
A~ t K~ LAW ~lkM ~A FAX No. 6203563098 p, 00 2 

RECEIVED 
f<}\NSAS CORPORATION COMMISSION 
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CONSERVATION DIVISION 
WICHITA, KS 

BEFORE THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSl:t.q~r~5 CorF»:•'."·~~iOf~l Cornmiss.i.on 
OF THE STATE OF' KANSJ.\S ..-::•! Hffi':i L, i.:il.iuert 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF LINN OPERATING, INC. FOR AN 
ORDER PROVIDING FOR THE 
UNITIZATION AND UNIT OPERATION OF 
A PART OF THE HUGOTON AND 
PANOMA COUNCIL GROVE GAS FIELDS 
IN THE ALTERNATE TRACT UNIT 
DE SCRIBED AS SECTION 14-29S-39W 
(SE/4), SECTION 13 -29S-39W (SW/4) 
SECTION 24-29S-39W (NW/4) I SECTION 
23-29S-39W (NE/4) IN STANTON 
COUNTY, KANSAS (ATU 224) 

) 
)DOCKET NO. 15-CONS-768-CUNI 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)OPERATOR NO. 33999 
)CONSERVATION DIVISION 
) 
) 
) 

AMENDED WRITTEN PROTEST 
AND 

REQUEST FOR HEARING 
(SW/4 of 24-29-39) 

COMES NOW, Don I\. Williams (hereafter referred to as 
"Mineral/Surface Owner" and/or "Outlander"·), e1nd does hereby' 
protest the formation of the proposed "Alternate Tract Unit" 
(ATU) , and in tl'le unlikely event the Commj_ssion allows the 
formation of the ATU then, Don K. Wil liams protests and insists 
the proposed Unit Plan is not reasonable, is not fair, and is not 
equitable. 

Don K. Williams, requests a heari ng concerning the proposed 
application and the proposed Unit Plan. 

This "Mineral/Surface Owner" , specifically states: 

~he Origin~l 194~ Unit 

1. Don K. Williams, is one of the Owners of the surface and 
mineral rights in the SW/4 of Section 24-29-39 West of the 
Sixth P.M., located in Stanton County, Kansas. Said 
property hereafter referred to as "SW/4 of 24 '1 or "Outlander 
Property". 

2. The current operational Oil and Gas Lease on the "SW/4 of 
24 11

, was signed on November 10th, 1941. The Lease was filed 
of record in Stanton County, in Book 2 at Page 282. 

3. All of the original oil and gas leases which encumbered 
Section 2{-29-39, were consolidated pursuant to a Notice of 
Consolidation which was filed on September 22 , 1949. The 
Notice of Consolidation was filed in Book 12 at Page 584, 
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and an Affidavit of Production was filed on ,Tanuary 30'= 11
1 

1952 stating that the producing well had been completed on 
August 10 1

'
1' , 1951. There has existed in the Uni t, at least 

one producing well from that date to the present day. 

4. The Unit Agreement Plan is set out verbatim in the 1949 Unit 
Declaration. The document contains four, one sentence 
paragraphs describing each of the leases and then a one 
sentence paragraph (approximately 104 words) declaring the 
Unit Plan. Significantly: 

A. The old production unit is essentially the same as the 
ATU being proposed here (except for the different legal 
descriptions) and, 

B. The Agreement has totally accomplished its purpose and 
thus establishes tha t the one sentence paragraph is al l 
that is needed and, 

C. That the proposed ATU Unit Plan which is no less t han 
21 pages plus an incorporated "Operating Agreement", 
(curiously dated January 14th, 2013 ) is too complex, 
over reaching and most l y, not necessary. 

5. The origina l 1949 Unit (which operations continue to this 
dat e) have exactly t he same purpose as the new proposed ATU 
- a Unit Plan for a simple production unit. Neither Plan is 
for the purpose of addressing a more complicated Unit such 
as a water flood project. 

6. The Alternate Tract Unit contains(as required by regulation) 
fQur quarter sections, to-wit: 

NW/4 of Section 2L\-29S-39W, NE/4 of ZJ.-29S-39W, 
~ of Section l.1-29S-39W, SW/4 of 1J.-29S-39W 

Don K. Williams' SW/4 is not in the Alternate Tract Unit 
described above but 1 Don Williams ~s an Owner of the 
southwest quarters oil and gas lease, is entitled to 
participate in receiving royalty f~om the ATU via the old 
Unit Declaration Agreement - if in fact an ATU is approved 
by the Commission. 

Since the Williams real estate (as wel l as 9 other quarter 
sections) are not actually in the proposed Alternate Tract 
Unit for clarity sake, those quarter sections are hereafter 
termed, "OutlandersH, 
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Jurisdiction. 

7. The Corporation Commission, as of this filingt does not have 
the statutory jurisdiction to approve or disapprove of the 
proposed ATU Unit for the reason tha t the statutorily 
r equired percentage (75%) of the mineral owners have not 
executed any document conse nting to the formation of the 
Unit. The Petitioner has not accounted for each spouse (in 
calculating the gross number of signatures). The spousal 
ownership right is presumed to be of record and is 
acknowledged in every Kansas real estate transaction (which 
can be seen by the spouse joining in each Oil and Gas Lease 
of real estate in the twelve quarter sections at issue 
here). 

8. In order to have an "agreementu , each of t he part ies to the 
agreement must agree t o each and every term. I n order for 
there to be a 75% agreement, the parties approving the 
agreement, must have approved the very same agreement - ie., 
the very same terms. Apparently, this is not th case here. 
If in fact there are different terms for different signors 
then, the 75% requirement has not been met. If there are 
different terms for different signors then, ~tion 17.1 of 
the Unit Plan Agreement i s completely bogus and mis-leading. 

9. It is the Petitioner's burden to prove the existence of the 
required percentage of approving mineral owners. The 
Pe titioner must prove its calculations. The Protestor 
requests the opportunity to examine the signatures in order 
to dete r mine whether he wants t o protest the authenticity of 
any one or mo re of t he signatures. 

10. Since the "Outlander Rea l Estaten (and particularly the 
Williams "SW/4 of 24") i s not part of the ATlJ, t he KCC 
jurisdiction ove r t he SW/4 mineral~ is l imited to allocating 
25% of production to the NW/4 of Section 24 and then 
ordering it to be further divided and paid pursuant to t he 
old Unit Agreement for Section 24. There fore, Don Williams 
and the ''SW/ 4 of 2 4 11

, would not be subject to or have an 
i nterest in the Unit Plan which is the subject matter of 
these proceedings, provided the Operato r is required to take 
all of the Section 24 into account when making dis tribut i ons 
of royalty payments for the old Unit Declaration for Section 
24. 

11. The surface owners of land f rom wh ich the minerals have been 
se vered are nece ssa ~y parties to these proceedings. The 
"Unit Ag r eementu has an ~ntire ~rticle (Article lQ) 
dedicated t o ~urfac~ r i ghts (as well as Section 3,8 wh ich 
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appears to give the unit operator the power of attorney to 
grant easements and surface consumption for operations that 
are not directly related to the well to be drilled in the 
unit area.) Recent legislation requiring notice to surface 
owners of new drilling operations also makes their 
participation in these proceedings mandatory, 

Unreasonable Unit Plan 

12. In formulating a Unit Agreement the Applicant (Linn) has an 
extreme advantage in negotiating over the individual mineral 
owners due to its giant size, available funds, and advanced 
knowledge in a very technical area, and access to in-house 
experts (including geologists, engineers, attorneys), 
thereby creating an opportunity to perfect an unconscionable 
"adhesionn contract, a contract that contains many 
provisions that are unnecessary, unconscionable or 
unreasonable and are over reaching. 

13. The differential in bargaining position is increased 
multiple times by the fact that (w ith the proper amount of 
signatures from the unsophis t icated) t he applicant can 
summon the Commission's mighty power to enforce the terms 
upon the mineral owners. The beginning paragraph of the 
Agreement seems to bolster this position even further by 
implying that the Corrunission's order is a "done deal". 

At no time were the ~ineral owners advised that if they did 
not sign the proposed Unit Agreement that they would not be 
deemed to have entered into the Contract but instead, the 
Corporation Commi ssion would impose upon thern (if the A'l'U 
was approved) a Unit Plan which had been reviewed and found 
by the Commission, to be "fair, reasonable and 
equitable". (Parkin vs. The State . Corporation Corrunis.~j..QJJ___ of 
Kansas, et al., 234 Kan. 994; 677 P.2d 991). 

14. There exists several obvious red flags within the Unit which 
confirm that many of the provisions may be "overreaching". 
Those red flags include: 

A. An attempt to barr the royalty owne rs from the coui~ts 
by pr~venting a declaration o f de fault "during the : term 
of thfs agreeme~tu . . S~ecifical ly , t he grossly 
off endj_ng , claus~ reags, {Sect ion 3. 3) : 

. . 

"Royalty 9wners ag,r~e that any default, forfeiture, or 
penalty provision in any ' such oil and gas lease or 
other contract shall be suspended and of no force or 
effect du~ing t0e £~i~ 1 oi ' thii Agreement.u 
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B. The "miraged provisions which give the appearance of 
quality provision for the mi neral owner when read and 
comprehended in full, actually state the opposite. An 
example is Section 3.7 which reads: 

"Nothing herein shall relieve the Working Interest 
Owner from any obligation to reasonably develop the 
lands and leases committed hereto, except as the same 
may conflict with tha provisions hereof and Unit 
Operations which may be conducted hereunder." 

Although at first glance the provisions seem to be for 
the benefit of the mineral owner but, when read and 
interpreted in its entirety, it is the exact opposite 
and even worse . The working interest owner does not 
have to "reasonably develop the landsu because of what 
is in the Agreement - but even worse, does not have to 
reasonably develop the lands if it would conflict the 
unit operations which may be conducted under this 
Agreement. It is a true improper mirage clause. 

C. The definition.s of "unit area 11
1 "tract", "tract 

participation11 in the incorporation by reference, 
" .Exhibit B and Exhibit Bl 11 are also ''mirages", in that 
the loose and broad descriptions enlarge the actua l 
four quarter ATU beyond the four quarters which are 
intended to be within the ATU Unit. 

D. The "Unit Operating Agreementu provide~ tha t it is to 
become(in its entirety), t he Unit Plan. If adopted as 
the KCC's order, it improperly converts items that are 
in the "Agreement" as mineral/surface owner actiop 
which are beyond the ~coop of what can be declared by 
the KCC. 

E. The huge size of the ATU Agreement (21 plus pages, 
single spaced) when 60 years of operation have pr9ved 
that one simple paragraph is enough. 

Requirement o~ ,_Reasonable and !fair. 

p, 0 0 6 

15. Three sections of Article 13 of Chapter 55 of Kansas 
Statutes Annotated - the s~ctions dealing with "unitiz~tion'' 
require the Commission to address the issue of "fair", · the 
issue of "reasonabl ~", and ; the issue of "equitable". T(le 
three sections are ~ .S.A. 55-1303c), K.S.A. 55-1304~) ~nd 
!CS.A. 55:cl305. 

The most impo+-tant o f thest:~ ?ections is K.S.A. 55-1303: It 
requires the a.pplicant within . its application to present "a 
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copy of a proposed plan of unitization which the applicant 
considers fair, reasonable and equitable". 

16. When an application is contested, the applicant has the 
burden of proving the statements and facts required to be in 
the applicat i on. In this case, the applicant has to prove 
that the proposed Unit Plan is nrair, reasonable and 
equitable", in all of its provisions and as a whole . 

In short, the entire plan has to be ''fair, reasonab l e and 
equitable". If the Unit Plan contains provis i ons that are 
not "fair, reasonab l e and equitab l eu then, it is not a 
proper application and the unit cannot be approved. 

17. Section 55-1305, places two requirements. Both requirements 
ca n be f ound in the f i rst portion of K.S.A. 55- 1305 wh i ch 
reads: 

"The o r de r providing f or the uni tizat i on and uni t 
operation of a pool or a part thereof shall be upon 
te rms and c ond i tions that are just and reasonable and 
shall prescribe a plan for unit operations that shall 
i nc l ude: (a l i st of i terns) rt 

Thus, t he Conunis s i on mus t f i rst r ev i e w the Unit Plan to 
determine if each of i ts terms and each of its conditions 
are ''just and reasonable(/ and then, the Commission shall 
also examine the Unit Plan to make sure that it includes 
each of the i tems on the l is t . 

Unit Plan vs. Unit ~greernent. 

18. The KCC's order approving of the AT U should i nc l ude a clause 
that makes it perfectly clear that the Unit Plan approv~d by 
the KCC is not thB agreement or contract pre~ented by the 
App l icant tn.\t insteai;:l, is a free-standj_ng KCG decree (E.i:'l.rkin 
vs. The State Corporation Cqnunis~ion of Kansas, 234 Kan ; 
994; 677 P, 2d 99 1 ) . 

19. Since the decree is the prbduct of the KCC, the KCC cannot 
assign or delegate its obligation to approve only those Unit 
Pl ans whicb ar~ · fair, reasonable and equitable. The KC~ 
cannot assign or delegate that obligation to t he Applicant. 

~ ! 

20. Attached are ~xhibit~ A thr6ugh G, wh i ch describe reque~ted 
and suggested ~rnendm~nts, c6rrections, eliminations and : 
additi6ria1 ' proyisions fp~ the Unit Declaration. Said 
Exhibits a~e ~S9orpo~at~~ h~re~n by reference. 
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Clauses That Must Be Eliminated 
See Exhibi t A attached 

Clauses Which Need to Be Amended 
See Exhibit B attached 

Shelf Life 
See Exhibit c attached 

Surface Rights and Damage 
See Exhibit D attached 

Clauses Relat~d Specifically to Outlandsr Property 
See Exhibit E attached 

Miscellaneous Provisions 
See Exhibit F attached 

Requests Related to Document~ 
See Exh ibit G attached 

WHEREFORE, Don K. liVi lliams ( P:rotestor l requests the KCC to: 

A. Review each and every clause of the Unit Plan and determine 
whether it is "fair" , whether i t is "reasonable 11

, and 
whether it is "equitable". 

B. Declare (in its order) t hat the non-signing parties are not 
sub ject to the Unit Agreement but instead, ate subject only 
to t he KCC plan decla rat i on. 

C. Recognize that t he "Outlander Minerals" (and its surfacg 
owners) are not actually pa~t of the ATU and thus have a 
different position in need of different protection and 
provisions relating to: 

(1) The ir duties (i f any), obligations and r ights. 

(2) Damages and ot he r matters related to the operation of 
the sµ rface o f their real estate and minerals. 

(3) Any unreasonable extension via ATU production of 
ex{sting oil and ga~ l~ase on "Outlande ru property. 

D. Recogn i ze that surface qwner~ have a significant interest in 
these proceedings and ma~~ - ~royisions to protect their · 
property and ~heir iighi~ · r~l~t ed ~hereto. 

E, Consider the correction~, adjU§tme~ts and proposals of the 
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Protester as outlined above (as well as the presented 
testimony) in the same light as the Applicant's proposals. 

STATE or KANSAS 
SS: 

COUNTY OF GRANT 

Respectful ly submitted, 
Don K. Williams by 

KIMBALL LAW ~·DFM~ LLP. 

By ts1=±~~--~~-
K. Mike Kimball, SCH07080 
P.O. Box 527 
204 E. G:rant 
Ulysses, Kansas 67880 
Phone (620) 424 -46 94 
FAX (620) 356-3098 
E-Mail: hkac@pld.com 
Attorney for Don K. Williams 

VERIFICATION 

K. Mike Kimball, being of lawful age, first being duly sworn 
upon oath, states and avers: 

That he is t he at t orney for Don K. Wil l iams, and has read 
the foregoing WRITTEN PROTEST AND REQUEST FOR HEARING, and ie 
familiar with t~e content$ and that the statements made therein 
are true and correct to the best f his knowledge and belief~ 

K. Mike Kimball 

AND SWORN to befcre me th j_s 4th day of J une, 

- ~/JJ1//;_v-:~ 
~~ 

~xpires: 12/18/18 · . . . 

CERTIFICATE OF MAII,ING 
~ . ·.- - .~ · -. . 

l, K. Mike :Kimball, 0o h~r~hy c~rtify that on this 4th day 
o~ June, 2015, a true and cor~~ct c\!py of the above Amended 

p, 00 9 
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W:t:itten Protest and Request for Hearing, was mailed by depositing 
the same in the United State's Mail, postage prepaid and properly 
addressed to: 

Linn Operating, Inc., by serving its attorney: 

Stanford J. Smith, Jr. 
MAR1IN, PRINGLE, OLIVER, WALLACE, 

& BAUER, L.L.P. 
100 North Broadway, Suite 500 
Wichita, Kansas 67202 
Email: sjsmith@mart i npringle.com 

Lane R. Pa lmateer 
State Corporation Commission 
of the State of Kansas 
Conservation Div i sion 
266 N. Ma in, Suite 220 
Wichita, Kansas 67202 
Email: l.pa l ma tee r@kcc . ks . gov 

John McCannon 
State Corporation Commission 
of the State of Kansas 
Conservation Division 
266 N. Ma in, Suite 220 
Wichita, Kansas 67202 

Orig i nal to; 

State Corporation Commission 
of the State of Kansas 
Conservati9n Division 
266 N. Main , Stuie 220 
Wichita, K~nsas 67202 

I<:. Mi k:e Kimbal 1 

p, 010 
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Exhibit A 
Clauses That Must Be Eliminatad 

A-I There are a number of clauses in the Uni t Agreement which 
should no t become the order of the KCC in declar ing the Unit 
Plan. Those clauses include (but are not limited to): 

A. The last sentence of Clau§e 3.3, which effectively 
barrs all of the parties from use of t he courts to 
enforce the agreements by eliminating the parties 
abil ity to declare a default in an y contrac t term. 

B. Those sections which are "mirages" such as Section 3.7. 

C. All of Article 17 since it deals only with those 
persons signing the Unit Agreement . 

D. Any provision that implies that the mineral owner has 
"agreed" to the Unit Agreement or that the mineral 
owner has "agreed" to a provision or "grants" a r ight 
(or there might exist unanimou s approval by the roya lt y 
owners ) such as the lead in paragraph under "Witness n , 
Section 1 .13 (dec la ring the Unit Operating Agreement to 
be the Unit Plan) . 

E. Article 14 (Force Majeur), The p rovis ion is not 
necessary since the courts recognize a force majeur and 
the provision presented are unreasonable. It is overly 
broad, particularly in its definition of a force majeur 
and gTants t he operator almost complete discretion 
interpreting how the clause is t o be applied. It is 
also a mirage in that it appea r s to be for the 
advantage of "any party" when , as a practical matter, 
the only party which could take advantage of the clause 
is the Onit Operator. 

F. The indemnity and ho ld harrnle 13 s provisions of Article 
~. The KCC does not the authority to place an 
indemnity or hold harmless provision upon a mine ral 
owner whe n such a provision is not in his orig i nal 
lsase. 

G. Secti.on 1_9. 2 sho uld be. eliminated. 
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Exhibit B 
Clauses Which Need to Bs Amended 

B-I ClauBee that must be re-drafted and re -constructed in order 
for those clauses to be equitable, fair and reasonable 
include but are not limited to: 

A. A separate definition section describing the "Unit 
Area" as being the specific four sections described in 
the Application, 

B. A definite definition section which describes the 
"Outlander" property. 

C. A.rnendments to Exhibits B and Bl, so that they 
specifically denote the difference of the "Unit Area" 
and the "Outlander" real estate participa t es. 

D. The cla uses that are related t o the above described 
clauseB includi ng but not limited t o Sections 
1.2,1.7,1.8, 1.9, 2 . 1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.1, 5.1, 5.2, 6.1. 
The related exhibits also need to be amended so that 
they clear l y show that only the four quarters are 
designated as "the unit area". 
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Exhibit C 
Shelf Life 

c- r The KCC decree should provide that the entire ATU sha l l 
terminate unless, an operating well producing paying 
qu anti t ies ha s been drilled in the ATU within 12 months 
after the KCC decree . 

C-II In the event: 

C-III 

A. The ATU wel l is not located on one of the Sections 
( ie., one of the old Unit areas) , and 

B. There exists no operating well on the Section (the 
old Unit) 

then, the mineral owners (if t hey unanimously agree) 
have the option of dec la ring that they are withdrawi ng 
f rom part ic ipati ng in the ATU and thereb y securing a 
release of their oil and gas lease, In the event of a 
withdrawal (as just described) the prorations of those 
entitled royalty from the ATU would have to be re­
ca l culated. 

In the event the only producing well within the four 
sections (12 quar t er sections) is the ATU well then, 
all non-producing zones should be re l eased p r ovided 
howeve r , the re l ea s e shou l d not be gra nted i f the r e is 
being drilled an exploration well. 
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Exhibit D 
Surface Rights and Damage 

D-I Article 10 shoul d be limited to the actual real estate 
with in the ATU f our quarters. A separate ar ti cle 
should be devoted to the surface rights of t he 
"Outlande.rs 11

, 

o-II The Unit Operator (and his sub-contractors, jointly and 
severe ly ) should pay surface owners for damages to 
growing crops, CRP stands and CRP grass 1 pasture grass, 
timber, fences, improvements and structures, in the 
unit area and "Outlandern area which resul t from unit 
ope ra tions. 

D- III The "Unit Opera torn shall cooperate with t he local 
groundwater management district and the related state 
agencies to insure their operations will ribt adversely 
affect the water available for irrigation and municipa l 
use . 

o-IV In both Articles, the Unit Operator and the Working 
Interest Owners should be responsible for payment to 
the "Outlandersn and all other parties, for damage 
caused by i nj ection of substances including resulting 
earth quakes. 

D-V The Article Plan Section dealing with the surface 
rights and easements on "Outlander Property" should; 

A. Pro hibit the injection a nd di sposa l of waste water 
i ncluding brine, sa lt water, etc., for operations , 
and drilling of the ATU well. 

B. Require payment of minimum damage amounts for 
surface damage to include: 

1 ) A minimum per acre amount for each 
operational site of any kind. 

2) A minimum am~unt s hou l d be no l ess than 
$1,000 per a=re (or any part thereof) for 
grass, $2, QO O per acre for dryl and farmland 
and $3,000 per acre for irrigated fa r m land. 

3) A minimum ~moun~ ($100) per rod for roads 
(used or 'bui l t) , pipel ine (whether 
undeigrquri~ br qt he r wise), and high lines. 

D-V I The unit operator shall -tn stall and maintain qual ity cattle 
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guards for any roads created or used which run across 
"Ou tlander" l and . In the event of construction of a 
pipeline ac r oss "Outl andern land, the pipeline trench shall 
be double packed after the instal l ation of the pipe, with 
appropri at e and qua l ity top soil a t the surface, and if 
loca t ed within grass pasture, planted to comparable grass. 

P. 015 
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Exhibit E 
Clauses Related Specifically to Outlander Property 

E-I New clauses should be created and constructed that relate 
only to the "Ou t l a nder" property including but not l imited 
to: 

A. Def i nition section. 

B. Limitations on use of surface and damage (see above). 

p, 016 

C. Mechanics fo r release of the encumbrance of the oil and 
gas lease on "Out l ander" property when the only wel ls 
that are producing are not located on the land 
described in the "Outlander" lease. 

D. A specific declaration that "Outlander" propert y is 
available for inclusion in other ATU's that may be 
formed in the future. 

E. The owners of ''Outlander" real estate, minerals and 
surface, shall not be deemed to have entered into the 
"Model Operating Agreement". 



JUN -03 -2015 WED 07 : 14 AM AKERS LAW FIRM PA FAX No. 6203563098 

f-1 

F-II 

f-III 

F-IV 

Exhibit F 
Misqellaneous Provisions 

A proviBion needs to be added to Section 6.5, which 
reads: "Unit Operator and Leaseho ld Owners" shall be 
jointly and severely responsible for the payment of all 
royalties due to mineral interest owners. The royalty 
paid for production from the ATU well shou l d no less 
than $500.00 per acre/per year per mineral acre for all 
mineral royalty interests in the four sections. 

A sentence needs to be added to Section 6.6, which 
reads: "in the event it is difficult to determine 
whether or not a substance produced or obtained f r om 
the unitized formation is original or "an outside 
substance" shall be rebutabbly presumed that it is not 
a "outside substance" a nd t hat r ?yalty is due thereon. 

A phrase should be added to the end of Section 8.2, 
which reads: "Except for t he loss of unitized 
substances res ulting from the gross neg l igence or 
intentional conduct of the unit operator and its s ub­
contractors11 . 

A sentence should be added to Paragraph 9.4, which 
readsi "A copy certified by the Register of Deeds, of a 
"Notice of Equitable Interest 11 giving notice of an 
installment sale contract or similar transaction . 

F-V Section 9.5 should be added which reguires the Unit 
Operator to place into a "trust account" (and not 
mingle with the operators own funds) all royalty or 
other payments which are "suspended or impoundedn for 
any reason. 

F-VI 

F-VII 

F-VIII 

Section 13. 2 shou l d specifically state, ''The laws of 
Kansas''. 

Section 19 .1 should be elimina r.ed. At the very leclSt 
it should be amended to eliminate the obvious confJict 
in its provision and define the percentage of the 
required majority vote (75% or ' 100%) . 

Section 19.3 should read: "The unit operator shall have 
a lien upon and a security . interest in the interest of 
a roy a l ty owners in a unit area. only to the extent 
provided by l aw~. 
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Exhi bit G 
Requests Rel a t e d to Docume nts 

G-I Don K. Wil liams hereby requests that the follow i ng documents 
be made part of the record: 

A. A copy of each oil and gas lease for the land located 
with i n the four section area with a separate binding 
for the oil and gas leases related to the four quarter 
sections which are in the actual ATU. 

B. A copy of the original Unit Declara t ions (1940s and 
1950s vintage) for each of the four Units (one section 
per Unit) . 

c. Copies of the additional, side or rela t ed agreements 
that Linn Operating made in connection with the 
presented "Uni t Agreementn sho uld Se made available t o 
the Protester and if either part y hereto requests, 
those agreements or portions t hereof be i nc l uded within 
the rec.ord. 

D. The signatures of those mineral in t erest owners 
approving the "Unit Agreementn be made available (in 
the App l icant's lawyers office ) f or exami nation by the 
co unsel for Don K. Wil l i ams. 
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