discussions with fee surface owners and has surface use agreements in place for surface facilities.   

 Coterra plans to deploy a tankless system, which will reduce emissions.  
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