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MR. NUTTER: The hearing will come to order, please,.
wé'll call as the next case, Case 3932, |

MR, HATCH: Application of Pan American Petroleum
Corporation for downhole commingling, Lea County, New Mexico.

MR. BUELL: Same appearances for Pan American, Mr,
Examiner,

(Applicant's Exhibits 1 through 8
marked for identification.

* % %k % ok X

WILLIAM C. WELLS, JR., ¢talled as a witness, having been

* previously duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

"BY MR, BUELL:

Q Mr, Vells, you ére the same Mr, Wells who has
testified in the previous two cases of Pan American, are yoa
not?

A Yes, sir.

Q in connection with your testimony here today, I wish
you would look first at whét has been identified as Pan
American Exhibit No. 1. What is that exhibit?

A Exhibit No. 1 is a plat of the southern portion,

actually a structure map of the southern portion of the

Justis-Bliﬁebry and Fusselman pool area. The map is céntoured
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The Blinebry produced in the la;est test in August of this
“year 11 barrels of oil and 12 barrels of water per day, with
the G-O-R of 2390, The Fﬁssélman produces 24 barrels of
0il and 1 barrel of water per day, with a G-O-R of 1411. o | |
K Q Do you have any iiore comments on Exhibit 1? ‘
A No,Asif, I>dbn;tQ
Q Let's pass to Exhibit 2; what is that exhibit?
A Exhibit 2 is a Gamma Ray Neutron log of the subject

well, State "AJ" Well No, 6, We have posted on this log

pe iy S
NI -

the top of the Blinebry, at 5,059 feet; we also have the

current ﬁlinebry producing interval, these perforations are

W gy S

shown over an interval from 5172 to 5330. Lower down on the

log we’have shown the top of the Fusselman to be at 6818 and
%5? é the current producipg interval in the Fusselman being 6862
to 68 and76938 to 54,

Q Do you have any other comments on the 1og?

A No, sir, I don't.

Q Would you turn your attention; thén, to Exhibit 3;
what is that exhibit?

A Exhib{t 3 is a mechanical sketch of the State "AJ"
Well No, 6. We have shown on this sketch that there is 13
and 3/8ths—inch surface pipe, |

Q Let me ask you this so we'll be straight. Is this the

proposed ¢commingle: installation, in the event the Commission
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approves our application?

A Yes , this is shown as it would Be set up for
commingléd'production. |

Q Go ahead,

A | The 13 and 3/8£hs-inch surface casing is set at 320
feét with 250 sacks of cement which was circulated; we show
9 and 5/8ths-inch casing sét at 32i1 with 250 sacks which pfd&ides
the tép of cement at 2425, We also show our 7~inch oil string
set at 7,020 feet with 600 sacks, the top of cement behind
the oil String of 2520 feet. The Blinebry perforations are
shown as indicated on the prévious log, as are the current
Fusselman perforations. We show that under commingled
operations we would produce both zones through 2 and 3)8ths—
inch tubing in a pump set at 6960,

Q What is the mechanical installation in this well
at this time under dual operations?

A There are two strings of tubing, two strings of
rod, two pumping units. The Fusselman is produced below a
packer,

0 Mr. Wells, why is a comﬁingled installation suéh
as we see here on Exﬁibit 3, more efficient than the current
installiation in the well?

A From field experience in general and in particular
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on this well, we've experienced something on the order of
20 rod breaks per yearvin the Fusselman interval which produces
below the packer. We believe a large cause of this is due to

the fact we are producing this below a packer, Of course if

‘we produced it through one string of tubing we wouldn't have

this problem., Also when you produce under a packer, yéu can't
be sure that you are producing that particular interval as
most efficient means, There's a possibility of back pressure
on the formation, gas locking of your pump, these are things
th%t would be just easier to watch.

Q You say we experienced an average of 20 rod failures

a year in the Fusselman string. What about the Blinebry,

‘I Know it's not producing through a packér, now, is it?

A No, sir, it's producing above the packer and we have
seen about, on the average of 6ﬁe rod failure per year in the
Blinebry, |

a Do you have any other comments on the diagrammatic
sketch, Exhibit 3?7

A No, sir, I don't.

Q Let's look now, at what has been marked as Exhibit 4;
what is that exhibit?

A Exﬁibit 4 is a pertinent data sheet showing pertinent

factors pertaining to this application and to our State "AJ"



Well ifo, 6, We show a cumulative production from the
B}inebry of 59,941 barrels of 0il. Our Fusselman cumulative
is 146,515 barrels of;dil. The latest test we mentioned
v i

earlier on our Exhibit 1, the cruﬁe gravities from both
zZones are very similar; the Fusselman being 35,6 degrees, that
was the Blineb&y being 35.6 degrees API, the Fusselman being
37.8'degrees AP1, Current crude value under dual operations,
the Blinebry is worth $2.30 per barrel, it is a sour crude.
The Fusselman is worth $3.08 a barrel, it's a sweet crude,

Q@  ¥hat about the effect of commingling sour and sweet,
what would you end up &ith? |

A You would have aéproximafely an 1é¢ per barrel price

reduction in the commingled crude,

Q The commingled would sell for $2,907?

A Yes, sir,

Q As does the sour now?

A Yes,

Q Go to your next item on Exhibit 4.

A We’show>fhat producing mechanism for both zones is

identical, solution gas drive. The next item we show a
current bottom hole pressure from the Blinebry, at the
Blinebry datum, of 435 pounds; converting this to a Fusselman

datum, we get a Blinebry pressure at Fusselman datum of 1l1S
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A No, sir,

and the way our field people watch these wells,

for a minimum
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A Yes, they do.

Q with all these tactors being 1ike they are,

of course we have common ownership,

Blinebry and Fusselman?

A Yes.

Q» Even if there
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A No.

Q Go on to your
A We have shown
The
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of 20‘rod breaks per year in the Fusselman, this is the céusex
for this high operating expense. We show a current economic
limit fofAthe Blinebry of 74 barrels of 0il per %onth and
for the Fusselman 6f 193 barrels of oil per’ﬁonth. Again this
is due to the high cost of producing below a packer. The

';r ' ) remaining reservesi:- for the Blinebry from the current
point to its abandonment or economic 1imit, will be 10,800
barrels of oil. The Fusselman will be 11,900 barrels of oil,
which 'gives a net value to Pan American, of remaining reserves

‘ under the current dual operation, of $25,500.00 in the

Blinebry and $29,900.00 in the Fusselman.

E . - ’ Q  You say net to Pan Ameridan, is that after taxes

and royalty?

P A Yes, sir, it is.

Q What is the source for the last three items you

have on Exhibit 4°?

A Our economic limit values are based on actual field
eXperience, what'we have seen }n the past year, year and
a half gn the field, The remaining reserves are based on
decline curve analysis to the economicvlimit under ¢urrent
operatioﬁs. The net value of these reserves is similarly
based,

n .Speaking of decline curve, would you look now at

R
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what has been identified as Pan/American Exhibit No. 5; what
is that exhibit?

A ' Exhibit 5 is a”deqline curve from the Biinebry
iﬁterval in this well, Staté»"AJ" No. 6, showing a remaining
life on the order of 7 years, to the 74 barrel of .0il per
month‘economicvlimit. This , as mentioned earlier, gives us

remaining reserve of 10,800 barrels of oil.

Q Which you showed on your previous exhibii?

‘A Yes, sir.

Q Any other comment on this decline curve at this
time?

A . No,

Q Let's look at Exhibit 5; what is it?

A Exhibit 5 is a similar decline curve for the
Fusselman, --

Q I am sorry, Exhibit 6.

A Exhibit‘é is a similar decline curve for the Fusselman

zoné sho%ing the remaining life of approximately 3 years to thé
193 barrel of 611 per month economic limit explained earlier;
This provides us with remaining recoverable Fusselmén reserves
of 1i,900 barrels of oil.

Q Let's go to Exhibit 7. What is that exhibit?

A . This is a combined decline curve of both the Fusselman




and Blinebry as if they were prodihced together, It shows
under commingled_operations, we would have a remaining life
of some 9 years to the 93 barrels of oil per month economic
limit. This would give us remaining recovegéble’reserves
of 34,000 barrels of oil.

Q It would certainly be the thrust of your testimony
up to this point fhat commingling the Blinebry and the Fusselman
in this well w0u1qpprevent both economic and physical waste?

A Yes,/sif;

Q “1In tﬁat connection, let's look at Exhibit No. 8;
what is that exhibit?

A Exhibit 8 is a tabulatiog of conservation and economic
beneﬁits that we would devrive due to producing this under
comﬁingled operations, It shows that recoverable reserves
from Septémber l1st, 1968 to the economic 1limit which would
be reached in Séptember, 1977, 93 barrels of oil per month,
would be 34,000 barrels of oil. This was shown on the
previous decline curve, It also shows an incremental reserves
4over and above those those recoverable under curfent dual
operation is some 11,300 barrels of o0il. The value net to
‘Pap American after royalty and taxes of these incremental

reserves would be $26,650,00., We would have a reduction in

operating expenses over the life of the preject of $6900,00,
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we‘Would hive also a reduction in crude value due to mixing
- vour sweet and sour crudes, of $2140.00. All this comparéd,
provides a net economic gain to Pan American, by producing
both zones commingled of some $31,410.00,

Q Mr, Wells, it's obvious from this summary that as
far as Pan Americén is concerned, our share of the increaée
_,if- By A in ultimate recovery, our share of fhe réduced operéting
expenses, the reduction in crude value.doés not adversly

o . . affect our economic position, does it?

A Yes, sir, right,.

) But this'Commiséion has to also consider the
royalty owner, Now, the‘royélty owner, bf course, shares
none of thg expenses of operations, right?ﬁ

A Right,

Q What are:.the operators’ position iﬁsofar as Ehis

reduction in crude value is concerned, in your opinién, will

it in any way be detrimental to the royalty owner?

A No, we féei the royalty owner should benefit from
our being allowed to produce this under commingléd operation,

Q This $2140,00, does that represent 8/8ths of the
reduction in crude value?

A Yes, sir.

Q What would the royalty owners share,his 1/8th of
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: ' this $2140,00 amount to involve?

| | A Over the life of the project, $250.00,

Q He is also going to participate in'thelll;édawbé;;éiéV ’
of 0il increase in ultimate recovery, is he not?

A Yes.

T~t:> | Q Can you think of any other way the royalty owner
woula be benefitted should the Commission approve the
commingled operation?

B 5 o A Yes, if we were allowed to produce this under

_ commingled operatibn, we anticipate from the lower zone, the

Fusselman Zone, that burgpresent ihcome or present production
basis, production would increase.

Q Why is that?

4

A ¥Well, as I mentioned earlier, during the par.: dear

RN

to year and a half we have experienced some 20 rod breaks per
yéaf. Now this caﬁses down-time, You will notice on‘one of
tye previous exhibits --

Q I believe the Fusselman is Exhibit. 6, you are
? : . talking about the decline curve?
| | A -- yes, the decline curve on the Fusselman, you will
notice for the past year and a half how ekrratic pro@uction

has been over that period., The major contributing factor to

»/'M

-

this has been down-time in the field due to repairing rods

failures. Should we be abie to correct these, we will be
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able to produce the well more consistently which will increase
the current producfion.
Q Really, what you are saying is under a commingled

operation, the‘current income to the royalty owner should be

. greater even though there is a slight reduction in the

valug of cru&e due to commingling?

A Yes, sir,

Q Whgt worries me, looking at Exhibit 5, when you were
talking about Exhibit 6, now, this is on the Blinebry where
we’é&éfage bnly one rod failure a year, but i notice the peaké

and valleys of prodﬁbtion in the Blinebry are almost identical

to those inthe Fusselman, Why is that?

A Well, every time we have a rod failure in the
Fusselman and have to shut it down to repair it, pull a rod
string, we are fofced to shpt down the Blinebry t&é, Again,
if we were able to decfease the number of pulling jobs on our
Fasselman, it would help the Blinebry,

Q So you certainly think on balance that the royalty
owner is going to be benefitted, as will Pan American should
the Commission approve our commingling request?

A Yes. Also, if we were able to remove that packer
and produce the Fusselman more efficiently, we feel that we'll

get some slight inc¢rease in production from the Fusselman,



Q In your opinion, will the increased, or the total-
production from the commingled installhtions’exceed one
allowable, séy for the deeper zone, the Fusselman?

A Oh, no, sir. |

0 Would that be your recommendation to this Commission,

_that the allowable for this well be set, based on the Fusselman

allowable?
A On the Fusselman allowable, yes.
N Do you have anything else that you care to add at

this time, Mr, Wells?
A No, sir.

MR, BEULL: May it please the Examiner, thit's all
we have by way of direct, I would like to formally offer
our Exhibits 1 through 8. |

MR, NUTTER: ?Pan American's Exhibits 1 through 8
will be admitted in evidence,

(Wﬁereupon, Applicant's Exhibits

1 through 8, offered and admitted
in evidence,) ‘

CROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. NUTTER:

.Q Mr. Wells, this is kind of a negative way to look
at it, but every timé you have a rod failure and you'shut both

zones down, you actually extend the life of the well, don't you?
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A And extend operating costs, yes, sir,

Q Where is the pump set at present in the Blinebry

zone?
A In the Blinebry?
Q Yes.
A I don't know; I think it's essentially right opposite

the Blinebry;pe?forafion.

Q Right down at the preforations?

A Yes.

Q So you don't have a substantial amount of fluid
standing in thé‘hole?

A No.

Q How about the Fusselman?

A The Fusselman purp is bpposite the perfs. Of
course, with the packer theré, ﬁe don't have any real means
of knowing whether we have, except the pressure.

Q Andéjpu plaﬁ to set the pump in the commingled zZone
at 6960 which would be down in the perforations?

A In the lower perforations,

Q  Are any secondary opetations presently being conducted
or anv secondary operations being pla;ned for either the
Blinebry Zone or the Fusselman in this area?

A Not in this particular area, Pan American has been
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involved in;é fairiy extensive study of unitization waterflood:
possibilities ‘in New Mexico., The Blinebry and Fusselman
opportunities are pretty poor in here right now. In the

area, other operators are investigating this, wve feel at

. somé future date some zone may be unitized in here; it's way
down the road, though.

Q: What percent would you say the Blinebry has been
depleted in this well? 4

A The Blinebry, looking at our decline curve on the
Bliﬁebry and the cumulative production, I would say that's
probably, éh, 14% remaining which &ould give you what, 86%.

Q ‘You have produced about 60,000 out of it and you
estimate you have got ‘11,000 left?

A Yes.d

Q So it would be 60,000 out of 71,0007

. A - Right,

Q Almost the same amount of reserves remain in the
Fusselmah, according to your Exhib;pn4 which you ‘have produced
twice the amount you have prodﬁced from the Blinebry,. so if's
closer to depletion?

A Closer to abandonment, right,

Q Now,er. Wells, how would :you determine the amount

of production whichk is coming from each zone for statistical
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purposes if you were to commingle this?

A Our recommendation on this is to attribute production
baseg on the latest test of each zonme. We feel that this would
be relatively accurate, through the life of the project here,

-Q Well, now, the Fusselman is actually producing

e twibé the amount of oil the Biinebry is. Wasn't your

latest test 24 barrels on the Fusselman?

A Yes, sir,
;i- : : Q And 11 barrels in the Blinebry?
g?’; _ '55 A In the Blinebry, yes, sir,

Q So you -might séy that two-thirds of the production,

of the itotal production,is from the Fusselman and one-third

from the Blinebry?

A Yes,

Q And you would attribute the production to each of
the zones on that ratio?

A Yes, sir,

Q Mr, Wells, have you given any consideration to the

use df downhole commingling equipment, that is the dual flow
Yy chokes and checks that are used in some cases?

A Yes, sir, we have looked at these,  We feel‘that the
"cost ﬂOﬁ'Gﬁly—fcr the initial installation, but for maintainiﬁg

these installations and operating them in this case is
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unvarranted, We have a relatively low production, a short
field life in our higher producing rate zone here. 1 believe
the downhole devices price-wise, range fr9m $1,000,00 to
about $3500.06, depending on the type you go to., We have
looked at different devices that we have come up with for

our use in other areas. It's fairly expensive to operate
these tﬁings and as I said, we feel it is an unwarranted
expense in this case.

Q Well, you're talking about eight and a half years
of remaining life here, commingled, I wouldn't call that
necessarily a short life, would you?

“AT=Right, commingled, that's’right. We‘have bee£
nine years there., We can figure, I believe under these
downhole chokes, the operation of them would require a
pulling unit or in some cases a4 wire line unit to do any
manipulation of_fhe device. This is going to run us
$500.00 to $1,000,00 every time we have to bring a pulling
unit out on location. This conceivably could happen three,
four, five times a year, Ve haven't thoroughly in field uSe,
evaluated these things. In other words, we are not using
eithe;w£he Baker or Otis tools in field use right now to.my
knbwlédge,so Wé'don't know how or what goed luck we would have

with them as far as efficiency and problems.
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Q Mr. Wells, you may be aware that the Commission has
heard seyeral cases regarding the use, regarding downhole
commingling in these dual complgtions, the first oil—oil
dual cémpletions weré authorizéd by this Commission in 1956,
These first wells are how getting to be about 12 years old,
and we fully expect as they approach the marginal status, we
will be‘receiving more applications for downhole commingling.
Ye feel there are some installations where there are clear
cutiinstaqqes where this downhole commingling ‘is probably 0. K.
We feel there are probably others where it is clearly not
indicated that these =zones should be thrown together, We
also feel that there will be some twilight situations, that
it's going to be difficult qu the‘Commiséion to judge
whether to permit the zones to be comﬁingled in thetweli
bore, suéh considerations as pressure differential with accom-
panying migratioﬁ of fluids, the compatibilitf of fluids from
one zone with the other zone and statistics as far as secondary
recovery1studies are concerned, all of these ﬁave'to enter
iﬁto the consideration when the Commiséion judges one of
these, We feel that the operator should give thorough
consideration to the use 6f dual flow eguipment, utilizing
chokes and cﬁecks which will keep the zones separate uﬁtilv

the zones haﬁe entered the tubing, We don't feel there will
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be any substantial increase in the cost 6f the installation.
The packer is already fhere:in the dual completion; there's
two strings of tubing, one string of tubing can be salvaged
and the salvage value of this applied to the purchase of the
dual flow equipment. We therefore feel that the operator
3 - L;{ 4 ' : should give definite consideration to the use of these
| downhole flow assemblies.

Are there any other questions of Mr. Wells? He
SO -fi ) .may be excused.

(Witness excused.)

MR. NUTTER: Do you have anything further, Mr.
Buell?
. | ; ‘-

MR. BUELL: I would like to make a very brief
closing statement, Mr. Examiier. |

I would like to say with regard to the statement
that fhe Examiner just made, that I personally appreciaté
every point that he brought out, and would like tq assure him
that Pan American appreciates it. We, too,believe that
commingling should be approached with caution. We sincerely

feel here that commingling as we have proposed will prevent

both economic and nhysical wastes., We have satisfied ourselves

that if there should be any interchange of fluid that it will

not result in either waste in any shape or form or the violation




of correlative rights. We have alsoO, Mr. Examiner, investigated

and 1'11 adnmit as Mr. Wells has testified, our experience,
our actual experience from a personal company ctandpoint with
these downliole commingling devices 1is rather limited. Ve

have investigated that and we would prefer to install the

_ commingling installation that we bave recommended to the

Commission here today, put I want the Examiner to know that
we are not in ‘any way, by any inference saying that if this

application js denied, we're going to abandon this well and

jeave it. We are not going to-do that. We're going to

produce it to;it's absolute economic 1imit in both zones
and get as much eilufor the State of‘New Mexico and Pan;
American as Ve can get.

MR. NUTTER: Thank you. Does anyoﬁe have anything
they wish to offer in Case 39327

~ MR. KELLY: Booker Kelly, of White, Gilbert, Koch

and Kelly, appearing on behalf of Tenneco oil Company.
Tenneco Company supports Pan American's application-in this
case.

MR. NUTTER: Thank you, Mr. Kelly. Anyoheielseé

We will take the case under advisement.




WITNESS
§ILLIAM C. WELLS, JR.
Direct Examination by Mr. Bueli 2
Cross Examination by Mr. Nutter 15
. ~ OFFERED AND
EXHIBITS MARKED ADMITTED

APPLICANT'S 1 through 8 2 . 15

STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
, ) ss
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO )

I, ADA DEARNLEY, Court Reporter, in and for the County
of Bernalillo, state of New Mexico, 4o hereby certify that -
the foreg01ng and attached Transcript of Proceedings before
the New Mexico 0il Conservatlon Commission was reported by
me, and that the same is a true and correct record to the

pest of my knowledge, skill and ability.

WITNESS my hand this 25th‘day of November, 1968,

/// Vi

I do hédbby WhFE et the forrge¥

g oompisto ponord of 3

the Eunainay haeaving ') W £ 7%’
heard by 20 ON...., 1&! 4/ e 19
) A T , Fonpiner

Raw ﬂemioo 011 Conﬂervation Cosmlssion




Docket No, 33-68
DOCKET: EXAMINER HEARING - TUESDAY - NOVEMBER 12, 1968

9 A.M. - OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION CONFERENCE R()'OM““"‘t
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The® following cases will be heard before Daniel S. Nutter, Examiner, or
Elvis A, Utz, Alternate Examiner: o -

CASE 3927: Application of Gulf 0il Corporation for an unorthodox oil
| well location, Lea County, New Mexico. ’ Appllcant in the
above-styled cause, seeks authority to drill a producing oil
well at an unorthodox location 5 feet from the North line and
1,315 feet from the West line of Section 33, Townshlp 19 South,
Range 35 East, as an infill well in the Wesi Pearl Queen Unit
Waterflood Project, Pearl -Queen Pool, Lea County, New Mexico.

CASE 3928: Appllcatlon of Jake L. Hamon for the creation of a new oil pool
and for special pool rules, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant,
in the above-styled cause, sceks the creation of a new Devonian
oil pocl for its State "K-33" Well No. 1 located 1980 feet from
the South and West lines oFf Section 30 Township 16 South, ]
Range 36 East, Lea County, New Mexico, and for the promulgatlon
of specizal rules therefor including a provision for 80-acre
proration units.

CASE 39294 Appllcat1on of Leonard Latch for three watarflood projects,

: : Eddy. County, New Mexico Applicant, in the :bove -styled cause,
seeks authority to 1n~“1ttto three waterflcod progeﬁtg by the
injection of water into the Yates formation through five wells
on his aunders A, B, and Pravis leases located in Secticns 12
anc i3 Townshwp 17 South, Range 27 East, Empire (Yates~
Seven Rlvers) Pool, Eddy County, New Mexico. .

CASE 3930: Application of Pan American Petroleum Corporation for a dual
completion and water injzction, Lea County, New Mexico.
Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks authority to dually
complete its Meyers "B" Federal Well No. 4 located in Unit E
of Sectjon 21, Township 24 South, Range 37 East, Lea County,
New Mexico, in such a manner as to permit the production of gas
from the perforated interval 2950 feet to 3090 feet, Jalmat
Gas Pool, and the injection of water for .secondary recovery . .
purposes into the Sewven Rivers-Queen Formations,vLanglje-Matti%
Pool, in the open-nole interxrval from 329F faet to 3650 feet
through parallel strings of tubing. '

CAQE 3931: Application of Pan American Petroleum Corporation for salt water
disposal, Roosevelt County, MNew Mexico. Azplicaanit, in the
above-styled cause, sesks authority to dispose of produced salt
water into the San_.Andres formation in the interval from 4239
feet to 4389 feet in its PFarrell Federal Well No. 10 lccated in
Unit F of Section 28, Township 7 South, Range 33 East, and in
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(Case 3931 continued)

/

CASE 3932:

CASE 3933:

CASE 3934:

CASE 3935:

the interval from 4402 tc 4422 feet in its State "DF" Well

No. 1 located in Unit I of Section 25, Townsh1p 7 Sout -

Range 33 East, Cbaveluo«53n Andres Pool, Roosevelt County,
New Mexico.

Application of Pan Americanr Petroleum Corporation for down-
hole commingling, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in

the above~styled cause, seeks authority to commingle produc-
tion from the Justis-Blinebry and Justis-Fusselman Pools

in the wellbore of its State "AJ" Well No. 6 lccated in Unit
M of Section 30, Townshiv 25 South, Range 38 East, Lea
County, New Mexico, with tle provision that nc more than one
single allowable will be produced from said well.

Application of Texaco, Inc., for a waterflood project, Lea

. Couinty, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,

seeks authority to institute a pilot waterflood project by
the injection of water iantos the Drinkard formation through
its C. H. Lockhart Federal NCT Well No. S located in Unit P
of Section 18, Township %2 South, Range 38 East, Drinkard
Pool, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant.further seeks a

procedure whereby said project may be expanded acmlnlst*atlvely

without a showing of a wsll response.

Application of Texaco Inc,, for a waterflood projece, Lea
County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
seeks authority to instituie a waterflood project by the
injection of water intc the Drinkard formation through the
Drinkard string of its miltiple comgleted (tubingless) V. M.
Henderson Well No. 8 located in Unit E of Section 30, Town-
ship 21 South, Range 37 Eas st, Drinkard Pool, Lea County,
New Mestico. o k

Appllcatlon of Sinclair Cil Corporation for a waterflood
‘project, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-
styled cause, seeks authcrity to institute a pilot water=
flood project by injecticon of water into the Yates and Seven

Rivers formations through its B Davis Well No. 1 located 330

" feet from the South and West lines of Seation 34, Tawnship
23 South, Rarge 36 East, Jzlmat Pool, Lea County, New Mexico.
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CASE 3935:

_r.‘»"

CASE 3937:

CASE 3938:

'CASE 3939:

Docket No. 33-68

Application of Tenneco 0il Company for salt water disposal,
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled
cause, seeks authority to dispose of produced salt water

into the Yates and Seven Rivers formations in the perforated
interval from approximately 2920 feet to 3134 feet in its-

E. J. Wells Well No, 2 located in Unit G of Section 12, Town-
ship 25 South, Range 36 East, Jalmat Pool, Lea County, New
Mexico.

Appllcatlon of Anadarko Production Company for an amendment
to Order No. R-2977, Edsy County, New Mexico. Applicant,

in the above-styled cause, seeks the amendment of Order No.
R-2977, as correctad by Order No. R-2977-A, which authorized
a cooperative waterflocd project in the Square Lake Pool,
Eddy Cpunty, New Mexico, to delete the water injection well
prev1ouslj authorized te be drilled 2630 feet from the South
line and 2650 feet from the East line of Section 31, Town-
ship 16 South, Range 31 East, and to authorlze for water in-
jection its Grier Fedaral Well No. 6 located 1980 feet from

‘the South and East lines of said Section 33u

Application of Aztgc 01l & Gas Company 7o o wlsory pooling
‘and a non-standard p oration unit, San Juan County, New Mexicdo.
Applicant, in the abova~styled cause, seeks an order pooling
all mineral 1ntermbro in the Pictured Cllﬁrs formation under-
lying Lots 6, 7, NE/4 SW/4, and SE/4 sW/4 of Section 6, Town-
ship 29 North, Range 10 West, Aztec-Pictured Cliffs Gas Pool,
San Juan County, New Mevico. Said non-standard unit to be
dedicated to a well to be drilled 1830 feet from the South
line and 1530 feet from the West line of said Section 6. '
Also to be considered will be the costs of drilling said
well, a charge for the rislk involved, a provision for the
allocation of actual operating costs, and the establishment
of charges for supervision of said well.

l/

Application of Aztec 0i: & Gas Company for four unorthodox
gas well locations, San Juan County, New Mexico. Applicant,
in the above-styled cause, seeks approval of unorthodox
Blanco-Mesaverde Gas Pool rocations for four wells located
as follows:

SAN JUAN CCUNTY, NEVI_MEXTICO
Township 30 North, Range 1] West
Hampton Well No. 4 - i,140 feet from the West line
and 973 feet from thz North line
of Section 13
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RN (Case 3939 continued)

R Township 31 Norxrth, Range 12 West

E Richardson Well No. 7 - 1,584 feet from the East line
and 1,621 feet from the South line
of Section 15

East Well No. 10 1,770 feet from the North line
' and 790 feet from the West line of
Section 26 L '

East Well No. 8 790 feet from the South and East
linss of Section 26.

CASE 3940: Applid%tibn of Shell 0il Company for an amendment to Order
: No. R-2808,»Lea County, NeqﬂMexicog Applicant, in the
above-styled cause, seeks the amendment of Order No. R-2808
to permit the dedication of a non-standard proration unit
“authorized therein to its Livizdgston Wells Nos. 7 and »
located in Units V and W, respectively, of Section 3, Town-
ship 21 South, Range 37 East, Tubb Gas Pool, Lea County,
New Mexico. Applicant further seeks authority to produce
the allowable assigned to said unit from either of the
aforesaid wells in any proportion.

CASE 3941: Application of Aguva, Inc., for salt water disposal, Eddy
County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
proposes to dispose of produced salt water into the San
Andres formation in the opén-hole interval between the
casing shoe set at 2050 feat and a cement plug at 5400 feet
after cleaning out and acidizing the well between 2050 feet
and 3600 feet in its Empire-Abo SWD Well No. 01, formerly
the Humble PFederal Empire-Abo Well No. 3, located in Unit O
of Section 1, Township 18 South, Range 27 Bast, Empire-Abo
Field, Eddy County, New Mexico.

CASE 3942: Application of Cities Sarvice 0il Company for salt water
‘ disposal, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-

styled cause, seeks avthority to dispose of produced salt
water into the Yates and Seven Rivers formations in the
per forated interval from approximately 3790 feet to 3834
feet in its Closson "B" Well Wo. 18 located in Unit M of
Section 19, Township 22 South, Range 36 East, Jalmat Pool,
Lea County, New Mexico.
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Application of Continental 0il Company for a dual completion,
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
seeks authority to dually complete its Lynn A-28 Well No. 5,

‘located in Unit A of Section 28, Township 23 South, Range 36

East, Lea County, New Mexico, in such a manner as to produce
gas from the Yates formation of the Jalmat Gas Pcol through
the casing-tubing annulus and to dispose of produced salt water
through tubing into the Seven Rivers formation of said pool in
the interval from 3340 to 32374 feet.

Application of Sun 0Oil Company for a pressure maintenance
project, Roosevelt County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the
above-styled cause, seeks authority to institute a pressure
maintenance pFOject in its JGames McFarland Lease by the injec-
tion of water into the San Andres formation through its' James
McFarland Well No. 4 lccated in the NW/4 SW/4 of Segption 20,
Township 7 South, Range 23 East, Chaveroo-San Andres Pool,
Roosevelt County, New Maxico. Applicant further seeks the
promulgation of special rules to govern operation of said
pressure maintenance project.

Application of Mobil 0il Corporation for lease commingling,
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant,in the above-styled cause,
seeks authority to commingle Vacuum Grayburg-San Andres
production from its State “G" lease comprising the W/2 NE/4
and SE/4 NE/4 of Section 24, Township 17 South, Range 34 East,
Lea County, New Mexico, with Vacuum Grayburg-San Andres '
production from that portion of its Bridges State leasza
comprising the W/2 of said Section 24, allccating the prcduc-
tion to each lease on the basis of monthly well tests.
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OAVID F. CARGO
CHAIRMAN

State of Hefa Llexico
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AN Y

STATE GECLCQIST
A, L. PORTER, JR.
SECRETARY = DIRECTOR

LAND COMMISSIONER
GUYTON 8. HAYS

MEMBER
P, O, BOX 2088
SANTA FE
December 31, 1968
Mr. Guy Buell . Re: Case No. 3932
~ Pan American Petroleum Corporation Oxder No. R-3656
Post Office Box 1410 Applicant:

Fort Worth, Texas 76101 |
Pan American Petroleum Corp.

~ Dear S8ir:

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

Very truly yours,

DA G )

A. L. PORTER, Jr.
Secretary-Director

ALP/ir
Carbon copy of drder also sent to:

Hobbs OCC___ ¥
Artesia OCC

Aztec OCC

Other




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

' THR PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

CASE No. 3932 _
Order No. R-~3656

APPLICATION OF PAN AMERICAN PETROLEUM
CCRPORATION FPOR DOWNHOLE COMMINGLIMNG,
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEBXICO.

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
C EYON 3

This cause came on for hearing at 9 a.m. on November 12, 1968,
at Santa Fe, New Mexico, before Examiner Daniel S§. Nutter.

NOW, on thie_31st day of December, 1968, the Commission, a
quorum being present, having considered the testimony, the record,
and the recommendations of the Examiner, and being fully advised
in the premises,

FIRDS:

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

(2) That the applicant, Pan American Petroleum Corporation,
ia the owner and operator of the State "AJ" Well No. 6, located
in Unit M of Section 30, Township 25 South, Range 38 East, NMPM,
Lea County, New Mexico.

(3) That the subject well is presently dually completed for
the production of oil from the Justis-Blinsbry and Justis-Fussel-
man Poole through parallel strings of tubing.

{(4) That the subject well is presently producing approxi-
mately 11 barrels of oil per day from the Justis-Blinebry Pool
and approximately 24 barrels of oil per day from the Justis~ ;
Fusselman Pool. i




'Blinebry zone and approximately 3 years as to the Fusselman zone.

inefficlient reservolr operation hecause of erroneous raservoir
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CASE No. 3932
Order No. R-3656

(5) That the applicant proposes to remove the packer and
one string of tubing from said well and to produce the marginal
production from the subject zones through a single string of
tubing.

(6) That the subject well as presently dually completed
has a remaining economic life of approxiwately 7 years as to the

{7} That the Blinebry pressure at the Blinebry datum is
435 psi; that the Fusselman pressure at the Fusgselwan datum 1is
1158 psi; that whereas the Blinebry pressure extrapolated down
to the Fusselman datum would be 1119 psi compared to the
Fusselman pressure of 1158 psi, the Fusselman prespure extra-
polated back to the Blinebry datum is 556 psi cowmparad to the
Blinebry pressure of 435 psi.

{(8) That said pressure differentizl of 556 psi compared
to 435 psi could result in the migration of fluide from the
Fusgelman formation into the Blinebry formation; that said
migration of fluids could result in damage to the reservoirs
and the waste 0of oil which has so migrated but is not
subsequently recovered; Or to further waste as the result of

statistics and evaluation.

(9) That the Blinebfy and Fusgelman zones in the subject
wall should remain separated by a packer.

(10) That the applicant's request to remove the packer in
the subdject well and to commingle the production from the Blinebry,
and Fusselman zones in the well-bore should be denied.

(11) That the applicant has experienced mechanical and
economic difficulties in producing the Fusselman zone in the
subject well as the well is presently completed.

(12) That the installation of a dual-flow downhole choke
agsembly in the subject well should enable the applicant to avoid
much of the mechanical and economic difficulties encountered in
producing the Fusselman zone in the well.

|

(13) That installation of a dual-flow downhole choke assembly
may substantially extend the productive lives of sach of the
subpjaect zones in the subject wall.
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~ (14) That the applicant should be authcrized to produce and
to commingle in a single string of tubing the marginal oil produc-
tion from the aforesaid pools in the subject well by means of a
dual-flow downhole choke assembly without first measuring the
production from each zone,

(15) That production tests of either the Blinebry or Fussel-
man zones in the subject well should be conducted annually and
the productivity of each zone established; provided, however, thatj -
the Secratary-Director of the Commission may authorize biennial
production tests if he determines, on the basis of previous tests,
that a stabilized rate of decline and production has been achieved
in each zone, and that annual tests ara no longex necessary to
accurately determine and allocate production from each zone.

REFOQ QORDE 3

(1) That the request of Pan Awmerican Petroleum Corporation
to remove the packer and one string of tuabing from its State “AJ"
Well No. 6, located in Unit M of Section 30, Township 25 South,
Range 38 EBast, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico, and to commingle in
the well-bore of the subject well the production from the Justis-
Blinebry and Justis-Fusselman Pools should be denied.

(2) That the applicant, Pan American Petroleum Corporation,
is hereby authorized to complete its State "AJ" Well No, 6,
located in Unit M of Section 30, Towneghip 25 South, Range 38 East,
NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico, in such a manner as to produce cil
from the Justis-Blinebry Pool through perforations from 5172 feet
to 5330 feet and from the Justis~Fusselman Pool through perfora-
tions from 6862 feet to 6954 feet, commingling the production
fxrom euch of said zones in a single string of tubing by wmeans of
a dual-flow downhole choke assembly, with said gones separated
by a packer:.

‘/’Apgovgngg HOWEVER, that said commingling shall continue only
80 long as the commingled producing capacity does not exceed the
top unit allowable for either of the zoneg in tha subject well.

(3) That Rule 112-A of ths Commisaion Rules and Regulations
shall apply inscfax as said rule is not inconsistent with this
order. o

(4) That alloc&tion of production to the Blinebry and
Fusselman zones shall be by the subtraction method based upon
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production tests of the commingled Blinebry-Fusselman and either
the Blinebry or Fusselman zones at stabilized production rates.

(5) That communication tests shall be conducted upon instal-
lation of the dual-flow downhole choke assembly.

(6) That production tests of the combined zones and of
either the Blinebry or Fussolman zone shall be conducted annually
and the productivity of each zone thus established.

(7) That a communication test shall be conducted annually.

(8) That the operator of the well shall notify the District
Supervisor, Oil Conservation Commission, Hobbs, New Mexico, of
the date and time production tests are to be conducted and shall
furnish a complete report of such tests to the Commission's Hobbs
District Office.

(9) That the Secretary-Director may authorize biennial
production tests if he determineg, on the basis of previocus tests,
that a stabilized rate of decline and production has been achieved
in each zone, and that annual tests are no longer necesgsary to
accurately determine and allocate production from each zone.

(10) 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 hereinabova
designated.

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COMMISSION
C

DAVID F. CARGO,

S EAL

4
& Secretary

esyr/
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PERTINNENT DATA SHEET
JUSTICE BLINEBRY & FUSSELMAN POOLS

PAN AMERICAN PETROLEUM CORP. STATE "A.J." WELL NO. 6

LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO

Cumulative Production (9-1-68)

Latest Test

Crude Gravity

Crude Value
Producing Mechanism

Current BHP @ -2300"' Blinebry Datum
Current BHP @ -3900' Fusselman Datum
Current Operating Expense

1
Current Economic Limit

‘Remaining Reserves (Under

Current Operations)

Net Value of Remaining Reserves
(Under Current Operations)

/

P 11 BO

Blinebry
59,941 BO

~ 12 BWPD
GOR = 2308
(8-3-68)
35.6

$2.90/bb1l
(sour)

Solttion
Gas

435 psi
1119 psi

$175/Mo.

2.5 BOPD (74 BGeui)

10,800 BO

$25,500

Fusselman
146,515 BO

24 BO - 4 BWPD

GOR - 1411
(8-6-68)

37.8

$3.08/bbl.
(sweet)

Solution
Gas

556 psi

1158 psi |

$485/Mo.

6.5 BOPD (193 BOPM)

11,900 BO

$29,900
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PAN AMERICAN PETROLEUM CORPORATION

OIL AND GAS BUILDING P. O. BOX 1410

DL Ray Fortr WoRrTH, TEXAS--76101 é//,; B e
) D“l\'ls;‘O\N ENGINEER October 15, 1968
File: GHF-539-986,510.1"

3 Subject: Downhole Commingling

, Pan American State "AJ" Well No. 6
Justis-Blinebiy and Fusselman Pools

Lea County, New Mexico

D

L N Jl.‘.

New Mexico 0il Conservation Commission 3)
Post Office Box 871 B
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
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Gentlemen:
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mingle production from the Blinebry and Pusselman Pools in our State

"AT" Well No. 6, Justis-Blinebry.and Fusselman Pools; Lea County, : i e
New'HeXico;'with'thefprovision'that no moré than a single allowable "
for the Fusselman interval will be produced from this well. Well No. 6

is located in Unit M, Section 30, T-25-8, R—38—E, Lea County, New Mexico.
el —— T —

Yoﬁrs very truly,

Nasmtie s e,

N A

<3
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DOGKET MARED

Dctem /
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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
JRPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

CASE No. 3932

Order No. R-( S6

L.

APPLICATION OF PAN AMERICAN PETROLEUM B N :
CORPORATION FOR DOWNHOLE COMMINGLING, N
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO. / PRREERE . e cf/

- - a2
&

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

BY THE COMMISSION:

This cause came on for hearing at 9 a.m. on Nevember 12 | 1968,
at Santa Fe, New Mexico, before Examiner _Daniel S. Nutter

{

NOW, on this day of _December 1968 , the Commission, a
guorum being present, having considered the testimony, the record,
and the recommendations of the Examiner, and being fully advised
in the premises, :

FINDS:
(1) That due publié‘hotice having been given as required by

law, the Commission has jurisdiction of this cause and the subject
matter thereof. '

£2) That the applicant, Pan American Petroleum Corporation,
is the owner and operatbr of the St&te "AJ" Well No. 6, located
in Unit M of Section 30, Township 25 South, Range 38 East, NMPM,
Lea County, New Mexico.
(3) That the subject well is presently dually completed for
" the production of oil from the Justis-Blinebry and Justis-Fussel-
man Pools through parallel strings of tubing.
(4) That the subject well is presently producing approxiF
mately 11 barrels of oil per day from the Justis-Blinebry Pool
and approximately 24 barrels of oil per day from the Justis-

Fusselman Pool.
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! to 5330 feet and from the Justis—Fussélman Pool through perfora-

éz;E No. 3932

(/ll)(xﬁ}- That the applicant éhould be é.uthorized*to produce and
to commingle in a single string of tubing the marginal oil produc#
tion from the aforesaid pools in the subject well by means of a
dual-flow downhole choke assembly without first measuring the
production from each zone.
{)57 (IB) -That production tests of either the Blinebry or Fussel-
man zones in the subject well sﬁould be conducted annually and

the productivity of each zone established, provided however, that
the Secretary-Director of the Commission may authorize biennial
production tests if he determines, on the basis of pfevious tests,
that a stabilized rate of decline and production has been achieved
in each zone, and that annual tests are no longer necessary to

accurately determine and allocate production from each zone.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

(1) That the request of Pan American Petroleum Corporation
to remove the packer and one string of tubing from its State "AJ"
Well No. 6, located in Unit M of Section‘30, Township 25 South,
Range 38 East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico, and to commingle‘in
the well-bore of the subject well the production from the Justis-
Blinebry and Justis-Fusselman Pools should be denied.

(2) - ‘That the applicant, Pan American Petroleum Corporation,
is hereby authorized‘to complete its State "AJ" Well No. 6,
located in Unit M of Seéction 30, Township 25 South, Range 38 East,
NMPM, Lea County, New Mexice, in such a manner as to produce oil

from the Justis-Blinebry Pool through perforations from 5172 feet

tions from 6862 feet to 6954 feet, commingling the production

from each of said zones in a single string of tubing by means of

a dual-flow downhole choke assembly, with said zones separated

- by a packer.,
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(3) That Rule 112-A of the Commission Rules and Regulations
shall apply insofar as séid rule is not inconsistent with this
ordeéer.

{4) That allocation of production to the Blinebry and
Fusselman zones shall belby the subtraction method based upon
production tést§ af the commingléd Blinebry-~Fusselman and either
the Blinebry or Fusselman zones at stabilized production rates.

(5) That communication tests shall be conducted upon instal-
lation of the dual-flow downhole choke assembl&.

(6) That production tests of the combined zones and of
either the Blinegry or Fusselwan zéne shall be conducted annually
and the productivity of each zone thus esﬁablished.

(7) Thatf;ommunication testy shall be conducted annually.V

(8) That the operator of the well shall notify the District
Supervisor, Oil Conservation Commission, Hobbs, New Mexico; of
the date and time production tests are to be conducted and shail
furnish a complete report of such tests to the Commission's Hobbs
Districf Office.

(9) That the Secretary-Director may authorize biennial
production tests if he determines, on the basis of previous. tests,
that a stabilized rate of decline and production has been achieved
in each zone, and that annual tests are no longer necessary to
accurately determine and allocate production from each zone.

(10) 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 hereinabove
designated.




