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Mr. David Catanach 
Hearing Examiner 
2 04 0 S. Pacheco 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 

Re: A p p l i c a t i o n of Yates Petroleum Corporation f o r 
Compulsory Pooling, Case No. 11210/Rose Cannon 
AOR Com Well No. 1 

Dear Mr. Catanach: 

Pursuant t o our conversation w i t h respect t o those costs t o which 
Yates proposes t o have the non-consent p e n a l t y a p p l i e d , I am 
p r o v i d i n g herewith as a separate e x h i b i t a l i s t of the costs 
i n c u r r e d by Yates t o b r i n g the Rose Cannon AOR Com Well No. 1 on 
l i n e . As you w i l l note, none of these costs i n c l u d e the o r i g i n a l 
cost of d r i l l i n g t h i s w e l l . I t i s Yates' p o s i t i o n t h a t those costs 
were i n c u r r e d p r i o r t o t h i s date and should not be sub j e c t t o the 
non-consent pe n a l t y being requested i n the forced p o o l i n g hearing. 

I would request t h a t t h i s l e t t e r and the e x h i b i t be made a p a r t of 
the o f f i c i a l r ecord of the case as presented by Yates Petroleum 
Corporation f o r compulsory p o o l i n g . 

Should t h e r e be any f u r t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n r e q u i r e d , do not h e s i t a t e 
t o c o n t a c t me. 

Very t r u l y yours, 

LOSEE, CARSON, HAAS & CARROLL, P.A. 

Ernest L. C a r r o l l 

ELC:kth 
Encl. xc: Rob Bullock 


