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1 EXAMINER WARNELL: A couple of the 

2 attorney s has asked -- normally I j u s t go i n order of 

3 what's l e f t on the docket. A couple of attorneys have 

4 asked t h a t we hear the F a r l e i g h case on page 7, the l a s t 

5 case, Case 14583, a p p l i c a t i o n of F a r l e i g h O i l Properties 

6 f o r a compliance order against SWEPI LP and She l l 

7 E x p l o r a t i o n Company, Guadalupe County, New Mexico. The 

8 attorneys have asked t h a t we hear t h a t case f i r s t , and 

9 t h a t ' s what w e ' l l do. 

10 C a l l f o r appearances. 

11 MR. BRUCE: Jim Bruce of Santa Fe, 

12 re p r e s e n t i n g F a r l e i g h O i l P r o p e r t i e s . I have no 

13 witnesses. 

14 MR. FELDEWERT: Mr. Examiner, Michael 

15 Feldewert, from Holland & Hart, on behalf of SWEPI LP and 

16 S h e l l E x p l o r a t i o n and Production Company. 

17 MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner, I'm Tom 

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

19 K e l l a h i n , appearing t h i s morning on behalf of Bayswater 

20 E x p l o r a t i o n and Production, LLC. 

21 MR. BRUCE: Mr. Examiner, we're b a s i c a l l y 

22 here today on Mr. Feldewert's motion t o dismiss. I ' l l 

23 j u s t give a l i t t l e i n t r o d u c t i o n . This case was f i l e d 

24 l a s t f a l l by F a r l e i g h O i l P r o p e r t i e s , seeking t o compel 

25 S h e l l t o c o r r e c t or amend i t s f i l i n g s w i t h the OCD on 
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1 f i v e w e l l s d r i l l e d over i n Guadalupe County. 

2 At t h a t p o i n t logs had not been f i l e d , and the 

3 C-105s and C-103s regarding completions of the w e l l s 

4 F a r l e i g h a l l e g e d were improper. Since t h a t date, i n 

5 e a r l y January of t h i s year, a l l logs on the w e l l s were 

6 f i n a l l y f i l e d w i t h the D i v i s i o n i n a format t h a t could be 

7 used by t h i r d p a r t i e s . And then i n A p r i l , I t h i n k l a t e 

8 A p r i l i t was, S h e l l f i l e d amendments t o i t s C-103s and 

9 C-105s regarding the w e l l data. 

10 My c l i e n t ' s p o s i t i o n a t t h i s p o i n t i s simply 

11 t h a t we don't t h i n k S h e l l has f u l l y complied -- l e t ' s 

12 take a step back. As you know, Mr. Brooks, there have 

13 been a couple of pre-hearing conferences on t h i s matter, 

14 i n c l u d i n g an i n f o r m a l one among the attorneys excluding 

15 the Hearing Examiners and D i v i s i o n counsel. 

16 I t h i n k i t ' s p r e t t y c l e a r t o the D i v i s i o n the 

17 p o s i t i o n a t F a r l e i g h O i l , and I t h i n k my c l i e n t has 

18 reached a p o i n t of what they see as d i m i n i s h i n g r e t u r n s . 

19 We've g o t t e n most of the data we wanted out of S h e l l . We 

20 don't t h i n k t h a t S h e l l complied w i t h D i v i s i o n 

21 requirements set f o r t h i n the Form C-105s regarding a l l 

22 of the completion data i t f i l e d . 

23 But at t h i s p o i n t , t h e r e doesn't see much 

24 b e n e f i t i n coming here and spending a f u l l day t e s t i f y i n g 

25 on t h i s matter because a l l t h a t has been f i l e d at t h i s 
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1 p o i n t i s something t h a t i s u s e f u l t o the D i v i s i o n , t o 

2 t h i r d p a r t i e s and t o my c l i e n t . 

3 U n f o r t u n a t e l y , i t ' s my c l i e n t ' s p o s i t i o n t h a t 

4 i t took F a r l e i g h a year of meeting w i t h the D i v i s i o n or 

5 f i l i n g a p p l i c a t i o n s and going t o m u l t i p l e pre-hearing 

6 conferences t o get data t h a t should have been f i l e d two 

7 and three years ago. 

8 And at t h i s p o i n t , I ' l l t u r n i t over t o 

9 Mr. Feldewert t o argue h i s motion t o dismiss. 

10 MR. FELDEWERT: Mr. Examiner, I agree t h a t 

11 they have c e r t a i n l y got most of the data they requested 

12 from S h e l l . I t seems t o be the impetus f o r t h e i r f i l i n g 

13 the issue before the D i v i s i o n prompted by t h e i r 

14 a p p l i c a t i o n was whether they met the f i l i n g requirements 

15 under the r u l e . As you may or may not know, t h i s began 

16 back i n 2010, when F a r l e i g h sent a l e t t e r t o the 

17 D i v i s i o n . I f I may approach? 

18 EXAMINER WARNELL: Um-hum. 

19 MR. FELDEWERT: I t began back i n --

2 0 a c t u a l l y , i n August they sent a l e t t e r t o the D i v i s i o n 

21 suggesting t h a t S h e l l had f a i l e d t o meet t h e i r f i l i n g 

22 requirements under Rule 7.16, which re q u i r e s an operator 

23 using a C-105 t o f i l e a summary of t h e i r t e s t s . S h e l l 

24 had done t h a t . 

25 F a r l e i g h suggested t h a t they had not met the 
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1 f i l i n g requirements. -The D i s t r i c t O f f i c e examined the 

2 f i l i n g s , examined the r u l e , responded, s t a t i n g t h a t , 

3 "NMOCD r u l e s do not s p e c i f y any format t o be used when an 

4 operator i s s u b m i t t i n g such data. Therefore, the NMOCD 

5 i s s a t i s f i e d t h a t SWEPI has complied w i t h the l e t t e r of 

6 the r u l e . " 

7 Nonetheless, they went out and f i l e d t h e i r 

8 a p p l i c a t i o n f o r compliance w i t h Rule 7.16, a l l e g i n g we 

9 had not met the requirements of the r u l e . Since t h a t 

10 time there has been various conferences i n v o l v i n g the 

11 Examiner, i n v o l v i n g the p a r t i e s , i n v o l v i n g the D i v i s i o n . 

12 And a t the l a s t pre-hearing conference, which 

13 I was not a p a r t y t o , i t was my understanding t h a t 

14 everyone had agreed t h a t we could resolve t h i s by She l l 

15 simply p r o v i d i n g the same data, but i n a d i f f e r e n t 

16 format, where they break i t out by choke s i z e . 

17 

18 That has been done. I t was presented t o the 

19 Examiner by l e t t e r two months ago. They f i l e d t h e i r 

20 amended C-105s. We're p r o v i d i n g the same data, but j u s t 

21 a d i f f e r e n t breakdown of the data by choke s i z e . They've 

22 also amended t h e i r C-103s, as requested by the D i v i s i o n , 

23 t o e l i m i n a t e any confusion as t o whether there had been a 
24 s i n g l e completion i n a formation or whether there had 

25 been m u l t i p l e completions. 
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1 So as f a r as we're concerned, we i n i t i a l l y met 

2 the o b l i g a t i o n s of the r u l e , as found by the D i v i s i o n 

3 back i n October. We have since t h a t time appeased the 

4 concerns r a i s e d by F a r l e i g h , the request f o r data. We 

5 have e l i m i n a t e d any confusion as t o the number of 

6 completions i n the record, and I don't see any reason why 

7 t h i s matter should not be dismissed. 

8 EXAMINER WARNELL: Thank you. 

9 MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner, I represent 

10 Bayswater E x p l o r a t i o n and Production. We're aligned w i t h 

11 F a r l e i g h i n t h i s matter. 

12 This case s t a r t e d a long, long time ago. I t 

13 has been made longer by the act i o n s of S h e l l i n the 

14 untimely manner i n which they've processed t h e i r f i l i n g s 

15 w i t h the D i v i s i o n . 

16 At t h i s p o i n t i n the process, we are aligned 

17 w i t h G a i l MacQuesten as the compliance a t t o r n e y f o r the. 

18 D i v i s i o n ' s Compliance Department. I n a response t o the 

19 motion t o dismiss, she o u t l i n e d the conclusion t h a t she 

20 would make i n g r a n t i n g a motion t o dismiss at t h i s time, 

21 p r e d i c a t e d on S h e l l doing some a d d i t i o n a l t h i n g s . As of 

22 t h i s date, they haven't done the f i n a l t h i n g required. 

23 Under Ms. MacQuesten's concept, at t h i s p o i n t , 

24 S h e l l should have attached the schematics f o r the various 

25 w e l l s i n v o l v e d and have yet t o do so. This case 
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1 o r i g i n a l l y i n v o l v e d f i v e w e l l s . I t s t i l l i n v olves f i v e 

2 w e l l s . 

3 Based upon Ms. MacQuesten's a n a l y s i s , I have 

4 prepared an order f o r you on a motion t o dismiss t h a t 

5 would grant t h a t motion, c o n d i t i o n e d t o some s p e c i f i c 

6 f i n d i n g s . Those f i n d i n g s are t o acknowledge the r e a l i t y 

7 of the undisputed f a c t s , which are t h a t S h e l l has been 

8 d i l a t o r y i n t h i s e n t i r e process. 

9 For an example of how you reach t h a t 

10 conclusion, I simply looked at one wellbore, the Lat i g o 

11 Ranch 2-34. I f you do nothing more than look at t h a t 

12 w e l l f i l e i n a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h the case f i l e f o r t h i s 

13 proceeding, y o u ' l l f o l l o w a sequence of events. One of 

14 the most g l a r i n g examples i s t h a t once you go through the 

15 f i l i n g s , you w i l i see t h a t f o r t h a t wellbore, S h e l l 

16 completed i t and had i t ready t o produce September 17th 

17 of '09. 

18 I t was not u n t i l some I guess 19 months l a t e r 

19 d i d S h e l l f i l e the necessary amended forms f o r t h a t w e l l 

20 t o get i t c l o s e r t o compliance. They f i l e d logs and 

21 forms t h a t are not readable by the D i v i s i o n . They used a 

22 format t h a t ' s not acceptable. And i t takes them weeks 

23 and months t o reformat them and submit them t o the 

24 D i s t r i c t . 

25 I t ' s been a l engthy p r o c e s s . The only reason 
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1 we've g o t t e n t o a conclusion i s because of the d i l i g e n t 

2 e f f o r t s of F a r l e i g h and Bayswater t o fo r c e S h e l l t o 

3 comply w i t h what they should have done v o l u n t a r i l y months 

4 ago. 

5 As a suggested order, I prepared a d r a f t f o r 

6 you. Attached t o the d r a f t I have appended a l l the 

7 documents t h a t support the f a c t u a l f i n d i n g s f o r the 

8 conclusions i n my proposed order of d i s m i s s a l . The l a s t 

9 document I've attached i s the one t h a t Mr. Feldewert j u s t 

10 handed you, which i s the l e t t e r from Daniel Sanchez, 

11 which i s approximately October of 110. 

12 I f you read t h a t l e t t e r w i t h care, y o u ' l l f i n d 

13 nothing i n i t which Mr. Sanchez makes any conclusion or 

14 o p i n i o n about the t i m e l i n e s s of the f i l i n g s . He does not 

15 address t h a t issue. I have gone back and looked at t h a t 

16 s p e c i f i c a l l y , because t h a t i s the nagging issue t h a t has 

17 upset F a r l e i g h and Bayswater a l l these months, i s t h a t we 

18 have t o work very hard t o get an operator t o comply w i t h 

19 r u l e s and r e g u l a t i o n s t h a t they should do so on t h e i r 

2 0 own. 

21 And w i t h your permission, i f I may approach, I 

22 w i l l give you those d r a f t s . 

23 MR. BROOKS: Very good. You've been 

24 provided w i t h a copy? 

25 MR. FELDEWERT: I have not. This i s the 
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1 f i r s t I've heard of any proposed order. I have not had 

2 an o p p o r t u n i t y t o review t h i s . My immediate response 

3 would be t h a t there i s no reason why t h i s matter should 

4 not be simply be dismissed. There has been no evidence 

5 presented of any t a r d i n e s s on the p a r t of S h e l l i n t h e i r 

6 f i l i n g s . 

7 We can go through the t o r t u r e d h i s t o r y here. 

8 But i f we inspect the logs t h a t they're suggesting 

9 weren't t i m e l y f i l e d , they were f i l e d w i t h the D i v i s i o n 

10 i n the format i n which S h e l l received them. The f a c t 

11 t h a t there was a software problem t h a t prevented the 

12 D i v i s i o n from p u t t i n g them o n l i n e , the f a c t t h a t we 

13 provided them i n a TIFF format at the request of the 

14 D i v i s i o n and t h a t the D i v i s i o n could not read the TIFF 

15 format i s not an issue f o r S h e l l . We f i l e d those logs 

16 when we had them i n the format i n which we received them. 

17 There has been no evidence t h a t we v i o l a t e d 

18 any r u l e i n t h i s case or t h a t we were untimely. 

19 Ms. MacQuesten's l a s t email a f t e r the conferences -- i f I 

20 may approach? 

21 MR. BROOKS: You may. 

22 MR. FELDEWERT: Again, we've had no 

23 e v i d e n t i a r y p r e s e n t a t i o n . These were pre-hearing 

24 conferences i n an e f f o r t t o work out the issues t h a t 

25 F a r l e i g h had r a i s e d , not i n the context of whether they 
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1 were i n v i o l a t i o n of the r u l e , but i n order t o get t h i s j 

2 t h i n g dismissed so we wouldn't have t o present witnesses. [ 

3 Ms. MacQuesten summarized i t by saying t h a t j 

4 she understood t h a t S h e l l and SWEPI was going t o f i l e 1 

5 amended C-103s t o c l a r i f y t h a t we weren't t a l k i n g about 

6 m u l t i p l e completions. We already presented the Examiner 

7 durin g a pre-hearing conference w i t h an a f f i d a v i t saying 

8 t h a t there had not been m u l t i p l e completions. There had 

9 been a s i n g l e completion w i t h m u l t i p l e p e r f s . j 

10 The end r e s u l t of a l l those conferences was 

11 Ms. MacQuesten saying the l a s t t h i n g we need t o do t o 

12 c l a r i f y the record i s t o amend the C-103s t o confirm t h a t 

13 there had been no m u l t i p l e completions, t h a t there had j 

14 been a s i n g l e completion. That was done t h i s week. They 

15 have been submitted t o the D i v i s i o n f o r f i l i n g . I t h i n k 

16 they may -- I don't know i f they're o n l i n e or not, but I 1 

17 know they've been submitted f o r f i l i n g . That has been 

18 completed. 

19 There i s no basis here t o suggest t h a t S h e l l ; 

20 has been d i l a t o r y . They take those accusations 

21 s e r i o u s l y . They have been working w i t h the D i v i s i o n from 

22 day one of t h i s p r o j e c t . They spoke w i t h the D i v i s i o n 

23 about the f i l i n g of the forms, both the t i m i n g of when i t 

24 should be done and what should be done. They followed 

25 what the D i v i s i o n i n s t r u c t e d them t o do. That's 
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1 r e f l e c t e d i n the D i v i s i o n ' s l e t t e r t h a t I handed t o you. 

2 The f a c t t h a t they have now requested more 

3 data i n an a d d i t i o n a l format, we w i l l appease those 

4 e f f o r t s . And there's a b s o l u t e l y no basis here t o suggest 

5 t h a t S h e l l has been d i l a t o r y or have any other f i n d i n g s 

6 made. This should be a simple d i s m i s s a l . 

7 MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner, i n response? 

8 EXAMINER WARNELL: Okay. 

9 MR. KELLAHIN: At t h i s p o i n t , we'd l i k e 

10 you t o take a d m i n i s t r a t i v e n o t i c e of the case f i l e s and 

11 w e l l f i l e s i n t h i s case, and we ask t h a t you do so. 

12 I n a d d i t i o n , Mr. Feldewert's use of t h i s l a s t 

13 email, an email dated May 10th, i s out of date. I f 

14 y o u ' l l look t o see Ms. MacQuesten's l a s t f i l i n g , her 

15 f i l i n g which I am t a l k i n g about i s A p r i l 17th. So these 

16 issues are not resolved. 

17 They've been addressed from day one, w i t h the 

18 o r i g i n a l a p p l i c a t i o n f i l e d by F a r l e i g h not asking f o r 

19 compliance, but asking f o r p e n a l t i e s and impositions of 

20 c u r t a i l e d p r o d u c t i o n or some k i n d of pe n a l t y t o get 

21 S h e l l ' s a t t e n t i o n . 

22 MR. BRUCE: Mr. Examiner, i f I may say a 

23 couple of f i n a l things? Contrary t o what Mr. Feldewert 
24 says, there i s evidence i n the record t h a t S h e l l was 

25 d i l a t o r y . Shell's own a f f i d a v i t of Brent Williams, an 
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1 employee of S h e l l , t a l k i n g about the l o g , shows t h a t a l l 

2 of the logs were done two t o two and a h a l f years ago. 

3 They were not submitted t o the D i v i s i o n , I b e l i e v e , u n t i l 

4 summer of 2010. That i s c l e a r l y outside the bounds of 

5 the r u l e s . 

6 Secondly, as Mr. K e l l a h i n says, I t h i n k you 

7 can take a d m i n i s t r a t i v e n o t i c e not o n l y of what's i n t h i s 

8 case f i l e , but of the f i l i n g s made by S h e l l . And i f I 

9 may make couple of f i n a l comments, Mr. Feldewert, i n an 

10 email t o a l l of us, s a i d a few days ago t h a t S h e l l 

11 intends t o f i l e amended C-103s and one amended C-105. He 

12 s a i d i t s been done. 

13 We haven't sai d i t , but c e r t a i n l y there should 

14 be -- i f they haven't done i t , there should be some 

15 t i m e l i n e f o r them g e t t i n g t h a t done. And i t a l l comes 

16 down t o -- i f I may approach, Mr. Examiner? 

17 The one f i n a l t h i n g t h a t got t h i s whole case 

18 s t a r t e d i s , when S h e l l d i d i t s f i l i n g s , i n s tead of 

19 s e t t i n g f o r t h the data t h a t i t had i n a c l e a r and concise 

20 manner -- which I've handed you some d e f i n i t i o n s from 

21 American Heritage D i c t i o n a r y -- the r e g u l a t i o n s of the 

22 D i v i s i o n and the forms r e q u i r e a summary of data, which 

23 i s a concise statement of data. 

24 S h e l l never d i d t h a t . What S h e l l f i l e d 

25 i n s t e a d was average data, which was useless t o the 
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1 D i v i s i o n and t o anyone else. 

2 And I p o i n t out on the f i r s t page, average, 

3 when you look a t synonyms, you see, "mediocre or so-so." 

4 And t h a t i s the p r o b l em t h a t r e s u l t e d i n t h i s case and 

5 a l l the rigmarole around t h i s . 

6 Now, have we f i n a l l y , a f t e r a couple of years, 

7 g o t t e n the data we should have or most of i t , yes. But 

8 there should be some t i m e l i n e proposed, and F a r l e i g h 

9 f u l l y supports the proposed order submitted by Bayswater. 

10 Thank you. 

11 MR. BROOKS: Very good. 

12 EXAMINER WARNELL: Mr. Feldewert, there 

13 was a question e a r l i e r , a comment made about the w e l l 

14 sketches on f i v e w e l l s , the schematics. I assume t h a t ' s 

15 a w e l l sketch. 

16 MR. FELDEWERT: Yes. 

17 EXAMINER WARNELL: Are those i n the OCD's 

18 Web page? Have those been submitted? 

19 MR. FELDEWERT: I t ' s my understanding 

20 there i s a w e l l schematic i n there. 

21 Am I i n c o r r e c t there? 

22 MR. KELLAHIN: I haven't seen i t . 

23 MR. FELDEWERT: I t ' s my understanding 

24 there's one i n the record. 

25 EXAMINER WARNELL: There's a well sketch 
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1 on each of the f i v e wells? 

2 MR. FELDEWERT: My understanding i s w i t h 

3 the C-105, i f you have m u l t i p l e completions, you are t o 

4 f i l e the w e l l schematics. But i n a circumstance l i k e 

5 t h i s , where we do not have m u l t i p l e completions, you do 

6 not f i l e a w e l l schematic. 

7 This i s the f i r s t time they have suggested 

8 t h a t there was a f a i l u r e t o f i l e a schematic. 

9 Ms. MacQuesten d i d n ' t r a i s e t h a t i n her f i n a l f i l i n g or 

10 i n her email. As she p o i n t e d out, the l a s t issue t o be 

11 addressed was t o e l i m i n a t e the confusion about whether 

12 there was a s i n g l e completion or m u l t i p l e completions. 

13 That has been done. 

14 I'm su r p r i s e d , Jim, t h a t you have not received 

15 the f i l i n g s , because I thought they were hand d e l i v e r e d 

16 t o you. 

17 Tom, d i d you get them? 

18 MR. KELLAHIN: No, s i r . 

19 MR. FELDEWERT: I have them. They were 

20 f i l e d w i t h the D i v i s i o n t h i s week. 

21 MR. BRUCE: We have not received them. 

22 MR. FELDEWERT: My understanding i s you 

23 received copies. 

24 MR. KELLAHIN: Ms. MacQuesten's response 

25 t o the motion t o dismiss dated May 19th, i n paragraph 4, 
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1 says t h a t S h e l l d i d not provide a wellbore diagram f o r 

2 each completion r e p o r t , and i t goes on t o ask t h a t t h a t 

3 be done t o f i n i s h the compliance. That i s what she's 

4 done, and t h i s i s what we're a c t i n g on. We have yet t o 

5 see t h a t . 

6 EXAMINER WARNELL: Yesterday was 

7 Ms. MacQuesten's l a s t day w i t h the OCD. I t appears as i f 

8 the OCD doesn't have a dog i n t h i s hunt anymore. We 

9 t a l k e d about -- there's been mention here about f o r c i n g 

10 the compliance. I don't know a way t h a t OCD can force or 

11 enforce anything. 

12 MR. KELLAHIN: I t h i n k you're beyond t h a t 

13 issue, and we're now down t o a d i s m i s s a l . What we're 

14 contending i s t h a t when you examine the record, despite 

15 S h e l l ' s disagreement, the f a c t s speak f o r themselves. 

16 You can choose t o ignore them. But you can't deny t h a t 

17 they're there, t h a t they have not been prompt w i t h t h e i r 

18 f i l i n g s . That's a l l we're seeking. 

19 EXAMINER WARNELL: I know t h a t when I'm 

20 doing a d m i n i s t r a t i v e orders and I go i n the w e l l f i l e s 

21 and look f o r logs, t h i s i s not the f i r s t instance where 

22 logs have not been submitted t o the OCD. I t won't be the 

23 l a s t , u n f o r t u n a t e l y . Any comments? 

24 MR. BROOKS: I t ' s d i f f i c u l t f o r us t o 

25 determine what exactly, has happened, since no evidence 

PAUL BACA PROFESSIONAL COURT REPORTERS 
68bce57e-8870-4735-8282-8ec5acx9d584 



Page 17 

1 has been presented i n t h i s case, and we're j u s t l o o k i n g 

2 at some documents t h a t may be a s e l e c t i o n of a l l the 

3 documents t h a t e x i s t . Of course we can go through our 

4 f i l e s and see what has and hasn't been f i l e d , but I'm not 

5 sure what purpose t h a t serves. 

6 Unless you are contending -- u n t i l we got t o 

7 the wellbore diagrams, I thought you were not at t h i s 

8 p o i n t contending t h a t anything t h a t should have been 

9 f i l e d has not now been f i l e d . But f o r the wellbore 

10 diagrams, I don't know. 

11 MR. BRUCE: That was r a i s e d i n one of the 

12 pre-hearing conferences. U n f o r t u n a t e l y , Mr. Feldewert 

13 wasn't a t t h a t one. Mr. Carr was. Nonetheless, as I 

14 sa i d , my c l i e n t has go t t e n t o the p o i n t t h a t i t ' s gotten 

15 the bulk of the data i t wanted. I t doesn't want t o spend 

16 any more time and money. 

17 MR. FELDEWERT: I f I may comment on the 

18 wellbore diagrams. Reading Ms. MacQuesten's response 

19 here, what she p o i n t s out i s t h a t i f there are m u l t i p l e 

20 completions, are you t o f i l e a wellbore diagram. She 

21 p o i n t s out t h a t we d i d not f i l e those wellbore diagrams 

22 and notes t h a t , upon f u r t h e r discussions, the p a r t i e s 

23 concluded t h a t although SWEPI1s f i l i n g s s t a t e d t h a t the 

24 w e l l s had m u l t i p l e completions, what we meant was t h a t 

25 each w e l l had one completion w i t h m u l t i p l e p e r f o r a t i o n s 
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1 i n t h a t completion. Hence, t h a t ' s why w e l l schematics 

2 were not f i l e d . 

3 She then goes on t o e x p l a i n , as s t a t e d here, 

4 "Therefore, the l a s t issue i s l e t ' s c o r r e c t the record 

5 and l e t ' s c o r r e c t the forms t o show t h a t there were not 

6 m u l t i p l e completions, t h a t there was a s i n g l e 

7 completion." That has been done t h i s week. 

8 MR. BROOKS: We received modified forms 

9 yesterday. And I haven't looked a t them, but I assume 

10 t h a t ' s what you're r e f e r r i n g t o . 

11 MR. FELDEWERT: I can represent t h a t they 

12 e l i m i n a t e any confusion. 

13 MR. KELLAHIN: I would f o r m a l l y move t h a t 

14 you take a d m i n i s t r a t i v e n o t i c e of the w e l l f i l e s i n v o l v e d 

15 i n these f i v e w e l l s . I've appended i n a f a i r and 

16 reasonable way those documents t h a t I t h i n k are 

17 a p p r o p r i a t e . You may want t o give Mr. Feldewert 10 days 

18 t o examine them, i f I'm wrong, and then proceed t o enter 

19 the order as I suggested. I t h i n k you need t o send a 

2 0 message t o S h e l l and the other operators t o not f o o l 

21 around. 

22 MR. BROOKS: I'm not hearing any o b j e c t i o n 

23 t o t a k i n g a d m i n i s t r a t i v e n o t i c e t o what's i n the w e l l 

24 f i l e . 

25 MR. FELDEWERT: I have no o b j e c t i o n t o 
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1 t h a t . I do o b j e c t t o the order presented . I haven ' t 

2 read i t y e t , but I ' m sure I ' m going t o o b j e c t . There 's 

3 no reason why t h i s should not be j u s t a s imple d i s m i s s a l . 

4 EXAMINER WARNELL: Wi th t h a t , Case Number 

5 14583 w i l l be taken under advisement. 

6 * * * 

7 

8 

9 

10 
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12 
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