CASE 320l1: Application of UNION
TEXAS PETROLEUM for an exception
to RULE 14(A) of ORDER R-1670.
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GOVERNOR
JACK M. CAMPBELL
CHAIRMAN

State of New Mexico
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P. 0. BOX 2088
SANTA FE

Marxch 15, 1965

Re:
Mr. Clarence Hinkle

Hinkle, Bondurant & Christy
Attorneys at Law

Post Office Box 10

Roswell, New Mexico

Dear Sir:

STATE GEOLOGIST
A. L. PORTER, JR.
SECRETARY - DIRECTOR

Case No. 3201

order No.___ R-2878
Applicant:

UNIOR TEXAS PETROLEUM

Enclosed herewith are two copies of the above-referenced Com—
mission order recently entered in the subject case.

Very truly yours,

04 g Y

A. L. PORTER, Jr.
Secretary-Director

ir/
Carbon copy of order also sent to:

Hobbs OCC w
Artesia OCC

Aztec OCC X
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- IN THE MATTER OF THE HBARING

- CALLED BY THE OIL CONSERVATION
< COMMISSION OF NEW MEXXICO FOR

' THE PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

- APPLICATION OF UNION TEXAS PETROLBUM,
" DIVISION ALLIED CHEMICAL CORPORATION,
" POR AN EXCRPTION TO RULE 14(A) OF THE
' GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS FOR PRO- {

BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
QF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

CASE No. 3201
Ordexr No. R-2873

RATED GAS POOLS IN NORTHWERST NEW MEXICO

* PROMULGATED BY ORDER NO. R-1670, AS

i AMENDRD .

"BY THE COMMISSION:

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

This cause came on for hearing at 9 c'clock a.m. on Januaryé
27, 1265, at Santa Fe, New Mexico, bafore Examiner Elvis A. Utz.

NOW, on thig__15th day of March, 1965, the Commission, a |

L gquorum being present, having considered the testimony, the recordﬁ
“andéd the recommendations of the Examiner, and being fully advised

‘in the premises,

FINDS:

(1) That due public notice having been given as required by
tile Commission has Jjurisdiction of this cause and the subject

CNR) Tt
T e -
LY Taeraor,

(2) Thst the apnticant, Union Texas Petroleum, Division of

4
“Allisd Chnemical Coxporatioa, seasxks an excepiion vo the underpro~

cuction cancellation provisions of Rule 14(A) of Order ¥o. R-167C
for Ltz Johnson Federal Well No. 4 located in the SW/4 NE/4 of
Section 33, Townehip 31 Horth, Range 9 west, MMPM, Blanco-
Mesaverde Gas Pool, San Juan County, New Mexico, to permit said
well to carry forwaxd into the next gas proration pericd the
unproduced alicwable which was previously carried forward and

to permit the same to be producad Auring the proration period
begimning Pebruary, 12653, in additior %o the allowable currently
asgsigned to said well,
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CASE No. 3201
Order No. R-2878

{3) That the applicart has not established that approval
of the subject application would prevent waste or protect cor-
‘relative rights.

i

(4) That the subject application should be gdenied.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

(1) That the subject application is hereby denied.

! {(2) That jurisdiction of this cause is retained for the
~entry of such further orders as the Commission may deem neces-

sary.

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

STATE OF NBEW MEXICO
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

=

. L PORTER JT., . Membcr & Secretary
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BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE HEARING
CALLED BY THE OIL CONSERVATION
COMMISSION OF NEW MEXICO FOR
THE PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

CASE No. 2713
Order No. R-2400

APPLICATION OF SUNRAY DX CIL COMPANY
TO MAKE UP UNDERPRODUCTION, LEA COUNTY,
NEW MEXICO.

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

BY THE COMMISSION:

This cause came on for hearing at 9 o'clock a.m. on
December 6, 1962, at Santa Fe, New Mexico, before Danicl S. Nutter,
Examiner duly appointed by the 0il Conservation Commission of New
Mexico, hereinafter referred to as the "Commission," in accordance
with Rule 1214 of the Commission Rules and Regulations.

NOW, on this 28th  day of December, 1962, the Commission,
a quorum being present, having considered the application, the
evidence adduced, and the recommendations of the Examiner,
Daniel S. Nutter, and being fully advised in the premises,

FINDS:

(1) That due public notice having been given as required by
law, the Commwrission has jurisdiction of this cause and the subject
matter thereof.

(2) That the applicant, Sunray DX 0il Comovany, seeks per-
mission to make up underproducticn occurring in October, 1962,
and resulting from mechanical failure and lease shut-down during
installation of certain equipment on its U. D. Sawyer Lease,
Crossroads Pool, Lea County, New Mexico.

(3) That the Commission afforded all operators in the
subject pool an equal opportunity to produce their fair share
of the monthly allowable and that the applicant has failed to
establish that its loss of production could not have been
prevented by adequate lease maintenance and programing of
installations,

(4) That the application should be denied.
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CASE No. 2713
Order No. R-2400

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

(1) That the subject application is hereby denied.

(2) That jurisdiction of this cause is retained for the
entry of such further orders as the Commission may deem necessary.

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

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

TOM BOLACK, Chairman

E. S. WALKER, Member

A. L. PORTER, Jr., Member & Secretary

SEAL

esr/
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January 27, 1965, Examiner Hearing

CASE 3199: Application of Sinclair 0il & Gas Company for a non-standard gas pro-
ration unit, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled
cause, seeks approval of a 240-acre uon-standard gas proration unit
comprising the NW/4 and the Ns2 SW/4 of Section 20, Township 24 South,
Range 37 East, Jalmat Gas Fool, Lea County, New Mexico, to be dedicated
to its William H. Harrison "C'" WN Well No. 3 located in Unit L of said
Section 20.

CASE 3189: (Continued from the January 6, 1965, Examiner Hearing)
Application of Continental 0Oil Company for a dual completion, Rio Arriba
County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks approval
of the dual completion (conventional) of its Jicarilla Apache 30 Well
No. 2 located in Unit C of Section 29, Township 25 North, Range 4 West,
Rio Arriba County, New Mexico, to produce gas from the Chacra formation
and oil from the Gallup formation thwough the casing-tubing annulus and
tubing, respectively.

CASE 3200: Application of Cabot Corporation for salt water disposal, Lea County,
New Mexicc. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks authority to
dispose of produced salt water into the Wolfcamp formation through per-
forations from 9406 to 10,037 feet in its Lowe "G™ Well No. 1 located
in Unit O of Section 26, Township 12 South, Range 37 East, King Field,
Lea County, New Mexico.

CASE 3201: Application of Union Texas Petroleum, Division Allied Chemical Corporation,
for an exception to Rule 14(A) of the General Rules and Regulations for
Prorated Gas Fools in Northwest New Mexico under Order No. R-1670, as
amepded. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks an exception to
the underproductiocn cancellation provisions of Rule 14(A) of Order No.
R-1670 for its Johnson Federal No. & Well, located in the SW/4 NE/4 of
Section 33, Township 31 North, Range 9 West, Blanco-Mesaverde Gas Pool,
San Juan Uounty, New Mexico, to permit said well Lo carry [uvrward iatu
the next gas proration period the unproduced allowable which was pre-
viously carried forward and to perunit the same to be produced during

the proration period beginning Febiruary, 1965, in addition to the allow-
able currently assigned to said well,

CASE 3202: Application of International 0il & Cas Corporation for a waterflood proj
ect, -Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
seeks authority to institufe a water{lood project in the Artesia Pool
by the i..jectionr of water into :the Queen, Grayburg, and San aAndres
formations through 9 wells 1u Se-tions 10 and 11, Township 18 South,
Range 28 East, Eddv County  New Msyiecn




Docket No. 3-65

DOCKET: EXAMINER HEARING - WEDNESDAY - JANUARY 27, 1965

9 A.M. - OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION CONFERENCE RCOM, STATE LAND OFFICE BUILDING,
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

1

The following cases will be heard betfiore Elvis A, Utz, £xaminer, or Daniel S, Nutter,
Alternate Examiner:

CASE 3193: Application of International 0il & Gas Corporation for a unit agreement,
Eddy County, New Mexico. applicant. in the atove-styled cause, seeks
approval of the High Lonesome Penrose Unit Area comprising 320 acres of
State and Federal lands in Section 15, Township 16 South, Range 29 East,
Eddy County, New Mexice.

CASE 3184: Application of International 0:l1 & Gas Covporaticn for expansion of a
waterflood project, Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-
styled cause, seeks authariiy €0 expand its High Lonesome Waterflood
Project by the conversion to water injection of three wells located
in Units A, B, and J, Section 13, Township 16 South, Range 29 East, High
Lonesome Fool, Eddy Couniy, New Mexice.

CASE 3195: Application of H & M 0il Company, a2t al feor a waterflood project, Eddy
County, New Mexico. Applicanis, H & M 0i! Company, Kincaid & Watson,
N, E. Salsich, Jr., and Xersey seek authority to institute a waterflood
project in the Square liaxe kool by the injection of water into the Gray-
burg and San Andres fovmatiorns :through six injection wells in Section 1,
Township 17 South, Range 29 fast and one injection well in Section 6,
Township 17 South, Range 20 East, Eddy County, New Mexico.

CASE 3196: Application of Texas Facific 0:i1 Cempany for a non-standard gas proration
unit, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
seeks approval of a 32U-acre non-standard gas proration unii comprising
the N/2 of Section &, Township 22 Souih, Range 36 East, Jalmat Gas Pool,
Lea County, New Mexicc, to be simuizanecusly dedicated to its State "a"
Afc-2 Well Ne. 49 located in Univ C and to its State "a" Afc-2 Well No.
43 located in Unit H of said Szocion 8.

CASBE 3197: Application of Texas Pacific 91 Compavy for a nen-standard gas proration
unit, Lea County, New Mexico. applicant, 1a the above-styled cause,
seeks approval of a 320-acre ncn-scandard gas proration unit comprising
the S/2 of Section 3, Townsbip 22 South., Range 36 East, Jalmat Cas Fool,
Lea County, New Mexico, cte be simoitdnecusly dedicated to its State "aA"
4/c-2 Well No. 41 located in Univ M and its State "A" A4/c-2 Well No. 27
located in Unit P of said Section o,

CASE 3198: Application of Texaco Inc, fer an amendment of Ovder Ne. R-27538, San
Juan County, New Mexico. pplicanit, in zhe above-styled causes, seeks an
amendment to Rule 6 of Order Neo. R 2755, which crder promulgated special

pool rules for the Tocito Deme Pennsyivanian "D" Pool, San Juan Cecunty,

a

7

;
New Mexico. Applicant seeks a 100 acre proportional factor for said pool
of 4.77 rather than a factgr o7 2.77 as previously established by the

Commission.
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OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
P. O. BOX 2088
SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO

LEGAL DIVISION
PHOME 827-2741

January 8, 1965

Mr. Clarence B. Hinkle
Attorney at Law

P. 0. Box 10

Roswell, New Mexico

Re: Case No. 3201
Dear Clarence:

I have your letter of January 7, 1965, and the
application of Union Texas Petroleum Division of Allied
Chemical, Houston, Texas, for an exception to Rule 14 (A)
of the Gsneral Rules and Regulations for Northwest Mew

TV DY
A LTV -

The above case has been docketed for the January
27 Examiner Hearing.

Very truly yours,

J. M. DURRETT, Jr.
Attorney

JMD/esr
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LAw OFFICES
CLARENCE E MINALE HINKLE, BONDURANT & CHRISTY OF COUNSEL. HIRAM M. DOW

W E BOMNDURANT, JUR

S.B.CHRISTY v HINKLE BUILDING
LEWIS C.COX,JR.
PAUL W _EATON,JR
CONRAD E.COFFIELD

HAROLD L. HENSLEY, JR. January 7 > 19 65

MICHAEL R.WALLER

ROSWELL,NEW MEXICO TELEPHUNE 622-6510
ARea CODE 530S

PosT OFFiceE Box 10

Mr. James Durrett

i Attorney
Cil Conservation Commissicn SIS
Box 2088
. Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
i Dear Jim:

This will refer to our telephone conversation
of today wherein 1 gave you the information relative to
the proposed application of Union Texas Petroleum Divi-
sion of Allied Chemical for an exception to Rule 14(A)
of the general rules and regulations for Northwest New
Mexico so as to permit Union Texas to carry forward
into the next gas proration period its unproduced back
allcwable so that the same may be produced during the
next proration period beginning February 1, 1965. It
is my understanding that you were to include this on
the current publication for the examiner's hearing to
be held on January 27. We enclose herewith original
and 2 copies of application of Union Texas to be filed
in connection with this matter.

Thanking you for your cooperation, we are

Yeurs sincerely,

CEH:cs
Enc.
cc: Mr. Raymond Ricketts DOC
Union Texas Petroleum KET MANED .
- o

Y//,<“wy
_ ,
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January 21, 1965

63 Jan 25 i

New Mexico Oil Conservation Commission
P. O. Box 2088
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Re: Case@) Document #3-65
Examiner Hearing, January 27, 1965

Gentlemen:

In Case 3201, Union Texas Petroleum Corporation seeks
exception to the underproduction cancellation provisions of
Rule 14-A of Order R-1670 for its Johnson Federal #4
permitting the wells to carry forward unproduced allowable
subject to cancellation January 31, 1965. El Paso is the gas
purchaser from the Union Texas Petroleum Johnson Federal #4.

El Paso, as purchaser, expects to be able to provide a market
for all volumes of gas which the Commission permits to be
produced from the above mentioned well.

A NOmN WOODRUFF, ;énager

Gas Proration Operations
FNW:mgs




NEW MEXICO OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

Application of Union Texas Petroleum

Division of Allied Chemical, Houston,

Texas, for an exception to Rule 14(A)

of the general rules and regulations

for Northwest New Mexico under Order

R-1670 as amended by Order R-167J-A

and Order R-2307 as the same relate to

the Johnson Federal No. 4 well located

in the SE}(NE% Sec. 33, T. 31 N., R. 9 W.,

Blanco Mesa Verde Gas Pool, San Juan

County. Union Texas seeks an exception

to the genéral rules to permit it to

carry forward into the next gas proration

period its unproduced back allowable so

that the same may be produced during the

next proration period beginning February

1, 1965 in addition to the allowable 9 fa 8 QN
assigned to the Johnson Federal No. 4 well. Gt T

New Mexico 0il Counservation Commission
Santa Fe, New Mexico

Comes Union Texas Petroleum Division of Allied Chemical of
Houston, Texas, acting by and through the undersigned attorneys and
hereby makes application for an exception to Rule 14(A) of the general
rules and regulations relating to prorated gas pools of Northwest
New Mexico under Order R-1570 as amended by Ovder R-1670-A and Oxdex
R-2307, as the same relate to the Johnson Federal No. 4 well located
in the SE4YNE% of Section 33, Township 31 North, Range 9 West, Blanco
Mesa Verde Gas Pool, San Juan County, New Mexico, and in support
thereof respectfuliy shows:

That applicant carried forward its underproduction for the
preceding proration period ending July 31, 1964 in counection with
its Johnson Federal No. 4 well and it is estimated that its unproduced
back allowable and its unproduced allowable for the current period
ending January 31, 1965 will be in the neighborhood of 725,000 MCF.




Applicant desires an exception to Rule 14(A) under Order R-1670

as amended as said order relates to the Johnson Federal No. 4
well to permit applicant to carry forward and produce said un-
produced back allowable during the gas proration period beginning
February 1, 1965. The El Paso Natural Gas Company, which has been
purchasing gas from said well, has indicated that it may be able
to purchase the back allowable in addition to the allowable which
may be assigned to the Johnson Federal No. 4 well for the gas pro-
ration period beginning February 1, 1965.

It is respectfully requested that this matter be set down to
be heard at the examiner's hearing on January 27, 1965.

Respectfully submitted,

UNION TEXAS PETROLEUM DIVISION
ALLIED CHEMICAL

Attorne

HINKLE, DONDURANT & CHRISTY
Attorneys for Union Texas
Petroleum Division Allied Chemical



DEARNLEY-MEIER REPORTING SERVICE, Inc.

ALBUGUERGUE, N. M.

FARMINGTON, ¥, =,
323.1102

PHOMNE

SANTA PE. M. M.
PHONE 263-3971

PHONE 243 6691

BEFORE THE
NEW MEXICO OIL, CONSERVATION COMMISSION
Santa Fe, New Mexico
January 27, 1965

EXAMINER HEARING

IN THE MATTER OF:

APPLICATION OF UNION TEXAS FETROLEUM,
DIVISION ALLIED CHEMICAL CORPORATION,
FOR AN EXCEPTION TO RULE 14A OF THE
GENERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS FOR
PRORATED GAS POOLS IN NORTHWEST NEW
MEXICO UNDER ORDER NC. R-3i370, AS
AMENDED

Nt e S Nat” it g "t st “ai? gt sl gt “gil gt

BEFORE :

ELVIS A. UT2Z

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING

Case No.
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~ MR. UTZ: Case Number 3201,

MR, DURRETT: Application of Union Texas Petroleum,
Division Allied Chemical Corporation, for an exception to Rule
14A of the General Rules and Regulations for Prorated Gas
Pools in Northwest New Mexico under Order No. R-1670, as
amended.

MR. HINKLE: Clarence Hinkle of Hinkle, Bondurant &
Christy, Roswell, representing Union Texas Petroleum Division
0of Allied Chemical Corporation. We have one witness, Charles
Hurd, and four exhibits which the reporter has marked Exhibits
1 through 4, inclusive. Will you be sworn, please.

CHARULES H U R D, the witness, having been
duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR, HINKIE:

Q State your name and residence, and by whom you are
employed.
A Charles Hurd, Denver, Colorado; employed by Union

Texas Petroleum.

Q In what capacity are you employed at the present
time?

A District Superintendent.

Q Have you previously testified before the 0Oil Con-

servation Commission?
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Q Are you a graduate petroleum engineer?
A Yes, sir.
Q From what school?

A University of Oklahome, 1947.

Q Have you practiced your profession since you were
gyraduated?

A Yes, sir.

Q What companies have you been associated with since

you graduated?

A First with Sﬂ]ﬁly 0il Company, Hobbs, New Mexico,
for three and a half vears; then with Anderson-Pritchard 0il
Corporation, Oklahoma City, for five years; district engineer
and superintendent for Anderson-Pritchard in Denver, and now
with Union Texas

Q Union Texas aéquired Anderson-Pritchard properties
in San Juan County?

A Rignt.

o} Are you familiar with Union Texas's properties in
san Juan?

A Yes, sir,

Q And have been for the last eight years?

A Right.

Q Are you familiar with the application of Union

‘v7
:
3
1
3
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Texas Petroleum as filed in Case Number 32012

A Yes, sir.

Q What is Union Texas seeking by this application?

A We are asking to have reinstated an approximate
700,000,000 cubic feet of gas which normally would be cancelled
February lst, 1965.

Q Is this in connection with a particular well?

A Right. It's the Union Texas Petroleum Johnston
Federal Number 4, located in the southeast of the northeast of
Section 33, 31 North, 9 West.

Q Are you seeking an exception to the general rules
and regulations of the 0il Conservation Commission for New
Mexico?

a That's right.
Q For northwestern New Mexico?

A That's right.

Q What provision of that general rule are you ceeking |

an exception to? |
t

A To Rule l4a.

0 And does that provide for cancellation of under-

production as of February lst where it has been carried forwardi
|
and non-produced? |

A Yas. 5

0 That is, it would be cancelled as of February lst,




1965, right?

A Right.

Q What kind of a well is the Johnston Number 4 well
you referred to? Is it a normal well or an unusual well?

a It's an unusual well, and considered unique along
with prebably four other wells in the Blanco Mesa Verde field,
and does have an extremely high deliverability, and therefore,
allowable.

Q Have you made a tabulation of the annual deliver-
ability by tests in connection with the Johnston Federal

Number 4 well?
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taken in 1964.
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Q Would you refer to Applicant's Exhibit 1 and explain
whether or not tha£ is the tabulation you refer to, and what it
shows.

Y This is a tabnlation T prepared, and primarily it

. indicates the flowiny well head, pressure at the time of test,

or during test; line pressure at the meter during the test,
[
the seven-day surface or well shut-~in, pressure after flow per-

icd, volume of gas produced per day during test, and calculated

deliverability. Incidentally, on the test dated 1963 and 1964

i under remarks "D', 180% is correct, and I think there was a
|

typographical error. I'm not sure what your copies do show,

'
S )
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but thaETs a Bgicehgngign.wum~m>r
MR. DURRETT: Which line was that?
a The “Remarks* column, in the 1963 and 1964 test.
MR. HINKIE: In this particular case is there any
reason why in your opinion an exception should be made to
Rule l4a of the General Regulations?

A Generally I think there are two. One is that the
well is rather unique and--in that it does have a wvery high
capability to produce, it does have a high allowable, and
the line surface well is not a sufficient design to allow the
well to flow against what would be considered normal pressure,
somewhere in the range of 500 pounds. The meter on this one
particular well operated by El Paso is located approximately
a half-mile away, and even at this point you can see that the
line pressure greatly exceeds the more or less average 500
pounds throughout the field. The friction loss of the average
volume flowing through this line results in a very high well
head flowing pressure and therafore a drawdown not sufficient
to produce the allowable duriny the last proration period.

Q Did the 0Oil Conservation Commission request that
you make a special test of this well?

A Right. We received a letter dated February 19, 1964
from the Commission, requesting that during annwal deliver-

ability test and during shutin period we run a bottom hole
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pressure survey in this weli, and as I understand, the purpose
of their request was to determine if there was any fluid in the
well bore, and if this fluid would cause an abnormally low
shut-in surface pressure which might affect the deliverability
test.

Q Did you make the test as requested?

A We did make the test, and the test was made on the
23rd of March, 1964. This test was filed with the Commission
and, among other things, indicates that we did have a bottom
hole pressure of 831 PSI, a recorded pressure in the lubri-
cator of 758 which agreed very well with the 740-pound dead
weight test, but most important, I think, in our case, indi-
cated a normalgradient of 20 pounds per thousand feet, which
would indicate gas in the well bore.

Q The results of that test are a matter of record
with the 0Oil Conservation Commission, are they not?

A Yes, sir.

Q As a result of this test did you receive any
communication from the Commission with respect to revision of
the allowable?

A No direct communication, immediately after taking
the bottom hole pressure and filing the report with the Com-
mission. However, there was some conversation, and as I

understood, the Comnission was thinking about reducing the
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deliverability of this well to what I assume they felt would
be a more realistic test, and on August l7th we received a let
ter from the Commission.

Q I rafer to Applicant's Exhibit 2. Is that the

communication you referred to?

A Yes, sir.
Q And what did it require?
A 1t required that, effective August 1lst, 1964, the

shut-in pressure used to calculate the deliwerability was
reduced from--was increased, rather, from 774 PSIA to 808 PSIA
and this was calculated from averaging pressures of four
Sffset wells with the Jechnston Federal Number 4 well.

Q Was there any other well in the same category on
which there was a special test made, as was made in connection
with the Johnston Number 4°7?

A It is my understanding that there were several
walls, One I know of is the Pubco State Number 6,

Q And after the test was made by Pubco was Pubco's
allowable revised on the same basis as the revision that was
made for Johnston Federal Number 47

A Yes, sir.

0] At the time of this sp=2cial test had Union Texas
taken any steps or were they figuring on taking any steps to

increase delivery of gas to the purchaser?
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A Due to a mechanical problem, the high friction loss
in the El Paso system, we felt that we would have to do some-
thing in order to permit this well to have a normal draw-down,
and in order to produce the allowable and the underage carry-
over from the previous period. We contemplated during this
previous time--all of 1%64, in fact--the installation of
compressers to alleviate this mechanical problem. However,
during this time, because of the request for a bottom hole
survey and the possibility that the Commisgsion would revise
our deliverability, 1t was impossible to determine what
allowable we would need to produce; therefore it was impossible
to define any compression facilities that would adeguately
take care of it.

Q What investment were you considering with respect tdg
delivering this gas--that is, installation of compressers?
Wnat cost would have besn involved?

A Roughly $50,000.00.

Q Ar.d due to this request of the 0il Conservation
Commission to make this special test, and the subsequent
revision of your allowable, did you--~what did you decide to
do about the installation of the compressers?

A When we received the directive from the Commission
that the allowable had been revised we dropped the idea of a

compressey installation immediately.
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Q Has the order of the CommiééiéﬁnmAiing the revision
been revoked or rescinded?

A Yes, on October 5th we received another letter from
the Commission, rescinding their order dated August 17, 1964,
and effective August 1lst.

Q I refer to Exhibit 3. State whether or not this
is the letter you refer to as rescinding the previous order
revising the allowable,

A Yes, sir, it is.

Q Do you know wny the previous order of the Commission
was rescinded?

A I'm sure it was the result of a hearing before the
Commission on a motion by Pubco asking for rescinding of the
order covered by Exhibit 2.

Q You know that the Commission did enter an order in
connaction with the Pubco hearing, rescinding their previous
order requiring the allowables in connection with the Pubco
Number 6 well to be revised?

A Yes, sir. !

Q And then they simply notified the Union lexas of a
similar revision?

A Yes, sir.

Q In rescinding this order, did it place the allow-

able back in its former status as far as 1963 is concerned?
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1964.

o

Q 1964, I mean.

A Yes, sir.

Q After you received the rescinding order, did Unicn
Texas decide to install compressors which they had formerly
contemplated installing?

A Yes, sir, we now have installed two compressors--
200-horsepower compressors, and they were installed last week,
or the first part of this week, rather, and we are delivering
through the line now approximately 12,000,000 feet of gas per
day.

Q If it had not been for the special test made of
this well, the revision of the allowable and then the revocat-
ion of it, Union Texas would have installed compressors a long
time before they did, and would have been able to sell the
underproduced gas which they now are attempting to carry over,
is that right?

A Yes, sir.

0] I pelieve you stated that El Paso was purchasing
the gas from this well?

A Right.

Q Have you received any communication or do you know
of any indication from ELl Paso whether or not they would be

able to take this underproduction in the event it is carried
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forward for the néxt proration ;eriod?

A Yes, sir. We received a copy of a letter directed
to the Commission dated January 21, 1965 in which they indi-
cated the probability that they could take all the gas that
would be allocated to this well during the next proration
period;

Q Referring to Applicant's Exhibit 4, is that the
letter to which you refer?

)28 Yes, sir.

Q Under the circumstances of this case do you feel
that it is equitable and proper to permit this back allowable
to be carried forward into the next proration period, beginning
February 1, 19652

A Yes, sir.

Q So that Union Texas will be gqiven an opportunitv to
produce and sell the gas?

A Yes, sir.

MR. HINKLE: We would like to offer in evidence
Applicant's Exhibits 1 through 4,

MR, UTZ: Without objection, Appiicant's Exhibits 1
through 4 will be entered into the record of this case.

MR, HINKIZ: That's all we have of this witness

at this time.

CROSS -EXAMINATION




BY MR. UTZ:

Q I gather from your testimony, Mr. Hurd, that you are
basing this entire case on the fact that the Commission left
you in somewhat of a confused state as to what to do about

the compressors?

A Yes, sir.
Q From the period of August 17th to October 5th?
A Even before that, Mr. Utz. There was some question

as far back as the request for the bottom hole pressure, and

whatever I might say in regard to conversations is hearsay and
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1'd rather not outline it at this time, except that it was my

impression that the Commission in fact after this period was

considering the reduction of deliverability on this well and
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similar wells.

! Q But your actual notification was August 1l7th?

A Right.
| O So that there was a period during the approximate
time of August 17th to October 5th, say roughly two months,

that you were prevented from making an installation of com-

pressors, so that you could produce scme of this underage
i that you knew was going to be cancelled?

A Yes.

Q And on what date was this compressor installed?

i A Monday of this last week, which would be the 25th
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of Februari.

Q As far as the Commission's action is concerned, you
only lost out of the six-months period, about two months?

A Well, we think--ch, I see what you mean. You're
right.

Q Therefore any retribution the Commission might feel
it had toward your problem would be for a period of only two -
months? In other words, you're asking for six months time in
which to make up this?

A Right.

Q Actually our action only delayed you something like
two months.

A That's what the correspondence reveals, but in fact
I think it prevented us from making plans from March 19th, and
in that regard, when it was my unaerstanding that the--some
acticn pogeibly Aand probably would be taken by the Commission,
I think I indicated that in all probability Union Texas would
not protest this Commission directive, and in fact did not,
at the Pubco hearing. But during this time I think it was

impossible to know what our allowable situation actually would

~

e,

Q But the well, without a compressor, was actually--

during the whole six-months period it was actually going behind

in its current allowable each montn, was it not?

gl
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. A Right.

Q Do you know how the well was produced during that
period--how many days it was on the line?

A Most of the time.

Q Practically all the time? It was a clear case that
the well just couldr't put it on the line?

A Right.

Q In your opinion, would the well have been entitled

to produce this allowable during the period when it actually
did not have the physical ability or physical connections,

such as the compressor, to put its allowable into the system?

A What was the question again?
Q Do you think the well was entitled to--
A I think beyond a doubt--at least, it's my under-

standing that the proration formula as exists in itself, as
defined as ratability., that the only reason the well would not
produce the normal allowable during this is because of the
high line pressure and the friction loss in the line. Had the
draw-down in this well been approximately the same as the
other average wells in the area, we could have produced the
allowable, and all our deliverability information will pretty
well bear this out, I think.

Q But the Commission had nothing to do with the

q

physical connections of any nature?




A None at all.

Q During the period before you installed the com-
pressors we gave you an al lowable and the opportunity to
produce the allowable, did we not?

A Yes, sir.

Q What I'm specifically asking, do you think before
you put the well into physical condition to produce its allow-
able--do you think that well was entitled to an allowable?

The same type of question would be, would the well be entitled

to an allowable before you drilled it?

A I don't think it would be quite the same, in that we
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know from deliverability tests approximately what the well

would do under certain draw-downs, or at least we can compute
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them, and we know about what kind of well we have, whereas
when we drill a well we would not. Assuming that we utilized
the same energy, or could, mechanically, on this well as any
other average well in the field, we should produce this well
against approximately 500 pounds--consistently it was over
600 pounds, and so we knew that something would have to be
done, but before you can set compression equipment, or before
you should, you should know what the allowable situation is,

how much you're going to produce, at what calculated suction

pressure, and what calculated discharge pressure; temperature

would be another factor--after cooling, and there are s0 many
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éontingencies-—you need to know what you're going to produce
before you start.

Q When did Union Texas take over the well?

A Union Texas Natural Gas purchased Anderson-Pritchard
Gas Corporation I believe in 1961, and approximately a year
later this was merged into Allied Chemical Corporation. At

the present time Union Texas is a division of Allied Chemical

DEPQSITIONS, HEARINGS, STATE MENTS, EXPERT TESTIMONY, DAILY COPY, CONVENTIONS
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£ Q Did this well have any allowable cancelled in 196172
x
. :
— g A No, sir.
= ¢
E; 5 Q It made all its allowable?
> é A As far as I know.
— ‘i" 2
= i z 5
= : = Q How about 1962°¢
as ¢ g
. — ] & =
A Yes.
Q It made it all?
1
A Right.
Q Has this well ever had any allowable cancelled?
B Not that I know of.
Mk, UTZ: Are there other questions of the witness?

MR, HINKLE: I have one or two,

REDIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. HINKLE:

| Q I believe you made the statement that the well was

i being under-produced, it couldn't make its allowable after
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August 1s£. Pidn't it in fact make its allowable that was set
for August lst, from then on?

A No, sir, even from August 1st to the present time
it wasn't making its allowable,

Q Wwas it making its allowable just before August Ist,
the period just before that?

A Yes, I believe pretty much. It didn't make up the
underage, but it did make up its allowable., -- I'm sorry--no.
I'm getting confused with the proration periods. It was a
somewhat similar situation even prior to August lst, and in
fact it was about February 1lst when this new allowable was
given, and we started falling behind.

Q When they cut the deliverability for two months,
1t made its allowable then, did it not?

A It made its allowable, or would have, had this
actually ever gone into effect, andé this is what I'.a not sure
of, subsequent to the order, if this ever appeared in the

proration schedule., If it did, I know it was rescinded. But

1
there's a possibility that not enough time had elapsed from the

time of the order itself and the revocation, for it to have

been on the proration schedule,

MR, UTZ: I can answer that. It never did appear

in the proration schedule,

MR, HINKLE: Wwhen did Union Texas first consider




| -
(=]
Qs>
=
r
——
Q>
=
[
(S —]
ad>
hy — 1

DEPOSITIONS, HEARINGS, STATE MENTS, EXPERT TESTIMONY, DAILY COPY, CONYVENTIONS

SPECIALIZING IN:

1120 SIMMS BLDG. ® P, O. BOX 1092 @ PHONE 243.4691 ® ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

installing a compressor, Or COmpressors?

A When we sterted getting higher allowables. Last
year was a very good year--the nominations were high and the
present well allowable for the respective deliverabilities was
very good, and it was approximately Fepruary lst, 1964 when we
started getting these high allowables, that this was first
contemplated.

Q And then why didn't you go forward with the
installation at that time?z

A Just not being sure of what our future allowable
situation would be.

Q And you were not sure because of what situation?

A Well, the request for bottom hole pressure, and my
understanding that the deliverability possibly would be changed
on this well, which would affect the allowable,

Q How did you gain that impression? Through conver-
sations with Commission staff, or any other personnel?

A Right.

Q And through things which you now refer to that
mignt have been hearsay testimony?

A Right.
0 But installation of the compressors was actually

held up because of that?

A Right,
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Q And then your impression was right, in that soon
after, a month or two later, they did call for a test of this
well?

A Right.

Q Several months later?

A Well, the bottom hole pressure test was formally
requested on March 19, 1964,

Q But you had that impression before that, and were

considering this installation of compressors long before that

time?
A No, sir, not long before that.
Q Not long before?
A No.
Q Do you feel that by the installation of the com-

pressors you will be able to delivexr the gas which has been
under-produced and which you would like to carry forward in
the =vent El Paso is able to purchase it?

A 1 believe so0.

MR, HINKIE: I believe that's all,.
RECROSS ~EXAMINATION

BY MR, UTZ:

Q Has there been any physical change in the well head
equipment, or well equipment, rather, from the well head in

this well, in the last period when the 1963 test was taken and
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up to the period when the 1964 test was taken?

A Only recently, after--or during the compressor
installation we changed the well head where there is a full
four-inch opening valve and lines going through a separator,
and tied into the El Paso lines.

Q This happened a considerable time after the 1964 ted
was taken?

A Right.

Q Looking at your 1964 test in compariscn with your
1963 test, we couldn't help but note that in 1963 there was a
substantially greater pressure drop between the well head and
the meter than there was in the 1964 test. As a matter of
fact, the two figures, by way of comparison, is 157 pounds as
compared to 44; 44 being at the rate of 9912, and 157 being at
the rate of 8502, Can you explain that?

A I couldn't have until this afternoon, in all honesty
T kXnow the test was high--we got a verv good test. and I could
offer no logical explanation, but I 4did discover that a by-pass
either may have been or was closed somewhere in this system
during that test.

0 During the 1963 test?

A Right.

Q The 157 pounds?

Rignt.

3t
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Q Then was that by-pass open on your 1964 test?

A I assume it was. Actually I can't testify either
way; I don't know. Normally in our operations we're the
producer and we're responsible to the well head, and from that
point I don't know,

Q You hired someone else to test the well?

A Thurman-McLaughlin.,

Q Did they inform you as to the nature of the 1963
test that was made?

A No, only the test itself--the dead-weight test.

Q They sent you a copy of the test?

A Right.

Q Do you know whether or not Thurman-MclLaughlin is
aware of the fact that the well should be produced into the
pipe line unrestricted, to comply with the order?

A Yes.

Q Actually to comply with the order he should have
had the by-pass open on the 1962 test?

A We neither had the by-pass open or closed. I'm not
sure~-J assume if the by-pass was closed he was ignorant of
it, or possibly did not know there was a by-pass. I'm not
sure where the by-pfss was, or which by-pass, or that it even
existed, before this afternmoon, I'm not even sure a testing

company would know all of the provisons, and the hook-up of

!
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what we still have to use for testing.
Q Are you aware of the fact that that restriction in
the line is actually what caused your deliverability to be

28,000,7222

A No, sir, I'm not aware of it--I think there's a
possibility.
Q --And that with the by-pass open, or you say you

don't know for sure, but that friction loss between the well
head and the meter of only 44 pounds at a higher rate of flow
actually lowered your deliverability in 1964 from 28 million
to about 137

A Right.

Q So a large part of the difference between the two
figures was actually due to restriction between the well head

and the meter house?

A I don't see that it would, necessarily.
Q Have you made a compilation?
A No, but as long as your slope is right, and your

back pressure curve and friction calculations are accurate,
in reality whether you have restriction or not, vyour deliver-
ability should be the same. 1In practice, I agree--

Q Your statement is not illogical, but neither is it
provable, I'll put it another way. This restriction, 157

pounds, actually caused you to have only 3-4/10% draw-down
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in 1963, did it not?

A 3-4/10%?

Q Yes, 3-4/10%--the difference between 774 and 746.

A Okay.

Q Whatever you did to lower the friction in 1964, you
had a draw-down of something like--what was the figure--12.7%.
You say you're speaking of slopes. A 12.7% draw-down would -
have less correction on a slope--that was probably £n error fox
this well--than 3.4; you would have less correction back to
the 80% ®ep? f;

A Right.

0 And you and I both knew.we use average slopes there?

A Right.

Q So the further you get away from the 80% figure
with your test, the more correction you have; and the more
correction you have with an erroneous slope, the more error
you're § iiid

A This would certainly appear so, and I can't argue,
except that we'll compare the 1958 and 1959 test, in which our
draw-down in 1959 was so much higher than it was in 1958, and
yat we resulted in a deliverability of 32 million in 1959,
where it was 24 milliion in 1958, so this is data which com-

pletely reverses itself, So what I'm trying to say, I think

it's a good possibility that this is one reason for this
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extreme1§»high deli;;rability, but there could be other fact6;¥
also.

Q Other factors, such as what? Do you have anything
in mind, specifically?

A No, sir, just whatever factor that caused this one
test to increase from a deliverability of 24 million in 1958
to 32 million in 1959, when in fact the draw-down in 1959 was
much greater than it was in 1958.
ID: Can I ask a question at this point?
One thing came to my mind--the 1959 deliverability was 32,576
MCF, and 1 believe you testified that although that was the
highest deliverability the well ever had, during 1959 or 1960
the well had no underage cancelled?

A To the best of my knowledge.

Q Still, in 1963 when it shows a deliverability of
28,722, which i3 some fuvur to five million less calculated
deliverability and therefore less allowable, suddenly it's

having trouble making its allowable. Doesn't this indicate

to you that possibly the capability of the well has declined

much more rapidly than the calculated deliverability, due to

his error? l

A It could be. However, this deliverability of 26, -

g

722 per day is based on 8% of the shut-in pressure, wherxeas

the cdeliverability of 32,576 to which ycu refer is based on
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50% of the shut-in pressure.

Q I believe I re-calculated that test at 50 deliver-
ability pressure. Calculated deliverability would have been
49 million, which is some further evidence of some sort of
mathematical perversion during this period. Obviously if we
hadn't changed the deliverability to 80% it would probably
have been impossible to produce the allowable even with the
compressors.,

A No, 1 don‘t believe that that's correci, because thi
well is calculated at 80% and every other well is calculated on

!
80, so whether it's 80 or 50, as long as theﬁéllowable’for
deliverability is calculated on the same basis, it wouldn't
affect the allowable at all.

Q Do you think on 95% of the wells in the pool, chang-
ing the deliverability pressure from 50% to 80% would make
anything like the allowable difference, percentage~wise, uthat
it made on this particular well on this test? 1In other words,
the increase was from 28 million to 49 million by simply
changing the PD from 50 to 80%, and normally in most wells in |
the pool you wouldn't expect that sort of percentage change,
would you?

A No, I wouldn't,

Q Insofar as the tests are concerned, do you have

copies of the 1963 and 1964 tests to look at?

S

(]
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A Only the 1963--28,722.

Q I'll give you these. Actually if all we're trying
to determine from that test is whether or not a restriction
exists, aren't the only things we have to consider are the
flow rate and that friction loss figure, which is Line 1, I
believe--at 157 pounds on the 1963 test and 44 pounds on the
1964 test?

A Yes.

€
4
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A Right.

Q And a pressure drop of 157 pounds; and then on the
1964 test you have a flow rate of 9912, a larger flow rate,
and still a pressure drop of only 44 pounds, this almost provesg
beyond all doubt that a restriction did exist in that line?

A ves., Il'm not guestioning whal.

Q I just wasn't sure that that was clear in the

F
record. Actually Testing Order,333 F¥X, or whatever it is, say%

that all production during the l4-day condition period and

seven~day deliverability test period shall be at static well
head pressure not in excess of 75% of the previous annual seven-
day shut-in pressure of the well, and further, in the event thd

existing line pressure does not permit a draw-down as speci-

fied, with the well producing unrestrictedly in the pressure
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rﬁ line, the oﬁerator shall request an a2xception to this require-
ment on Form C-122-A. Were you aware of that language in the
order?

A Not the exact words, but the order itself, I was.

Q Therefore actually it appears that if there was a
restriction on that test and the test was not--did not attain

a 25% draw-down, probably it wasn't a legal test under the

P

oxder ?

A I certainly realize there was a restriction now,

and I think-~-this is without a doubt--at the time of the test

DEPOSITIONS, HEARINGS, STATE MENTS, EXPERT TESTIMONY, DALY COPY, CONVENTIONS

I certainly wasn't aware of it, and I doubt *that the Commission

was either.

MR, UTZ: I think we can assure you we were not, at
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that time.

MR. ARNOID: The point is, you actually don't know
until you have a comparison between these two tests, that it
existed?

A Although we did have the previous test. For instance,
1962 or 1961 or 1960 or 1959, and so had I or any of us exam-

i ined the test closely enough, we would have found it,.

MR, ARNOID: I don't think I have any further

questions.

|
E MR. UTZ: Are there other questions of the witness?
|

REDIRECT EXAMINATION
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rA-_.,,_....f_._<ﬁ.

BY MR. HINKLE:

o] Just one or two. As I understand your testimony,
you were not aware of anything being wrong with the deliver-
ability test for 1963 at any time until today?

A Right.

Q You had no indication from anybody or from the
Commission or the people--the engineers who made the test, or
anybody else, that anything was wrong with it?

A Right.

tn
4]
.5}
[

Q And it went on the proration scheduie
based upon the 1963 deliverability test?

A Right.

Q No one ever raised any question about it?
A No, sir.
Q And it has been on the proration schedule that

way ever since?

A Yes, sir.

Q And even though when the order came out or this
special test and the revision in August and revocation of
that, it went back on the schedulz, insofar as you know, on
the same basis as it was before-~-it wasn't called to your
attention that there was any error in it at that time?

A Right,

MR, HINKLE: That's all.
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" RECROSS -EXAMINATION

BY MR, UTZ:

Q Mr. Hurd, do you agree that the man that tested this
well should have been aware of the restriction, and also aware
of the provision in the order that dis-allowed a restriction?

A I think he should have been aware of it, but probabl
less aware than the Commission or Union Texas.

Q You're also aware that we're spread pretty thin,

aren‘t you?

A Yes--so am I.

Q And the tester was on the well, making a physical
test?

. I say that, by and large, he is a tester, but he

can't control certain things. He can take readings, and this,
by and large, is his responsibility, that they are accurate

and his computations are accurate, and this is his primary ___|

=

responsibility. As far as accuracy in abiding by the Commissio
!
rules ind regulations, this is more your responsibility and

mine, I believe, than his.
Q Does he have any ¢ .ierol over the valves between
the well head and the meter at all, insofar as conducting the

test?

A I don't think--don't get me wrong; there can be,

certainly, cooperation, and there has to be, in order for these,

I
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testé to be conducted, and the Commission and the company in
the past, and I think certainly in the future, has given us
évery cooperation, but if this is an error or if a valve were
closed, I hardly expect the testing company to know this,

0 It would be pretty hard to make out one of these
tests without noticing a 150-pound pressure drop between the
well head and the meter, if you were in the process of checking
that--you wonld certainly notice that?

A Evidently not. I did see the tests; I reviewed
them, and you did too.

Q But there's always some difference between just
looking, and calculating?

a The man who does the test--I don't see that it would
be more obvious to him than the man who is critically reviewing
the test.

MR, ARNOLD: I have one question. If the test was

in exror and ac a result of that the deliverability was in

error, and as a result of that the allowable was in error on
this well, would there be any way you can suggest that the
Commission could come up with some reasonable estimate of what
the al;owable should have been if it had been a correct test?
I realize now we're just talking; you can't test in the past,

because obviously it was tested wrong, but is there any reason-!

able way youv can suggest that the Commission can calculate orx

U —




dearnley-meier

SPECIALIZING IN

DEPOSITIONS. HEARINGS, STATE MENTS, EXPERT TESTIMONY, DAILY COPY, CONVENTIONS

1120 SIMMS BLDG, ® P, O, BOX 1092 ® PHONE 243.6691 & ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

estimate what the allowable should have been, within any

race 32

reasonable bounds?

A No.

Q I was wondering about the--what about the new test?
Do you feel that that is any kind of reasonable basis?

A No. In my honest opinion, and I hope you will judge
this case on its own merits, and not make the supposition that
it is a bad test--I think that doesn't really involve this
case. If we are allowed to make up this underage--I think this
is what you should decide, and this only, and so you either
allow it or not allow it.

Q You mean even if we know the figure we are authoriz-
ing or would be authorizing, by order, is an erroneous figure,
actually too large?

A This is a supposition I'm not quite willing to--to
make. I'm not sure the test is wrong or I'm not sure it's
right, but it is the test, and I'm sure the data is correct, to
the best of my knowledge and--

Q If the Commission should decide that they believe
the test was correct, I realize there wouldn't be any proklem,
because they would just then have to decide whether or not they
would permit you to make it up in the manner you're seeking,

But the problem I'm trying to ygyet some insignht into is, what if

the Commission should determine that they are convinced or
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belié;éuthaﬁhtﬁis was an erroneous test.h Then--~

A I can't suggest to the Commission what they should
do on any supposition.

Q That's what I wanted to know--if you had any opinion
on it.

a Yes, sir.

MR, ARNOID: Thank you.

MR, UTZ: Mr. Hurd, I'm sure you are aware that maﬁy
other people in the Blanco Mesa Verde pool shall have underages
subject to cancellation as of February lst. How do you differ-
entiate your situation firom all those otlicr people?

A I think that we presented two unique facets. This
is a big well, we do have extremely high friction loss; flowing
well head pressures are much higher, which would give us less
draw-down and restrict the normal rate of flow as against ap-
proximately 500 pounds...this being the first, but you can't
control this; but primarily it's this period during which there
was some doubt as to what our delivevability would be, and the
time in which we had no idea what our allowability would be,

to do something about our second problem,

Q In other words, I gather that your feeling would be

i
|
|
that only those people, then, that were affected by this--shall!

we call it an interim order--that we issued, reducing deliver-

ability for a period of some sixty days, should have the

U U |
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oﬁportunity to have non-cancellation of allowables?

A There may be people on the other list with certain
other circumstances which are not involved here. I think the
people, if the circumstances are the same--the friction losses
due to as big a mechanical problem, and if they were faced with
compression but didn't know how much to comprecss during what
period of time--then the situation is the same and then they
should be allowed.

Q But it would be limited to only those people who
were affected by this interim order--would that be your opinion

A Unless they had certain other problems which don't
appear here. Oh, I'm not limiting it to these people at ali--
if they have other just cause or reasons, certainly they
should be allowed to make up an allowable that would normally
be cancelled.

MR, UTZ: Are there any other questions? ... If
there are no other guestions, the witness is excused. Do you
have anything further?

MR, HINKIE: Did I offer those exhibits in evidence?

I believe I did,

MR, UTZ: Yes, you introduced them. The case will

be taken under advisement.

"~
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
) ss

COUNTY OF BERNALILLO )

I, ELIZABETH K, HALE, Notary Public and Court Reporter,
do hereby certify that the proceedings in Case Number 3201
were taken and transcribed by me, and that the foregoing is a
true and correct transcript of proceedings to the best of my
knowledge, skill and ability.

IN WITNKSS WHEREQF, my hand and seal cf office this
2nd day of March, 1965.

B .. ; 2
< R A NP

Notary Public
My commission expires:

May 23, 1968.

I Bp Rerohy certify that the forseoing is
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I ¢ & RECEIVED

NEW NEXICO OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSIONM 1984
1000 RIC GRAZOS ROAD AUG 19
a0 Aztec, New Maxico .
ot August 17, 1964 ‘| WAC CAP q:
. €S| | SAX
; FPS « | JaB
i e iy =t
Toxse inturel Ges ration I S —
-~  Sreshay corpo Wy b
Suiver, Celoredo [oe L
K4S §_ {_'P_|
Sahtiomen:
Effactive August |, 1964 the calculated deliversbllity for your Johnstonm -
well, located H-33-31-9 , Blanco Mesaverde
! is being corrected pursuant to Chapter 1], SectionII, Paragraph ¢ of Order
R-333-F of the Mew Mexico 0il Conservation Commission.
it is the Comission’s position that the shut-in pressure previousty measured and
uwsed for the 1963 annual deliverability test was abnormally low and does not
accuretely reflact the average reservoir pressure. We have thgirefore corrected the
shut-tn pressure used in the deliverability calculation by averaging its pressure
with the deadwelght pressures measured on the offset wells listed below.
WeLL LOCAT | ON PRESSURE
EPNG $Schwerdtfeger # M-27-31-9 768
Unlon Texas Johnston 2 K-33-31-S 817
EPNG Sheets # N-28-31-9 847
EPNG Prichard #3-2 K-34~31-9 833
Union Texas Johns ton A&  H-33-31-9 él‘t
H—
Gas suppiement number NW_ 8478 is being issued this date correcting your gas
eliomeble efrective Avgust 1, 1904, The corrected deliverability for your well
as recslculated is __ 16,617 ~~ MCFPD. Revised Form C-i22-8 is avtached,
if you have any questics vogarding the sbove octicn or Thivl errors in the
deliversbility roczlculaiion plgese contact this nffice,
(AL it 1. ;.H,"-'z:_}. e
1\
o
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STATE OF NEw MEXICO

OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
1000 Rio Srazxos Road
Azxtec, New Mexico
Octoder 5, 1964

Union Texas Natural Gas Corporation
1740 Broadway
Penver, Colorado

Gentlemen:

This letter will rescind my letter of August 17, 1964 and attachments
concerning correction of the calculated dellveradility for your}__‘j___

Johns ton well. !~cated f{-33- -
3lanco Mesaverde pool.

fours very truly

,,,
< oea




(81 Q aso %hcml ga.s @ompany
El Saso, Fexas
Jmuazy 21, 1968

pusshaser frum the Uhixa Texas Ptrelowma jehnesa Pederal 84,

M Yose, 8¢ purshusez, sxpects  be abis % provide & markst
for oll vahames of gas which the Commingion pexmits %o be
predused fram the sbove mentioned well.

. Yeuzs wexy trdy,

Original szr x
F. NOPMAN 0 DRIFR
F. NORMAN W!. Mansger
Oax Prexatise Opersihons
FH¥ g
P B g + ../
BCC: Mr. Charles Hurd 7
Unjon Texas Potrvolewn Corp.
Guite Pestd
1740 Breadway

. £y NP N R TE
B, LOhus 0 AU

M, Shv Oncdsey
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