BEFORE THE | NDUSTRI AL COWM SSI ON
OF THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA

CASE NO. 5933
ORDER NO. 6893

IN THE MATTER OF A HEARI NG CALLED ON A
MOTI ON OF THE COVWM SSI ON TO CONSI DER THE
PETI TION OF CONOCO | NC. FOR AN ORDER
PROVI DI NG FOR THE UNI TI ZED MANAGEMENT,
OPERATI ON, AND FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF
THE DI CKI NSON- LODGEPOLE UNI' T AREA,
CONSI STI NG OF LANDS W THI N THE DI CKI NSON
FI ELD I N STARK COUNTY, NORTH DAKOTA; FOR
APPROVAL OF THE UNI T AGREEMENT AND UNI T
OPERATI NG AGREEMENT CONSTI TUTI NG THE
PLAN OF UNI TI ZATI ON FOR THE DI CKI NSON-
LODGEPCLE UNI T AREA, FOR APPROVAL OF THE
PLAN OF OPERATI ON;, VACATI NG THE

APPLI CABLE SPACI NG ORDERS; AND FOR SUCH
FURTHER AND ADDI TI ONAL RELI EF AS THE
COW SSI ON DEEM5 APPROPRI ATE

ORDER OF THE COW SSI ON

On June 16, 1994, the Industrial Commission issued Order No. 6861 in
this case. Two interested parties have asked the Commi ssion to reconsider
its decision. Placid G 1 Conpany and the Andrea Singer Pollack Revokabl e
Trust (hereafter "the Trust") have filed petitions for reconsideration. On
July 18, 1994, Conoco Inc. filed a response to the petitions. On July 21st
the Trust filed a reply to Conoco. Acconpanying the Trust's reply are a
nunber of journal articles discussing the use of 3D seismc data.

In their submssions, Placid and the Trust set forth the reasons why
they believe the Conmission erred in granting Conoco's request to unitize
the Dickinson-Lodgepole Unit Area. The Conm ssion has studi ed each of
Placid's and the Trust's argunents and revi ewed the record of the case.

The Conmi ssion believes that its decision in Order No. 6861 is the fairest
interpretation of the evidence. It declines, therefore, to withdraw or stay
Order No. 6861, or to reopen the record to take additional evidence. The
petitions are denied. Qur reasoning follows.

The Trust argues that Findings 14 and 16 in Order No. 6861 are w ong
because the Trust used not only seisnmic interpretation to delineate the
productive boundaries of the reservoir but also well data, and that Fi nding
17 is wong because seismic interpretation can identify a reservoir's
productive boundaries. Findings 14 and 16 refer to the specific | ocation
of the productive reservoir, and the Conm ssion reaffirns that the Trust
interpreted, and testified that it interpreted, only seismc data to
specifically identify the location of the boundaries of the productive
reservoir. The Comm ssion was persuaded by Conoco's witness that seisnmc
data is an unreliable nethod to | ocate the Dicki nson-Lodgepol e reservoir
boundary primarily because there is little velocity contrast between the
productive and nonproductive Lodgepole. Furthernore, seismc data
requires interpretation before it can be applied and Placid and the Trust
merely subnmitted maps based on their seismc interpretations and did not
submit the raw seismc data. The interpretative nature and unreliability of
seisnic data to delineate the boundaries of the productive reservoir is
shown by the dissimlarity in the maps Placid and the Trust prepared using
the same seism c data.

Placid, like the Trust, argues that Findings 16 and 17 are erroneous.
It believes Finding 16 is wong, asserting that Placid did introduce seisnc
information to identify the productive reservoir. Perhaps Finding 16 shoul d



have been witten nore clearly, for Placid (and the Trust) seens to

m sunderstand it. Finding 16 states that the Commi ssion did not receive

evi dence sufficient to prove that seismc data can successfully identify the
productive reservoir. The evidence accepted by the Comm ssion was just

the opposite, as expressed in Finding 17. Placid believes that Finding 17
is inconsistent with the basis upon which Conoco proposed the unit.

Placid's argunent msinterprets the word "nound" to be synonynmous with
"reservoir." The Comm ssion, however, uses the word "mound" to include

not only the reservoir quality rock, but also any associ ated deposition
found around the perineter of the reservoir quality rock

Pl acid chall enges Finding 24 and its conclusion that the allocation of
the unit is fair. Placid did not propose what it believes would be a fair
all ocation. More inportantly, the allocation is based on Conoco's
interpretation of the geology and it is that interpretation that the
Comm ssion has found to be nore reliable than Placid and the Trust's.

The Trust argues in Paragraph 7 of its petition as well as inits reply
to Conoco, that the Commission erred in relying on characteristics of the
Fryburg Interval to |locate the boundaries of the Lodgepol e Pool reservoir.
In particular, the Trust states that the Fryburg map is based on only two
additional wells and that it has nothing to locate its western edge. The
map has three additional wells and the Frenzel 79 and Walton 84 wells
provide data points to help identify the western edge. The Trust states
that use of the Fryburg nmap is inappropriate because the Fryburg thickens
to the northeast. No evidence was presented to show this. The Trust
clains Conoco's Fryburg map is unreliable because had it been prepared in
another way it would have a different result. The Trust could have
prepared a Fryburg map using the nethod it believes appropriate. It
didn't, and to state as a fact what that method woul d have produced is
specul ative

The Trust argues that Findings 19 and 20 "are totally w thout basis."
Pl acid al so chal |l enges Findings 19 and 20, as well as Finding 18. Conoco
adequat el y expl ained the rel ati onship between the Fryburg Interval and the
Lodgepol e Pool and how data fromthe Filipi No. 76 can aid in locating the
eastern boundary of the productive reservoir. W will not repeat Conoco's
argunents, which we found persuasive

The Trust argues that Finding 22 "is essentially irrelevant” and Pl acid
says Finding 22 is unsupported. Wile a volunetric calculation is not
definitive in locating a reservoir, it can confirmgeologic interpretations
and the volunetric cal culation here confirns Conoco's interpretation. |Its
use in this way was supported by testinony from Conoco.

The Trust asks that Conoco's 3D seisnic data be produced and nade
part of the record. This is a red herring. Since seismc data cannot
identify the productive reservoir there is no purpose in requiring Conoco to
produce it for consideration in this case. The Trust, inits reply brief,
states that the Wom ng Conservation Conm ssion used only seismc data to
delineate the edge of a reservoir in the Little Mssouri Field. The Trust
does not support this assertion with a copy of the Wom ng order or the
case record, nor does it explain whether the characteristics of Wom ng's
Little Mssouri Field are simlar with those of the Di cki nson-Lodgepol e
Field or even the WIlliston Basin. The Trust also refers to a use of
seisnmic in Saskatchewan but again fails to supply documentation to support
its assertion.

The Trust submitted with its reply brief copies of a nunber of journa
articles concerning the use of 3D seisnic. There I's no evidence that the
areas discussed in the articles bear any sinilarity to the characteristics
of the Dickinson-Lodgepol e Pool. Wthout such evidence the articles are
unhel pful, if not irrelevant. Furthernore, there is no reason why these
articles could not have been subnitted into evidence at the hearing. The
Conmi ssion declines to reopen the case to nmake these part of the record.

Placid argues that the Commi ssion erred by failing to set forth



equitable terns for devel opnent outside the unit. Existing spacing outside
the unit remains in effect and any adjustnments to that spacing were not
properly before the Commission in this case.

Dated this 3rd day of August, 1994.
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