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MR. STAMETS: The hearing w11i come to order, please.
I will call next Case 4967. Excusé me. I have one
correction to meke on tﬁeééontinuagces. base 4749 will

be contlnued until July the 11th rather than June 27,

. Case 4967, contznued and readvertlsed from the May 9,
1973 Examxner Hearlng, appllcatlon of John M. Etcheverry
for dissolution of a standard prorat1on unit -and the
creatxon of two non—standard proratlon unxts, Lea County,
New Mexico. » |

MR. HOUSTON I have§Ohe'witnéSS'to‘Be sworn, please.

(Whereupon, the witness wés'sébrnf)
MR. HOUSTON 3 I'm Gién Houstén,~att6rney from ﬁobbs,
rhpresenting John M, Etcheverry, and for the ‘record I

woula like to state that Mr. Etcheverry had planned on

_belng here in person’ today, but he’had a death ‘in his.

S

famlly, a sudden death, and was not able to be present.

Therefore, I'd like to apologrze for his npt belng

' present but state the cause of 1t.§

MR. STAMETS: Are there any other appearances'in
this case?

MR.- KELLAHIN: Tom Kellahin, Santa Fe, New Mexico,

‘appearing on behalf of Mark Productﬁon Company.

MR. STAMETS: You may proceed, Mr. Houston,

* & Kk Kk %
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BY MR, HOUSTON:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

)

o B o)

" Commission before?

the area of the West Tres Paéalotes~Pooi,'and_Mr;

_ Sectibn 29, Township 14 "South, Range 34 East,

Your name is William J, Henry?
That's correct.
And you are a Consulting Geologist from Midland, Texas?

Yes, sir.

You have testified before the New Mexico 0il and Gas

Yes, I have.

- MR, HOUSTON: Are Mr, Henry's credentials acceptable?

MR. STAMETS: They are acceptable.
Mr. Henry, would you identify the property that is under
discussion and what-is requested here today?

Okay. Have you presented -- Exhibit l.is a land map of

Etcheverry's application‘is'a dissolution of the standard

160-acre unit which would be the Southwest quarter of

He wquld dissolve that into two 80-acre prbratidn
units ané drill a well at the "M" location Whiéh would be
the Southwest, Soﬁthwest of 29 to protect his correlative
rights.

All right, Would you go ahead and go through thé exhibits
one by one and explain‘£hem as you go throdgh them, please?

Exhibit marked Number 2 is a structure map contoured on

A b
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top of the Penn pay.” As I.clarified, this left out the

perm on Penn,just for clarity called it Penn as the field
ruleé set out for this field.

This is a StruCture‘map contoured on top of the pay;
and as you éan see, there is a small closure on the
South eﬁd and on thg’North end of this pool, Exhibit
Number 2.-~- |
Exhibit Number 3
Number 3,;excﬁse me, is an isopéch'of the porosity of'thé
pay‘sectiOn‘as perforated in thé'WeSt TresbPapélotés |

Pool, Exhibit Number 4 is a cross section which I have

- lettered A.and B, and this will correspond: to the line of

Section’on Exhibit 2 which is my structure map that I
have marked in blue, the A,B line for clarity.

The Mark Production Number 1 Etcheverry Well is Well

Numbey A, and the Mark Production Number 1-Shéi1u§£ate B

is the B wéll on that cross section.

There is a co;telation showing that there is a
contiﬁuation of the reServoif bétwéenwthes;vtwdﬂwells.
Exhibit 5 is Cross éectidn*ArC that is in green on the ;
structure map which is keying off again Well A which is
the Mark Production Number 1 John Etcheverry fd the
KK Amini Well in Section 31, Northeast, Northeast of
31, showing also the correlation and the net pay and the

perforations,

TR VAPPSR
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Does this show the same, in your opinion, as Exhibit 4?2
Yes, the same rel&gionsbip that there is a continuation
of the reseérvoir across the field.- Exhibit A~D is
another cross section that is --

This is Exhibit 6,

Six, With Cross Section A-~D, and it's marked in brown

from the structure map going from the Mark Production.
Number 1 John Etcheverry to the Mark Production Number 1

Southland State which is down in Section 32. And it also

shows the same thing as the other previous cross Section..

did, perforations ahd fhe pay section, showing'the
cbntinﬁétion of the reservoif.

"Ekﬁibit'yumber y which has a little red A up thére, 
whiéh’is correiating to the Mark Production ﬁumbef 1

John Etcheverry is a dec;ine curve throuqh,'it would be

‘up>to‘Apriiil,'r73, which is cumulative of 109,664 ,barrels

of oil.

Exﬁibi£ Numb;r 8 is Well B which is the»shéll,
Mark Number 1 Shell State. “This is a decline curve
thiough<April 1, '73, which is 64,166hbarrels of oil.
Exhibit Number 9 is the C Well which is the
Anini Number 1 New Mexico ‘State prdduction decline curve
up through Aprii-l, 1973, of 125,210 barrels of oil,
Exhibit Number 10 is a production decline curve of

the Mark Number 1 Southland State Section 32. That is

iAo A 3
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also ‘the D Well on your étrucéure map in brown., Its
cumulative to 4~1-73 is at 50{367 barrels of oil.
Referring to --

MR. ‘S'TMETS;{ Let me ask foﬁe question here to
orient mfself'on‘theee lest'e%hibits. The points on the
line*repfesent the pioduétibngfor’the‘mbnth? |

‘ TﬁE£WITNESS: Month, yes; monthly production.

MR. STAMETS: Thank you.fr'

(By Mr. ﬁouston) A11 right. Referrlng to Exhxblts

7 through 10, if they are 1a1d out, can you analyze the

declines of wells A, B, C, and D?

Yes, Wells —-
Dé'these:elphabetichlﬁletters%tie'ihto Exhihit 2?
Right the Cross section‘areagof interest. Eﬁhibits

8 and 9 and 10 are the three wells that offset Mr.

'Etcheverry S request of the South 80 acres to dr111 hls

proposed test, and it can readlly be Seen on- there that

these three wells are in communlcatlon, and thore is a

decline that‘has‘affEdted‘all=three'Wells about the same

time. S

All right. Are the three welis B, C, and D assigned
l60~acre" prorat1on unit productxon allowables’v

Yes, they are, |

All right, What conclusion dé you draw from the location

of the wells and in relation to draining 160 acres

ara. Va8

it




S - 1 compared with 40-acre proi'ation units? ' ' :
, 2 A Well, these wells, although they are ‘dedicated te
‘: ‘ 3 iGO-@cres; essentially the way they are spaeed 1s o;r :
- 4 40-acre locations on whicﬁ they are draining a iargiar
5 ‘ area than --. In other wérdé', to adequately d;‘“ain i:he
T 6 - 160, they would have to be in the»center, and tl:"ley |
- ) 7 are in a 40-acre’ lo‘cat‘iOn‘; eo they are dreinin'g%cfﬁfiside
8 | ~ of their pror'a’tion units.;‘ »
3. 9 Q Are all three of these wells in your opinion actualiy %
ﬂ. 10 ‘ dra:m:.ng the proposed locatlon"
i ‘ - -
:;" | 11 A Yes, sir. I believe so,. ﬁYes, sir.
: ' 12 Q Now, referring to the AmJ.nJ. Well which is ‘iden‘tifjie‘c‘;i : _ t
‘,..!v" 13 ’ as the C well what kind of production has . it had” | ;
"' . ia A _Well, it has real good productxon up to the last of r72,

- j: 3 15 1 _ And then it declines rzght at the preqent tlme. 1 ‘ | ‘
3 ‘16‘ 1 Q  Have you drawn any concluélons about dralnage and |
” lf ’ ! protectlon of correlative r:.ghts nf John Etcheverry" k \
g j w2 Yes., By the production decline A which is a Mark |

"_ “ 19 Production Number ‘1 Et'chev%erry, which would be j'.?oeaﬁed

- - 20 ql‘ on the No‘fth 80-acre proration unit that would éb“e
j , 21 centered from this Sou,th 80-acre proration unit,: it {doesn‘t
1 ' 22 . appear that it is draining, is not effectin'g,‘ha:s‘;nott
- .23 been affected by any drain’age.
; o4 il . In other words, it's drai-ning more to the North than
-' ' 25 to the South. 2aAnd to protect Mr, Etcheverry's ,820-acre

g -
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proration unit there that I believe it has been
established from the Hearing at May the 23rd,‘1973 on the’
rules that there is ‘good communication between the wells.
It's my feeling that this 80‘3cre§ of fee acreage ig being
drained or is sufferingvdrainage.f

ﬁow, have you reviewed thé‘festimény‘éfiDavid A. Metts,
the geologist who testified in OCC Hearing 4683 on

May 23, 19732

Yes,. I have.

Is ydu; professional opiﬂiOn*iﬁ”agfeegeht‘wiihﬁhis
’cqncething the commuhicAtiOn’between these wells and
the drainage Of this pool?

Yes,

Is this pool similar to the Saunders Pool and other

pools in this viginity?

‘Yes, it"is, The East Saunders Pool is located on your

land map up to the North centering around Section 17

and 20 and the Tres Papalotes Field over to the East

centered around Section 23,

If the Commission grants the application here, what

kind of allowable would the 80~acre proration unit have?

We just would expect the standard which would be the

allowable as set by the Commission plus the depth factor
I believe is 5,16 for the 80 acres,

Therefore, this would be no adverse effect to the

) WY
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,.‘ . - — — |
- 1 allowable and there would be no necessity of requesting : ‘
-~ o 2 - any? » ‘, | g y
3 3 A No, because there is no well in the field making full 'l
| 7 4 , allowable, ;
- 5 Q_ Would you discuss thé State acreaye, the State of New ,,
jf 6 | Mexlco acreage in relation ‘to the ‘privately-owned acreage?
' - 7 A Yes, Section 32 which is the Fast Half -- :
. J 8 Q You are referring to Exhibit 2, aren't you? 3
:} gff A  Yes. Let me revert to the lang hm’a’é. It would be easier
= 10 tq’ see, ‘
{ 11 Q  That's Exhibit Number 12 B | ;
) ’ } 12 A ‘Yes, Exhil;it N\lxmlperbi.  Section 32.is a Stéte" lease with-
| % 1» 13 the regular 1/8 rpyaity. Section 31 is a State lease
- 14 with the 1/8 royalty, and the acreage in the field in _
] 15 Section 32 is Sbtat‘e apreage-viith 1/8 royali;,y. »i_And | j ;
-§ 16 Mr, Etcheve;'ry has 3716 rojralty with Mark P):ogﬁction
- 17 in Section 29, ' - _ ' a 7"~
:i 18 Q “Now, so that the Stéte acreage is in Section 31 and 32«?‘1
- 19 A Yes, sir, 4-
~ 20 Q On all three sides of the pro‘posed location?
' _: 21 A Yes, sir.
E - 29 Q And do you have an opinion then as to whether or antﬂthe‘
- 2 present proration unit. and the present location of the
_: 24’ wells are adversely affecting the correlative rights of
- o 25 the private minerals owned by the Etcheverrys?
-
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Yes, sir, I believe they are, sir,
What do you think? Is it adversely affecting their
rights?

Yes, Their corrélative rights are being adversely

.affected, and they are being drained to some extent.

And I assume then it would also be your testimony then

that the State ofVNew Mekicd is prbfiting‘by the present

"location of the wefls to the adverse gffecti--

To some extent, yes.

-=of the‘EtcheVetrfS?

 Yes.

W5ﬁ1d'the~prop05éd location. cause any‘adversé effect'dp
the reser&oir? |

I don't know, sir. I don't believe it would,

Could youvexplain why you don't think it would?

Well, there wéﬁld'jfu_st be andftherjstr'aw in the pifné.
Because all of them are =-

Ate connected iﬁ communicatiOn.

Now then, a well has been drilled by Mark Peruction
Company in*the;SouthWest quarter of thevNorthwéSt'quartér
of Section 29; has it not?

Yes, the Number 2-2,

That's a recent well?

Right, and there is no production history on it.

Did you consult with Mr, Etcheverry and advise him that

AT VR
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in'Y6ur opinion this was a drillable location prior to
that loéation heing drilled?
Yes, sir. ' .» . i
Do you know éf your own personal khOW1edge thaﬁ‘hé then
made the reguest that the location be drilled?
Yes, sir, W
Ané it has born oﬁt your --
Geological interprétation.
Geoloéical ingerpretation; has it not?
fes.
Now, were Exhibits 1 thfﬁu@h 10 prepared byiybu.or undér
your superviSibn?
Yes,

MR, HOUSTbN:— I would move to introduce Exhibits
1 through 10. |

‘ Qﬁ;:STAMETS:: Is there any objection to the admission

of tﬁese exhibits? |

MR. KELLAHIN: ‘No objection,

MR, STAMETS: They will be so admitted.
(By Mr.‘Hquston) Do you have an opinion ‘as to whether
or not Mr, Etcheverry is nsuffering'irreparable damage
as a result of the drainage which you have testified
to in this case? |
He is»sufferiné damage .

Is that damage rapid?

e e e e
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Yes, it would be. In other words, this field ié'
declining rather rapidly. It s only about a year-and-a-
half old. I believe 1t s a 1ate '71 discovery; ' and if
he's going to drill a well there and be profltable to
him, he's going to have to do it rather quick or 1f

he waits too léng, I think that the reservoir w111 be

depleted so much it would,he unecOﬁbmacal for him‘tq

drill a well, | §

Referring to Exhibit 1, the location M is the c1rcle

- in red and the proposed 80-acre proratxon unlt.“that is

outlined in red; is it not‘>

That's correct.

~

‘And the present léofacre pforation unit, is tha€ Qutlined

in yellow?

- Correct. §

MR. HOUSTON: ‘Your wiéneSS.A
MR, STAMETS: Are theré questions of the wi%heSs?

MR, KELLAHIN: if the ?xandner pleése.

CROSS-EXAMINATION ;

BY MR, KELLAHIN:

Q

Mr. Henry, what interést do?s Mr. Etcheverry havé iﬁ\this
acreage? | |

I uﬁderstand it's a 3/16 ov%rride.

He has no riding royalty unit?

|

He is a fee owner,




.|

L

SRR R T

S
1

H |

oo e d

e

J

Lo

15

e
——

10

11
12
13
14

15

16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

" in this acreage?

MR, HOUSTON: Noé an overriding., It would be a
royalty ownership.

THE WITNESS: Yes,
He has in fact assigned the working iﬁterekt'td“ﬂhbéft
Corporation who in turn had picked ﬁp an assignment to -
Mark Production Company; is that correct?
I don't know that much about the land details, I did the ;
geological consulting for him; He was to be here today,
but ﬁe wasn't. So I can't answer those questions. :

To your knowledge Mr, Etcheverry has no WOrkiné ihtéreSt

ﬁe has no wd?king interest to my knowledge, no.

How -does he prdpoéé'to drill a well on this:aCreage if
he has no working interest?

i believe he was going to answer that queétion,ibut_I'll

try to.

Yes, sir.

I believé that he is under the, I don't know this, bgt

in talking with him and what have you that he was under

a lease agreement,‘that he.;s supposedly to be, his
correlative rights are to be protected, and he feels

they are not here and that Mark Production has let him
down because Mark is offsetting this., And Mark's geologist
or previous geoiogist testified there is good communicatior

between the wells, So, therefore, there is drainage in
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these wells, so he is being affacted.
Mark Production has, in fact, drilled a well in Unit L

of Section 297

MR, STAMETS: Excuse me a miriute ndw.‘:Ifm sdr%y
Mr., Kéllahin. Are yoﬁ safihééthat Mrg"EtchéVefry?himseIf
does. not have éhe‘right to d?ill a wéll in‘tﬁe'Soéthbhalf
of this quarter-section? ’ |

MR. HOUSTON: If I mhy answer that question, Mi.
Etcheverry is reqdesting that the Conmiésibngdreate;aﬁ
QOfaére unit. Mr. Etcheéverry intends to dfiirééﬂéhisf-
own minerals, |

As to any question as to?anyArights whi‘_ch’,l“!af::k:i
Production or Southland royalty may have in %His,jtﬁey
would have to-ascert those rights., It would ﬁdt bé

involved in the eétabliShmen?‘of a.prorafion%dhit;

For the Commission's information, the fbrmef?léasées

have been afforded an opportunity to drill and develop

and protect the correlative rights of John M, Etcﬁeéerry;,

They have elected nct to do so.

‘Therefore, it is the poéitioh of John'Mi Etcheverry
that these minerals are his,réhd we are here tdday
requesting that the State recognize theﬂdamage”tO‘his
correlative rights so that to permit him to deVéi&bféhdse

correlative rights,

It's my understanding that Mark Production Company

AT
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has stated they can't drill-on this for reasons,I assume

“they have either chosen not to request an 80-acre unit

or perhaps they don't feel like it's economical.
At any rate, it's the position, though; and that's

what we are here for today, to request the recognition~

of correlative rights of Mr. Etcheverry compared with the

State of New Mexico on the the adjoining acreage; and
We propose to go ahead and drill that,

MR. STAMETS: Well, if Mr. Etcheverry is not the

working-interest owner --

MR. HOUSTON: I just got through saying Mr.
Etcheverry is the working-interest owner inasmuch as

he owns the minerals,and it's our position there is no

vaiid 01l and gas lease on this portion of the property.

In other words, if you own 100 percent, you are

the working-interest owner, It's just that hormaily

you don't haﬁe a land ownexr coming in asking you for

 pernission to drill a well.

ka. STAMETS: Well, there is some confusioﬁ in my
mind here. In responsé to the question by Mr. Kellahin,
Mr.luénxy replied that Mr.>Etcheverry's interest was
3/16 royalty interest.

MR, HOUSTON: In the base lease.

THE WITNESS: Mark Production's.

MR, STAMETS: Well, now, has a court taken this lease

1o 2 v et m a7 7 e e s
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away from the former working~-interest owner and returned

it 100 percent to Mr, Etcheverry?

MR, HOUSTON: There has been no court action awarding|

it to anyone, nor taking it away from Anyone. .There is
a private agreement,*wag a private agreement between
Mr..Etcheverry and Southland gbyalty and Mark Pfoduction
Company and probably Meiton ‘Réy’alty; .

Mark Production Company operates under two names,
Melton Royalty éompany sﬁd Mark Productioanompany.

MR. STAMETS: Mr. Houston, at this stagé there is
a great deal of doubt in my mind that Mr. Etéhe?erry

holds a right to drill on this 80 acres under the .

- Commission rules and regulations, and I certainly think

this would be a factor in any order that we could issue
in this case.
. MR. HOUSTON: I would respectfully submit that the

commission's responsibility involves the protection of

‘ correlative rights and the orderly deve10pmeﬁt>bf oil and

gas resources, I recogﬁize that the Commission does not
want to inject itself:iﬁto any dispute between Mark
Production Company and Mr. Etcheverry, but we are not
asking that the Commission make any such intrusion,

All we are asking is that the Commission recognize
the fact that this particular }ocation M is being drained

by offsetting wells which, as it happens, are on State of

4
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New Mexico minerals. So that the State of New Mexico
is, in the o?inion of our experts, receiving an unjust
amount of oii, because of the Commission's prior aépro§a1
of these IOcétions and because of the Commission's
establishupni of 160~acre proration units. -

I do nO; anticipats frankly éhat Mark Production

Company will%elect to drill this location or will be in

‘a position to claim the existence of this lease.

A leasezcan expire by several methods, and it's
qux position%that these minerAIS,;this partiéular unit
that ve propése, does not constituté ieased'minerals and
that the Coméission Should‘grang this applicatién to
Mr, Etchever%y as the mineral owner, Then if there
turns out éo%be a dispute, Mr, Keilahin‘and'I;would
haye to discéss that before a different tribgéai.

ﬁR, STAéETS: Mr. Hbﬁstdn, this particui;; point m&y
be a point oé which the decision would hinge in this case,
and it's poséible that you may wish to add something
when you havé a chance to talk tc¢ Mr, Etcheéerfy. If
you would fu%niSh'that to the Commission and to Mr,.
Kellahin witﬁin‘a couple of weeks after the Hearing,
I think thatgwould'be sufficient.

MR, HOUéTON: All right., I would like to emphasize,

though, the fact that the Commission is, ‘I make this

without suggesting any impropriety on the part of the
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Commission, but the Commission is in the anomalous
situation of sitting here representing the State of

'New Mexico, who is the adverse mineral owner in this’

particular case, So --

MR. STAMETS: Well,rI think possibly, Mr, Houston,
you may misinterpret that, If we had a Commissioner
of Public Lands here, I think'that you could apply ﬁhat
to him; but I'donft believe ydu can apply fhat to the

Commission.,

MR. HOUSTON: Well, I said I'm not trying to impute

any bad faith, because ;hiS'ié?ﬁhe first time it's ever -
been brouéht ﬁo your attention ‘in connectién wiﬁh this
Hearing. .
| MR, STAMETS: The’things Qﬁich we musti¢oﬁéider are
waste, protection of correlative rights,:aéd,protection
of frash water, :
MR,‘HOUSTON&'MEyjI’ask‘Mr. Henry fhreé qtéstions?
MR, KELLAHIN: 1'd like to complets my érdSSf
Examination if we could get back to the point.
MR. STAMETS: Yes. Perhaps you would iike ﬁo
clarify that at the end, Mr, Houston; and I!il allow
Mr, Kellahin to finish,. |
-(By Mr, Kellahin) With regard to the standing of Mr.
Etcheverry to be here, Mr. Henry, to your knowlédge,

all that Mr. Henry has in his possession is a royalty
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interest; is that correct?

Are you talking about Mr, EtcheverrY? You called me

Mr, étcheverry.

Mr, Henry, does Mr, Etcheverry h§Vefanything but a royalty
interest }n this acreage?

He proposes to drill a‘wéll, like.Izsay; "I'm not a land
man nor the owner, and he was to»teétify. So you are
asking me some questions that I cannot cleafIY'ah8wer.

On Direct Examination you‘teséifiedithitifofyour
knowledge all he had Qas a 3/16 royélty,iﬂ£éfest;

That's riéht, -

"And that is still your knowledge at this poirt?

That's right,
Now, in this West Tres Papalotes Peﬁn Pool, the applicant
proposes to drill his straw into the pine; is that correct

‘Is that what you said?

That's right,

-~

' Is not this pool under 0il Conservation Commission rules

whereby the,acreage of the unip alléwable is 160-acre
spacing?

That is the present field rules,

Under those particular field rules, 'is no£ Mr,
Etéheverry's acreage fully developed. by Mark Production's
wéll on Unit L of Section 29?

Would you restate your question?

W
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"Yas, sir. Has not Mark Produétidn Company, by drilling

a producing well in Unit L of Section 29, fulfilled the

spacing requirements of the 0Oil Commission?

For the Oil Commission, yes.

Therefore, Mr. Henry, has not Mark Production Company
fu11y=dey310ped the acreage under Ehe present Commission
rules?

He has not protected the correlative rights, but he has

'deve10ped the acreage to the Commxssxon s rules.

And this acreage, this 160~-acre acreage is now presently
held by that producti§n from the well on Unit M?"

That's my understanding, ves,

Is hot,_Mr. Henry, this application an indirect attack

upon the Commission's Héaring'invCase 4683 in which it

.astabliShed.gpacing'rﬁleS?

protection of correlaiive rights,

You have agreed with Mi, Metts testimony that the pool
on its brgsent l60-acre spacing Has adequately and
effectively developed the pool; is that nbé correct?
Yes, The pool could be drained by the wells, existing
wells,

In its present status, the pool is effectively and
efficiently developing on this spacing as it exists now?

As to the Commission's rules, yes.
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-~ 1 Q In your opinion, will the drilling of this additional

. 2 well which Mr, Etcheverry proposes, if approved, result

B 3 in a greater ultimate recovery from éhe pool?
- 4 A No, It wpuld just-protect correlative rights,

- . MR. KELLAHIN: No further questions. Weﬂwould'hsk

i 6 that the Examiner take administrativé notice of the
- 7  0il Commission records in Case 4683 heard April 30, 1972
g - . '8 and May 23rd of 1973.
%iE 9 MR, HOUSTON; I'a like to ask Mr, Henry a couple
.;ﬁ ib, ‘more QuQStionés | |

e 1 » MR, STAMETS: I have some. - Wéyld you prefer to

2 wait until I finish? |

ot 12

. - MR, HOUSTON: Yes.,
- » 14|I CROSS—-EXAMINATION
| 15 || BY MR, STAMETS:

show that the Mark Production' Etcheverry Number 1 Well

i,, 25 Q Looking at these other exhibits, that's about average for

if-j : 16 Q ‘Hr% HenrwaI believe that your cross-section exhibits

: 17

<7 : , 4 S

N j 18 has just as good‘of pay or possibly better pay than the

| - 19 dther wells»that’are on here,

. 2C A Yes, just as good as the Sheil State, yes, sir.

E 21 e And your last exhibits, 7 through 10, show the currerit

- 29 productive capacity of the Etcheverry well to be something

~ 23 in excess of 4,000 barrels ber month?:

b 24 A That's right,

T BISRORNPPPIE -
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BY MR. STAMETS:

In your opinion, will the drilling of this additional
well which Mr. Etcheverry proposes, if approved, result
) : !

in a gigater ultimate recovery from the pool?
No. Ii would just protect co}felative'rights.
' M?. KELLAH;Qt No fu:th@ffquestions. We would ask
that:tée Examine; take adminiégrative notice of the
0il Cogmission~fecords in Casé 4683 heard April 30, 1972

and Ma§;23rd of 1973,
M%; HOUSTON: I'd like tbiask Mr, Henry a couple
more Q;estions. |
s | _
M%. STAMETS 3 I have SOmé, _W§Pld you prefer to
wait u;til I finish?

MR, HOUSTON: Yes,

CROSS-EXAMINATION

0

Mr, HéérYw:I béliéve‘éhat §Oui ;;oés—seéfion exhibits
show téatn%he Mark Production Etcheverry Number 1 Well
has jﬁét‘as gcod~of.pay of po;sibly better pay than the>
othér %ells that are on here, |

Yes, jﬁst as godd as the Shell State, yes, sir.

And your last exhibits, 7 through 10, show the current

produCéive capacity of the Etcheverry well to be something|

. i . o .
in ‘excess of 4,000 barxels per month?’

That's%right.

Lookiné at these other exhibits, that's about average for
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the pool. We have some making 2,000. Here is another
one in excess of 5,000.

Yes, siry

So this ﬁell is not a low producer?

No.

And so it is possibly draining as much acreage as the
qther<weils?

Right,

On Exhibit Number 2, there are two wells located Norxth

of the Mark Production Etcheverry Well, I believe,

identified as Number 1-A and Number 2-A.in Section 29 of

14, 342
Yes, siry

Are those completed in the West Tres?

Yes, Théy are, but Number 2-A is a very recent

completidn., There is no production history at all on

.it, and the 1-A has about six months on it,

' This series of three wells here is ot very similar

to what we have here in the South end where the Shell
State, the wells you“haGe identified as B} C, and D on
your exhibit?

Would you repeat that? I was looking at --

Okay. -We have a three-well set to'fhe north end of
the podl‘which includes the Mark Production Etcheverry

Well, We have a three~well set on the South end of the
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pool or possibly the middle of the pool that you have
identified as Wells B, C, and D on your exhibits?

Yes,

And aren't theée two situations similar?

I believe the yells on the South end wiil recover more
0il than the ones on the North end with the data we have,
They will recover more oil?

Yes. |

That's bécauseVof what?

Number 2-A, of course I have nothing to make the statement

but Number 2-A was completed for 172 barrels, I believe,
pumpihg: and I doi't have what the Number 1-A Shell State

was; but it's nwking less than'2}000 barrels 'a_mohth

right now,

And the cumulative production on éhe”South end
from the amini is 125,000; 50,000 from the Southland

State and 64,000 from the Shell State. So that's in

F excess of ZQOiOOO and Mr, Etcheverry, whose weil is only

109,000,

So therée has been 200,000 barrels;téken from the
corner down where the three wellé are questioned, B, C,
and D as compared to Mr, Etcheverry,

That yogvgot just by adding up the cumilative production
of all of the wells?

That's right, of those three wells that are in question.

[ PP TP R
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' 2-A is an Etcheverry.

The Amini Number 1 State at the present time is performing

‘better than any well in the field. Now, I understand

,have’no record; and the 0il and Gas Commission's books

_'get from the May 23rd Hearing that the ﬁells are on
‘pulips. What kind, I.do not knowe.
‘Do you know if Mr. EtchéVerry has made any attempt to

.Wwork with Mark Production Company to’?ay for the drilling

-I can't answer that. I can tell you what I do know,

‘related to me by telephone; and if I understood him right,

26

Now, I didn't include the other wells, There is another
well to the South which is én-Aminirwell or the two wells

up to the North, the 1-a and 2-A, 1-A is a Shell and

Are any of these wells at ‘top allowable at the present
time? |
‘No, sir,

So they are all marginal?

that there has been pumps put on these wells, but I -

show that most of them are flowing exceptgthq‘uumbeg,ZJ.

but I understand from the testimony that I was able to

~

of a well in the Southwest quarter of Section 297

Mr, Etcheverry told me that he had been in contact with

a fellow that is with Mark Production,and this is

he said that Mark Production told him that the State would

not let him drill another well and so he was not going

e
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to drill another well.

I think the --

That's ali that I h;ve.

The pool rules would_refleét whether br.h;t'Mark
Production gompanchoﬁid'drill another well in this

area, éo we will just abide bf thosé,.whatever those say.

Well, like I say =-

. That would be the appropriate answer there. Did Mr,

Etcheverry put in that appearance at the recent case

~ where the Commission considered whethér or not to extend

the special pool rules?

MR, HOUSTON: If I may answer thét, the record will
reflect that I entered an ap?earance §ﬁ behaif of
Mr. EgcheverrY. Mr. Etcheverry was personélly préseht'
also, I advised the Examiner that we;werE'ﬁét'gue§£iOnipg
whether or not the ‘general pool rﬁles;werefpfoper Sut
that -this Hearing was scheduled for the 6th of June,
had been readvértiséd for the 6th ofyéune and‘wbuld
request that the Exéminerihold open‘the deéisién as to
the pool rules until this Hearing is ﬁeld to permig Ehe
establishment of an 80-acre unit because of thié
pafticular problem concerning correlative rights,

No testimony twas offgred because the issue being
presented there, as I understood it, concerned the

drainage of the pool efficiently.

~




P

__28

——p——

10
11
12
13
14
15

16

17

18

19

20

21
22
23
24

25

" you, you @on't think that any significant amount of

. or whethef it possibly could increase the recovery by

{(By Mr, Qtamets) Mr, Henry, if I've understood some

of the answers to the questions that have been posed to

additional oil will be produced if this other well is
drilled ih the field and no more ultimate recovery to
the poolﬁ

Well, there is a possibility that they could; but like

‘I say, thé chances are due‘to the communication and the
extent of the reservoir that has been shown by the wells

in these other two flelds that I have pravzously mentloned
that the recovery factors of ‘some of those wells are’
tremendouély high.

Now,éwhethe: this well would probably' not increase

some amouét; that was real hard to*determihe, as you>we11
know, froé'the ﬁow—c type reservoir which YOuf recovery
factors a€e~1ow in some wells and extremély high»in
some well%. |

It ié effected mostly by your‘permeability and
porosity. %Did I answer your question?
Yes, .

MR. SiAMﬁTS; Are there any other questions‘of the
witness?

MR. HbUSTON: I have some questions, if I may.
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REDIRECT EXAMINATION

'BY MR, HOUSTON:

Q

'‘Mr. Henry, you are familiar with the Oil Conservation
Commission's purpose in preventing waste, protecting

corrélative rights, and protecfing water rights; are

. Yyou not?

Yes .
Does the present l60~-acre unit which is SOughéfto be

severed into two 80-acre units, does that present unit

| protect all three of these vowed purposes of the

ComTission?
Y believe it will, yes, sir,
Now, the pfesent’unif,’dbes if protect correlative rights?
Nq. . Excuse me, I misunderstood you,
All right, Do you think thefdivisioh of the uéit into
tWoigo-ﬁcre'udits wouid more'neafiy or would c;;ry‘Out
the Commissibﬂ!s purposes? -
Yes, if it were divided, right,
And presently it does not?
Does not,
MR, HOUSTON: I have no more questions oféthis
witness, I'd like to‘call another witness if I may.
MR. STAMETS: Okay.
MR, HOUSTON: Mr, Kellahin, would you stand and bhe

sworn, please?
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MR. STAMETS: r, Kellahin doesn't need to be sworn.,

TOM KELLAHIN,

was called as a witness andg acéofding to law, testified as

follows:

BY MR. HOUSTON:

Q

A

DIRECT EXAMINATION

Please state your name.

My name is Tom Kellahin.

j¥ou'are an attorney in Santa fe, New Mexico?
‘That's correct. |

pid you act as attorney in-the Hearing before this
Commission on May 23, 1973 in Case Number:4683?

‘That's correct.

Who were you representing on that occasion?

Mark Predugticn.Company
Who was your principal witness on that occasion?
David Metts,

What is Mr. Metts occupation and by whom is he émplbyed?

I'11 have to refer to my notes, Mr, Metts is Vice-preSideLt

of Amini 0il Cbrporation, Midland, Texas, and was
associated with Mark'?roducéion as a consultant,

He is a geologist, is he not?

That's correct,

Did anyone other than the Vice-president of Amini Oil

Company, Mr. Metts, who was formerly the geologist for

e AR e

Bl

. \
A S N tose) i R B g S



b

S |

p

,,_‘
i.¥
i

d i

bood

B

31

17
18
19
20

21

23
24

25

Mark Production Company and you, as attorney for Mark
Production Company, appear in Case Number 4683 requesting
that the Cqmmission fecoéﬁize the 160-acre proration unit
in this pool? -

Our appearénce was the only appearance made in behalf of
cOnﬁinuiﬁg the pool rules.-

And you were appearing for Mark Production Cbmpany, and
your witness was the Vice—pr;sidsht of Amini 0il CompaﬁY?
That's correct.

Now, those are the tﬁorparties who own weilé’ideﬁtifie&

as BC, well, own-all of the wells identified in this

action; isn't that true?

That's right,

MR, HOUSTdN: I have no further questions;

MR, STAMETS: Is there any additional’téstimony_
in this caseé I call for statements in the -case. |

B mR.’HOUSTON: Well, I‘wquld suggest that he be

allowed to make any comment that he‘woﬁld like to make,
. MR. KELLAHIN: You are the applicant of this
motion, Mr., Houston. AIt is your prerogative to go first,

MR. HOUSTON: I héve already stated what our position
is, and I think the expert testimony we have presented
clearly shows that there is a derogation of correlative
rights, We woﬁld ask that the Commission grént this

order as soon as possible hecause these private minerals

Lsemnss o R
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are being drained at a rapid rate; and in-order to protect]
them at all, it would be necessary to move quickly.
Thank ybu.

MR. XELLAHIN: I just have a-few brief points that

I'm sure are obvious to the Examiner., One is the

qugstion of standing of Mr. Etdheverry. He has, as a

proponent of this application, the burden of eStabliShing.

that he has either the righté or the in;érest in wgich
to drill the well at.the proposed locatién‘in which he
choses.,

There has been no evidence that Mr. Etcheverry

has anything other than a royalty interest. In addition,

" although Mr, Henry's conclusion was that Mr, Etcheverry's

correlative richts were somehow damaged, on Direct

_ Examination and Cross-Examination he indicated that there

wogld‘be”no‘additioﬁai ultimate recovery for the pool,

He also indicated thét Mr;'Etchevefry's well in
6nit;#_compétes very adeqﬁately with the'other offsetting
wells, that the acreage is fuily developeé under the
160—aére épacing.

In additiun, it's Mark Production Company's position
that Mr. Etcheverry, if in fact he had the ability to
drill this well,and if g;anted the 80-aqre proration unit,
would be'doing nothing other than obtaining an unfair

advantage over others in the pool.

A At £ £ g 4
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__—L +1 We, therefore, recommend thét ‘the applicant}s, Mr,
" 2 Et;jcheverry's, application be denied on the basis that
3 3 we?uéu'ld thereby be "pre\‘r’e'nﬁ“iﬁg economic loss: céused%ﬁr
- A th? drilling of unnecessary wells,
= 5 MR STAMETS : Any further statements in this casa?
- 6 5 MR. HOUSTON; I believé,‘ if the Examiner pleasé,
- 5 I belJ.eve the counsel's statement that Mr. Henry stated‘
d 8 that the well to the North adequately competes for tlns‘
—3 8 well, is not born out by his testimony, |
- io A MR.STAMETS Any dtﬁer staténent; in this c‘a"é.‘eé?
‘ﬂj T Weg will takg. the case ux;d"er’j advisement.,
- , -
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STATE.  OF NEW MEXICO )
) ss
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO )
I, JANET RUSSELL, a Notary Publlc, in and for the

County of Bernalxllo, State of. New Mexico do hereby certify

that the foregoing and attached Transcript of Hearing before

the New Mexico 0il Conservation Commission was reported by
me; and that the same is a true and correct record of the

said proceedings to the best of my knowledge, skill and

0

ability, -

uA/k4£ﬂL,/4

67’ NOTARY PUBLIC

{ do hercby certifty that the #
3 conplieve roourd of the ovo-

he Exauiner hes 7;1115 of Case
nearu o me on /ﬂl/z@c..._ ¢

................................................ Gpant Examiner
Hew Mexico 01" Conservat*on Commlssion
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MR. NUTTER: We will call next Case No. 4967. o :
MR. CARR: Case 4967, Application of John M.snﬁchcverrf

for dissolution of a standard proration unit and the creation of

two non-standard proration units, Lea County, New Mexico.
. NUTTER: We have received notification from the

Applicant that there is an error in the legal notjice of'this

case. It will be continued to the June 6 Examiner's Hearlng

and revised to properly reflect the application.
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO

4

)
) ss.
)

COUNTY OF BERNALYLLO ’

I, JOHN DE LA ROSA, a Certified Shortﬁaiafneporter,ao'hereby
ce;rtify that the foregoing ‘ana attached» Transcript of Hearix‘ig'
be‘%fore‘ the New Mexico 0Oil c:méervat_:ion C@ission was reported
b; me; and that the same is aftrﬁe and correct record of Ehe

saffid proceedings, to thé best of my knowledge, skill and abilii:y.

T I

AL B O I By,
FRITF1ED SHORTHAND REPORTER

[ do heveby coertify that the foregolng is
3 aenplete recoerd of the nroceedings, i
the ?é‘%; .

;eaniner hoaving of, Case No.ﬁ( .............. y
aeard by ne onﬂ ................ . 107%..
o

- Y 20, Lttrl . » Examiner
Naw Maxico 011 Conservation Commission
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, GOVERNOR R
L - _ BRUCE KING i
! O1L CONSERVATION COMMISSION CHAIRMAN Sl
STATE OF NEW MEXICO l-:"& ;%M:IRSSIM:%ER F
P. 0. DOX 2088 - SANTA FE MEMBER. . x
1301 ) G . L b
STATE GEOLOGIST
.A. L. PORTER, JR.
June 18, 1973 SECRETARY = DIRECTOR
Re: Case No. 4967
Mr. Glen L. Houston - o
. * y ord Y
Williams, Johnson, Houston, or No R-4550
Reagan and Porter Applicant:
Attorneys at Law _ 3
Po.f:Off:lchoxlm ‘ o JOHN M. ETCHEVERRY
Hobbs, New Mexico 88240
Dear Sir:
gnf, Enclosed herewith are two copies of the aboye-refétenced- : S
E Commission order recently entered in the subject case. ig*@f;»ﬁ
i ’ ' ) ) ’ \!ery trulv vounrs -
E ’ A. L. PORTER, Jr.

Secretary-Director 4%’

ALP/ir : | - _ .
Copy of order ‘also sent to:

Hobbs 0OCC X
Artesia OCC

Aztec OCC -




, : BEFORE THE OIL CONSBRVATION COMMISSION
E- i OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE HEARING
CALLED BY THE OIL CONSERVATION P
co COMMISSION OF NEW MEXICO FOR NI
|| THE PURPOSE OF COMSIDERING: , , cy 4

CASE MO, 4967
Order NMo. R-4550

APPLICATIW OF JOHN M. ETCHEVERRY .
FOR DISSOLU‘.I‘IM OF A STANDARD : : SR
PRORATION UNMIT AND THE CREATION OF L Dt
™o m—srm PRORATION UNITS, N
LEA COUNTY, NEN MEXICO,

-
FER ’
PR S L

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
BY THE COMMISSION:

* qhig cause came on for hearing at 9 a.m. on June 6, 1973,
at Santa Fe, New Mexico, before Examiner Richard L. Stamets.

NOW, on this 18th day of June, 1973, the Commission, Do
a quorum being present, having considered the testimony, ‘the R
record, and the recommendations of the Examiner, and being 3 B
fully adviged in the premises,

FIDS :

(1) al;at due public notice having been given as zoquind:
by law, the Commission has junudiction of this cause and the
subject matter thereof.

(2) That the applicant, John M. Etcheverry, seeks the

dissgolution of the standard 160-acre proration unit comprising
the SW/4 of Section 29, Township 14 South, Range 34 East, West
Tres Papalotes-Pennsylvanian Pool, dedicated to the Mark ;
Production Company Etcheverry Well No. 1 located in Unit L of i
gaid Section 29, Lea County, New Mexico.

(3) That the applicant further seeks approval of the
creation of two non-standard 80-acre proration units, one
‘comprising the N/2 SW/4 of said Section 29 and dedicated to

the aforesaid Etcheverry Well No. 1 and the other the 8/2 sW/4
of said Section 29 and dedicated to a well proposed to be drillad
in Unit M of said Section 29.

R s et wpvmvR g 7 s
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(4) That the operator of said existing 160-acre proration
unit, Mark Production Company, objects to the dissolution of the
proration unit and the creation of said two 80-acre non-standard
proration units. ‘

(5) That the eévidence presented does not show that waste
will occur or that the applicant's correlative rights will be
violated if the application is denied.

{(6) That the evidence presented shows that economic waste
resulting from the drilling of an excessive number of wells will
occur if the application is approved.

(7) That to prevent said economic waste, the application
should be denied. - :

IT I8 RE QRDBRBD

- (1) That the application of John M. . Btchovcrry for the
dissolution of the standard l60-acre proration unit comprising:
the 8W/4 of Section 29, Township 14 South, Range 34 Rast, West
Tres Papalotes-Pennsylvanian Pool dedicated to the Mark :
Production Company Ztcheverry Well No. 1 located in Unit L of
said Section 29, Lea County, New Mexico, and the creation of
two non-standard 80-scre ‘proration units, one comprising the 8/2
SW/4 of said Section 29 and dedicated to the aforesaid Etcheverry
Well No. 1 and the other the S/2 SW/4 of said Section 29 and
dedicated to a well proposed to be drilled in Unit M of saiad
Section 29. is hereby denied.

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

DONE at Santa Fe, New uexico, on the day and year herei.n-:
above designated. -

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

OIL E TION COMMISSION
b
NS T
o R« TRUJILLO, Chairman

A, L. PORTER, Jr., Member Secretary
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LAW OFFICES OF

WiLLIAMS, JOHNSON, HOUSTON, REAGAN & PORTER
A.D.WILLIAMS 18871067 112 NORTH SHIPP STREET, P.O.BOX (948 LOVINGTON, N.M.,OFFICE
THEODORE R. JOHNSON .y : 1O WEST CENTRAL AVENVE
< HOBBS, NEW NEXICO 88240
GLEN L.HOUSTON ' © : (s08] 396-2408
GARY D. REAGAN . ’
JOHN T. PORTER <

[s05) 393-3188

June 15, 1973

0il: eonservatlon Comm1351on
P. O. Box 2088 _
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Attention: ~ Mr. Richard L. Stamets
Re: Case No. 4967

Appllcatlon of John M. Etcheverry
Deaf Mr. Stamets: '

Enclosed you will please find the Affidavit of John M. Etcheverry.
Please consider it in the referenced cause in support of his

request.

If you need any other information, please do not hesitate to con-
“tact’ us.

Enclosures

cc:  Mr. Tom Kellahln
Kellahln'& Fox
Attorneys at Law
P. 0. Box 1769 ,
Santa Fe, NM 87501

John M. Etcheverry
P. O. Box 1656
Lovington, NM 88260

W. J. Henry
1201 Vaughn Building.
Midland, Texas 79701
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BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

PSS AP Y

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

APPLICATION OF JOHN T
M. ETCHEVERRY, FOR
DISSOLUTION OF STANDARD o
PRORATION UNIT AND B ENRN PP
CREATION OF TNO NON- del A
STANDARD PRORATION G O ENAYION (Ol
UNITS, LEA COUNTY, gonta fo
NEW MEXICO, |

i

AFFIDAVIT

3

JOHN ﬁ. ETCHEVERRY being first duly sworn upon oath states:

1. Tﬁat he is applicant in the above styled and numbered

i
#

2. Tﬁat he seeks the aissolution of the standard 160 acre

proratlon un1t comprlslng the SW/4 of Section 29, Townshlp 14 South,

Range 34 East, West Tres Papalotes-Pennsylvanlan Pool Lea County,

New-MekiCOg'dedlcated to the Mark Productlon Company Etcheverry Well

No. 1 located!in Unit L of said Section 29, and the creation of two

non—standard 80 —-acre proration unlts, one comprising the N/2 of the

SW/4 and the other the s/2 ‘of the SW/4 of said Sectlon 29, the flrst:

anit would besdedlcated to the aforesazd Etcheverry Well No. 1 and

s the second unlt would be dedlcatedvto a well proposed to be drllled
in Unit M of Sectlon 29. |

3. That John M., Etcheverry is:a partner with his mother, Marla

Etcheverry, in Etcheverry properties and as such the owner of the

minerals in and under the SW/4 of said Section 29.

4. That John M. Etcheverry had- leased the SW/4 of said Sec—

tion 29 tc Mark Production Company which drilled the well in the NW/4

of the SW/4 referred to above.

5. That the lease on the S/2 of the SW/4 was breached by the
failure of Maék Production Company to develop the property and to pro-

tect it againét drainage by the wells located in the SE/4 of the SE/4

of Section 30, in the NE/4 of the NE/4 of Section 31, and in the
NW/4 of the Nﬁ/4 of Section 32 in Township 14 South, Range'34 East,
N.M.P.M., Lea?County, New Mexico. Said wells are located on "40

acre spacing"% locations but dedicated to 160 acre units, and are

draining oil ind gas from affiant's proposed location in Unit M. (All

Cause No., 4967

T S

T



evidence and testimony is to the effect that these offsetting wells

are draining the Unit M location.) Affiant Etcheverry has made de-

mand that Mark Production Company further develop to prevent drainage
and to proteét his correlative rights. Upon Mark Production Company’'s
failure and refusal to do so, the lease terminated and affiant

Etcheverry makes appl:.catlon to this commission to drill thlS well

"to protect his correlative rights.

6. All evidence and testimony supports the position that
applicant's proposed location in Unit M will not commit waste, wiil
not damage water supplies, and will protect the corréelative rights
of ‘the applicant and adjacent operators and the adjacent min‘era1>
owner, the State of New Mexico. |

7. That your affiant has the full rlght to develop the

minerals and ‘drill the well requested on Unit M and requests the

0il Conservation ‘Commission to grant his eipﬁli‘&“atidn spec:.f:.cally

for the reason that it is necessary to protect his correlative
riigfh'ts.
' FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Deiii:ed;k{:ihis 14th day of June, 1973.

#HN M. ETCHEVERRY

N - \\
STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
| ) ss.
COUNTY  OF  LEA )

‘The fétegoing instrument was acknowledged before me this

({@ day of June, 1973, by John M. Etcheverry.

My Commission expires:

Dol 207927

We Hareby Certify That We Have Mailed

A Copy ot the Foregoing Pleading to Oppos- il !

ing Caunsal of Record This q\Day of §§';‘_; gu i ;i

S lgﬁ_ g B
IAMS, JOHMSON, HOUSTON, Qu ;
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Docket No. 15-73

DOCKET: EXAMINER HEARING -~ WEDNESDAY - JUNE 6, 1973

9 A.M, - OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION CONFERENCE‘ROOM,
STAT§_}AND‘0FFICE BUILDING -~ SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

The following cases will be heard before Richard L. Sttmets, Examiner, or .-
Daniel S. Nutter, Alternate Examiner:

ALLOWABLE:

CASE 4982:

CASE 4983: .

(1) cConsideration of the allowable production of gas for July,
1973, from seventeen prorated pools in Les, Eddy, Roosevelt
and Chaves Counties, New Mexico;

(2) Consideration of the allowable production of gas from nine
prorated pools in San Juan, Rio Arriba, and Sandoval Counties,
New Mexico for July, 1973.

Application of Brunson and ‘McKnight for-a unit agreement, Lea
County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks

. approval of ‘the 030" ‘Chiso ‘Unit Area comprising 5,120 acres, more
or less, of Pederal and State lands in Township 22 South, Range 34
East, Lea County, New Mexico.

Application of Gulf 0il Corporation for aimultaneous well dedication
and non-standard locations, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in
the atove-styled cause, seeks approval for the simultaneous dedica-
tion of two wells to a standard 640-acre gas proration unit com~

) prising all ‘of Section 35, Township 21 South, Range 36 East,

_Fumont Ggs Pool, Lea County, New. Mexico, said wells being the W. A.
Ramsay (NCT-A) Wells Nos. 20 and 7 at non-standard locations in the

" center of Units E and N, respectively, of said Section 35.

CASE 4749:

CASE 4984:

CASE 4967:

{Reopened)

In the matter of Case No.:4749 being reopened pursuant to the pro-
visions of Order No. R-4338, which order established special rules
and regulations for the Humble City-Strawn Pool, Lea County, New
Mexico, - including a provision for 80-acre proration units. All

_interested parties may appear and show cause why said pool should

be developed on other than 40-acre units.

Application of Monsanto Company for a dual completion, Eddy County,
‘New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cauge, seeks authority
to dually complete its Miller Federal Well No. 1 located in Unit G
of Section 3, Township 21 South, Range 27 East, Eddy County, New
Mexico, in such a manner as to produce gas from undesignated Atoka
gas pool and from the Burton Flat-Morrow Gas Pool through the
casing-tubing annulus, and tubing, respectively.

{Continued and readvertised from the May 9, 1973 Examiner Hearing)

Application of John M. Etcheverry for dissolution of a standard
proration unit and the creation of two non-standard proration units,
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks

e T S K NI Sy S bR e
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(Case 4967 continued from page 1)

Examiner Hearing -~ Wednesday - June 6, 1973 Docket No. 15-73

2

CASE 4985:

N CASE 4986:

oy * CASE 4987

CASE 4988:

CASE 4989:

- in Unit G of said Section 17. Also to be considered: will be the

the dissolution of the standard 160-acre proration unit comprising
the SW/4 of Section 29, Township 14 South, Range 34 East, West
Tres Papalotes-Pennsylvanian Pool, Lea County, New Mexico, dedi-
catad to the Mark Production Company Etcheverry Well No. 1 located
in Unit L of said Section 29, and the creation of two non-standard
80-acre proration units, one comprising the N/2 and the other the
S§/2 of the SW/4 of said Section 29; the first unit would be dedi-
cated to the aforesaid Etcheverry Well No. 1 and the second unit
would be dedicated to a well proposed to be drilled in Unit M of
said Sectiom 29.

R g ¥ AN S A b

2N R

Application of Union 0il Company of California for a unit agreement,
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-atyled cause, seeks
approval ‘of the Pipeline Deep Unit Ares comprising 3,862 acres,
more or less, of federal lands in Township 19 South, Range 34 East,
Lea County, New Mexico.

Application of Dalport 0il Corporation for compulsory pooling,
Chaves County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
seeks an order pooling all mineral interests in the Queen formation
underlying the E/2 of Section 17, Township 12 South, Range 31 East,
Chaves County,~New Mexico, to be dedicated to a well to be drilled

cost of drilling said well, a charge for the risk involved, a

provision for the allocation of actual operating costs, the estab-
listmenc of charges for supervision of said well, and the designation
of applicant as operator. '

Application of Texaco Inc. for down-hole commingling, Lea County,
New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks authority :
to commingle production from the Blinebry, Tubb, and Drinkard O{1 Cd
Pools in the wellbore of its A. R. Blinebry Well No. 20 located P
in Unit E of Secticn 20, Township 22 South, Range 38 East, Lea T
County, New Mexico. o

Application of Texaco Inc. for down-hole commingling. Lea County,
New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks authority
to commingle production from the Tubb and Drinkard 011 Pools in
the wellbore of its A. H. Blinebry Well No. 28 lucated in Unit A
of Section 29, Township 22 South, Range 38 East, Lea County, New
Mexico.

In the matter of the hearing called by the 01l Conservation Commission
upon its own motion to consider the amendment of the géneral rules
governing prorated gas pools in Northwest and Southeast New Mexico

as promulgated by Order Ne. R-1670, as amended. Rule 15 of the afore-
said general rules would be amended to provide that if a well is
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Examiner Hearing - Wednesday - June 6, 1973 Docket No. 15-73
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(Case 4989 continued from page 2)

CASE 4966:

overproduced in an amount exceeding six times its average monthly
allowable for the preceding twelve months (or, in the case of a
newly connected well or a well in a newly prorated pool gix times
its average monthly allowable for the months available) it shall
be shut in during that month and each succeeding month until ‘it

is overproduced in an amount less than six times its average
monthly allowable, as determined above.

‘Rule 15 would be further amended to permit the Secretary~Direétor

of the Commission to grant a poolowide moratorium of -up to three

"months on the’ shutting in of gas wells during periods of high

demarid emergency if a significant number of the wells in the pool‘
are sitbject to being shut in.

(Continued from the May 23, 1973 Exeminer n'ear;g)

“Application of Read & Stevens, Inc. fof co-pulsory pooling, Chave.

County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks an
order pooling all ‘mineral intereats underlyins the N/2 of Sec-
tion 36, Township 12 South, Rnnge 30 East, Chaves County, New
Mexico,; to be dedicated to a well to be drilled to the Queen
formation in Unit B of said Section’ 36, 1in the Sontheaat Chaves
Queen Gas Area. Also to be considored will be the cost of
drilling and completing said well ‘and the allocation of such

costs as well as actual operating costs and charges for super-
vision. Also to be considered is the designation of applicant

as operator of the well and a 200 percent charge for risk involved
in drilling sald well.
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Docket No. 13-73

DOCKET: EXAMINER HEARING - WEDNESDAY - MAY 9, 1973

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

The following cases will be’ heard before Daniel S. Nutter, Examiner or Elvis A.
Utz, Alternate Examiner.

ALLOWABLE: -

CASE 4943:

CASE 4928:

CASE 4932:

~ Eddy County, New Mexico. Applican

(1) Consideration of the allowable production of gas for June, 1973,
from seventeen prorated pools in Lea, Eddy, Roosevelt and Chaves
Counties, New beico,

(2) Consideration of . the allowable production of gas fyom nine
prorated pools in San’ Juan, Rio Arriba, and Sandoval Counties,
New Mexico, for June, 1973.

A( Continued fromithe April 11, 1973 Examiner Hearing)

Application of, M. W, Staples for an unorthodox oil well location,
the above-styled cause, seeks
duthority to prqduce oil from his- Va nter Well No. 2 located
1310 feet from the North 1ine and 13 feet from the ‘East line of
Section 20, Township 18 South, Range 28 Rast, Artesia Pool, Eddy
County, New Mexico. Sald well was drilled as an injection well at
said location pursuant to authority granted by Order No. R=3341.

(Continued from the April 11, 1973, Examiner Hearigg)

Application of Union Oil Company of California for compulsory pooling,
Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above—styled cause, seeks
an order pooling all mineral interests in the Morrow formation under-

~ lying all of Section 11, Township 21 South, Range 25 East, Catclaw
Draw-Morrow Gas Pool Eddy County, New: Mexi’o, to be dedicated €o the

Atlantic Richfield 0il Company’ Pure—Federal Well No. 11 located in
Unit K of .said Section 11. Applicant further seeks a provision for
the payment of proper costs to be borne by. applicant for such well
and the related well equipment; a provision for allocation of actual
operating costs,: and the establishment oikcharges for supervision of
such well and the designation of an operator thereof} and for such
other relief as proper. Also to be con51dered will be the risk
involved in drilling the subject well.

(Continued from'the April 11, 1973, Examiner Hearing)

Application of Atlantic Richfield Company for a non~standard
proration unit, Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the
above-styled cause, seeks approval for a 340 94-acre non-standard
gas proraticn unit comprising the W/2 of Sectlon 11, Township 21
South, Range 25 East, Catclaw Draw-Morrow Gas Pool, Eddy County,
New Mexizo, to be dedicated to its Pure Federal ‘Well No. 1 located
in Unit K of said Section 1l.
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CASE 4959:

CASE 4960:

CASE 4961

CASE 4962

‘CASE 4964 :

CASE 4965:

Examiner Hearing - Wednesday - May 9, 1973 . Docket No. 13-73

Application of Iamatack'?etroleum Company, Inc. for a unit agreement,
Lea County, New'Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks

approval of the Bronco Wolfcamp Unit Area, comprising 762 acres, more
or less, of fee lands in Section 35, Township 12 South, and Section 2,

- Township 13 South, both Range 38 East, Lea County, New Mexico.

"Application of Tamarack Petroleum Company, Inc. for a waterflood

project, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled
cause, seeks authority to institute a waterflood project by the
injection of water into the Wolfcamp formation through three wells
in its Bronco Wblfcamp Unit Area, Bronco-Wolfcamp Pool, Lea County,
New Mexico. ‘

Application of “Amoco Production Company for down-hole commingling,
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-~styled cause, seeks
authority to commingle production from the Blinebry and Drinkard 0il
Pools and tﬁe Tubb Gas Pool in the well-bore in its Southland Royalty
"A" Well® ‘No." 4 located in Unit X of Séction &4, Township 21 SOuth,
Range 37 East, Lea County, New Mexico.

Application of Amoco Production Company for special pool rules,
Roosevelt County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
seeks the promulgation of special pool rules for the Peterson-
Pennsylvanian Pool, Roosevelt County, New Mexico, indluding a provi-
sion for classification of oil wells and gas wells, l60-acre spacing
for oil wells, 320-acre spacing for gas wells, and a limiting gas—01l
ratio of 4,000 to cne.

Applicatlon of Texaco Inc. for a unit agreement, Eddy County, New
Mexico. ~Applicant; in the above—styled cause, seeks approval of the

‘North Benson Queen Unit Aréa comprising 1800 acres, more or less,

of Pederal and State lands in Township 18 South, Range 30 East,
Eddy County, New Mexico.

Application of Texaco Inc. for a waterflood project, Eddy County, :
New Mexico. ~Applicaiit, in the above-styled cause, seeks authority to
institute a waterflood project in ‘1ts North Bemson Queen Area,

North Benson-Queen Pool, Eddy County, New Mexico, by the injection

of water into the Queen formation through 20 wells in said unlt

area.

Application of Read & Stevens, Inc. for a dual completion, contraction:
of vertical limits, creation of a new pool and special pool rules,
Chaves County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,

seeks the contraction of the vertical limits of the Buffalo Valley~
Pennsylvanian Pool, Chaves County, New Mexico, to exclude the producing
interval frow 8548 feet to 8578 feet as found in its Langley Com Well
No. 1 located in Unit C of Section 13, Township 15 South, Range 27
East, and to redesignate said pool as the Buffalo Valley Lower-
Pennsylvanian Gas Pool, and for the creation of a new pool for the

At 4 i 8 AL AR v £ < < o e
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,é (Case 4965 continued from page 2)

above-descri‘ed producing interval to be designated Buffalo Valley
‘ Upper-Pennsylvanian Gas Pool. Applicant also seeks the adoption of
. special rules for sald proposed new pool similar to the pool rules
for the presently existing pool; applicant further seeks approval
for the dual completion of the above~described well to produce from
both of the aforesaid two pools. -

CASE 4966: Application of Read & Stevens, Inc.ffor compulsory pooling, Chaves

! County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks an-
! A . order pooling all mineral 3nterests underlying. the N/2 of Section 36, Loy
" Township-12 South, Range 30 East, Chaves County, New Mexico, to be P2
dedicated to'a well to be drilled to the Queen formation in Unit B 5 N
‘of .8aid Section 36,; in the Southeast Chaves Queen Gas Area. " Also
to be- considered will be the cost of drilling and completing said
well and the allocation of such costs as well as actual operatiug
costs and chatges for supervision. Also to be considered is the
‘designation of applicant as operator of the well and a 200 percent
charge for risk involved in drilling said well.

R

Application of John M. Etcheverry for dissolution of a standard pro-
ration unit and the creation of two non-standard proration units, Lea
County, New Mexico. - Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks the
dissolution of the standard 160-acre proration unit comprising the
SW/4 of Section 29, Township 14 South, Range 34 East, West Tres
Papalotes—Pennsylvanian Pool, Lea County, New Mexico, dedicated to
the Mark Production Company Etcheverry Well No. 1 located in Unit L~
O of said Section 29, and the creation of two non-standard 80-acre
DRI proration units, ome comprising the N/2 and the other the S/2 of the
;o SW/4 of said Section 29; the first unit would be dedicated to the
aforesaid Etcheverry Well No. 1 :and the second unit would be dedicated
to a well proposed to be drilled in Unit P of said Section 29

CASE 4962:

SRR R A S o

NS
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CASE 4968: Application of Benjamin K. Horton for the amendment :of Order No. ‘ |
’ R-1814, San Juan County, ‘New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled '
cause, seeks the amendment of Order No. R-1814 to provide for the 5
dissolution of the 344.28-acre non-standard unit approved by para- i
graph 4 of said order which unit comprises all of partial Section 11 j
plus Lot 4 and the SW/4 SW/4 of partial Section 12, Township 28 North, {
Range 13 West," Basin-Dakota Pool San Juan County, New Mexico. Appli- |
cant proposes the creation of a 275.36-acre non-standard unit com- .
prising all of the aforesaid partial Section 11 only to be dedicated Co
to his Pederal Well No. 2 located 1190 feet from the South line and L
2210 feet from the East line of said Section 11.

CASE 4946: (Continued and Readvertised)

Application of ﬁnion Texas Petroleum for special pool rules, Lea
County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks
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(Case_ 4946 continued from page 3)

CASE 4885:

the promulgation of special pool rules for the Crosby-Fusselman
Pool, Lea County, New Mexico, including a provision for classifi-
cation of oil wells and gas wells, 320-acre spacing for all wells,
and a 1imiting gas-oil ratio of ‘5000 to one. (This case will be

continued to the May 23rd° Examinér Hearing.)

(Continued and Readvertised)

PRI P

In the matter of-the hearing called by the 0il Conservation Comis-

- gion on its own motion to permit John Lemley and-Juanita Franks and

Aetna“ Casualty ‘and’ Surety Company and all other: interested parties

- to appeatr and - show cause why t:he Lemley and Franks: Greathouse Well

No. 1, located in Unit F of Section 10, Township 23 North,; Range 1
West, Rio ‘Arriba’ County, New Mexico, should not be plugged and
abandoned in accordance with a Commission—approved plugging program.
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i
LAW OFFICES OF !
WiLLiamMs, JoHNSOR, HOUSTON, REAGAN & PORTER ’

A.D. WILLIAMS teo7-1067 142 NORTH SHIPP STREET, P.O.BOX {948 LOVINGTON, N.M.,OFFICE
THEODORE R. JOHNSON HOBBS, NEW MEXICO 88240 10 WEST CENTRAL AVENUE ‘
GLEN L, HOUSTON ’ [s05] 396-2408 :
GARY O: REAGAN [505] 392-3169 : , :

JOHN f. PORTER

April 2, 1973

Mr. A. L. Porter %fﬁ7 -

- Executlve Secretary ;

'0il Conservation Commission e

“P. 0. Box 2088

Santa Fe, New Mex1co 87501

Re:s App‘iication of John M. EtehéVerry

Dear Pete:

Enclosed ‘you will please find the referenced appllcatlon for-a

knon-standard location and non-standard pro-—ratlon unit in Lea

County, New Mexico.

If anﬁﬁiﬁn’g else is required please advise me.

Youxs very tru'ly,

Glen L. Houston

/aw

BEncl.,
|
|
%

DOCKET MARED

DOCKET MAILED

2573 m,emﬂ%é,!ﬁ

DORE camrmasssmmtis?
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BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION OF NEW MEXICO

t IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION D ﬁ‘ 5? ? 5
g 'OF JOHN M. ETCHEVERRY e "’% &4
} i , ; - L
% FOR APPROVAL' OF A NON-STANDARD APR - 6 1873
LOCATION AND NON-STANDARD PRODUCTION
UNIT, LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO OIL CONSERVATION COMM.
Santa Fe

Cause No. {é Qé 7

] e oo e i A 18 9 10

APPLICATION

COMES NOW John M. Etcheverry and applies to the 0il
Conservation Commission of New Mexico for the approval of a non-
standard location and non-~standard prOQration unit in Section 29,
TanShip 14 south, Range‘34 East, N;M,P.M., Lea County, New
 Mexico,:and in suﬁport theredf:wili show the Commission:

(1) Applicant proposes to form an éighty (80) acre

’non-:standard‘ 'prd—fatibn unit ‘cbn-s’isting of the 5/2 of the SW/4

of Sectlon 29, Townshlp 14 South Range 34 ‘Bast, N.M. P.M., Lea

S R T RPN it

County, New Mexico, to bée dedicated to applicant?®s proposed well,

. located 660 feet from the West line and 660 feet from the South

line of said Section 29.
(2) Applicant proposes a non-standafd location to be
drilled 660 feet from the West line and 660 feet from the South
| line-6f said Section 9. ' ' F /“

- (3) In further support of this /ﬁ7ze11 appllcant‘
-stétes,’that this location is presently being drained by wells sit~
uatéd in the SE/4 of the SE/4 of Section 30, in the.NE/4‘of the
NE/4 of Section 31, and in the NW/4 of the NW/4 of Section 31,
ToﬁhShip 14 sSouth, Range 34 East, N.M.P.M., Lea Couﬁty; New Mexico.

WHEREFORE-applicant prays that this application for a

non-standard loccation and a non-standard pro~ration‘unit be set

for hearing before the Commission's duly appointed examiner, and

e cxavea.

that after notice and hearing as required by law, the Commission

enter its order approving the non-standard location and non-standard

pro-ration unit as proposed.

Respectfully subnitted,

of Wllllams, thnson, Houston
Reagan & Porter

P. O. Box 1948, Hobbs, NM 88240

Attorneys for Applicant
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OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXI
=2

—_—

IN THE MATTER OF THE HEARING

CALLED BY THE OYL CONSERVATION
COMMISSION OF NEW MEXICO FOR
THE PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
Co

'CASE NO. 4967

;% Order No. R- jfé?Ei?

APPLICATION oF, J0ig
FOR DISSOLUTION.

CREATION

TION

OF TWO NON-STANDARD , Lt
Y,/NEW MEXICO.

UNITS, LEA COYj

>
-2

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
———'————-——.“_
_ 2.
BY THE COMMISSION:

This cause came on for hearing at 9 a.m. on June 6
at Santa Fe, New Mexico, before Examiner Richard L. Stamets

NOW, on this day of + 19 73, the Commission,
a quorum being present, having cohs?geraa the tEEtimony, x

: , a 7, the record,
and the recommendations of the Examiner, and being fully advised -
in the premises, ) . Lok

FINDS:

(1) That Que public notice having been given as required by;

law, the Commisgion has jurisdiction of this cause and the subject
matter thereof,. o :

(2) That the apélicant, John M. Etcheverry, seeks the
dissolution of the standard 160-acre proration unit comprising
the SW/4 of Section 29, Township 14 South, Range 3¢ East, West
Tres Papalotes-Pennsylvanaian Pool, dedicated to the Mark
Preduction Company Etcheverry Well No. 1 located in Unit L of
said Section 29, Lea County, New Mexico.

(3) That the applicant further seeks approval of the

creation of two non-standard 80~acre proration units, one

, 1973 ¢

T e e et ey 11 e,




o
Case No. 4967
Order No. R~

M. S/

comprising the &@® of said Section 29 and dedicated to the
aforesaid Etcheverry Well No. 1 and the other the S/2 SW/4 of
saidVSection 29 and dedicated to a well propcsed to be drilled

in Unlth of said Section 29. ’(
- opcrc#r o/o‘o:/tt/.; *,

(4) That the ewssent—opereter—of—serd 160-acre proration
unit, Mark Production Company, objects to the dissolution of the

proration'unit and the creation of said two 80-acre non-standard

proration units,

(5) That the evidence presented does not show that waste
will ccéurVOr that the applicant's correlatiVe'fightSEWill be
violated if the application is denied. ‘

(6; That the evidence presented shows that économig waste
resﬁlting from the drilling of an excessive number of wells will
occur if the application is approved.
| (7)~ That tofpreVeht said economic waste, thgzapﬁiicatién
should be denied. |

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

(1) That the ;pplication of John M. Etcheverry for the
dissolution of the standard 160-aére proration unit cémprising
 the SW/4 of Section 29, wanship 14 South, Range 34 East, West
;yTres Papalotes-Pennsylvanlan Pool dedicated to the Mark Pro- .
: ductlon Company Etcheverry Well No. 1 located in Unlt L of sald
i'Section 29, Lea Cbunfy, New Mexico, and the creation of two
:non-standard 80-$cre prdration units, one comprising the N/2
ESW/4 of said Section 29 and dedicated to the aforesaid Etchévefry“
Well No. 1 and the other the S/2 SW/4 of éaid'SeCtion?29 and
dedicated to a well proposed to be drilled inrﬂnit<é}gf said
Section 29 is herebylﬁénied. |
(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.

\
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