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DEARNLEY-MEIER REPORTING SERVICE, Inc.

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

PHONE CH 3-649)

BEFORE THE
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO
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IN THE MATTER OF:

CASE 1898: 1In the matter of the hearing called by the
0il Conservation Commission on its own motion
to consider revising Rule 701 of the Commis-
sion Rules and Regulations to provide that
all wells included within any water flood
project area as defined by Rule 701, as well
as those wells outside of the project area

~which are producing into common measuring
and storage facilities with wells inside
a water flood project area, shall be tested
monthly and the results of such tests
furnished to the Commission. It is further
proposed to consider revision of Commission
Form C-120 so that the results of such tests
may be included thereon,
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BEFORE:
A. L. PORTER
MURRAY MORGAN

n “TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

MR, POE‘.;'ER: We will take up next Case 1898,

MR, PAYNE: Case 1898. 1In the matter of the hearing
called by the 0il Conservation Commission on its own motion to cond’
sider revising:ﬁﬁle 701 of the Commissibh Rules and Regulations to
provide that all wells included within any water flood project are#

as defined by Rule 701, as well as those wells outside of ihe

project area which are producing into common measuring and storage
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tested monthly and the results of such tests furnished to the
Commission. It is further proposed to consider revision of Come
Jmissian Form C=120 so that the results of such tests may be include
thereon.

(Witness sworn,)

JOE D, RAMY.
called as a witness, having beén first duly sworn, testified as
follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. PAYNE:
Q Will the witness please state his name and posi i on,
A Joe D, Ramy, proration manager for the New Mexico 0il
gonservation Commission.

Q Mr, Ramy, are you familiar with Rule 701 of the Com-

mission Rules and Regulations?

A Yes, I am.
Q And rave you made a study concerning the desirability

of samending this rule in certathupartiedlari?r?

A Yes, I have,
Q In what respect do you propose an amendment of Rule 701
A In the interest of allowable control, I propose that

certain well tests be réquired. My proposed amendment reads in

its entiretv as follows:

"Bach and every well outside a prorated water flood project

=y

®
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area which is producing into common TaciIities with wells instde ]

a pror&ted water flood project area shall be teﬁted once each mopth
and the results of such tests shall be reported on Form C-120,"

Q If I underStaﬁd your pfoposal correctly, it is con-
siderably narrower than that shown in the Rules, Do you propose
to require only tests on wells outside of water flood areas as dz;

fined by Rule 701, vou would require only that:those be tested if &

are producing into common facilities with water flood oil?

A That is correct.

Q In a prorated water flood?

A Correct.

Q Now, why do you feel that this provision, this amend-

ment is necessary, Mr. Ramy?

A I think to effectively prorate water floods, it will *
necessary to be in a position to adjust these allowables on these

wells outside the water flood project area. I think, without thes

——

monthly tests, why an operator may not be aware that a well will
decline or has declined and consequently, he could inadvertent¥y

produce some excess water flood oil to make up for this production

deéline.

b

Q In other'words; a ﬁell outside the water flood projec

L3

area which is producing into common facilities with water flood

0il might be carried on the proration schedule as a twenty=-barrel

well?
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‘as opposed to perhaps undue economic burden on the operator? .

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

Q md yet it ™way have déclined to five barrels and
the difference is being made up by the wells within a water flood
project area?‘

A Yes, that is correct. He would have, in addition to ﬂia;
water flood project area allowable, he would have an extra twenty
barrel allowable for that well., and I'm sure the operator, if he
were able, he would make all the allowable assigned to him,

Q So it might well be then that the prorated water flood

project would be producing in excess of its maximum project allowatile?

A Yes.

Q And this could come about inadvertently?

A Inadvertently, I think so, yes,

Q Now, Mr. Ramy, wouldn't it be more effective if separdte

tankage was required for the water flood oil and the primary oil?
A Ies,»I think so, but in cdnsidering the praétiCality
of it, I think this would cause some undue hardshipé. There are
bound to be one or two wells off to the edge, and for practical
pufposes, they should be put into the same battery.
Q So what you have done here, you've weighedd thefpractikaé

ity of the situation, You weighédd one hundred percent control fé

A - I have tried to do that, yes,

Q Have you also considered the possibility of requiring

separate météring o’ the wells outside the water flood project areas ;

which are producing into one facility with the water flood oil?

®
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| prior to administrative approval of the conversion of additional

wells to water injection?

.\ Yes, ITve considered that, but again, I think that woild

cause an undue hardship on the operator where the monthly well tests

would be sufficient.

Q Now, Mr. Ramy, as advertised and shown on the docket,
the proposed provision would require that the wells in the prorateﬂ
water flood area alsoo be tested monthly. Do you now propose that
this not be required?

A Yes., This was considered, but I think primarily we .
are interested in allowable control, although if we required these

tests in capacity floods, it would be for information purposes

]

only, to determine if the water flood was performing as efficiently
as possible, and I think that is a primary concern of the operator
involved, and I think in most cases they are doing that, and I thingk -
where we would be interested in well tests in capacity floods would
be outside or offset welis which are receiving a kick from the

water flood, and I think that these tests can be 8btainéd, these

tests are required,

Q Rule 701 as now drafted, requires that a test be taken

A Yes, that is correct, and I think we could witness

these tests.

Q You are speaking about capacity floods, correct?

A Right.

Q Tt was also proposed originally, op at least the dockbt
I
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and the advertisment so shows, that the wells inside a prorated
water flood project would also have to be tested monthly as well

as those outside?

A Yes. R v

because we have a set and given allowable for those wells inside th

prorated water flood area.

Q It is a maximum allowéble, is it not?
A That's right,
Q So in certain situations, it might well be that if

these tests are not required, the project would be producing some-

what in excess of what it should, but it would never be over the

maximun?
A That is right.
Q Now, Mr. Ramy, do you propose that Form C-120 be revig

so that the results of the tests taken on the wells outside the
prorated water flood prdject which are producing into the‘06Mm6n _
facilities, that the results of these tests will be able to ‘be
shown on Form 0;120?

A Yes, i would recommend that. I think that would be
the easiest for the operators, to list those weils. I dontt antiéi

)

a colunmn or -

Q Now, vou don't propose to require any more -=-
A No, I don't think that would be of any importance reall

too many wells really of this category, and . uink either by addifg

e f

ed@

paty
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there not, where an operator has a unit and the water flood is
prorated and he installs an ACT system?

A Yes, there is that possibility.

Q Now, do vou feel that what you are proposing here is
the absolute minimum for relatively effective aliowable control inj

prorated water floods?

A I do.

Q Do you have anything further you would like to offer,
Mr. Ramy? ‘

A No.

MR. PAYNE: That concludes the direct examination of .
this ;itness, Mr, Commissionér. r
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR, PORTER:
Q Mr. Ramy, you donft have a copy of any proposed re-
vised form C-120, do you?
A No, I do not,
Q Your recommendation would merely be to add a column
wherein this test would be reported?
A Yes, I think possibly two columns showing the date of
the test and the production,
MR. PORTER: Anyone else have a: question?
MR, CAMPBELL: Mr., Porter, I'm Jack M. Caﬁpbell of

Cambbelliand ﬁussell, Roswell, New Mexico. I would like to enter
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HMr, Ramy a few questions,

Q (By Mr, Campbell) Mr, Ramv, would vou state for the
record what reports are now required with regard to production from
all wells in New Mexico?

A A C=115 and I think a C=116.

and wells on secondary recovery, are thev not?

A Yes, sir, they are.
Q And what do those forms require?
A They require the operator to list the production, and

the C-115s list the per well production, oil, gas and water, and
on the C-116, that is an official well test.

| Q Due to the fact that a well test would have to bé taken
at same particular time during the month, don't you feel that actual
production reports more accurately reflect down time, changing well
conditions, than a test would on a particular day on a particular
month?

A Possibly, however, assuming norméiydecline, I think

some times the operators are a little slow or a little reluctant
to report that a well has declined from fifteen to ten barrels. Thf?"
have a tendency to let that ride for several months, Mr. Campbéll.
Q This is not, I assume, confind entirely to séecondary
recovery bfojects, is it? -1 mean this same problem with fegérd to

vell changes would apply in any situation where you have common

Lankage for certain Yeases—or—a numberof wells Inm the Ieases?

®

Q Those are required for both wells én primary productidgn -
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“the basis of those tests months by morith whereas if you have to

A Thatts right.

Q On those cases you have to rely upon a repoft made by
the operator in its accuracy to determine whéther or not he is cond
fining himself to the actual per well allowable whether it is seco
or primary, do vou not?

A That is correct.

Q Do vou have reason to believe that an additional test
6r additional columnon a repoft is going to, considering the ad-
minstrative expense to the operator, is going %o provide vou with
much better information than vou are able to now obtain?

A Yes, I think so. I think vour C-120s are more cur=-

rent than vour C-11l5s, and I think vou could adjust allowables on

wait for the actual production figure on the C-115, vou are smmetiwesﬁ

two, three months behind.

Q Have vou made any study to determine in prorated floog

which I now understand vou are confinjn,, ;éur ancrestion as te i N
number cf wells that might be involvgd outside.projGCt‘areaS'but
within the unit that may be producing into an ACT unit,

A No, sir, 1 hé§e not. I don't know of any ACT unit
on prorated floods as Yéi.

Q Of course the number of prorated floods as of now is
rather limited, is it not? ’

A That 15 correct.

s,

S
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.very slightly over a period of time, could you not?

have been upitized, as I understand vour present proposal, you
would require each month a testing of every well outside the pro-
rated area that was producing into the LACT unit?

A Correct.

Q Mr. Ramy, can't vou conceive of a situation where you
might, under those circumstances, have a very large number of well?
outside the pro ject area which would have to be tested each month?

A Yes, and' I think before vou have a very large number
of wells, the tests would be more important because of a greater
allowable difference to play with,

Q . Certainly, and you might have wells far removed from
the actual project area where the fluxuation is not varied or wher+
there are very low producing wells at the outset, might you not?

A 7 If you take eighty wells that have an allowable of

ten barrels a day which have a capacity of two barrels a day, that

2

gives you eight times eighty is six hundréd forty barrels a‘day,‘wﬁicﬁ

you could visualize.,

Q - You might have a large number of wells which decline

A Thatts correct,

Q What type of testing is normally done? I don'f know,
what is involved in testing wells, or what type of test do you pro-
pose?

A 1 would propose jué% a monthly well test either throuéh

head thran#h £l : T thi
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' | T 51 aprock are set up to where |

approximately six wells go through a header system which enables

- the operator to test the wells once a month, Now, these, I know,
are in wells that are active in the water flood area. As to the

remainder of them, I do not know.

Q If the rule which vou are now proposing is put into

4
PHONE CH 3-669

effect, it might require additional personnel to handle the testing
- or anvthing of that sort?
A I-think it could, ves, Mr. Campbell.
MR, CAMPBELL: That's all ﬁhe questions I have.

MR. PORTER: Anvone else have a question?

MR, PAINE: Yes, sir,

Fa

REDIRECT EXAMINATION
:BY MR. PAYNE:

Q Mr. Ramy, it is, of course, as Mr. Campbell pointed
out, possible, is it not, for wells on primarf to be producing mbr?
than their allowable?

A I think that is possible, ves.

Q Now, assuming that vou have ten wells on a lease and

DEARNLEY-MEIER REPORTING SERVICE, Inc.
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the top unit allowable per well is thirty-six, the maximum that that
operator can produce, éven by the inadvertent judging‘of the‘figurqs,,;
would be three hundred and sixty barrels?

A Correct,

Q Tf. ¥ou have a prorated water flood project for each
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and producing wells, its maximum project allowable would be four
hundred twenty barrels?

A Yes, with tr.ern wells.,

Q Now, is it possible in that case, if You have wells
outside of the project area producing into that same batﬁery, that

he can get above the four hundred twenty maximum project allowable

A Yes, it is very possible he would have this four hundfed

twenty plus the assigned allowable for the wells going into the

same battery.

Q So that you don't have a comparable situation here wh#n'

vou are trying to compare it with primary production?

A No, I do not in one sense,

Q Now, isn't it also true, Mr. Ramy, ét least in all
recent automatic tcus’todv orders that this Commission has entered,

that each of those contains a provision that the operator shall

install adequate facilities to permit the testing of each well once

each month to determine the production from that well?
A That is correct.
Q So that your proposal is not going to require any

additional mechanical installations.

A No.
Q Because those are required now in the ACT orders?
A Correct, and I think that with an average ACT system,

why the operator probably needs to test those wells once a month

PO T
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production 1s coming from.

Q Yes, thatt's another point, Mr. Ramy, the production

tests are really nothing more than an estimate at best, is that'riqhtf;

A That is right.

Q Because vou say you have sixteen wells producing into

PHONE CH 3-6591

a common: tank battery, and unless you test the wells, vou don't
know how much is coming from anv well?
A That is correct.
MR, PAYNE: That's all, thank vou.
MR. PORTER: Any further questions of HMr., Ramy?
MR. KELLY: T would like to make a statement on

behalf of Texaco. William D. Kellv, Gilbert, White, and Gilbert.

The proposed revisiop in Rule 701 ‘would cause an administrative
burden and result in duplication. Such requirement in reporting
well tests would be repetition, similar data'presently being
submitted in Form C-115, Any prudent operator preparing FomC<ll5
will use the latest 4vailable test in calculating the monthly pro-
duction. Because of this duplication, Texaco feels that this would

be an administrative burden on the operator also. Also, in the

DEARNLEY-MEIER REPORTING SERVICE, Inc.

course of time, Texaco believes that this will put an administrativefé

burden on the Commission. Texaco believes that the present method

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

of reporting monthly by well on Form C-115 will supply the Commis-
sion with data to keep it fully advised on the amount ofprbductio#

of wells outside water flood project areas, Therefore, Texaco

LQuestions the necessity of reporting : i i monthly well tests,
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‘lidea of the capability of his wells, and therefore, I believe that

MR. PORTER: Anvone else have a statement to make?

MR. ERREBO: Burns Errebo, Modrall, Seymour, Sperling,
Roehl, and Harris, Albuquerque, on behalf of Sacony Mobil 0il.
I have a prepared statement, Socony Mobile Company feéls'that reé-
porting of monthly well tests on both the wells in and associated
with watér flood areas, will require additional reporting work load
and an expense not equal to the value of such reporting. It is
respectfully requeéted that the Commission retain Rule 701 as it nd
stands or consider reporting such well tests ‘on a schédule of once
every three months., )

MR. ANDERSON: T am R. M. Anderson of Sinclair Gas

Company. We have considered this matter and we are of similar

opinion to the other two gentlemen that just spoke. We believe that

the individual production is being adequately reported each month
on Form C-115. We feel‘that‘any moéificgtion of Form C=115 would
tend to provide duplication of that type of data andfwould be just
a duplication and would result in unnecessary administrative expeng
One other thought, we have, on the testing of the wells in a water
fqud area, an operator is particularly anxious to know whét‘his

wells in the area are doing and what the wells in near proximity

to the area are doing in order to evaluate his flood and to continye

to evaluate it, so in those areas an operator will have even a betf

2

W

Go :

the C-11lg5s that are turned in for the water flood areas more accura
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PrimaTy arcas.

In order to prepare C-1l15s, the operator has to have infore
mation from the field, from his pumpers, gaugers, that are actually
producing the wells, and those men know, they know from working wij
the wells what those wells can do. They know from short tests, not
official gas oil ratio tests through test separators or test equip<
medt, but through short tests of severél‘hours duration whenever
they get a chance through the week. They test their wells often
enough¢so.that they know what the wells are doing, and wecmake up
our reports and other:operators do too, I'm sﬁre; on the basis
of that infqrmationiﬂmmithe‘field; so we feel it»is‘unnecessary

to run special tests and we feel that it is unnecessary to require

any additionéi feports than the C-115 that we are reporting now,
MR, KELLAHIN: Jason Kellahin, Kellahin and Fox, Sant
Fe, represéhting Continental Oil Company. Continentai'Oil Company
does not at the:present time have any water fiood projects, but
they do hafe some‘éucﬁ projects under contemplation, and it is thg
feeling of Continental that the information required by these
tests is presently available to the Commission, and that the additi.m
testing and reporting iﬁypartiéular, would, even though restricted |
in the case as advertised, those tests wﬁuld still pose and undue
and unnecessary bruden on the operators. If such testing is felt
necessary, it is Continental's”position thaﬁ a semi-anniual test

at the most is all that would be necessary to give the Commission

the information required under this propesal.

-
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MR. CAMPBELL: If the Commission please, Jack M,

Campbell, Cambell and Russell, Roswell New‘Mexico, appearing for
" Graridge Corporation. It is the position of Graridge Corporation

that although they at the present time have no projects which as

I understand Mr. Ramy testified would be in effect by this proposed

PHONE CH 3-6691

rule, inasmuch as all of their projects ware operating at the time
the prorated water flood system went into effect, they too, perhaps

in the future will be affected by this rule, It is the feeling of

S |
Graridge that the actual production reports, and I think the Com=
mission must assume theirkaééﬁracy, if there is any indication that

they are not accurate, the Commission has amplé authority"io reqairr

.|testing of any nature. Thé& must assume the accuracy of these re-
- ports, whe ther the reports be based on primary production or secondrry
prOdﬁcti&h, or a combination of both, Actually, the production

records over a longer time reflect more accurately the actual pro-

duction of a well than a well test at a particular time, It is

true that water flood operators do take a selective well test for

engineering and operational purposes, but that is quite differdnt

DEARNLEY—MEIER REPORTING SERVICE, Inc.

g
Zj g from being required to take monthly tests perhaps on a-large number| -
i’? g\\ of wells outside of a project area on occasions being quibe removed
e e : ‘
?F? § - |in distance‘producing into an ACT unit, -Certainlivwe sympathize
e ? ﬁith the desires of the Commission to make certain within a reasonable
5 g basis, the accuracy of reporting of all well production,uﬁhether it
Pt be in primar& producﬁion or whether it be in water floods, but it

seems to that t
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tion that would be obtained from this type of a test would not a2dd
a sufficient amount of accuracy or information for the Commission %o
Jjustify “what .. is obviouslv an additional added expense and re-
quire additional field personnel. It is true that all of the LACT

units have to have individual well testing equipment, and zny time

PHONE CH 3.6691
-

The Commission requires it, I assume they could require that any

test be made on those individual wells if there was any reasonable
doubt aboutwhat the operator put in his report, and that is going
to be true whatever type of production you have, It appears ,i:_o me

that this type of rule simply will not provide a sufficient amousnt

of more accurate information than vou receive to Justify the opcratmé

additional expense, We feel that if such a program is necessary,
that the test should not be required more often than six months, afid

lor course, when an allowable increase is requested for a well, or

where there is w;ter injection to the well, you have to take a
test in any event, I would like to also s;ggeSt this, Mr. Ramy's
suggestion here this morning was to some extent modifying what |
appeared in the original notice, and it seems to me it might be

appropriate if the staff could prepare a change in the rule,an_i!.actual

DEARNLEY-MEIER REPORTING éERVICE, Inc.

amendment of the rule, so that the operators could be furnished 'it#\

it and perhaps given a fieriod of ten days time or something in which

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW. MEXICO

they could submit written statements with regard to it because it
is considerably different from what the == I originally understood

was the xproposa»l of the Commission staff, and it may be that some
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as would have been made on what we considered to be the original'

proposal.

MR. KASTLER: Bill Kastler, appearing for Gulf0il

Corporation. Gulf feels that the data presently reported on Forms

C-115 and C-120 contain adequate informmation for the Commission

PHONE CH 3.6491

to be fuliy advised on the current progress of the water flood pro-
ject, and that the requirement to conduct and report monthly well
tests wuld be dburdensome on the water flood operators.

MR, PAYNE: I might say, first, Mr, Commissioner, tha%

we received an objection from Ambassador Oil Corporation. It isn'¢

entirely clear whether its objection is té5ﬁﬁé'propdsed rule as add

vertised or whether it goes to the requirement of any well test,

I would like to say this, though, on behalf of Mr. Ramy and
myself. The£CommissiOn has entered an order prorating water flood
projects now, the proration manager of tﬁis Commission,’ who is mor*
familiar with proration than perhaps any one else, has testificd
that vou can't properly prorate water floods unless You haye'ﬁome
control over wells outside of the project area which'are’pfoducing

into common facilities with that water flood oil, Now, there mighk

"DEARNLEY-MEIER REPORTING SERVICE, Inc.

be some merit in these objections‘if they went to the rule, propos*d

rule as advertised and as shown on this docket, but there is no

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

duplication here, This is a test which is not required at present
and which the operators do not take. The tests which he proposes

be required are tests on primary wells, they are not water flood

Lwells at all, they are cutside the water flood project,
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~ The mroduction that is presently being attrituted to thase |
wells és shown on the C-115 is a rough estimate at best. The
witness has also pointed out that the Form C-120 is more current
than the Form C-115. Therefore, giving us a more up-to-date al-

lowable control in these prorated water flood projects.

I would also like to state that if you really wanted to cond

PHONE CH 3.6691

trol the production from prorated water food projeéts, you should
require separate tankage, but the witness b»eingﬁ practical and under-
standing the position of the operators and Commission, has not ree

quired that separate tankage or even separate metering be installed. .

The most he has asked and which he says is the bare minimum, is thgt -

g

ihe primary wells producing into common facilities with water flooq

wells be tested once each month, It seems to me that this is a very
reg_gonable proposél if you intend to achieve what you hope to ‘a’chive_
wh;n you enter an order prorating water floods.,

MR, PORTER: Anyone else have a statement? The Com=
mission feels that at least one of Mr, Campbellts points is>we11
taken, that was the one in which .he referred to .the z‘.'evisior’xjy which

was made here at the hearing. It is quite different from the rulej

DEARNLEY-MEIER REPORTING SERVICE, Inc.

proposed rule, hﬁvkh,ich has been circulated. The Commission will

delay a decision or the entrance of an order for a period of thvi-rt#

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

days. In the mantime, we will circulate the rule, the proposed

rule as recommended by Mr. Ramy here this mOrniﬂé to our mailing

list and invite the reactions of any interest parties.

MR. PAYNE: Ts it my understanding, Mr, Commissionar,|
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that you are, however, taking the case under. advisement?

MR. PORTER: We are taking the case under advisement,

This is not a con tinuation of the case.
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
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I, J. A. Trujillo, Netary Public in and for the County of
Bernalillo, State of New Mexico, do hereby certify that the fore-
going and attached Transcript of Proceedings before the New Mexico
0il Conservation Commission was reported by me in Stenotype and
reduced to typewritten transcript by me, and that the same is a
truerand correct }écord to the best of my knowledge, skill ahd

Y

ability.
' "_(-Tf\ .
WITNESS my Hand and Seal, this the /5 day of Az« d.

1960, in the City of Albuquerqué, Countv of Bernélillo, Statekof

New Mexico.

Q//f;ﬂ;...{b‘? ('?. J’u‘j/ze\ ‘
/’TJOTARY PUBLIC v

My Commission Expires:

Qctober 5, 1960




HUMBLE OIL & REFINING COMPANY
R. R. MCCARTY PRODUCTION ODEPARTMENT WESTERN DIVISION :

MANAGE R
J. S, BOLDRICK P.0. BOX 1600

OPERATIONS 5U?Eﬂl'{l(~bf’(‘7’ - - ; ‘_ i BI]DLAND’ TEXAS

H. L. HENSLEY *
OPERATIONS SUPERINTENDENT

”':usc.m:‘tifr?aotos:mmunon February 26, 1960

A. J. BEDFORD
ADMINISTRATIVE COORDINATOR

6-1

New Mexico Proration

New Mexico 0il Conservation Commission
P. 0. Box 871
Santa Fe, New Mexico
Attention: Mr. A. L. Porter, Jr.
Dear Sir;
With reference to your memorandum of February 17, 1960,
referring to a proposed revision of Rule 701, this is to
state that Humble 0il & Refining Company is in accord with
the proposed revision.

Sincerely yours,

HUMBLE OIL & REFINING COMPANY

R. R. McCARTY

By: //'
Henry E.~Meadows

‘WSD/sm'

TP
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0il Congervation Commission 9 a.m., ﬂab;y,Hall, State Capitol, Santa Fe, New Mexico

ALLOWABLE:

CASE 1897:

'CASE 1898t

CASE 18991

(1)
(2)

DOCKET: _REGULAR HEARING FEBRUARY 17, 1960 No. 5=60

Consideration of the 0il Allowable for March, 1960.

Consideration of the allowable production of gas for March 1960 from six
prorated pools in Lea County, New Mexicoj also consideration of the allowable
production of gas from seven prorated pools in San Juan, Rio Arriba and
Sandoval Counties, New Mexico for March, 1960.

NEW_CASES

In the matter of the hearing called by the 0il Conservation Commission on its
own motion to permit Cities Service Oil Company to appear and show cause why
the use of dual-zone pumping equipment should not be discontinued in the State
"P" Well No. 3, located 990 feet from the South and West lines of Section 32,
Township 22 South, Range 38 East, Blinebry 0il Pool and South Paddock Pool,
Lea County, New Mexico.

In the matter of the hearing called by the 0il Conservation Commission on its
own motion to consider revising Rule 701 of the Commission Rules and Regula-
tions to provide that all wells included within any water flood project area
as defined by Rule 701, as well as those wells outside of the project area
which are producing into common measuring and storage facilities with wells
inside a water flood project area, shall be tested monthly and the results of
of such tests furnished to the Commission. It is further proposed to consider
revision of Commission Form C-l20 so that the results of such tests may be

‘included thereon.

Southeastern New Mexico nomencla*&xe case calling for an order for the creation
of new pools, the extension of exiatxng pools and the deletion of a portion of
a pool in Lea, Chaves, Eddy and Rodsevelt Counties, New Mexicos

(a) Create a new o0il pool for Blinebry production, designated as the West
Blinebry Pool, and described as:

TOWNSHIP 23 SQUTH, RANGE 37 EAST, NMPM
Section 3: sw74

(b) Create a new gas pool for Wolfcamp productidﬁ, designated as the Bluitt-

Wolfcamp Gas Pool, and described as:

TONNSHIP 7 SOUTH, RANGE 37 EAST, NMPM
Section 33: SW74

(¢) ~ Create a new oil pool for San Andres production, designated as the

Buffalo Valley-San Andres Pool, and described as: -

TOWNSHIP 14 SOUTH, RANGE 31 EAST, NMPM
Section 353 SW74
(d) Create a new 0il pool for Abo production, designated as the Corbim=Abo
Pool, and described ass

“TONNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 33 EAST, NMPM
“ Section 313 Nw74 1




SINGLANR Onr, & Gas ComeaNy

SINCLAIR OIlL BUILDING

- TUOLS.A , OLAIONA

March 2, 1960

Mr, A, L. Porter, Jre,

New Mexico 0Oil Conservation Cammission
P, O, Box 871

Santa Fe, New Mexico

Dear Mr, Porter:

Your memorandum of February 17, 1960 transmitted a proposed
revision of Rule 701 which would require all wells outside a prorated water
flood project area that produce into cammon facilities with wells inside the
project area, to be tested once each month and the results reported to the

Conmission,

While we have no water floods yet in New Mexico, we appreciate
the Commission's wish to keep up with the progress of these projects and we share
their concern in getting this information in the best way possible.

In examining the reports submitted in New Nexico, we notice that

"all wells' production is now reported and certified on Form 115 monthly. It

appears that this report should contain the information desired by the Commission,
However, in reviewing our Form 115 files, in this office, we note the difficult

task of finding and identifying particular wells, leases or fields, Possibly, the
Commission St.aff has this sesme experience with their more numerous copies of Form

115,

Therefore, it seems that a practical answer to the Ccmmission's
problem would be to have the operators arrange these Form 115 reports by projects,
or otherwise, for convenience in finding and using this information, rathsr than
requiring additional field work in testing the wells, Surely if these Form 115 .
reports are certified, this information should be satisfactory,

" However, if the Commission still feels that it wants the separate
tests on the individual wells each month, it seems that this information could then
be deleted from Commission Form (=115 in the interest of avmding duplication, Which-
ever way the question is settled we 'know that the Cammission and Operators will
continue thelr finpe cooperative efforts to get the highest ultimate recovery fram
New Mexico's rich oil fields and’ thereby produce the greatest good for her citizenms,

Very truly yours,

/
F. F. Wright
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D. D. Bodie Voo BOX 97

Division Superintendent HOBBS, NEW MEXICO

March 4, 1960

011 conservation Commission
; State of New Mexico
; P. 0. Box 871
Santa Fe, New Mexlco

i Attn: Mr. A. L. Porter, Jr.
o Re: Propbsed Revision of Rule 701
Gentlemen:

Citles Service 011 COmpany opposes the proposed amendment to Rule
701 In Case No. 1898, It Is belleved the information requested by
; amendment to Rule 701 will duplicate that Information now reported
on Form C-115, ‘which reflects the monthly production of Individual
; wells normally based.on well tests, So long as the wells outside
a waterflood project area are produclng into common facllities with
wells inside a waterflood project area, the wells would no doubt

be In a stripper stage, declining very little each month. There-
fore, the production data reported on Form C-115 should be adequate
for proration purposes.

When a well or wells outside a prorated waterf lood pro;ect area
begin to receive response from the flood, a dll:gent operator would
request that the well or its offset be converted to an injection
well. The well or wells would then be considered In the project
area and production would be reported on Form C-115 as requested by
the current Rule 701,

The amendment as proposed, [n our opinion, would require unnecessary
well tests and add the burden of additional clerical time for filing
production ‘data on Form C-120 which would be reported the same month
on Form C-115.

For the above reasons, Cities Service 0il Company recommends that
Rule 701 not be amended but rather remaln as now In effect.

/

Very tpuly yours,

D. D. Bodie /
Division Superlntendent




PETROLEUM AND ITS PRODUCTS

ROSWELL DISTRIGY GULF OIL CORPORATION

W. A, SHELLEMEAR
District Manager .

r. o. Momi."acx'-"~ . P 0. DRAWER 669 e ROSWELL, NEW MEXICO

District Exploration Manager . FORT WORTH

M. 1. TAviOR March 1k, 1960 ' PRODUCTION DIVISION
Distriet Production Manager -

G. A. PRICE
District Services Manager

New Mexico 0il Conservation Commission
Post Office Box 871
Sanita Fe, New Mexico

Attention: Mr. A. L. Porter, Jr.

Gentlemen:

In compliance with the Commission's request that interested
operators submit a written statement expressing their views on proposed
Rule 701 as amended, Gulf Oil Corporation hercby submits the following
information:

We feel that the existing method of reporting well production
on Form C-115 and Form C-120 should suffice for accurdacy purposes. The
operator certifies that the information is true and correct to the best
of his knowledge. Based on Commission approvals in the past and limitation
on water flood expansion, it is apparent that water floods will not be
inaugurated in New Mexico in the future except in stripper properties.
These properties, of coursge, are those producing approximately ten barrels
or less per day, and generally having little or no decline. Offsetting
wells will have about the same productivity because of ‘drainage. It is
an established fact that production from wells of this type is maintained
at esgentially a constant level over periods of many years. For this
reason, offsetting wells to a water flood area will have little change in
vroductive capacity from year to year. Since these rates remain essentially
constant for long periods of time, we feel that there will be very little
variation and therefore, no need for frequent testing as proposed. We
believe that monthly tests for wells outside a project area are not warranted.
If the Commission finds it necessary to require these tests however, we:
recammend that they be required no more often than quarterly, and prefer
tests on & semiannual basis.

Yours very truly,

W. A, Shellshear




CONTINENTAL OIL COMPANY

or PRODUCTION
Nrw Mzxico Divisiox

New Mexico 011 Conservation Commission
Box 871
Santa Fe, New Mexico

Attention: Mr. A, L. Porter, Jr., Secretary-Director

Gentlemen: ‘ ' Re: Proposed Revision of
Rule 701

In regard to the proposed revision of Rule 701, we
offer the following'COmments and recommendation.

We believe that the revisions as set out in Rule
701l would impose an undue ﬁardship on operators in waterflood
projects. With more and more centralized battery installa-
tions becoming approved for use by the industry, more and more
waterflood projects would become affected by the proposed re-
vision. This could involve a vbluminous amount of testing and
paper work for some operators to be done on a monthly basis.

We feel that such test informatlon 1is necessary, but not on a

R monthly basis,.

IR

We recommend that semi-anhual tesés be conducted and

that these should be adequate to provide the required informa-

tion.
, Very truly yours,
WAM-PD | L a & /7?/ «gQ

Pi ONETERING I N PETROLEUM PROGRESS S I NCE 1875




‘GRARIDGE CORPORATION

IBEX'BUILDING POSY OFFICE BOX 752
BRECKENRIDGE, TEXAS

March 14,1960

New Mexico 0Oil Conservation Commission
P. 0. Box 871
Santa Fe, New Mexico

Attention: Mr, A, L. Porter, Jr,
Secretary - Director

Re: Proposed Revision of
Rule 701 as set out
in Case 1898

Gentlemen:-

.As we understand the proposed revision, our present waterfloods covering
some four projects will not be affected. However, we plan to install
future projects which will be affected.

We have thoroughly studied the provisions and understand why the
Commission must be kept informed of well producing capacity, Further-
more, we feel that proper waterflood operations require monthly tests
on all wells affected by water injection. However, based on our ex-
periences in some 2% years of waterflooding in New Mexico, we believe
the policy of testing every well every month will be an undue financial
hardship on the operator. For instance, during two years of flooding
at Caprock we have had an average of 35 wells capable of making only a
barrel or so per day., Economics dictate that we should not test such
wells every month,

We respectfully suggest that a regular GOR well test taken e@ery six
months on all wells should give sufficient control on the :pecific wells
in question if a provision is made whereby the allowable on guch wells
can not be raised unless a substantiating well test on Form" C~116 is

submitted,




New Mexico Oil Conservation Commission
Page 2
March 14, 1960

This test information coupled with the monthly oil and water pro-
duction from each well which is submitted monthly on Commission Form
C-120 should keep the Commission properly informed and allow the main-
taining of equities among the operators.

Very truly yours,
GRARIDGE CORPORATION
T. A. Ford

Manager of Production

TAF/1t

; cc: Mr. Jack Campbell

: Ambassador 0il Corporation
Great Western Drilling Company
Gulf 0il Corporation




Mobil
L«J

Mobil Oil Company

A Division of Socony Mobil Oif Company, Inc.

P. 0. Box 2L06
Hobbs, New Mexico

March 16, 1960

Mr. A. L. Porter, Jr., Secretary-Director
New Mexico 0il Conservation Commissicn

P. 0. Box 871 o

Santa Fe, New Mexico

Dear Mr. Porter:

As requested by the Commission, Socony Mobil 0il Company, Inc. offers
the following comments and recommendations regarding the revision of
Rule 701 as proposed by the Commission.

Socony Mobil 0il Company, Inc. believes that the monthly reporting of
well tests on only the wells outside a waterflood project arwa with
common tankage will be an undue hardship for all operators. The value
or benefit of such a procedure would be insignificant as compared to
the additional expense reauired.

Socony Mobil 0il Company, Ine. recommends that the Commission not
revise the Rule 701. However, if Rule 701 is rev1sed, it is rec-
ommended that the testing and reporting should be done on a quarterly
basis, once every three months. A test every three months on wells
outside the project area will afford the well performance information
required and minimize the work load of both the Comnission and operators

concerned.

Yours very truly,
SOCONY MCOBIL OIL COMPANY, INC.

C. H, Samples
District Superintendent ..

JCG/nrh-




March 10, 1960

STATEMENT

. The proposed revision in Rule 701 will éause an administrative
burden and result in duplication. Such reguirement of reporting well
tests will be a repetition of similar data presently beliig submitted
on Commigsion Form C:-ilS. Any prudent operator, in preparing the
Form C-115, will use the latest available test in calculating the
monthly production. Because of this duplication Texaco feels that
this will be an administrative burden on the operstor, also, in the
course of time Texaco believes that this will become an administrative
burden upon the Commission. Texaco believes the prepent method of
reporting monthly production by well on Form C-115 will supply the
Commission with adequate data to keep 1t fully advised of the amount
of production of wells outside the water flood project area, there-

fore, Texaco questicns the necessity of reporting monthly well tests.




PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY

BARTLESVILLE,OKLAHOMA
EARL GRIFFIN
PROCUCTlOﬂ DEPARTMENT . : : ) GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT
L. E. FITZJARRALD : : pe : ) Marc.h 15, 1960 JACK TARNER
VICE PRESIOENTY . TRCHNICAL ADVISER TO VICK PAKS,
H. 8. KELLY
CHIKF RNGINEER

In re: Proposed Revision of Rule 701 - Case No, 1898

Mr, A. L. Porter, Jr., Secretgr&-nirector
New Mexico 0il Conservation Commission
Santa Fe, New Mexico

Dear Mr. Porter:

In response to your Memo., No, 2-60 dated February 17,
1960, I am thankful for the opportunity of presenting the views
of my Company and myself with respect to the revision of Com~
mission Rule 701 as recommended by Mr. Joe Ramey,

At the original heanng on water floods, Case Noa 1787
on October 14, 1959, Phillips Petroleum Company recommended
that water flood allowables be assigned on a lease or unit basis,
being the daily per well water flood sllowable multiplied by
the number of input and producing wells on the lease or unit,
The impracticability of restricting the per well water flood
allowable to wells offsetting the input wells was pointed out.

Phillips Petroleum Company continues to believe that
a water flood allowable should be on a lease or unit basis,
Such an allowable system would make it unnecessary to make
monthly individual well tests, which'are expensive to take and,
because of short test duration, are valueless,

Yours very truly,

7 E P

: L. E, Fitzjarrald
LEF:OPN:HD
ATR MAIL

. It's Performance That Counts.
FLITE-FUEL — TROP-ARTIC
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LT“"'L ter Telegram

ATTN MR A L PORTER Vo
9 REGARDING FEBRUARY 17 1960 DOCKET CAS@)NO. 1898
CATLED BY THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSIHON WE ARE SORRY
THAT WE COULD NOT BE PERSONALLY REPRESENTED BUT WE WOULD
LIKE TO GO ON RECORD AS SUPPORTING COMPLETELY THE |
OBJECTIONS OFFERED BY GRARIDGE CORPORATION TO REVISING
‘COMMISSTON RULE 701e WE FEEL THEIR INDICATED OB.JECTIONS
ARE VWELL BASED UPON SOUND REASONING AND ARE DEFINTTELY . |

THE COMPANY WiLL APPRECIATE SUGGESTIONS FROM ITS PATRONS CONCERNING ITS SERVICE
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THE COMFANY WILL ATFPRECIATE SUGUESTIONS FKOM 1TS PATRONS CONCERNING IT5S SERVICE

.,f:*“—i“:.:. WESTERN UNION ,____\m .




BEFORR THRE OXL CONBERVATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MEW MEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THRE HEARING
CALIED BY THE OIL COMSERVATION
COMMISSION OF NEW MEXICO FOR
THRE PURFPOSE OF COMNSIDERING:

CASE No. 1898
O!'m ’oo R—lm

APPLICATION OF THE OIL CONSERVATION
COMMISSIOR ON IT8 OWN MOTION TO
CONSIDER A REVISION OF RULE 701 TO
CONSIDER REVISION OF COMMISSION
FORM C~-120,

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

BY TEE COMMISSIOM:

This cause came on for hearing at 9 o'c¢lock a.m. on
Febxuary 17, 1960, at Santa Fe, New Maxico, before the 04l
Conservation Commission of New Mexico, hereinafter referred

to ag the "Commiasion,”

Botl, on this 4th day of April, 1960, the Commission,
a guorum being present, having considered the testimony
-entcd and the exhibitz received at said hearing and
ing fully advised in the premises, _

EINDS» ‘
(1) That due public notice having been given as requived

by law, the Commission has jurisdiction of this cause and the
~subject matter thereof. 8

(2) That the evidence presented establishes that in order

to effectively prorate waterflood projects, monthly tests should
"be conducted on all wells outside a prorated waterflood pewoject

area as definad in this Rule which are producing into common

- facilitios with wells inside a proratcd waterflood project area.

(3) That Rule 701 of the Commission Rules and Régulatioms

Q’f should be revised by the inclusion of the following provision
' between the third and fourth paragraphs of Section B (3) of
- said Rule 7011

Bach and every well outside a prorxated water-
flood projeet area which is producing into
common facilities with wells inside a prorated:
waterflood project area shall be tested once
each month and the results of such tests shall
be included on the monthly Commission Form
C-~120 filed for said project.




-2-
CASE Ro. 1858
Oxder No. R-1644

{(4) That Commission Form C-120 should be revised so that
the result of said well tests can be furnished thereon.

(3) That for good cause -hom, the Searetary-Director
should have the asuthority to grant exceptions to said testing
requirements .

IT 18 THEREPORE ORDERED

{1) That Rule 701 of the Commission Rules and Regulations,
be and the same is hereby revised to include the followiny
provisions between the third and fourth paragraphs of Section
E (3) of said Rule 701;

Bach and every well outside a prorated water-
flood project area wkich is producing into '
common facilities with wells inside a prorated
waterflood project area shall be tasted once
each month and the results of such tests shall
be included on the monthly Commission Form
C-120 f1led for said project.

The BSecxetary-Director is empowered to grant
axceptions to this provision without notice
and hearing when an appligation therefor is
filed in Adue form, and the facts presented
Jjustify such exception.

(2) That Commission Form C-120, be and the same is hexeby
' revised as shown in Appendix "A*, attached herseto snd made a
- part hereof.

(3) fThat the effectivo date of this ordexr is May 1, 1960.

DONE at Santa Fe, New Mexico, on the day and year herein~
-above designated,

STATE OF NEV MEXICO
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

MURRAY E. MORGAN,

/)%\/ /g,

A. T. PORTER, Jr L.r & soem:nry




A} UL X HAM NEN HEXICO FOIIR; C_lao
: . O1L CONSERVATION COMMISSION (Revised 551-60)
MONTHLY THIFCTION REPORT
Submit this report in triplicate to the Distiict Office, 031 Conservation Commission.. __ _____
CCMPANY : __FOOL _
,COU,NT.,Y “ e e MONTH ‘ : »19_.__
JUJECTIGN WELLS -
_ Welll Location MCF Gas TCumulative Bbls Water | Cumulative | Ave. Inj.
lease No. UL SITIR Injected !Gas Inj. Injected Water Inj. Pressures =

HEBLA L ST R

TOTAL s e e
: PRODUCING WELLS

R AR ETL ISR,

"Well] Location | Bbls. Oil | #CF Gas Bbls Water % Water
Lease No. ULl SITIR Produced | Produced Gor Produced Produced
o - nfeim—
PRODUCING WELLS QUTSIDE A PRORATED WATERFLOOD PROJECT AREA WHICH ARE PRODUCING
INTO COMMON FACILITIES WITH-WELLS IMSIDE A PRORATED WATERFLOOD PROJECT AREA
Well Location | - Date Length Barrels Barrels
Lease Ne. pii.{ﬁwr“?;m LR jof Tesi | of Test Produced | Per Day
? ,
i \
’ {
t
i
; i
é i
| N ] i .
L . T Réreby certify that the above information is trué and complete to the best of my knowledge.

T
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i
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