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Trends in 3D Seismic 
Activity in Western 

Kansas 1998-2011
by William A. Miller, #2736

Denver, Colorado

The use of 3D seismic has become a com-
mon exploration tool in Kansas since the 
emergence of the technique on the Kansas 
scene in the mid to late 1990s. Much of the 
3D activity has involved small 3Ds shot by 
Kansas independent operators in western 
Kansas. This study takes a look at trends 
in 3D seismic activity in western Kansas 
since 1998, and examines the impact on 
exploratory drilling activity and success 
rates over the same time period. The pre-
1998 exploratory drilling activity and suc-
cess rates are also examined in an attempt 
to quantify the impact that 3D seismic has 
had on western Kansas exploration.

The study area comprises the 62 Kansas 
counties having western ranges and is 
shown on the index map of figure 1. 
Figure 1 shows the producing fields over 
western Kansas and is modified from the 
map of Kansas oil and gas fields available 
on the Kansas Geological Survey website. 
Superimposed on the map of figure 1 are 
the major paleo-geographic features of the 
western Kansas subsurface. The Central 
Kansas Uplift and its western flank are 
dominated by oil production, and are 
densely populated by smaller individual 
fields as shown on the map. The Central 
Kansas Uplift play types are typically 
structural in nature with consistent reser-
voirs and lower reservoir risk. The coun-
ties west of the Central Kansas Uplift dis-
play reservoirs with higher stratigraphic 
complexity, and hence increased reservoir

(Continued on Page 19)

"To Infinity . . . and Beyond"
Catchy title, don't ya think? How many 

of you remember that phrase uttered by 
Buzz Lightyear from the 1995 movie Toy 
Story? I am sure that many of our mem-
bers took their children, and in some 
cases, grandchildren to see this movie and 
perhaps the sequels. The Toy Story brand 
has become a cultural moniker for the 
Baby Boomer Generation and for their 
children as well. This mindset was 
brought about because our parents spent 
most of their energy focusing on the 
future and not the past, believing the 
future would be better than the present. 
They then set out to make that happen 
and, at some time in the past few decades, 
passed the baton off to the "boomer" gen-
eration to continue the journey. So why 
do I bring this up?

(Continued on Page 10)
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The following reports on national energy and environmental 
issues were prepared by SIPES Vice President of National 
Energy Eduardo Riddle, and Environmental Committee Chair 
George Carlstrom. The views and opinions expressed are those 
of the authors. Some of the information presented is in the public 
domain and is available from a variety of sources; other refer-
ences were selected by the authors, and are noted in their reports.
  NATIONAL ENERGY

"It was the best of times, it was the worst of times, it was 
the age of wisdom, it was the age of foolishness . . ."

This passage from the first sentence of Charles Dickens’ 
A Tale of Two Cities seems to adequately describe the cur-
rent situation faced by the oil and gas industry. On the one 
hand, domestic oil and gas production has increased sig-
nificantly during the past two years as a result of innova-
tions in horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing tech-
nologies. On the other, calls for the elimination of current 
tax law that have been instrumental in making this success 
possible have grown louder.

Since 1916, the intangible drilling and development costs 
(“IDCs”) deduction has been allowed as a mechanism to 
attract capital for the high risk business of exploring for 
and developing oil and gas in the United States. The IDC 
deduction remains an important incentive for oil and gas 

exploration and development. Last February, however, 
the Obama administration released its Fiscal Year 2013 
budget proposal which, like prior budget proposals, 
would repeal the deduction for IDCs as well as other key 
deductions for oil and gas producers.

Specifically, President Obama’s revenue proposal lists 
ten changes to the current law that are meant to eliminate 
so-called fossil fuel preferences. Seven of these pertain to 
oil and gas, three pertain to coal. The oil and gas provi-
sions are listed below.

•  Repeal Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR) Credit
•  Repeal Credit for Oil and Gas Produced from   

Marginal Wells
•  Repeal Expensing of Intangible Drilling Costs (IDCs)
•  Repeal Deduction for Tertiary Injectants
•  Repeal Exception to Passive Loss Limitations for 

Working Interests in Oil and Natural Gas Properties
•  Repeal Percentage Depletion for Oil and Natural Gas 

Wells
•  Increase Geological and Geophysical Amortization 

Period for Independent Producers to Seven Years (cur-
rently two years)

In the past, the oil and gas industry could count on sup-
port from several key states to block legislation that would 
discourage investment; I am concerned that this support 
may be weakening. One need only recall the presidential 
debates, where Republican candidate Mitt Romney 
responded that he would be open to a reduction in the tax 
incentives available to the oil and gas industry if they were 
accompanied by a lowering of the corporate tax rate. 

The following is a sampling of the arguments for and 
against the changes to the current law. You can decide for 
yourselves which will be more appealing to the electorate 
as a whole. Also included are two graphs showing histori-
cal information on U.S. onshore oil production and onshore 
gas rig count and production.

For Retaining the Current Tax Law

Commonsense Tax Structure Key to Energy
by Barry Russell, President, IPAA

The development of America’s abundant oil and natu-
ral gas reserves has generated millions of dollars in state, 
local and federal revenues while creating tens of thou-
sands of good jobs and bolstering America’s national and 
economic security.

But despite a common misperception, our nation’s oil 
and natural gas producers do not receive a red penny in 
taxpayer subsidies. Businesses, across sectors of the 
economy, are taxed on their earnings after the costs of 
doing business are deducted. Most businesses—like the 
oil and natural gas industry—deduct various operating 
expenses. Subsidies however take the form of direct pay-
ments from the government.

(Continued)
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In fact, our member companies receive many of the 
same federal tax provisions provided to a broad range of 
other industries, ranging from Starbucks to Apple and 
almost every domestic manufacturer.

In the most basic terms, these provisions – which are 
not handouts – aim to encourage the further reinvestment 
in American energy development and, of course, contin-
ued job creation and more revenues. As history has 
shown, America's economic health and energy security 
are uniquely connected. These common sense and his-
toric tax provisions seek to ensure the continued safe 
development of our job-creating, revenue-generating 
American energy resources. The result? Revenues to the 
U.S. Treasury.

For the past 80 years, America’s independent oil and 
natural gas producers have been able to deduct various 
drilling-related costs. These “intangible drilling costs” 
typically represent 65 to 80 percent of the capital expendi-
ture budget of independent producers, and eliminating 
this provision will decrease American energy production 
and cost jobs here at home. Ask the folks in California, 
where as of last week the average price of gasoline was 
$4.67 per gallon, if they believe the federal government 
should be unnecessarily restricting supply of American 
oil.

Additionally, all mineral resources are permitted to use 
percentage depletion as a way to reflect the decreasing 
value of their resource as it is produced. Originally added 
to the tax code in 1926, the oil and natural gas percentage 
depletion allowance only applies to America’s smaller 
independent producers—the average employs 12 peo-
ple—and royalty owners.

Eliminating the tax deduction for drilling costs at cur-
rent tax rates will cut independents’ capital budgets by 25 
percent. This will hurt independent producers – small 
companies who develop 95 percent of America’s oil and 
natural gas – and constrain, rather than expand, access to 
domestic energy supplies, costing American jobs, and 
limit energy-related revenues.

Nearly two-thirds of America’s independent producers 
are small businesses. If Congress simply lowers the cor-
porate income tax rate, these small businesses will receive 
no benefit since they pay taxes as individuals. And if 
Congress eliminates business deductions to pay for a 
reduction in the corporate tax rate, small businesses will 
no longer be able to use these deductions, resulting in a 
tax increase.

America’s independent oil and natural gas producers 
have historically reinvested as much as 150 percent of 
their cash flow back into American production to create 
jobs and energy supplies here at home. A workable, com-
mon sense tax structure is critical to continue this much-
needed development of American energy.

In 2010 alone, independent producers were estimated 
to have paid over $69 billion in federal and state taxes, 
while employing more than 500,000 workers in explora-
tion and production. These workers earn wages more 
than 50 percent higher than the average of all American 
manufacturing jobs. With unemployment near 8 percent, 
we have arguably never needed this industry’s resilience 
as much as we do right now.

Cost Recovery, Not Subsidies
by Jack Gerard, President and CEO, API

The Washington argument over the tax code’s treat-
ment of U.S. oil and natural gas companies obscures the 
critical support our industry gives to the broader econo-
my – and minimizes the significant, daily contribution 
our companies provide to the federal treasury. It’s impos-
sible to have an informed discussion about corporate tax 
reform, as it might apply to the oil and natural gas indus-
try, without first acknowledging:

•  America’s oil and natural gas companies support 
more than 9 million jobs while contributing nearly 7.7 
percent to our country’s GDP.

•  We contribute $86 million a day to the U.S. 
Treasury, with an effective tax rate that’s nearly double 
the average for all industries.

•  We accounted for almost 14 percent of all U.S. 
industries’ capital expenditures between 2008 and 2010, 
spending nearly $156 billion a year on infrastructure 
right here in America. In 2010 alone, our companies con-
tributed $476 billion to the U.S. economy – more than 
half the size of the 2009 stimulus package.

•  The oil and natural gas industry doesn’t receive a 
dime in subsidized credits or unique “tax breaks.”

•  Tax provisions available to the oil and natural gas 
industry are normal business deductions available to all 
industries. There are no “subsidies.”

Let me emphasize that last point. Our industry isn’t 
subsidized by U.S. taxpayers. Since its inception, the tax 
code has permitted corporate taxpayers to reasonably 
deduct business expenses when calculating their taxable 
income. This is known as cost recovery, which benefits all 
types of businesses and industries. The ability to recover 
costs is key to fostering a strong and stable investment 
environment. For our industry, it means oil and gas com-
panies making that next energy investment, which trans-
lates into more energy for the country, more jobs for 
Americans and more tax revenue for government.

That said, let’s be clear: In any discussion of corporate 
tax reform, our industry should be treated like other 
industries. Tax fairness means not singling out an indus-
try – or a handful of companies within an industry – for 
higher taxes. Instead, the goal should be a tax structure 
that promotes domestic investment and international 
competitiveness. We harm ourselves if we implement 
measures, under the guise of reform that discourage 
investment and disadvantage U.S. companies against 
global competitors.

For Repealing the Current Tax Law
In each case, the reason for the change as stated in the 

Department of the Treasury – General Explanations of the 
Administration’s Fiscal Year 2013 Revenue Proposal begins 
with the following paragraph.

“The President agreed at the G-20 Summit in Pittsburgh 
to phase out subsidies for fossil fuels so that the United 
States can transition to a 21st-century energy economy. 
The credit, like other oil and gas preferences the 

(Continued on Page 5)
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Administration proposes to repeal, distorts markets by 
encouraging more investment in the oil and gas industry 
than would occur under a neutral system. This market 
distortion is detrimental to long-term energy security and 
is also inconsistent with the Administration’s policy of 
supporting a clean energy economy, reducing our reli-
ance on oil, and cutting carbon pollution. Moreover, the 
credit must ultimately be financed with taxes that result 
in underinvestment in other, potentially more productive, 
areas of the economy.”

This theme of fossil fuels being detrimental to the future 
of the country is recurring, as expressed in the following 
opinion pieces.

Common Sense Says Oil Subsidies Must Go
by Amy Harder, Energy & /Environment Reporter, 

National Journal

(These comments were submitted by Matt Dundas, Acting 
Campaign Director at Oceana).

If nothing changes, major tax breaks for oil and gas 
companies will celebrate their 100th birthday in 2016. For 
most of that history, these tax breaks have been a burden 
on the economy, so much so that high-level U.S. authori-
ties have been calling for their dismantlement since as 
early as 1933. In the present era, as lawmakers from all 
sides call for economic stewardship and a renewed 
emphasis on balanced budgets, an industry that achieves 
record profits nearly every quarter should not receive $10 
billion in annual gifts from the U.S. taxpayer. These sub-
sidies are outdated and counterproductive, as they reward 
the richest among us for polluting everyone else’s air and 
water, and inducing climate change and ocean acidifica-
tion.

If anything, they should be paying us $10 billion a year, 
not the other way around. It’s common sense: these subsi-
dies must go.

Ironically, the unprecedented success enjoyed by this 
industry in the last 96 years, which was partly facilitated 
by these tax breaks when they were new, quickly resulted 
in just as much unprecedented power in Washington, 
D.C. So much so that oil companies have been able to 
convince lawmakers not to undo these indefensible tax 
breaks for nearly 100 years. In the present day, a less wor-
thy industry could hardly be found. In the past, it wasn’t 
much different.

In 1937, President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s intrepid 
Treasury Secretary, Henry Morgenthau, Jr., sent a letter to 
the president outlining examples of egregious tax laws 
that were holding back the American economy. In it, he 
declared that the subsidies to the oil industry were “per-
haps the most glaring loophole in our present revenue 
law,” adding that he “recommended in 1933 that this 
provision be eliminated but nothing was done at that 
time; and it has since remained unchanged.” Sorry to 
break it to you Hank, but it’s now 75 years later and guess 
what? Still no change in the policy.

While the policy has not changed, the subsidies actually 
have: they’ve grown! In 2005, President George W. Bush 
thought his oil buddies weren’t getting enough of our 
money to pollute the climate and oceans, and extended 
the tax breaks to their current level of $10 billion a year.

Big oil companies were the victors in 1933, 1937, 2005, 
and every year in between and since, for the simple rea-
son that they invest heavily in lobbying and campaign 
contributions, and as a result see the election of many of 
their most ardent supporters. Some things never change, 
but in the end, common sense should win out.

It’s common sense that the most financially successful 
industry in the history of the world doesn’t need addi-
tional help from the U.S. taxpayer. Add to that the incal-
culable cost of climate change and ocean acidification (a 
recent forecast by the Stockholm Environment Institute 
said the cost of the damage to the oceans alone will reach 
$2 trillion a year by 2100), and one can only conclude that 
we are senselessly subsidizing our own demise.

It has been said before and it merits repetition. It's com-
mon sense: subsidies for oil and gas must go.

No More Tax Breaks for Fossil Fuels
by Kevin Knobloch, President, 
Union of Concerned Scientists

Congress has historically spent substantially more to 
promote fossil fuels than wind, solar and other renewable 
energy technologies. With the impact of global warming 
already being felt across the country, it is time to reverse 
this equation.

A 2009 study by the Environmental Law Institute pro-
vides a snapshot of this disparity. It found that between 
2002 and 2008, the government gave fossil fuels $72.5 bil-
lion and renewable energy $12.2 billion in subsidies. In 
other words, 71 percent of federal subsidies went to oil, 
natural gas and coal, while only 12 percent went to renew-
ables.

The historical averages tell a similar story. A 2011 study 
by DBL Investors, a venture capital firm, found that the 
oil and gas industry enjoyed an average of $4.86 billion in 
subsidies per year in today’s dollars from 1918 to 2009. 
But the new kid on the block—renewables—averaged 
only $370 million a year in subsidies between 1994 and 
2009.

The question should be not whether the government 
should support energy. It clearly has a role to play in 
ensuring that our national energy sources are reliable and 
affordable. It made sense to subsidize oil and gas devel-
opment nearly 100 years ago. The question should be 
whether the government should continue to underwrite 
extremely profitable, mature industries—especially ones 
that emit pollution — at the expense of nurturing new, 
promising low-carbon alternatives. The obvious answer is 
no. Ten oil companies are among the top 100 corporations 
on the 2012 Fortune 500 list. ExxonMobil, Chevron and 
ConocoPhillips are numbers 1, 3 and 4, respectively. It is 
to their credit that they are so successful and benefit their 
stockholders so handsomely. But it is poor public policy 
to continue to subsidize them with scarce public resourc-
es.

(Continued)
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Another question we should ask is: What are we receiv-
ing for our public investment? In response to targeted but 
limited investment (e.g., wind and solar production tax 
credits and stimulus spending) and policy tools (e.g., 
renewable electricity standards, now in place in 29 states), 
the nascent wind and solar industries have delivered. 
Over the last five years, the wind and solar sectors have 
doubled their electricity output, employment and private 
investment. Through the middle of a deep recession and 
slow recovery, U.S.-based wind turbine, blade, tower and 
gearbox manufacturing has jumped 25 to 60 percent since 
2005.

And the potential for renewables is enormous. They 
currently generate about 5 percent of U.S. electricity, but 
by 2030 they could produce more than 40 percent, half 
coming from wind. 

It’s hard to find another sector in our economy that has 
produced that level of growth and impact during such 
tough economic times, and yet congress has rewarded 
that performance by dithering over renewing the wind 
production tax credit (already leading to layoffs by wind 
power equipment manufacturers in such states as 
Colorado and Iowa) while steadfastly supporting billions 
of dollars in outdated subsidies for the oil and gas sector.

(Continued)
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What’s Ahead?
David Pursell of Tudor, Pickering, Holt & Co. in Houston, 

a respected industry analyst and a frequent speaker and 
friend of SIPES, is of the opinion that the IDC will not sur-
vive intact in the Obama administration. As per his 
research, the impact of the repeal of the IDC will be as fol-
lows:

•  Reduces year one free cash flow by 17% (maximum 
impact)

•  Reduces average new well rate-of-return by 600 basis 
points

•  Reduces Net Present Value by approximately 25%
While he concedes that no one knows if/when IDC 

repeal will happen or the final form of the change, the 
above information is his group’s view of the potential 
impacts on the U.S. upstream industry.

Much has been said of the impact of the so called “low 
information” voter in the current political process. This is 
especially true in regards to how our industry is perceived 
by the general public. Each of us has an obligation to edu-
cate ourselves in how to educate others as to the benefits 
of a strong domestic oil and gas industry.

  ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT
Climate change is a hot button item 

driven as much by emotion as science, 
but the economic effects could become 
a reality we will all have to deal with. 
A review of major oil company web-
sites reveals the politically correct ver-
sion of what they are saying about the 
subject. 
  Chevron observes that develop-

ment of comprehensive legislation and 
regulations intended to reduce atmo-
spheric emissions of carbon dioxide 
and other greenhouse gases (GHGs) 
has slowed around the world. 
Implementation of climate legislation 
has generally been limited to Europe, 
California, Australia, New Zealand and 
portions of Canada. Hence, the finan-
cial impact to our business has, to date, 
been limited.
  The ExxonMobil website reports on 

the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC 2007) which has 
completed its fourth assessment report. 
Their emissions scenarios and results 
from climate models estimate that, 
without policy interventions, tempera-
tures could increase 1 to 5 deg C (1.8 to 

9 deg. F) by the year 2100. The IPCC has examined a num-
ber of “stabilization” scenarios, but all require technology 
that does not currently exist and unprecedented coopera-
tion by developing nations. (Note: stabilization means 
stabilizing the amount of CO2 in the atmosphere. This 
requires bringing the level of GHG emissions to zero.) As 
described in this report, these scenarios will require 
“stronger policy intervention.”
  The International Energy Agency recently published 

its analysis of the effort required to reduce global CO2
emissions by 50 percent from today’s levels by 2050. The 
IEA notes, “These objectives cannot be reached without 
unprecedented technological change and deployment, in 
all aspects of energy production and use.” It estimates the 
effort would require $45 trillion in additional investment 
in energy through 2050 and would depend on successful 
innovation to commercialize technologies (such as carbon 
capture and storage and advanced biofuels) still under 
development. In the electric power sector alone, the IEA 
cataloged annual deployment needs, including 24 to 32 
1,000-MW nuclear power plants, 30 to 35 500-MW coal-
fired power plants with carbon capture and storage, and 
3,000 to 14,000 4-MW onshore wind turbines plus 800 to 
3,800 4-MW offshore wind turbines.

Even if you buy into the doomsday 
scenario generated by the climate 
change models, it is apparent that the 
technology, political cooperation and 
money required to reverse the trend 
make it practically impossible to 
accomplish. In my opinion, moneys 
would be better spent preparing for it 
rather than trying to prevent it.

Affordable energy from fossil fuels 
will continue to support economic 
growth and development around the 
world. Over time, renewable energy 
use is projected to increase, although 
slowly. According to the International 
Energy Agency, renewable energy will 
account for less than 20 percent of the 
energy mix in 2035.

My conclusion from all of this is that 
the demand for fossil fuels will con-
tinue to grow. But I also see as govern-
ment spending continues to rise there 
will be more pressure to find sources 
of tax revenue and a carbon tax in 
some form has to be in their sights. I 
recommend all operators include this 
possibility in their long-term planning.



"According to the 

International 

Energy Agency, 

renewable energy 

will account for 

less than 20 
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2012-2013 SIPES CORNERSTONE GROUP
Many thanks to the members listed below for their continuing support of our society

Names of the 2013-2014 Cornerstone Group Members will be printed in May 2013

   Promoter – $2500
H. Jack Naumann, Jr. — Midland, TX

   Oil Finder – $1200
Wilbur C. Bradley — Wichita, KS
William C. Burkett — Midland, TX
Stewart Chuber — Schulenberg, TX
Robert B. Ferguson — San Juan Capistrano, CA
Kenneth J. Huffman — Mandeville, LA
Harry Ptasynski — Casper, WY
Thomas A. Smith — Houston, TX

   Driller – $750
Donald C. Gifford — Dallas, TX
Dennis M. Gleason — Arlington, TX
Frank W. Harrison, Jr.  — Lafayette, LA
Ralph O. Kehle — Durango, CO
Marc D. Maddox — Midland, TX
Douglas H. McGinness II — Wichita, KS
Stephen D. Reynolds — Denver, CO
Eugene R. Sidwell — Amarillo, TX
Paul M. Strunk — Corpus Christi, TX
Clifford A. Walker — Dallas, TX

   Prospector – $500
Avinash C. Ahuja — Corpus Christi, TX
Craig F. Anderson — Houston, TX
Thornton E. Anderson — Wichita, KS
Michael N. Austin — Westminster, CO
Donna F. Balin — San Antonio, TX
William N. Barkhouse — The Woodlands, TX
James B. Bennett — Houston, TX
William D. Bennett — Waco, TX
Arthur E. Berman — Sugar Land, TX
Paul W. Britt — Houston, TX
Brian S. Calhoun — Corpus Christi, TX
Alfred T. Carleton, Jr. — Midland, TX
James S. Classen — Boise, ID
Suzanne G. Cluff — Denver, CO
Rex D. Coppedge — Fairview, TX
Ralph J. Daigle — The Woodlands, TX
Herbert G. Davis — Edmond, OK
Douglas A. Draves — San Antonio, TX
Ralph C. Duchin — Tucson, AZ
Arlen L. Edgar — Midland, TX
James P. Evans III — Franklin, LA
Thomas E. Ewing — San Antonio, TX
David A. Eyler — Midland, TX
William R. Finley — Lafayette, LA
James A. Gibbs — Dallas, TX

Patrick J. F. Gratton — Dallas, TX
David G. Griffin — Midland, TX
Robert D. Gunn — Wichita Fallas, TX
John E. Hankey — Houston, TX
Donald R. Hembre — Littleton, CO
James H. Henderson — Dallas, TX
Albert R. Hensley — Rockwall, TX
Terry L. Hollrah — Oklahoma City, OK
Dan A. Hughes — Beeville, TX
Alfred James III — Wichita, KS
George S. Johnson — Amarillo, TX
Larry L. Jones — Houston, TX
Paul D. Lerwick — Midland, TX
Walter S. Light, Jr. — Houston, TX
Charles A. Lundberg III — Dallas, TX
Robert B. Owen — Corpus Christi, TX
Arthur J. Pansze — Arvada, CO
Lloyd K. Parrish, Jr. — Wichita, KS
John D. Patterson — San Antonio, TX
Hugh C. Pendery — Dallas, TX
Michael A. Pollok — Purcell, OK
Ronald W. Pritchett — Lone Tree, CO
David M. Pulling — Tesuque, NM
Julius M. Ridgway — Jackson, MS
A. Scott Ritchie — Wichita, KS
James D. Robertson — Fort Worth, TX
Richard H. Sams — Atlanta, GA
Randall C. Schott — Spring, TX
George D. Severson — New Orleans, LA
D. Craig Smith — Midland, TX
Daniel L. Smith — Houston, TX
John F. Sulik * — Corpus Christi, TX
Michael R. Vasicek — Midland, TX
William A. Walker, Jr. — Austin, TX
H. Vaughan Watkins, Jr. — Madison, MS
Charles Weiner — Houston, TX
Robert M. Wynne, Jr. — Midland, TX

   Roughneck – $250
Louis C. Bortz — Denver, CO
Bruce M. Brady III — Midland, TX
Garnet W. Brock — Midland, TX
Johnnie B. Brown — Midland, TX
William T. Brown, Jr. — Denver, CO
James R. Cleveland — Dallas, TX
Hardtner L. Coon — Houston, TX
Marshall C. Crouch III — Denver, CO
Lawrence H. Davis — Oklahoma City, OK
C. Walter Dobie — Lafayette, LA

Robert D. Dougherty — Great Bend, KS
Jacob D. Eisel — Boulder, CO
Bruce W. Fields — Corpus Christi, TX
Roger A. Freidline — Midland, TX
William T. Goff III — Denver, CO
Bobby M. Greenwood — Dallas, TX
William F. Howell — Houston, TX
Robert C. Leibrock — Midland, TX
Robert H. Marshall — Houston, TX
Roger L. Martin — Wichita, KS
Christophe G. Mazzini — Dallas, TX
Louis J. Mazzullo — Denver, CO
Gerard J. Medina — Norman, OK
Patrick A. Nye — Corpus Christi, TX
Gary W. Palmer — San Antonio, TX
Lee M. Petersen — Weatherford, TX
Larry J. Rairden — Bellaire, TX
John M. Rakowski — Florissant, CO
Barry J. Rava — Houston, TX
Jack K. Richardson — Edmond, OK
Deborah K. Sacrey — Houston, TX
John D. Sistrunk — Madison, MS
Delmer L. Sloan — Midland, TX
William M. Smith — Oklahoma City, OK
C. Al Taylor, Jr. — Reston, VA
Robert E. Tehan — Oklahoma City, OK
James A. Travillo — Houston, TX
James M. Trimble — Houston, TX
Scott A. Wainwright — Metairie, LA
James P. Walker — Oklahoma City, OK
Jerry R. Watkins — Dallas, TX
William G. Watson — Midland, TX
Gary M. Weir — Houston, TX
W. David Willig — Houston, TX

   Investor – $100
Arden A. Anderson — Lafayette, LA
James K. Anderson — Norman, OK
Robert W. Anderson — Houston, TX
Donald I. Andrews — Metairie, LA
Norman K. Barker — Midland, TX
Raymond N. Blackhall — Spring, TX
Foy W. Boyd, Jr. — Midland, TX
Raul F. Brito — Wichita, KS
C. Dan Bump * — Houston, TX
Stephen D. Caffery — Lafayette, LA
Kirby L. Cockerham — Greenwood Village, CO
Robert A. Cooksey — Richardson, TX

(Continued)
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Ron Broadhead — "Helium in New Mexico: Geologic 
Distribution, Economics and Exploration Possibilities"

Robert "Tom" Dickey — "Venteam Field: Ector County, 
Texas Sow's Ear to Silk Purse"

Mark Elliott — "The Permo-Penn 'CLINE' Shale — 
Characterizing a New Resource Play in the Midland Basin"

Bob Gallagher — "Politics: Local, State and National: 
Impacts on the Oil and Gas Industry"

Allen Gilmer — "Winner and Losers in Unconventional 
Hydrocarbon Exploitation"

Billy Harris — "Ardmore Basin: Woodford Shale: Midlife 
Development"

James Honert — "Mississippian Lime Play Oklahoma and 
Kansas: An Uber-unconventional Play"

Thomas Howard — "Screening Ancient Electric Well 
Logs for By-Passed Pay"

Ronald Matthews — "Alternative Transportation Systems 
of the Near Future for Achieving Improved Fuel Economy"

Louis Mazzullo, #1455 — "Understanding and 
Exploiting 'Unconventional' Conventional Reservoirs"
Marita Noon — "Energy Makes America Great"

Vital Pai — "Conceptual Cost Effective, Safe, and 
Simplified Design of New Multistage Mega Fracture 
Completions of Horizontal & Vertical Wells — 
Unconventional & Resource Plays"

Michael Party, SIPES Limited Member — 
"The Road from Conventional to Unconventional 
Play: Resource Plays; The New Paradigm"

W.C. "Rusty" Riese, #3355 — "Ethics Course"

Deborah Sacrey, #1271 — "Attribute Analysis 
Using Unsupervised Neural Networks"

Frederick Sarg — "Seismic/Sequence Stratigraphy 
and its Application to Hydrocarbon Exploration and 
Development"

Orion Skinner — "Sweet Spots in the Bakken"


SIPES 2013 Convention Technical Program SpeakersSIPES 2013 Convention Technical Program Speakers
June 17-20, 2013 — Santa Fe, New MexicoJune 17-20, 2013 — Santa Fe, New Mexico

Douglas R. Cummings — Oklahoma City, OK
Michael L. Douglas — Houston, TX
M. R. Douglass — Destrehan, LA
Merle J. Duplantis — Mandeville, LA
Michael N. Fein — Metairie, LA
Cliff Fontenot — Brenham, TX
Paul D. Friemel * — Boerne, TX
Eduardo Gonzales — Carrollton, TX
Eric D. Griffin — Midland, TX
Harold W. Hanke — Oklahoma City, OK
J. Donald Haynes — Wimberley, TX
James C. Henry — Midland, TX
Nolan Hirsch — Midland, TX
Bill E. Hogenson — Houston, TX
Jim Bob Jackson — Baytown, TX
William M. Kazmann — Richardson, TX
Thomas C. Klekamp — Mandeville, LA
Charlie J. Kosarek — Boerne, TX
William E. LaRoche — Dallas, TX
Nina C. Lian — Houston, TX
Peter MacKenzie — Worthington, OH
Jeannie F. Mallick — Spring, TX
Michael F. McKenzie — Lafayette, LA
Sally J. Meader-Roberts — Midland, TX
Eric L. Michaelson — Midland, TX
Craig E. Moore — Houston, TX
James M. Morris — Lafayette, LA
Robert G. Murphy — Santa Rosa Beach, FL

James F. O’Connell — Amarillo, TX
F. X. O’Keefe — Denver, CO
Lewis M. O’Neal — Midland, TX
Elwin M. Peacock — Houston, TX
Edward B. Picou, Jr. — New Orleans, LA
Cecil R. Rives — Burton, TX
Wayland C. Savre — Houston, TX
Joe H. Smith — Plano, TX
Stephen A. Sonnenberg — Golden, CO
Richard W. Thompson, Jr. — Plano, TX
George W. Todd — Gainesville, TX
C. G. Tyner — Houston, TX
Joe T. Vaughn — Oklahoma CIty, OK
Mitchell Veh, Jr. — Bellaire, TX
J. R. von Netzer — Oklahoma City, OK
Bonnie R. Weise — San Antonio, TX
K. C. Whittemore — Montgomery, TX
Ralph O. Wilson II — Evansville, IN
John C. Worley — Rockport, TX

   Scout – $50
Audrey W. Adams — Houston, TX
Matthew D. Adams — Houston, TX
Orville R. Berg — Shreveport, LA
Richard C. Blackwell — Midland, TX
E. Bernard Brauer — Corpus Christi, TX
Wallace E. Brunson — Houston, TX
Ben Buongiorno — Houston, TX

Douglas A. Collins — Cypress, TX
Rebecca L. Dodge — Wichita Falls, TX
Toby Elster — Wichita, KS
Douglas R. Essler — Dallas, TX
Leonard S. Fowler — Richardson, TX
Monty J. Gist — Midland, TX
David N. Grimes — Midland, TX
James M. Hancock, Jr. — Meadows Place, TX
Stephen F. Hennigan — Lafayette, LA
J. Richard Hunt — Carbondale, CO
John E. Kimberly — Midland, TX
Steven R. Lockwood — Austin, TX
Timothy H. Lyons — Jackson, MS
Jack P. Martin — Lafayette, LA
Jim P. Miller — Lafayette, LA
Wayne D. Miller — Midland, TX
Michael S. Morris — Azle, TX
William D. Neville — The Woodlands, TX
David B. Roberts — Wheat Ridge, CO
W. Mark Rush — Houston, TX
Richard W. Stump — Midland, TX
Roy C. Walther — New Orleans, LA
Gerrit Wind — Houston, TX
George D. Zimmerman — Midland, TX
James M. Zotkiewicz — Metairie, LA

* Deceased




10 _____________________________________________________________________________ SIPES QUARTERLY

SIPES is celebrating the 50th Anniversary 
of its founding this summer at our Annual 
Convention in Santa Fe, New Mexico dur-
ing the week of June 17th through the 
20th. And as is the case with those of us 
who have reached middle age, there is a 
tendency to reflect on the past, where we 
have come from, and what we have 
accomplished. It is always instructive to 

reflect on the past. By doing this it's possible to measure 
our successes and failures, and to modify the course and 
trajectory of the journey we are taking. However, we 
should not dwell on it unnecessarily. You see, the future is 
where we are headed.

As I look around, it is obvious that today is a great time 
to be in the oil and gas industry, especially if you are 
exploring and developing oil prospects. Gas exploration 
has been good, but lately has been the vic-
tim of too much success with technology 
innovations that have brought the supply 
of gas to levels that have had a negative 
impact on price. The state of the economy 
has not helped those economics either. 
However there is much more to the earth 
science profession than the oil and gas 
industry. There are many challenges that 
face our population and citizens looming 
on the horizon. I would like to propose 
that we give some thought to those chal-
lenges.

There is no doubt that the next half cen-
tury will likely continue to see the domi-
nance of oil and gas as the primary energy 
source in our economy. The advance of 
new technology has opened new resources 
that heretofore had been unreachable. 
However, SIPES should be more than an 
organization that focuses on oil and gas. 
After all, it was founded to further the profession of earth 
science at all levels. There are two areas I believe our orga-
nization should consider as disciplines into which we 
could expand.

Southern Methodist University’s Geothermal Laboratory 
will hold its sixth Geothermal Energy Utilization 
Conference on March 12-14, 2013 on the SMU campus in 
Dallas. Affiliated with the SMU Department of Geology, 
the Geothermal Laboratory is a leader in evaluating and 
promoting the utilization of geothermal resources as part 
of our country’s energy mix. The central idea is that forma-
tion water from high temperature, geo-pressured reser-
voirs may be a commercially viable source of heat for 
generating electricity. By analogy to solar panels on homes 
or businesses, the electric power could be used on-site or 

exported into an electric power grid. Many SIPES mem-
bers are highly experienced in producing and re-injecting 
formation water as a normal part of oil and gas operations.  
This expertise potentially can be readily applied to an 
extended business model where hot water becomes a pro-
duced fluid of value in addition to oil and gas. The water 
generates electricity for general use and then is locally re-
injected, i.e., becomes a renewable resource. The added 
profit from electric power generation may even boost 
recoverable hydrocarbons by extending the life of high-
temperature oil and gas wells. While the details have yet to 
be fully developed, adapting our skills to geothermal 
resources is something for SIPES members to consider.  

The second application for the skills of SIPES members is 
assessment and management of water resources. Those of 
us who live in Texas are very aware of frequent and persis-
tent drought. The issue is now critical enough that 

Governor Perry has proposed using some 
of the state’s Rainy Day Fund to develop 
future water sources. More than thirty-
five years ago as a young geoscience stu-
dent, I heard a talk by the late Arthur A. 
Meyerhoff, #611, proposing the construc-
tion of desalination plants on the Gulf 
Coast and "pipelining" the fresh water 
product to the plains of Nebraska, Kansas, 
Oklahoma and Texas to recharge the 
Ogallala Aquifer. The current concern 
about diminishing fresh water in the cen-
tral U.S. is not new. Today, water levels 
in the Ogallala are critically low in many 
areas. Meyerhoff’s idea is just one exam-
ple of water resources solutions to which 
SIPES members can contribute. Concern 
about fresh water of course is a global 
issue. I read a recent BBC story (poorly 
covered in the U.S. media) that a joint 
DOD/CIA analysis concludes that access 

to clean fresh water is rapidly becoming a major source of 
conflict in Third World countries. Perhaps SIPES members 
could take a leading role in finding solutions to fresh water 
management that can be applied globally.

SIPES began its "life" as an organization promoting the 
geoscience profession's focus on public awareness and 
promoting the education of its members and the public at 
large. In the next fifty years we should renew our efforts to 
embrace these principles and embark on a mission to 
improve the public understanding of solutions to society's 
problems by identifying the opportunities that are avail-
able. I truly believe, that if we do this, then the future of 
SIPES will indeed be "To Infinity . . . and Beyond!"



hDennis Gleason

"There is no doubt 
that the next half 
century will likely 

continue to see the 
dominance of oil 
and gas as the 
primary energy 
source in our 

economy."
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MIDLAND
On Wednesday, October 17, Andrew 

Kerr presented his talk on “Technology 
at Blakemore Planetarium” for our 
noon luncheon program. Dr. Kerr 
received his bachelor’s degree in 
physics from Bradley University and 
his Ph.D. from the University of 
Missouri, Columbia in 2002. From 
2003 until 2009 he taught physics and 
astronomy at the University of Findlay 
in Findlay, Ohio, as well as running 
their planetarium. In 2009 he moved 
to Midland to be the director of the 
Blakemore Planetarium. He also 
teaches the astronomy class for 
Midland College, and is learning com-
puter animation techniques to do 
show creation.

Dr. Kerr explored the technology at 
the Blakemore Planetarium. He dis-
cussed how it can be used to create 
shows and content which may be 
interesting and beneficial to planetari-
ums across Texas and the world. 

Midland Chapter members contrib-
uted funds to the SIPES Foundation to 
award two scholarships. The recipi-
ents for 2012 are Amanda Labrado, an 
undergraduate student in geology at 
UTEP, and Kylian Robinson, a gradu-
ate student in hydrology at New 
Mexico Tech.

Our sponsor for this month’s meet-
ing was Quality Logging, Inc.

On Wednesday, November 28, our 
noon luncheon program was present-
ed by Jeff Jones. Mr. Jones has been an 
employee and partner in numerous 
ventures and companies associated 
with A.V. Jones, Jr. and Family, in 
Albany, Texas. These include JHJ 
Exploration Ltd. and Van Operating, 
Ltd., serving as exploration manager. 
He is also a principal in Quantum 
Energy Partners, where his responsi-
bilities include geological and geo-
physical guidance related to prospec-
tive and existing financial interests.

Jeff has also been active throughout 
his career in several industry and pro-
fessional associations including 

AAPG, where he is past president of 
the Southwest Section and Abilene 
Geological Society. Mr. Jones gradu-
ated from West Texas State University 
with a B.S. in geology in 1977. 

There are several reasons a geologist 
and/or geologically driven oilman 
might feel like they are missing sig-
nificant financial opportunities. The 
headlines of newspapers and trade 
journals are full of “success stories” 
and the financial markets supporting 
companies that didn’t exist or were 
newly emerging 5, 10 and even 20 
years ago.

The fact is that commercial skills are 
often as or more valuable than the 
very rare and very valuable skill of 
finding and developing oil and gas 
reserves. Every geologist/oilman 
should know the difference between 
the various types and sources of capi-
tal and basic principles to guide their 
business aspirations. Bank, mezza-
nine, and private equity, etc., along 
with key attributes that it takes to 
these sources of capital were present-
ed.

Our sponsor for the month of 
November was Remote Gas Analysis 
& Logging Services.

On October 2, 2012, W.B. “Wes” 
Perry, #763, passed away, and on 
November 24, 2012, Merrick David 
Payne, #2202, passed away. Our con-
dolences go out to both members’ 
families. 

The Midland Chapter does not meet 
in December. 
 David Farmer

 2012 Secretary


At the October meeting are (L to R) Chapter 
Chairman Craig Smith, guest speaker 
Andrew Kerr, National Director Brian Miller 
and 2012 Secretary David Farmer.

At the October meeting are (L to R) Chapter

National Director Brian Miller (left) and 
November guest speaker Jeff Jones.
National Director Brian Miller (left) and

S. T. Ayers, #1276
of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

who died on June 25, 2012

Wesley Barton,
#1119

of Dallas, Texas
who died on

January 22, 2013

G. Pat Bolden, #1002
of Midland, Texas

who died on
February 19, 2013

C. Dan Bump, #2274
of Houston, Texas

who died on
January 31, 2013

Charles J. Hoke, #771
of El Dorado, Arkansas

who died on 
December 30, 2012

Merrick Davis Payne, 
#2202

of Midland, Texas
who died on 

November 24, 2012


IN MEMORIAM
We regret to note the passing of the following members:

Merrick Da
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FORT WORTH
Jay Moore called the October meet-

ing to order. Ten SIPES members and 
ten guests were present. Helge 
Alsleben of Texas Christian University 
spoke about “Predicting Fracability In 
Shale Reservoirs,” which is a function 
of a number of complex factors, sedi-
mentary and structural geomechanics, 
and rock properties, including stress 
and nearby fractures. Recognizing 
these conditions and properties 
improve understanding beyond the 
topic of simple “brittleness.” Recent 
research divides the Barnett shale into 
many more strata than earlier work 
did, and relates the location of differ-
ent strata and rock characteristics to 
that of sweet spots. Utilizing measure-
ments of rock strength, in situ stress, 
and information from the FMI tool 
also are important.

Our November meeting was held at 
the Petroleum Club of Fort Worth. 
Twenty-nine members and guests 

were in attendance when Vice 
Chairman Jay Moore called the meet-
ing to order and introduced the speak-
er, Lee M. Petersen, #2838, an inde-
pendent geologist in Weatherford, 
Texas.

His talk was entitled “The Looming 
Resource Shortage of 2022.” Mr. 
Petersen has long held the view that 
the oil and gas industry is careening 

toward a shortage of professional per-
sonnel within the earth science work-
force worldwide. The head-count is 
down, and the transfer of valuable 
experiences to younger scientists is 
waning. There is good news. More 
students are being attracted to the 
industry as product prices and sala-
ries have escalated.

Mr. Petersen stated “It is incumbent 
upon SIPES members to be involved 
in the training and knowledge trans-
fer to the next generation of scien-
tists.” He suggests being a mentor, 
being involved in professional societ-
ies, giving talks at universities, start-
ing study groups, and donating scien-
tific books.

The speaker gave an excellent talk, 
and as a member of the SIPES Fort 
Worth Chapter, set the bar for other 
members to share their passions and 
projects.
 Dan Earl Duggan

 Secretary


At the November meeting are (L to R) Vice 
Chairman Jay Moore, luncheon speaker 
Lee Petersen, and National President 
Dennis Gleason.

At the November meeting are (L to R) Vice

SAN ANTONIO
After another successful summer 

membership drive, the San Antonio 
Chapter reconvened on the third 
Thursday of October at the Petroleum 
Club. Our diligence has paid off with 
nine new members joining at different 
levels. I want to thank the “Whole 
SIPES Team.”

Gabe Hensgens, an engineer with 
Schlumberger, gave a wonderful 
detailed talk on “ThruBit Logging.”  
This lecture presented a discussion of 
the challenges of obtaining open hole 
log information in wellbores that pre-

vent conventional logging methods. 
Whether it is horizontal and highly 
deviated wells, or vertical wells that 
are experiencing stability issues, OH 
log data can still be obtained by using 
new unconventional approaches. He 
discussed how ThruBit logging works 
and also gave some log examples that 
show how data obtained in laterals is 
being put to use. Mr. Hensgens is a 
graduate of Louisiana State University 
with a B.S. in biological engineering.

On November 15, Gary Rice talked 
about “Liquid Hydrocarbon Fluor-
escence in Geochemical Explorations.” 
Fluorescence measures emissions 
caused by ultraviolet light in solvent 
extracts of soil or sediment. 
Fluorescence can be measured at 
selected wavelengths or using single-
scan, synchronous scan, or total (mul-
tiple) scan techniques.

Fluorescence spectra of shallow soil 
samples can be similar to fluorescence 
spectra of the reservoir oil. A 3-ring/2-
ring fluorescence intensity ratio 
reduces a fluorescence spectrum to a 
single number and offers a simple 
way to differentiate among different 

oil reservoirs using surface signatures. 
Since the 3-ring/2-ring ratio tends to 
reflect amounts of “heavier” versus 
“lighter” hydrocarbons, fluorescent 
ratios are proportional to reservoir 
API gravity.

Fluorescent hydrocarbon concentra-
tions were highest over faults and 
fractures in Navigator and Iron Bridge 
fields, Dickens County, Texas, which 
was important information during 
development of these fields. The Dare 
I (Hope) Field, Concho County, Texas,

(Continued)
At the October meeting are (L to R) Stew 
Chuber, Richard McCullough and John 
Nichols.

At th O t b ti (L t R) St

At the Petroleum Club in November are (L 
to R) Stew Chuber, Gary Rice, Donna Balin 
and Kim Wright.
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  AUSTIN
 Chairman: John Newberry
 Secretary: TBA
 Treasurer: Dwight Cassell
 Meets:   The County Line 
                (On the Hill)
      1st Thursday

  CORPUS CHRISTI
 Chairman: David Desenberg
 V-Chrmn:  Eldon West
 Secretary: Dawn Bissell
 Treasurer: TBA
 Meets:   Town Club
      Last Tuesday of month

  DALLAS
 Chairman: David Shiels
 V-Chrmn:  Pat Cox
 Secretary/
  Treasurer: Carol Shiels
 Meets:   Dallas Petroleum Club
      3rd Tuesday

DENVER
 Chairman: Tom Stander
 V-Chrmn:  James Mullarkey
 Secretary: Ron Lloyd
 Treasurer: Mike Brondos
 Meets:   Wynkoop Brewing Co. 
      4th Thursday

 FORT WORTH
 Chairman:  Wayne Hoskins
 V-Chrmn:  Jay Moore
 Secretary:  Dan Earl Duggan
 Treasurer:  Lee Petersen
 Meets:   Fort Worth Petroleum Club
       Variable dates

 HOUSTON
 Chairman:  Dick Bishop
 V-Chrmn:  Jory Pacht
 Secretary:  Denise Stone
 Treasurer:  Jay Moffitt
 Meets:   Petroleum Club
       3rd Thursday

 LAFAYETTE
 Chairman:  Travis Helms
 V-Chrmn:  Tom Poche'
 Secretary/
  Treasurer: Steve Sinitiere
 Meets:   Petroleum Club
       2nd Wednesday

MIDLAND
 Chairman:  David Farmer
 V-Chrmn:  Billy Harris
 Secretary:  TBA
 Treasurer:  Randall Anderson
 Meets:   Midland Country Club
       3rd Wednesday

 NEW ORLEANS
 Chairman:  Louis Lemarie’
 V-Chrmn:  TBA
 Secretary:  Art Johnson
 Treasurer:  Reese Pinney
 Meets:   Andrea’s Restaurant
       3rd Tuesday

 OKLAHOMA CITY
 Chairman:  Harold Hanke
 V-Chrmn:  Jim Franks
 Secretary:  Mike Pollok
 Treasurer:  Victor Cooper
 Meets:   The Petroleum Club
       Bank One Bldg., 35th Floor
       1st Wednesday

 SAN ANTONIO
 Chairman:  John Patterson
 Co-V-Chrmn: Bill Bennett and Jerry Witte
 Secretary/
  Treasurer: Joe Finger
 Meets:   Petroleum Club
       3rd Thursday

SIPES Chapter Meeting InformationSIPES Chapter Meeting Information

also exhibited patterns of high fluo-
rescence concentration, but not along 
verifiable fault traces. The Dare I 
(Hope) fluorescence data indicated 
fractures probably caused by differen-
tial compaction near sandstone reser-
voir edges that helped guide develop-
ment of the Dare I (Hope) Field.

Land sample collection requires 
only a shovel and plastic bag. Easy to 
collect samples, low-cost analysis, 
structural information, and the ability 
to identify and differentiate oil reser-
voirs are reasons for increased world-
wide application of geochemical 
exploration fluorescence data.

The December meeting was the tra-
ditional “All Oil Societies Christmas 
Party” at the Petroleum Club. SIPES 
members got in free and all fifty-six of 
us had a great time with the record 
attendance of over 300 partiers.
 John Patterson

 Chairman


The room rate at the Eldorado 
Hotel and Spa is $179 plus tax per 
night for a deluxe king room or 
double double room with single or 
double occupancy. The room rate 
includes complimentary wireless 
Internet service in the guest rooms 
and meeting spaces, and compli-
mentary access to the pool and 
fitness center.

This rate is available three days 
prior to and three days after the 
convention dates if the hotel has 

the space available. If you are 
planning on arriving early, or 
staying after the meeting, you may 
want to make your reservation 
early. The hotel reservation num-
ber is 800-955-4455.

Please register for the meeting 
by May 1 to maintain a reserva-
tion in the SIPES group block. 
After May 1, hotel reservations 
without a convention registration 
will be moved out of the SIPES 
block into a regular rate room.

SIPES 2013 Convention SIPES 2013 Convention 
Eldorado Hotel & SpaEldorado Hotel & Spa

Santa Fe, New MexicoSanta Fe, New Mexico

June 17—20, 2013June 17—20, 2013

SIPES Room Rate — $179SIPES Room Rate — $179



DENVER
Our new officers for 2013 are: 

Chairman Tom Stander  
Vice Chairman Jim Mullarkey  

Treasurer Mike Brondos
Secretary Ron Lloyd

National Director George Carlstrom
Our fall schedule began with our 

October 25 luncheon meeting at the 
Wynkoop Brewery. Harvey 
DuChene’s fascinating presentation 
“Tectonic influences on petroleum 
migration and speleogenesis in the 
Guadalupe Mountains, New Mexico 
and Texas” was well received. In sum-
mary, sulfuric acid speleogenesis in 
the Guadalupe Mountains is a conse-
quence of the rise of the Alvarado 
ridge and subsequent opening of the 
Rio Grande Rift during Cenozoic 
time. Fresh water influx introduced 
microbes into Artesia Group (Permian, 
Guadalupian) reservoirs causing bio-
degradation of petroleum and gener-
ating copious H2S. Oxygen-rich mete-
oric water mixed with H2S water to 
form sulfuric acid, which enlarged 
passages and galleries at the water 
table. Cave levels formed by sulfuric 
acid record the position of the water 
table at a given time, and the elevation 
difference between levels may corre-
late with episodes of Rio Grande Rift 
tectonism since 12Ma. Harvey has 
thirty-nine years of experience as a 

petroleum geologist and has spent 
thirty years studying the speleogene-
sis of hypogenic cave systems.

Lunch was enjoyed at the Wynkoop 
Brewery again on November 15. Our 
speaker was Patricia H. Cuba who 
currently works as a completions 
engineer at Anadarko Petroleum 
Corporation within the Rockies 
Completions Group on the Greater 
Natural Buttes Field. She holds a B.S. 
degree in mechanical engineering 
from the University of Zulia, 
Venezuela, and an M.S. degree from 
the Colorado School of Mines. Her 
talk was on “Hydraulic Fracturing in 
Fluvial Systems.” After sixty years of 
hydraulic fracturing history, the 
industry is still not confident concern-
ing the efficiency of the process 
because of lithological/depositional 
complexity within the reservoir. The 
uncertainty is further complicated 
when the models for this process are 
simplified. The model she discussed 
incorporated petrophysical properties 
and reservoir conditions based on 
subsurface data from nearby produc-
ing fields with comparable fluvial 
systems.

Our annual Holiday Party was held 
at the Briarwood Inn in Golden on 
December 4. Attendees enjoyed an 
evening of great food, beverages, and 
conversation. Jerry Hodgden, #1811, 
longtime Denver consulting geologist, 

presented Tom Stander, incoming 
Denver chapter chairman, with a wel-
come financial contribution to the 
chapter from Kinney Oil Company of 
Denver.
 Ron Lloyd

 Secretary
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Jerry Hodgden (left) presenting Chapter 
Chairman Tom Stander with a check to 
the chapter.

Incoming Treasurer Mike Brondos, with wife, 
Kathy, at the holiday party.

Enjoying the holiday party are (L to R) Mary Lloyd, Elaine Carlstrom, Sue Cluff and 
National Director George Carlstrom.

Kathy and Al Heinrich during the holiday 
party.



LAFAYETTE
Our October meeting was held at 

Girard Park near the Oil Center in 
Lafayette. This annual event is well 
attended. The barbecue was very 
good, and the weather was nice. 

In November we held a joint meet-
ing with the Lafayette Geological 
Society. The guest speaker was 
Bradley R. Broekstra and his presenta-
tion was on “Rejuvenation of Some 
Old Louisiana Wilcox Fields Using 
Modern Technology.” (This talk was 
also presented at the SIPES 2012 
Convention in Bar Harbor, Maine). 
Bradley is co-founder and senior geo-
logical adviser for Midstates 
Petroleum Company LLC in Houston, 
Texas. His career started with Amoco 
Production Company in New Orleans 

in 1978, and he has been with 
Midstates since 2005. 

The December meeting was our 
annual Christmas Party at the 
Petroleum Club. Many thanks to D. J. 
Bergeron for taking all of the great 
photos!

The new Lafayette Chapter officers 
for 2013 are: Travis Helms – chairman, 
Tom Poche’ – vice chairman, and 
Steve Sinitiere – secretary/treasurer.
 Danny Fredericks

 2012 Chairman
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Sam Porter (left) and Steve Caffery at the 
barbecue in October.
S P t (l ft) d St C ff t th

November guest speaker Brad Broekstra.

At the November meeting are (L to R) Bill 
Grubb, John Duplantis and Bill Finley.
At the November meeting are (L to R) Bill

D. J. and Kim Bergeron at the Christmas 
Party.
D J and Kim Bergeron at the Christmas

Danny Fredericks saying goodbye as 
chairman.
Danny Fredericks saying goodbye as

Don't Miss These Events

Monday's SIPES Foundation
 Seminar will be held at the New 

Mexico History Museum and
presented by Dr. Frances Levine. 

Your registration for this event
includes museum admission.  


Th ursday's Field Trip will include:

• Walking at Plaza Blanca
• Tour of Ghost Ranch
• Lunch at Abiquiu Inn 

• Tour of the O'Keeff e Museum 
located next door to the 

El Dorado Hotel in Santa Fe 
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NEW ORLEANS
At the October 23rd meeting, Mike 

Merritt of GEM Consulting gave a 
great presentation entitled “Towards 
a Public Policy Geology.” Mike was 
uniquely qualified to give this talk. 
Although he has worked worldwide 
for many years in the oil and gas 
industry, he is best known locally as a 
founding commissioner of the 
Southeast Louisiana Flood Protection 
Authority-West. As such, he has 
played an important (and vocal) role 
in ensuring that sound geological 
knowledge is used in the design, con-
struction, and maintenance of the 
Louisiana levee system. Mike’s pre-
sentation reviewed impacts of geo-
logical hazards on the public works 
projects. He noted that well designed, 
properly built engineering structures 
must be able to accommodate geohaz-
ards through the inclusion of a basic 
understanding of how the projects fit 
into the larger-scale earth systems. 
The benefits of having geoscience 
guidance for large-scale planning 
efforts were illustrated very well in 
the work of Harold N. Fisk with the 
Mississippi River Commission. Mike 
concluded that public policy officials 
need the knowledge and experience of 
our profession. In that regard, 
Louisiana is leading the nation by 
appointing qualified geoscience 
experts to appropriate agencies.

For the November 15th meeting, the 
New Orleans Chapter participated in 
the API Delta Chapter Joint Industry 
Luncheon at the New Orleans 
Roosevelt Hotel with twenty-three 
other energy-related societies. The 
keynote speaker was Don Briggs, 
president of the 1500-member 
Louisiana Oil and Gas Association. 
Prior to the keynote presentation, 
Tommy P. Beaudreau, director of the 
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 
(BOEM) spoke on the “State of 
BOEM.” Beaudreau noted that the oil 
and gas production from the Gulf of 
Mexico is a critical piece of the U.S. 
energy future. This is especially so 
due to its large reserves and its exten-
sive infrastructure and support facili-
ties. In addition, we have the technol-

ogy for successful exploration and 
development. Beaudreau specifically 
cited seismic and drilling technology. 
Beaudreau noted that cooperation 
between government and industry is 
important for production growth.

Beaudreau stated that maintaining 
public trust through environmentally 
responsible development is essential 
for industry activity in the Gulf. 
BOEM is working on long-term plan-
ning with industry to reach a common 
understanding of what responsible 
operations look like. Beaudreau rec-
ognized the industry’s higher level of 
compliance in all aspects of operations 
and permitting since the Deepwater 
Horizon spill. BOEM is currently 
seeking new solutions for decommis-
sioning.

The topic of the keynote presenta-
tion by Don Briggs was, “Quest for 
Energy Independence.” Briggs noted 
that every administration since FDR 
has been concerned with maintaining 
a reliable supply of oil, and that the 
real cost of imported oil for the U.S. 
involves keeping sea lanes open from 
the Middle East. This has also required 
a relationship with Saudi Arabia, 
despite that nation’s support for 
extremists who threaten the U.S. 
Briggs noted that the shale revolution 
is turning OPEC upside down, along 
with business as we know it. In a 
world where North America and 
Western Europe are becoming less 
dependent on OPEC, the Achilles heel 
for China is imported energy. With its 
large potential for gas, China is active-
ly seeking technology for developing 
this resource.

The big winners from low gas prices 
are the petrochemical industry, indus-
trial users, residential consumers, and 
power generation. However, the low 
gas price has dramatically reduced the 
rig count for gas drilling. Briggs noted 
that there are a number of federal and 
state issues that are significant for the 
oil and gas industry in Louisiana. 
These include threats to investment 
incentives (mislabeled by the press 
and politicians as “subsidies”), poten-
tial controls on fracking from agencies 
such as the EPA, the impediments to 

the Keystone Pipeline that would 
bring Canadian oil to Gulf Coast refin-
ers, and the legal environment in 
Louisiana. Regarding the Keystone 
Pipeline, Briggs noted that China is 
playing a role in the opposition to its 
construction, wanting the Canadian 
oil to be exported to them. The legal 
system in Louisiana has a severe 
impact on the oil and gas business, 
with judges and juries that favor liti-
gants and an appellate system that 
often sides against industry. A small 
(but vocal) group of anti-oil protesters 
were also present.

The December 18th luncheon was 
our annual “Open Mike” meeting 
where members were encouraged to 
share whatever was on their minds. 
Ken Huffman announced that the 
2014 SIPES annual convention would 
be hosted by the New Orleans Chapter 
and members were encouraged to 
help make it a great event. The mem-
bers then shared opinions, insults, 
and jokes (most of which cannot be 
printed in the SIPES Quarterly). It was 
a very enjoyable meeting.
 Art Johnson

 Secretary
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HOUSTON
Houston Chapter new officers for 

2013 are: Chair Dick Bishop; Vice 
Chair Jory Pacht; Treasurer Jay Moffitt; 
and Secretary Denise Stone.

The SIPES-Houston Fall Continuing 
Education course was held October 
19, at the newly-opened Halliburton 
Conference Center in North Houston. 
More than 170 people attended and 
reactions have been generally posi-
tive. Unlike some courses, this one 
really covered the nuts and bolts of 
assessment, economics and produc-
tion potential of the currently most 
active plays. Houston SIPES leader-
ship appointed shale-contrarian Art 
Berman, #3062, as the chair and orga-
nizer of this event, yet the technical 
program reflected balanced views on 
shale plays and focused more on facts 
than opinions.

• Kurt Steffen described the 
very comprehensive ExxonMobil 
methodology and software his com-
pany uses to evaluate the geological 
and engineering variables that affect 
the economics of a play, project, or 
prospect. 

• Michael Bodell described 
“The Dynamics of Energy Price 
Formation: Implications to Natural 
Gas, Crude Oil & Coal.” This presen-
tation focused on the “yield curve” 
approach of comparative storage 
inventory and price and how this per-
mits prediction of mid-cycle price. He 
noted the competition from coal 
increases as gas prices rise. Gas price 
prediction is, in the end, relatively 

straight-forward at least in the near- 
and medium term.

• Mark Wilson described the 
economic evaluation methodology of 
Dover Energy and NorthStar Energy 
which relies on Monte Carlo simula-
tion and sensitivity analyses. Their 
primary variables focused on techni-
cal screening, risk assessment and 
ultimately portfolio assessment, “with 
a few additional steps along the way.”

• Art Berman and Lynn 
Pittinger examined how much gas is 
being produced from shale plays and 
questioned whether the production 
and costs justified the reserves. One of 
the more thought-provoking quotes 
from the presentation was, “The 
entrance of major E&P companies and 
foreign investors was misunderstood 
as a validation of the shale plays. It 
was, in fact, an act of quiet despera-
tion to replace reserves.” When look-
ing at a CAPEX to cash flow – most 

companies are spending more than 
their cash flow by about 150% or 
more! This cannot be sustained.

• David Pursell of Tudor, 
Pickering & Holt addressed issues of 
structurally lower long-term natural 
gas prices. They are forecasting about 
$4.00/mcf for 2013 – which may not be 
economical for some gassy shale plays 
in the U.S.

• Bill Von Gonten used a syner-
gistic reservoir characterization to 
identify sweet spots in the Eagle Ford 
Shale play, which covers more than 
6.5 million acres across South Texas. 
The core premise is that initial rate 
does NOT equal ultimate recovery 
because it is still too early in the Eagle 
Ford production to establish a reliable 
decline curve. He leans heavily on 
Darcy’s Law and suggests an under-
standing of matrix composition, clays, 
organics and hydrocarbon pore vol-
umes (along with various kinds of 
waters) to develop a reliable forecast 
of the Eagle Ford.

• In the closing talk, Art Berman 
and Lynn Pittinger gave an overview 
of shale economics focusing on the 
more oil-prone plays. One of the mis-
conceptions in the media (and with 
some operators) is to equate resources 
as reserves and to assume resources 
are supply. Their presentation stressed 
the unlikelihood that the United States 
will become energy-independent 
because of the high decline rates and 
production-replacement costs in plays 

(Continued)

Continuing Education Course sponsors are (L to R) Tom Howard (Payzone), Charlie Jackson 
(Baker Hughes), Phil Martin (New Century Exploration), Dan Steffens (Energy Perspectus 
Group), Pedro Rodriguez (Halliburton), Don Westacott, (Halliburton) and John Hankey 
(Hankey Oil Co.).

C ti i Ed ti C (L t R) T H d (P ) Ch li J k

SIPES Houston Chapter Continuing Education Course speakers (L to R) are Lynn Pittinger, Bill 
Von Gonten, David Pursell, Michael Bodell, Kurt Steffens, and Art Berman.
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like the Eagle Ford and Bakken. At the 
same time, these plays will contribute 
to increased U.S. oil production but 
only at very high oil prices which, in 
the end, will have a negative effect on 
the economy and contribute to oil-
demand destruction.

A panel discussion concluded the 
conference and it had some great 
questions, with each member on the 
panel having the opportunity to 
express their particular views. Many 
of the presentations can be down-
loaded from SIPES-Houston web page 
(http://www.sipeshouston.org/fall-
2012CES.html).

Technical Program Chair Wulf 
Massell has brought us a wide spec-
trum of talks that covered tools and 

techniques to map smaller and small-
er geologic objects, to forecasts about 
economics, case histories and basic 
geologic processes. The most recent 
talks follow:

On October 18, K.C. Whittemore, 
#3234, discussed “Update on the La 
Posada/La Cantera deep gas find - A 
tale of tenacity and payoff.”

We held a joint meeting with HAPL 
on November 15 with State Senator 
Dan Patrick speaking on “The Future 
of Texas.”

On December 13, Alexander 
Popovici, Z-Terra, Inc., spoke on 
“High Resolution Diffraction Imaging 
of Small Scale Fractures in the Eagle 
Ford Unconventional Shale Play.”

Our annual fall social was held at 
the Petroleum Club on November 9 
and we enjoyed a marvelous talk by 
Christine Massell Symons. She pre-
sented a summary of her time as a 
member on the DEEPSEA 
CHALLENGER 2012 expedition. Her 
talk was “Reaching for the Stars from 
the Bottom of the Earth.” The pictures 
brought to reality the courage required 
to get in a deep sea submersible vessel 
all by yourself and go down 30,000 
feet. 
 Houston Chapter
Dick Bishop and Deborah Sacrey



WELCOME NEW MEMBERS
In accordance with the SIPES Constitution, By-Laws & Code of Ethics, the following announcement of new 

members unanimously approved by the SIPES Membership Committee during the last quarter is printed below.
Any member in possession of information which might possibly disqualify an applicant is asked to submit this 

information to the secretary of the society (Douglas R. Essler) within thirty days of this publication. To be considered, 
this information should be in writing and bear the writer's name. If this information is received within thirty days after 
the publication of the applicant's name, the SIPES Board of Directors must reconsider its previous approval of the 
applicant. The board's action, after consideration of such new information, shall be final.

William A. Walker, Jr., National Membership Committee

SIPES No. Name Chapter Sponsors
3355 W.C. Rusty Riese Houston Reciprocal DPA
3356 Thomas A. Pasquini Houston Reciprocal DPA
3357 Ward H. Taylor Houston D. Doss D. Stone G. Pankonien
3358 Louis W. Powers Houston Reciprocal SPEE
3359 Earl P. Burke, Jr. Houston J. Pacht B. Bowen C. Weiner
LTD William R. Meaney At Large (Shreveport) Reciprocal DPA
LTD Gary S. Ginsfelder Houston S. Hartzell D. Smith D. Dubroff
3360 Ronald J. Krakowski Oklahoma City Reciprocal DPA
3361 Thomas H. Fett San Antonio J. Patterson R. Hargis S. Chuber
3362 Corine Prieto Houston D. Bendig D. Neville D. Thalman

3363 Raymond T. Garcia Houston Reciprocal SPEE

3364 L. Wayne Paxton New Orleans L. Lemarie' R. Pinney R. Walther
3365 Keith H. Baker Corpus Christi D. Desenberg F. Cornish M. Lucente
3366 David E. McRee Houston C. O'Niell III D. Neville P. Fatherree
3367 Kenneth R. Chaivre Houston Reciprocal DPA

3368 Glenn P. Burke Houston J. Pacht K. McMichael B. Bowen

LTD Douglas Cook Houston L. Rairden R. Daigle R. Turner, Jr.
LTD Joseph C. Struckel Oklahoma City H. Hanke L. Dionisio R. Waring
Junior James P. Mertz Houston J. Allen P. Hoffman S. Hartzell

LTD Douglas R. Coyle San Antonio J. Finger J. Witte W. Walker



risk. The Pratt Anticline is also dense-
ly populated with production, but has 
a more even mix of oil and gas fields, 
as does the Sedgwick Basin, and these 
areas tend to have combination struc-
tural/stratigraphic play types. The 
Hugoton Embayment is dominated 
by vast shallow gas production, but 
does also contain deeper oil produc-
tion. By contrast, the Las Animas Arch 
area of northwestern Kansas is only 
sparsely populated with producing 
fields, and while the primary explora-
tion targets in this area are structures, 
there is a lot of stratigraphic complex-
ity and associated reservoir risk. There 
are also large areas of shallow 
Niobrara gas production in the far 
northwest counties.

There is no central clearing house or 
database in Kansas that accurately 

accounts for and tracks 3D seismic 
activity, so the first challenge of this 
type of study was to establish a data-
base that would be a meaningful indi-
cator of the trends of activity recog-
nizing that not all of the surveys shot 
in Western Kansas could be accounted 
for. Fortunately, a single seismic data 
processor, Sterling Seismic Services of 
Littleton, Colorado, had an estab-
lished database for over 2300 3D seis-
mic surveys they had processed since 
1998, and this proved to be a very 
useful indicator of trends in western 
Kansas activity. In order to respect cli-
ent confidentiality, only the county 
and year shot for a specific 3D were 
provided and not the names or 
detailed location information. Starting 
in 2004, Sterling also included the size 
of the 3D surveys in the database 

which was also an interesting param-
eter to track. While there are a number 
of seismic data processors that have a 
good deal of experience processing 
Kansas 3Ds, trying to incorporate 
databases from multiple processors 
would create some misleading statis-
tics as many operators have the same 
3D processed by multiple companies. 
Using one large database from one 
processor greatly reduced the chance 
of having redundant information, 
though again it does not account for 
all 3D activity in the area.

Drilling activity statistics were 
derived from the IHS well database to 
which the author subscribes, though 
this information is also readily avail-
able from the Kansas Geological 
Survey website. Both exploratory and

(Continued)
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Figure 1.  Index map of the 62 western Kansas counties used in the study of Kansas 3D activity showing producing fields as well as the major 
geologic provinces. (modified from the Kansas Geological Survey website map of Kansas oil & gas fields).



development wells were examined, 
and the exploratory statistics included 
both shallower and deeper pool drill-
ing in addition to new field and out-
post drilling as defined by the Lahee 
classification.

Figure 2 is a series of three graphs 
that show the drilling activity plotted 
with 3D seismic processing activity 
and other information such as oil 
price and oil and gas production over 
the western Kansas counties of the 
study area. As shown on the top 

graph, the development success rate 
in western Kansas has been very 
steady at 70-75% from 1990 to 2011. 
The exploratory success rate jumped 
noticeably in 2000 from a pre-1998 
average of 35% to a post-1998 average

(Continued)
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Figure 2.  These graphs compare exploratory and development success rates in W. Kansas with the level of 3D activity from 1990-2011 (top). 
The number of development and exploratory wells and oil prices are presented over the same time period (middle), as well as the oil and gas 
production in W. Kansas (bottom).



of about 45%, and has maintained this 
success rate all over a period of time 
when 3D seismic activity was increas-
ing rapidly. The number of explor-
atory wells drilled declined steadily 
from 1990-1999 but has increased 
since as shown on the middle graph of 
figure 2. Development drilling has 
been increasing markedly since 2003 
and seems to correlate to the rapid 
increase in oil prices over the same 
period as well as to the increase in 3D 
seismic activity. Both the U.S. and 
Kansas annual average oil price are 
plotted on the middle graph, and as 
can be seen by the curves, the Kansas 
oil price has lagged the U.S. oil price 
by about $10 since 2006, much to the 
chagrin of Kansas producers. The bot-
tom graph shows the annual oil and 
gas production for the 62 western 
Kansas counties in the study area for 
the period 1990-2011. Western Kansas 
oil production declined steadily from 
1990, but reversed the decline starting 
in 1999 and held steady through 2006 
after which it has been steadily 
increasing. This reverse in decline 
shows a very good correlation to the 
rapid rise in 3D seismic activity which 
started in 1999 and to the accompany-
ing increase in exploratory drilling 
and success. However, gas produc-
tion from the western Kansas counties 
peaked in 1996 and has shown a 
steady decline ever since. As the seis-
mic activity maps in this study will 
show, much of the 3D activity was 
concentrated in oil prone counties 
while the major gas producing areas 
such as the Hugoton Embayment did 
not see as high a level of activity.

The 3D seismic and exploratory 
drilling activity in western Kansas 
from 1998-2011 are shown by county 
in the maps of figure 3. The maps 
show the geographic distribution of 
this activity, and the most active 3D 
seismic counties saw high levels of 
exploratory drilling. The maps show a 
very good correlation between 3D 
seismic activity and exploratory drill-
ing activity. The highest concentration 
of 3D seismic activity was in the coun-
ties of the Central Kansas Uplift and 
its western flank. In the early 2000s 

most of the 3D activity was concen-
trated in the counties right on the 
uplift, but beginning in 2005 there was 
a steady increase in activity into the 
northwestern area towards the Las 
Animas Arch which continues today.

The Hugoton Embayment would 
appear from the maps of figure 3 to 
have had a very low level of 3D seis-
mic activity, but this may be a func-
tion of the database population. Large 
areas of the Hugoton Embayment are 
held by shallow gas production oper-
ated by large independents and major 
companies not located in Kansas, and 
many of these operators likely use 
data processors in their home area 
and would not be well represented in 
the seismic processing database used 
in this study which is heavily popu-
lated by the activity of small, indepen-
dent operators from Kansas and sur-
rounding states. Larger, but fewer, 
surveys are often shot in the Hugoton 
Embayment area as well. Still, it is 
observed that there was also a lower 
level of exploratory drilling activity in 
the Hugoton Embayment with the 
exception of Haskell and Stevens 
counties. The lower activity levels 
could be interpreted to be a result of a 
small number of entities controlling a 
large area of land.

Figure 4 shows in map form the 
exploratory drilling success rates by 
county over the study area for the 
periods of 1990-1997 and for 1998-
2011. The author likes to term the 
1998-2011 time period as the “renais-
sance” era of 3D seismic in Kansas. In 
the 1990-1997 time period, the highest 
exploratory success rates were enjoyed 
by the counties of the Pratt Anticline, 
Sedgwick Basin, and Hugoton 
Embayment. The Pratt Anticline in 
particular is an area that contains a 
vast number of multiple pays from 
shallow to deep, and the resulting 
chance for serendipity likely accounts 
for the inherently high exploratory 
success rates in those counties. A sim-
ilar conclusion could be drawn for the 
Sedgwick Basin. The Hugoton 
Embayment counties have also 
enjoyed inherently higher exploratory 
drilling success rates. By contrast, the 

counties of the Central Kansas Uplift, 
its western flank, and northwest 
Kansas do not typically enjoy as many 
multiple-pay production opportuni-
ties, and they had lower exploratory 
drilling success rates in the 1990-1997 
time period. However, note that the 
success rates increased markedly in 
the higher seismic activity counties of 
the uplift and its western flank during 
the “renaissance” period of 1998-2011.

The top map display of figure 5 
shows the difference in exploratory 
success rates by county between the 
period of 1990-1997 as compared to 
1998-2011 which is an easier way to 
see the impact of the “renaissance” 
period of 3D seismic activity. The 
counties of the Central Kansas Uplift, 
its western flank, and the Las Animas 
Arch for the most part all showed 
good increases in the exploratory 
drilling success rates with some hav-
ing improvements over 30%. These 
were typically the counties of highest 
3D seismic activity. Many of the coun-
ties of the Pratt Anticline and 
Sedgwick Basin that had only moder-
ate seismic activity also showed 
marked improvement in the explor-
atory drilling success rates above their 
already inherently high rates. 
Conspicuously, the counties of the 
Hugoton Embayment did not show 
any significant increase in exploratory 
drilling success rates and often 
showed decreases in the rates between 
the time periods. The lower display of 
figure 4 plots in graph form the differ-
ence in the exploratory success rates 
by county between the time periods 
against the total number of 3D seismic 
surveys by county from 1998-2011. In 
the lower seismic activity range below 
about 30 surveys, the graph shows a 
broad range of scatter in the success 
rate differences. Most of the negative 
success rate differences in the lower 
seismic activity range come from the 
Hugoton Embayment counties, while 
the positive success rate differences in 
the lower seismic activity range are 
from the counties of the Pratt Anticline 
and Sedgwick Basin. The graph shows 
that above thirty surveys there is a 

(Continued)
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consistent trend of increasing explor-
atory success rate with increasing 
number of 3D surveys. The amount of 
increase in individual counties can be 
an illustration of the relative effective-
ness of the 3D data in various geologic 
play types.

The average size of the 3D surveys 
by county for the time period from 
2004-2011 are shown on the top map 
of figure 6. The Central Kansas Uplift 
counties that are densely populated 
with producing wells typically had 
the smallest surveys with the average 
size in many counties less than 4.0 

square miles. This is consistent with 
the typical prospect size in the mature 
producing areas pursued by small 
independent operators in Kansas. 
Survey size increased into the north-
west counties that have a much small-
er density of drilling. Some very large

(Continued)

Figure 3.  Map presentation of the number of 3Ds by county from 1998-2011 (top) and the number of exploratory wells drilled by county 
over the same time period (bottom).
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(Continued)

Figure 4.  Map presentation of the exploratory drilling success rates by county for the time period 1990-1997 (top) and the time period 
1998-2011 (bottom).
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Figure 5.  The changes in exploratory success rates from the 1990-1997 time period compared to the 1998-2011 time period are shown in 
map presentation by county in the top display. The difference in success rates is plotted against the 3D seismic activity in the bottom graph.

surveys were processed in the 
Hugoton Embayment counties which 
is consistent with the observation of 
large independents and majors hold-
ing large acreage positions in the area. 
The bottom graph of figure 6 shows 
the distribution in size of the 3D seis-

mic surveys processed by Sterling 
Seismic during the 2004-2011 time 
period. Sizes ranged from less than 1.0 
square miles to over 100 square miles 
with the greatest number of 3Ds fall-
ing in the 2.0-3.9 square mile range. A 
running joke among those working 

Kansas is that we’re shooting the 
whole state 4 square miles at a time!

Some conclusions from the study 
are:

• An increase in small 3D activ-
ity appears to be driving exploration

(Continued)
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Figure 6.  Map presentation of the average size of 3Ds by county for the time period 2004-2011 (top) and the distribution of 3D sizes 
during the same period (bottom).

activity and is having a positive 
impact on the exploratory success in 
western Kansas.

• The impact of small 3Ds on 
exploratory success appears to be 
related to the play type and/or geo-
graphic area.

• Structural plays with smaller 
reservoir risk saw increases in explor-

atory drilling success rates of up to 
20% (and higher).

• Plays with greater reservoir 
risk saw increases in exploratory drill-
ing success rates from 10% to 15%.

William A. Miller is an independent 
consulting geophysicist; his compa-

nies are Miller 
Consulting Services/
MCS Energy Interests, 
LLC in Denver, 
Colorado. He can be 
reached at millwa@
millwa.cnc.net or 303-
572-7787.
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by Paul Sandwell and Dee Jenkins, Energy Frontiers Services LLC
http://www.efserv.com

Geo-Navigation Part III — Landing in Target

Review of Geo-Navigation
Earlier, we saw how geo-navigation is the process of 

guiding the drilling of a horizontal wellbore so that it goes 
where it is supposed to go — stratigraphically; but there 
are other aspects of it that we need to discuss. This time we 
review the important early phase of landing the curve in 
the right place, using survey data and gamma-ray logs as 
a primary guide.

Building a Curve
Instrumentation and software used by a directional drill-

ing company enables them to land the wellbore very accu-
rately in X-Y-Z space. Unfortunately, target formations 
may not always be exactly where they are expected; a 
moderately large fault, say 5-8m throw, which may not be 
visible on seismic data, can require a serious change of 
drilling plan if encountered while building the curve. Geo-
navigation software can project forward both the geology 
and the wellbore at the current build rate to see where, 
stratigraphically, the wellbore will land, and indicate what 
correction is needed to land correctly. Adjustments are 
made, as we need to compensate for local geologic events.

A Real World Step-by-Step Example
Now let us look at a typical job from kickoff point to 

“landing in the zone.” The transition from a vertical to a 
horizontal wellbore is usually drilled with a constant build 
rate, so it forms a circular path planned to arrive at the 
target formation at the correct angle, ready to continue 
drilling along the target. A previously designed wellbore 
plan is based on seismic and other geologic data and of 
necessity requires certain assumptions to be made about 
the behavior of the target. When the well is drilled, these 
assumptions may turn out to  be wide of the mark, and the 
geo-navigator is usually the first to become aware of this.

When everything goes according to plan, the wellbore 
lands in exactly the right place. But in other cases, we need 
a tool to predict ahead and tell us what changes to make to 
the drilling plan to get to our target and land properly. 
Integrating such a tool into the main geo-navigation soft-
ware allows several what-if scenarios to be investigated 
rapidly, covering both changes in drilling tool perfor-
mance and the underlying geology.

In Figure 1, we show the situation where the curve is at 
57º, the target is apparently dipping at about 3.4º, and the 
question on the operator’s mind is “What will it take to 
land on target?”

The first thing we do is fit a circle to the part drilled so 
far and find the actual build rate. In this case, it is a little 
over 8 degrees/100 feet. Comparing this to the planned 

build rate gives us a feel for how well we can achieve a 
desired rate in the current geology.

Next, we need to find what build rate is required for 
landing on target, given the current position and dip. To 
do this, we project ahead both the circular well path and 
the linear target line until they meet, and calculate the 
required build rate for the projected well path to meet the 
target line at the correct angle. Referring again to Figure 1, 
we see the required build rate of 10.3 degrees/100 feet 
shows a perfect landing. It is now a question for the direc-
tional driller: given the characteristics of the equipment, 
and the observed ability to maintain a desired build rate, 
can this required build rate be achieved? 

A Practical View
Up to now, this has been a very simplified mathematical 

exercise, as there are several aspects of drilling which 
haven’t been taken into consideration. But it is still a 
worthwhile exercise, especially when we include an esti-
mate of how good our predictions might be. We show this 
estimate by indicating the area of uncertainty; this is the 
area bounded by the estimated worst-case values in the 
uncertainty of our predictions. Note that the further out 
one predicts, the greater the overall uncertainty becomes. 
In Figure 2 we show our prediction of the course of the 
wellbore, with the area of uncertainty shaded; in this 
example we anticipate that the wellbore can be kept within 
±10% of the desired curvature.

Similarly, the target projection has its own area of uncer-
tainty, albeit for different reasons. In this case we estimate 
the average target dip will stay within ±2 degrees of the 
current value, and there will be no major faults between 
the current position and landing. The intersection of these 
two areas of uncertainty is shown by the heavier shading 
in Figure 2, representing the area in which we expect to 
land.

As drilling progresses and we get closer to the target, we 
repeat this process and the uncertainty areas shrink, allow-
ing us to home in on the target and land the well success-
fully.

You can’t get there from here?
What happens if the required build rate cannot be 

achieved? In this case, if drilling continues at the current 
rate, the wellbore will overshoot the target and there will 
have to be a “fish-hook” segment to compensate and get 
back on target. The consequences of such an overshoot are 
a reduced length of “in zone” wellbore, and more drag on 
the drill pipe because of the extra curves to be negotiated, 
possibly forcing a shorter well than planned. This situation

(Continued)
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(Continued)

Figure 1.  Calculated landing point, using wellbore and target projection lines.
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(Continued)

Figure 2.  Calculated landing point, showing areas of uncertainty for wellbore and target projections.
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is illustrated in Figure 3, where the current build rate is 
continued, the wellbore overshoots and has to be brought 
back using an S-shaped reverse curve. In this case, we lose 
about 250 feet of potentially productive wellbore.

Unless an area’s geology is known well enough to make 
such situations very unlikely, it’s advisable to use geo-

navigation throughout the curve. Projecting ahead and 
calculating remedial action on a continual basis offers a 
much better chance of a successful landing.



Figure 3.  Overshoot case, requiring a 'fish-hook' reverse curve in the wellbore to land.
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The SIPES Foundation gratefully accepts all donations and acknowledges these contributions with a letter. 
Due to limited space in the newsletter, we are unable to list gifts under $50.
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Santa Fe Home Tours

El Santuario de 
Chimayó Tour 

& Lunch

New Mexico State 
Capitol Tour 

& Capitol Art 
Foundation

Santa Fe Artist at Home Tour 
& Lunch

Hiking Trips

Horseback Riding

Rio Grande 
Float Trip

Cooking Demonstration & 
Lunch at a Vineyard

Mountain Biking

Fly Fishing Trip

Look for more detailed information to follow 
in the SIPES 2013 Convention Registration book 
which will be mailed to all members in March.



SIPES 2013 Convention ToursSIPES 2013 Convention Tours
These tours will take place on Tuesday and Wednesday of the Convention.These tours will take place on Tuesday and Wednesday of the Convention.
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To be the pre-eminent organization for furthering
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In achieving this vision, emphasis will be placed on
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(3) presenting a favorable, credible
and effective image of the Society.
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