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IN THE DISYRICT COURT OF LEA COUVNPY, NEW NEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF

ANERADA PETROLEUM CORPORATION FOR

REVIEV AND APPEAL OF PROCERDING Case Jo.
BEFORE TRE OIL CONSERVATION '
COMNISSION OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO,

IN CASE NO. 191

PETITION FOR REVIEW

Comes, now Amerads Petroleum Corporation, and
for its petition for the review of the actiom of the 011
Conservation Commission of the State of New Nexieo in the
proceeding referrsd to above, allages and states:

1. That on July 29, 1949, Petitioner filed its
application with the 01l Conservation Commission of the
State of New Nexico for the eatablishment of eighty-acre
proration units and the uniform spacing of wells in the
Bagley Siluro-Devonian Pool, Lea County, New Nexico, and
for the uniform spacing of wells in said pool, which appli-
cation was given Case No. 191 by the Commission.

2, Petitioner further states that due notice
having been given said application came on for hearing before
the 011 Conservation Commission of the State of Xew Mexico
on December 20, 194G, at which hearing Petitioner introduced
evidence in support of its application, establishing by a
clear preponderance therecf the following facts which
Petitioner hereby realleges, to wit:

(2) That on July 26, 1949, Petitioner completed
a well kmown as the "Amerada-State PTA No. 1 Well” located
in the center of the NW/3 SE/A of Section 2, Township 12 South,
Range 33 East, lea County, New Rexico, which said well dis-
covered a new common source of supply known as the Bagley
S8iluro-Devonian Pool, found at the approximate depth of
10,790 feet to 10,980 feet.
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(p) That the probable productive limits of said
Bagley Siluro-Devonian Pool is as follows:

E/2 of Sec. 3%

All of Sec. 35

W/2 of Sec. 36, all in T118-R33E

E/2 of Sec. 3

All of Sec. 2

W/2 of Sec. 1

N/2 of Sec. 11

NW/% of S8ec. 12, all in T12S-R33E

lea County, New Mexico

(¢) 'That one well in said pool will adequately,
efficliently and economically drain an area of at least
eighty acres and that to require the drilling of more than
one well to eighty acres in said pool will result in the
drilling of unnecessary wells and will require Petitioner
to drill more wells than are reasonably necessary to secure
its proportionste part of the production from said pool.

(d) That because of the effective drainage area
of each well in said pool, the great depth therecf and the
high cost and expense required in the drilling and comple-
tion of sald wells, proration units of eighty acres or one-
half of a governmental quarter section should be estasblished.

(e) That to protect the correlative rights of all
parties hereto and to prevent the unnecessary pooling of
separately owned tracts within a proration unit, the unit
should be formed by dividing each govermmental quarter sec-
tion by a line from north to south through the center thereof,
so that the unit shall comprise the East Half and the West
Half of each governmental quarter section, except the follow-
ing units, to wit:

X/2 Wi/4% Sec. 35-118-33E

8/2 Wi/% Sec. 35-118-33E

X/2 NE/& Sec. 2-128-33E

SW/4 NE/4 & WN/4 SR/% Sec., 2-128-33E

SE/4 NE/% & KE/4 8E/% Sec. 2-128-33E

8/2 Sec., 2-128-33K

N/2 NE/M Sec. 11-128-33E

8/2 ME/& Sec. 11-128-33E

(£) That to insure the proper and uniform spacing

of all wells drilled to the common source of luﬁply, and to
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protect the correlative rights of all parties interested
therein, 211 wells drilled into said common source of supply
should be located in the center of the northweat and south-
east quarters of each governmental quarter section with a
tolerance of 150 feet in any direction to avoid surfasce
obstructions.

(g) That the order of the Commission should cover
all wells now or hereafter drilled to and producing from the
common source of supply from which the discovery well as
above described 1s now producing, kmown as the Bagley 8iluro-
Devonian Pool, whether within the probable productive area
as delineated above or any extension thereof, as mry be
determined by further development, so as to insure & proper
and uniform spacing, developing and producing plan for all
wells in the common source of supply.

(h) That the daily oil allowable of a normal unit
of eighty acres, or an area equivalent to one-half of a
governmental quarter seetion(asaisned to each and svery well
hereafter drilled and producéd in conformity with the spacing
pattern hereinabove provided, should be the proportional
factor of 4#.67 times the top allowable until such time as the
development of sald pool, based upon evidence subnitted to
the Commission after notice and hearing, Jjustifies an increase
in allowable without injury to the reservoir, and that the
Commission should retain jurisdiction to increase said allow-
able if the evidence sc Justifies,

(1) That in the event good cause is shown for the
granting of an exception to the well lccation pattern pro-
posed by Petitioner such exception should be‘granted by the
Commission after notice and hearing, but in the event such
exception is granted the allowable for said well should be
reduced in an amount to be determined by the (ommission in
its discretion in accordance with the evidence presented at
the hearing in order to protect the correlative rights of all

parties in said common source of supply.



3. Attached hereto marked "Exhibit A" and -ade'

a part hereof is a plat showing the location of the Bagley
81luro-Devonian Pool as delineated above, the leasehold
ownership, the wells drilled in ssid pool, the proposed
spacing pattern for wells to be drilled in said pool and
the proposed location of the proration units constituting
an exception to the regular proration units comprising the
West Nalf and the East Half of each governmental quarter
section,.

4. That thereafter on January 23, 1959, the
011 Conservation Commission entered its Order No. R-2 in
Case #191, denying the application of Petiticner, which
order is attached hereto marked "Exhibit B" and made a part
hereof to the same extent as if set out in full herein.

5. That thereafter on February 6, 1950, Petitioner
filed its timely spplication for rehearing before the 01l
Conservation Commission of the 3tste of New Mexico and said
application for rehearing was denled by said Commission by
Order No. R-8 in Case #191 on Pebruary 8, 1950, which said
order is attached hereto, marked "Exhidit ¢" and made a part
hereof to the same extent as if set cut in full herein.

6. Petitioner further alleges that the grounds
of invalidity of the orders of the Commission referred to
above, upon which it relies and will rely, are as follows,
to wit:

(2) That the Commission erred in finding the evi-
dence insufficlent to prove that the proposed plan of spacing
would avold the drilling of unnecessary wells, secure the
greatest ultimate recovery from the pool, or protect correla-
tive rights.

(v) That the Commizsion erred in finding the
evidence insufficient to prove that one well drilled on each
eighty-acre tract would efficiently drain the recoverable oill
from the pool.
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(¢) That the orders entered by said Commission
denying said application and denying the rehearing thereof
are contrary to and in disregard of the evidence introduced
at the hearing which established by 2 preponderance thereof
the facts and matters alleged above and that elighty acres 1is
the area that may de efficiently and economically drained
and developed by one well and that the establishment of
eighty-acre proration units and unifora spacing of welle
as requested by Petitioner will prevent waste, avoid the
érilling of unnecessary wells and protect the correlative
rights of 211 parties interested in said pool.

(d) That the orders of the Commission referred
to sbove are contrary to law,

Petitioner further alleges that all of the matters
and questions herein presented were heretofore presented to
the Commission by the Application for Rehearing.

WHEREFORE, Petitloner respectfully prays the Court,
as authorized by Section 19b, Chapter 168 of the Laws of the
State of New Mexico, 1949, to review the acticn of the 01l
Conservation Cosmission herein complained of and to enter
1ts order vacating the orders of the Commission hereinsdove
referred to and to enter its order in lieu thereof establish-
ing eighty-acre proration units and the uniform spacing of
wells in the Bagley Siluro-Devonian Pool, lLea County, New
Mexico, as requested by the application of Amerada Petroleum
Corporation filed with saild Commission and in accordance with
the evidence presented at the hearing before said Commission
in support thereof ag set out above and the evidence presented
upon the triasl de novo upon appeal, all as authorized by the
laws of the State of New Mexlico.

HERVEY, DOW & HINKLE

=7 By C/Q:g-v\c.g‘ dzn!g[g_
SETH & MONTQOMERY
</ BY _OQOliver Seth

<7 —dzaﬁgéaé%gs%gﬁ—*
Harry D. Yage
=/ e N
-5 0 ello
Attorneys for Petitioner
Amerada Petroleum Corporation.
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BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE NATTER OF THE HEARIKG CALLED BY

THE OIL CONSERVATION CONMISSION OF THE

STATE OF NEVW NEXICO FOR THE PURPOSE

OF CONSIDERING:
CASE NO. 151
m ma R"’?

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
ANERADA PRTROLEUN CORPORATION FOR THR
ESTARLISHNENT OF PRORATION UNITS AND
UNIFORM SPACING OF WELIS IN THR
BAGLRY SILURC-DEVONIAN POOL IN LEA
COUNTY, NEVW MRXICO.

ORDER OF com JON
BY THE COMMIS3ION:

This matter came on for hearing before the Commission
on December 20, 1949, on the application of Amerads Fetroleum
Corporation to establish proration units and uniform spacing of
wells in the Bagley 3iluro-Devonian Pool in Les County, New Nexico.

The Commission having heard the evidemece, the argument
of counsel and being duly advised,

PINDS:

1. The Commission has Jurisdiction of the subject
matter and of the interested parties, due notice of the hearing
having been given.

2. The evidence 1is insufficient to prove that the
proposed plan of spasing would avoid the drilling of uanecessary
wells, secure the greatest ultimate recovery from the pool or
protect eorrelative rights.

3. The evidence is insufficient to prove that one
well drilled on each 80-acre traet would efficisntly drain the
recoverable oil from the pool.

IT IS THERRFORE ORDERED:

1. The application of Amerada Petroleum Corporation
is denied.

2. Nothing ocontained herein shall be construed to
require the drilling of one well on each 30-acre tract in the pool.

3. DNothing contesined herein shall be construed to bhe
a determination by the Commission as to what ocomatitutes “reasonadle
development” of any lease in the pool in relation to the implied
covenants of any such lease.

DONE at Santa Fe, New Mexico, on the 23rd day of January, 1950.

STATE OF NRW MEXICO
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

3igned by: ,
Thomas J. Nabry, Chairman

Guy Shepard, Nember
R. R. Spurrier, Seoretary
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BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF NBW NEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE HRARING CALIED BY
THE OXL CONSERVATION COMNISSION OF THE
STATE OF NEW MEXICO FOR THE PURPOSE OF
CONSIDERING:

CASE NO. 191
ORDER NO. R-8

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
AMERADA PETROLEUNM CORPORATION FOR THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF PRORATION UNITS AND
UNIPORNM SPACING OF WELLS IN THE BAGLEY-~
SILURO/DEVONIAN POCL IK LRA COUNTY,

NEW MEXICO.

ORDER DENYING REHEARING

BY THE COMMISSION:

Amerada Petroleum Corporation having filed herein
an spplication for rehearing on the alleged grounds that
Order No. R-2 heretofore entered on 23 January 1950 was
erroneous, and the Commission having considered said motion
and having concluded that it 1s not well taken,

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the application for
rehearing filed by Amerada Petroleum Corporation will be
deniled.

DOME this 8th day of Pebruary, 1950, at Santa Pe,
New Mexlieo.

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

/8/ THOMAS J. NABRY, CEAIRMAN
/u/ GUY SHEPARD, MENBER
/s/ R. R. SPURRIER, SECRETARY

"EXHIBIT C"




NEW MEXICO
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

GOVERNOR THOMAS J. MABRY
CHAIRMAN

LAND CONMMISSIONER GUY SHEPARD
MEMBER

STATE GEOLOGIST R. R. SPURRIER
SECRETARY AND DIRECTOR

P. 0. BOX 871
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

June 1, 1950

MEMORANDUM TO MR, SPURRIER:

In accordance with your instruetions, I made the trip to Roswell for
the purpose of attending the pre-trial conference in the Amerada mstiter,

The conference began at 9:00 AM,, May 29, After a 3-hour discussion, the
point raised by Mr. Jack Campbell and supported by Mr, McCormick and myself
to the effect that the trial de novo phraseology in the act was unconsti-
tutional, was met by Amerada attorneys Mr. Kellough and Mr, Hinkle, with

a request for a 30-day recess of the pre-trial conference within which

time they wished to file briefs on the question, This office and the Texas
Pacific Coal people will be allowed 10 days thereafter to file answer briefs,
thus the pre-trial conference is in recess for at least A0 days.

George A. Graham
GAG:bw



COPY

ATWOOD., MALONE & CAMPBELL
LAWYERS

JEFF D. ATWOOD
ROSS L. MALONE, JR.
JACK M. CAMPBELL

J. P. WHITE BUILDING
ROSWELL. NEw MEXico

January 9, 195C

Yre. Re Ro Spurpler
Secretary-Liirector

011l Conservatipn Cormission
Santa Fe, New Mexico

Re: Case o, 191
Dear lir. Spurriiers

In clompliznce with the request of the
Commission made a2t the conclusion of the hearing
upon Case No. 191, we are enclosing herewith re-
guested Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
of vrotestant, Texas Pacific Coal and Ol1 Company,
for flling in jconnection with this case., A copy
of the requested findings is belng forwarded to
other members f the Commission.

Very truly yours,
ATv0CT, LALORE & CAMPBLLL

\_aclC .

By: Jadk M. Campbel

JHC t bk

< v
ce:  lr. Guy Chepherd

Cormissioner of Public Lands

Honorable Thomas J. Mebry
Governor iof the State of New Mexieco



BEFORE THE 3IL CONScAVATION COMMIZSIoN F THE STATE OF NEw MBXICO

In the matter of the spplication
of imerads Petroleum Jorporation
for the establishment oif proration
units and uniform spacing of wells
for the common source of supply
discovered in Amerada- tate BT:
Ho. 1 well in NwazSi: Cection 2,
Twp. 12 :5., ﬁge. 33 3’;., ﬁag‘;nﬁv"."fk-,
in Lea County, hew Xexico.

Case No. 191

M Wi T Tt Wt Wt Wged Manp st

R UESTLD PINDINGS & FACT AND COHCLULIUNG OF Lavw
UF PROTEZTART ToXAS PAGIFIC COAL ANHD OIL SUMPANY

Somes now protestant Texas Pacilic Ceal and il Coupany
by its attorneys and requests the Cosmmission to mdopt the fol-

lowing ¥indings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.

Findings of Fact

1. The lease owners in the BHagley Levonian pool here
involved have not all agreed upon a plégﬁfor the spacing of
wells, (

2. Hone of the royslty owners, overriding royalty
ownersa, or owners of production payments have agreed upon the
plan proposed by applicant for spacing of wells in the pool
here involved.

3. The applicant fsiled to prove, by a preponderance
of the evidence, that the 80 acre {ixed pettern spacing plan
proposed by applicant would have the effect of preventing
"waste", as such term is defined by Jenpte Hill No. 163, Acts
of the 19th Legislature, State of  New Hexico, 1949.

4. The applicant falled to prove, by a preponderance
of the evidence, that the B0 acre {ixed pattern spscing plan
proposed by applicant iz {air to the royalty owners in such
pool.

5. The applicant falled to prove, by a preponderance
of the evidencs, that wells drilled upon the 80 acre fixed
pattern spacing plan proposed by applicant would adequately
and efficiently drain the recovserable oil from the pool reser~

voir.



6. The leass owners in the pool here invelved have
not all agreed upon the plan or method of distribution of the
allowables, as proposed by applicant hereunder, nor have such
lease owners all agreed upon the amount of the allowable per
well proposed by applicant herein.

7. HNone of the royaliy owmera, overriding royalty
owaers, or owners of production payments, in the pool here
involved, have agreed upon applicant's proposed plan or
method of distribution of allowables, nor have such royalty
ownars agresd upon the per well allowable proposed by appli-
cant.

8. The applicant failled to prove, by a preponderance
of the evidence, that its proposed plan or method of distri-
bution of allowables, or its proposed per well sllowable, 1a
fair to the royalty owners in sach pool.

9. The applicant falled to prove, by a preponderance
of the evidence, that wells drilled upon a 40 acre spacing
pattern, in conformity with the existing itatewide spacing
order, would constitute the drilling of unnecessary wells.

10. The applicant failed to prove, by s preponderance
of the evidence, that applicant's proposed 80 acre fixod pate
tern spacing plan would afford the opportunity, insofar as
practicable to do so, to zach owner in the pool to produss,
without waste, his jusi and equitable share of the oil or gas
in thes pool.

11, kELstablishment of applicant's proposed 80 acre
fixed pattern spacing plan would reduce, or tend to reduce,
the total quantity of crude petroleum oil and natural gas
ultimately recoverable from the pool here involved,

12, £Establishment of applisant's proposed 20 acre
fixed pattern spacing plan would not afford the opportunity,
insofar as practieable to de so, te each owner in the pool
to produce, without waste, his just and equitable share of
the oil and/or gas in the pool here involved,



13, dstablishment of applicant's proposed BO acre
fixed pattern spacing plan would not properly protect the
correlative rights of the lease owners and royalty owners in
the pool here involved.

14. Applicant failed to prove, by a preponderance of
the evidencs, any basls or justification for granting its re-
quested exceptions to the Statewlde rules governing spacing
of wells and assignment of allowables thereto, in the pool

here involved,

Conelusions of Law

l. OGranting of the applieation would result in "wsste",
as such term is defined in Senate Bill No. 163, icts of the
19¢th Legislature of New Mexico, 1949.

2. Granting of the applieation would not properly
protect the correlative rights of the owners in the pool.

3. Applicantt's proposed sllocation of a 4LO acre allow-
able to an 80 acre proration unit results in unreasonable and
discriminatory allocation between oil fields in this State.

4. OGranting of the application and the establishment
of the 80 acre proration unit znd the fixed pattern spacing
plan in the pool here involved would vioclate the provisions
of Section 13 (e¢) of Senate Bill No. 163, Acts of the 19th
Legislature, New iHexico, 1949, which provides that the owner
of any tract that is smaller than the drilling unit establish-
ed for the field shall not be deprived of the right to drill
on and produce from such tract, if same can be done without

waste,

liespectfully submitted,

sugene T. idair

Jaiiai&iﬁa7§btll
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