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BEFORE Thh
0Ll CONSERVATLICH COrl1S58TION
SARTA FE, N bisXiCO

Fay 20, 1952

In the Matter of':

Champlin Refining Company's appli-
cztion for an order excepting its
Stete "A' No.o 1 NE Well, EW SE
32-108-37k, Lea County, New hiexico
(In the Kkchol Pool}) from vrovisions
of 0il Conservztion Commission Rule
505, and granting an allowable to
said well egual to allowable other
producing wells in iEchol Pool.

- we ae ke e we

Case No. 370

(Hotice of Publication read by #r. Grzham.)

tR. CAMPBELL:

If the Commission please, I would like

first, for the record, to reflect a correction in the application.

In paragraph 1, numbered 1, in the next to the last line, the

fraction 49/40-8 should be changed to 59/40-S; and in paragraph 2,

in the last line, the fraction 4%/40-S should be changed to

58/10-5; and the acreage factor should be changed from 1.475 to

l.45. 1T

would also like for the record to show that this appli-

cation is joined in by Harry W. Rass Drilling Company joining

with Champlin Refining Company, and I would like to enter appear-

ance in the case for the Harry ¥W. Bass Drilling Company of Dallas;

Texas.

Yiould you swear lir.

ADA DEARNLEY & ASSOCIATE
COUKT RIPORTLRS
ROOM. 12, CROMWELL BLDG.
#HONES 7-9645 AND 5.9B46
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICC

Kenneth Smith, please?




MR, ORAHNAL: Will you exylain the reason tfor the change?

LR. CALPERLL: The reason for the chenge is thet 1 made
an incorrect mathematical calculation. It is a cace of 19 addi-
tional acres instead of 9 additicnal acreS on the one well, and
18 additional acres instead of 2 zcres on the other well, The
acreage fzctor change is by virtue oi the fact tnat theve ls less

acreage in the second tract.

~
=
";‘

NETH L. SilTH,

!
|
i

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows:

DIRECT mXAMIKNATION

By ME. CAMPBELL:

—

Q Will you state your name, please?

A Kennetnn L. Smith,. |

Q By whom are you now employed?

A F. Kirk -Johnson, Fort Worth, Texas.

Q Were you at the time the Champlin Refining Company well

;in the Echol Pool was drilled and completed employed by Champlin
| Refining Company?

A Yes.

8} Will you state, for the Commiséion, briefly, your pro-
fess:onal education background?

A Geology major: at the College of loester, Ohio, and,B.S.T

i

| Degree in Fetroleum Engineering, University of Pittsburgh,
fPennsylvania; registered engineer, professional engineer, Oklahoma;
ﬁeight years with Stanolind 0il and Gas Company in the Engineeringf

ADA DEARNLEY 8 ASSOCIATES
.COURAT RE&PCATKRS
RCOM 12, CROMWELL BLGG.
PHONES 7.9648 AND 5.9846
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Department; and two years atl Champlin Hoefining Company'in the
Production Department.

LR, CAWPBELL: Are the qualifications of the witness
satisfactory with the Commission?

FRR. SPURKIKK:  They are.

Q Were you employad by Champlin tlefining Company when
they completed a well in the southwest quarter, southeast quarter
of Section 32, Township 10 South, Range 37 East?

A Yes.

(Marked Exhibit No. 1, Case No. 370, for identification;)

Q I hand you what has been identified as Exhibit Ro. 1
and ask you to state to the Commission what that is.

A This is a plat of the immediate vicinity of the Echol
field in Lea County showing the surface location of the three
productive wells and.the one non-productive well drilled to the‘
Devonian Reservoir. It also shows three completion dates and
their total depths of these wells.

Q Wili you state to the Commission the locaticn of The
Texas Company well immediately éouth of your well?

A That well is a 660 foot offset to the south of our
well and slightly to the west. It is along the correction line
there. '
| Q That well, if it were on the 4O-acre drilling unit
§ south of the 185acre tract, would be a unorthodox locatiocn, would%
| it not? |
'ADA DEARNLEY. & ASSOCIATES

ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.

PHONES 7-9848 AND 5.9B46
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO
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A Yes.
0 Is it your understanding that The Texas Company has

avpplied for and obteined suthority for that location?

A Yes.

o Yhat is the allowable on your well at vresent?

A The alliowable on our well is 311 barrels per day.

2 And thet is based c¢ia a normal LO-acre asllowable, is it?

A Yes, for wells that deptn,
o What ic¢ the allowable for The Texas Comoany well off-
setting your well?

A Their present allowable is 444, approximately 444 bar-

- rels per day.
0 Referring to that map again, the Southern Production

Company's well, what is the relationship of it in distence to the.

¢

north line of Section 27

A They are approximately 1,267 feet south of the section

line in the entire lease.

Q That makes three wells slightly north of what would be

<

 the north-south center of that tract in Section 2, is that

correct?
A Yes.
G While you were employed by Champlin Refining Company,

did you become acquainted with the production history of your
; well in this pool?"

A Yes, 1 have.

ADA DEARNLEY % ASSOCIATES
COURT RIPORTERS
ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.
PHONES 7.9646 AND B5.9546
ALBUQUERQUE, HEW MEXICO
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(Marked kExhibit No, 2, for identification.)

o I hand you what has been identified as kxhibit No. 2
and ask you to state to the Commission what that repreaenté?

A kxhibit Ho., 2 is a series of producrivity index tests
that have been taken at three different vroducing reztes to deter-
mine the wells ability to produce.

¢ #1ill you state first how you took Lhese tests, what
period of time is involved, and thern what the revort showed?

A These tests were run by a consulting cngineering firm
from Midland, and in order to determine cur exact productivity

on the well, this well was taken at three different rates, a hign

rate, an intermediate rate and low rate, cnd the bottom hole pres-

sure of the well was measured for cach of the rates in order to

aetermine the actual productivity index of the well., These rates,

to be exact, were run at 186 barrels per day, 33C barrels per
day, and 034 barrels of cil per day, and the rate was maintained
at this rate and bottom hole pressure measured after it had

3 equalized and remained constant.

o) “hat did you find after you made jour test?

A We found that at the rate of 630 barrels of oil per day
the well produced its vdlume of 0il on a 12-64 choke with a bot-
tom hole pressure drop. From shut-in static pressure it dropped

' E down approximatély 200 pounds, which gave a P, 1, of 3.14, thch
% is an exceptionally good P. 1. for a well of this nature.

(Exhibit No. 3 marked for identification.)

ADA DEARNLEY & ASSOCIATES
COUKRY RUPORTERS
ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.
PHONES 7-964% AND 5.9546
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO
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. I hend you vhat has been identifiecd ze bxhibit JNo. 3
and ask you Lo state whnal Lhot is.
A This is o complele electrical log of Champlin defining

and Harry i, tacs Urilling Compény subject well under discussion

showing bhoth a micre log and a regular Schlumberger survey of the
- well,
5 Are you acguainted with the general geological picture

this arca by virtue of the drilling of 2 dryv hole you referred

‘-)’
oo
fos

to te the west of vour well?

A Yes.

o With your knowledge of that, what is your opinion as
to the probahble extent of this particular oil poosl?

A My firm opinion of the nature of this fieid is that
what we have encountered here is what might be termed a pimple
type reservoir or reservolr of very small aerial extent, and from
the data that we have collected from the subsea tops that have
been encounbéfed on the Devonian in the four wells drilled in ‘

this immediate area, in my opinion there is little chance for any?
extension of this field. The two wells that csme in fairly low, ‘
which was Champlin's well and Scuthern Production Company, have
dropped off considerably from the original well drilled by The
; Texas Company which came in quite high. There is a difference of .
' 200 feet, 200 feet low, than the discovery well, the dry hole was
446 feet lower, which definitely cuts it off. Contrary to what

‘| information we have available, it shows to be of a very small

ADA DEARNLEY & ASSOCIATES
COURT REIPORTERS

ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.

PHONES 7-9645 AND 5-9B46

ALBUGUERQUE, NEW MEXICO




area in extent with small chionce of there being additional devel-

oprent in this field.

A what is the position, structural, of the Southern Pro-
duction well in relation to your well?

h The well is appr§ximately flat. ‘their well came minus
7,766 feat snd Champlin Rass came in at mirus 7,769 feet, a
difference of three feet on tne subsea,

2 wWith the structural vositions of those two wells and
the knowledge of your structure of the dry hole, you are zble to
vretty well delineate the aerial extent of this particular pool,
is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q ¥Will you state to the Commission what it is that Champlin
Refining Company is asking in thig application?

A vWie are asking that our well be given an allowable, in-

creased its allowable to be able to produce at the same rate as

j has been given to the other two wells in the area. Over a period'

: of»ﬁime, with further development improbable, at least at the

- present time in this field due to the geoslogicel information col-

lected to date, the other two wells are producing at a 50 per
cent higher rate than our well, which in turn over a period of
time would mean that they would recover 50 per cent more oil than

we would in having drilled. They have spent the same amount of

fmoney, their recovery would be considerably increased, and it

- would work an undue hardship upon the owners of the well, ours to

i

p—

e -

ADA DEARNLEY & ASSOCIATES
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the north.
“hat i1s your posgition insofer as the fact that The

Texas Company weil is located only & normal distance from your
well incofar ss the differential in allowatle i¢ concerned. Do
you consider that to be a factor that the Commission should con-
sider?

A Yes, I do, there being only a 660 offset from our well
and being given a 50 per cent greater allowable than we are allowed
to produce can cause us not to be able to recover the amount of

0il which we should receive out of this water-type drive reservoir.

A In connection with the ability of your well to make this
additional allowable, I understood you to say that your allowable,
if your request is granted, would be increased tc 440 barrels a
dey?

A Yes.

Q You have testified from the . I. test, and you have

" studied the Schlumberger electric leg, and are acquainted with
- the production history of your well, in your opinioen will your
well make 440 barrels per day éllowable without damage to the

. well or the reservoir?

A Definitely so. The well has the ability to produce a
. considerable greater amount of o0il than this., Our one P. I. was

%run at the rate of 634 barrels of ¢il per day and only reduced

i

- the bottom hole pressure approximately 200 pounds at 440, or 50

fbarrels of o0il per day there would be even less drop in bottom

i : e e — -

ADA GEARNLEY & ASSOCIATES
COURT REPORTERS
ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.
PHONES 7.9645 AND $.9B4¢
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hole pressure than that, snd atl the present time thcre has been
no water showing in our well, or to the best of my knowledge, in
any of the offset wellis in this field.

o I thinkx the Commission records will show that some

difficulty has been encountered in connrnection with The Texas Com~
vany well insofar as its making its present allowable is concerned.
Are you acauzinted with that situation? |
A To some extent.
Q In your ovpinion, based on your study of the well records
in this field, is it your opinion that The Texaé Company well if

it were, if it had been comvleted in a normal way would have

made its full allowable?

A That is my definite opinion, that if the same completion
methods had been used on The Texas Company well, it would probably
be of a greater productivity than either the two offset wells. '

"Our well has about the same, Champlin well has about the szme
productive characteristics as the Southern Production Company
well. They have run a similar set of P. I. tests on their well
and have come out very close to being the same. The Texas well
is locuted higher on structure and possibly has a greater pay
section. They have used considerable acid in attempting to re-
complete and complete their well. The fact of the matter several-
thousand gallons, but the significant fact was that both Southnern
Production and ourselves only used 500.galions of a different
type acid and received the well with a light productivities that

ADA DEARNLEY & ASSOCIATES
COURY REPORTSRS
ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.
PHONES 7.90648 AND B5.9846
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

-9-




4

vie got. Tihe main difference, I believe, in the wells ic the :
methods in which they were ccmpleted and that The lexas Company

v

well does have possibilities of beings a morce productive well Lhani
either of the two offsets. . |

o If the Commission were to gront this additional allow-
able to your wél} and there was subsequenl development in the
field which indicsted that it was s larger aerial extent, and it i
developed that, for instance, that you had a well to the ezst on }
the LC-acre tract, would you be willing to then reduce the allow- ‘
agble to the normal LO-acre unit allowable? ;

: |

A If further development of this field would prove us to
be wrong in our conception of it hreing a small reservoir and we
drilled our ecast 40O, we would be most willing to”{ave it put back

i

on the original basis,

Q

<

But it is your present opinion that such development
would not be wise?
A That is our present. opinion, that a prudent operator
won't do any drilling in the immediate vicinity of our_well.
MK, CAMPBELL: I believe that is all. I want to make
a statement to the Commission after any other statements.

MR. RAY: I would like to &sk the witness a question.,

Have you made any study of the porosity in the pay section in
this pool?

§ A Yes, a study of only the information which is availéblej
!

j from the electric log and the productivity index tests run on the:

ADA DEARNLEY & ASSOCIATES
COUAY REPOATERS
ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.
PHONES 7-9G48 AND 5.9846
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXiCO
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Champlin well and the Southern Preduction CGonpany well,

Iik. RAY: You have no information on The Texas Company’%
well?

A As to productivity index tests?

MR. RAY: You heve nc information that would indicate
that the nature of the bay sectiorn in The Texas Company well is
equivalent to the other two wells in the field?

A From the electric log in position in the structure,
yes, it appears it has a chance of being a more productive well,
but from the actual producing history of it, it hasn't been as
yet, today.

fiR. RAY: Would you deny the possibility that the pay
section in our well might be tighter than found in your well and
Southern Production's well?

A When the wells were originally completed all wells
exhibited approximately the same characteristics until the acid

was applied as stimulization, it is my understanding that your

well used a regular type acid in large quantities and failed to

receive the same type of reaction that theé other two wells

received with a very small amount of a different type of acid.

. It is my opinion that that may be one of the causes for the lower

f productivity received in The Texas Company well.

| MR. RAY: This might also be caused by a tighter sectioﬂ

i

' in our well and a lower permeability in that zone,

A The evidence I have looked at to date doesn't indicate

ADA DEARNLEY & ASSCCIATES
COUFY RAPORTERS
ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.
PHONES 7-96456 AND %-9846
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO
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; that to me.
Mit. RAY: But that would be a possibility?
A Extreme possibility.

M. RAY: That is all,

MiRt, SPUKRIER: Are there any ather cuestions of this
witness?

MR, ACEY:  You made the statement that the Jouthern
Production Company was producing about 50 vper cent -more 2il than
you were producing from your well?

A I didn't mean to make that statement, if 1 did. 1 meant

that their allowable was aporoximately 5C per cent higher than

~ours.,
Mk. MACEY: Are you sure it is?
A I understand, that has been my understanding that it
either is pend:i: = or about to be granted by this Commission.

KR, i..5Y: The case is pending but there hasn't been
; any order issued on it. Do you happen to know how much The Texasé
| Company well is producing at the present time?
A Yes, I thihk, I know approximately. I think they are
lproducing at or slightly less than 300 barrels per day.

MR. MACEY: Your well is producing how much?
A 311 barrels per day until the recent cutback in pipeline
. runs. |
MR. MACEY: That is all.
MR. SPURRI®R: Any other question? If not, the witness'

ADA DEARNLEY & ASSOCIATES
COURT RRPORTERS
ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.

PHONES 7-9645 AND 0.984¢6
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may be excusecd,

(vwitness excused.)

M. CALPBEIL: 1 would like to make & ststement Lo Sulli-~
marize this testimony,

The application for the sdditional allowable in this
particular srea is based on two provositions., In the f{irst place,
as the Commission knows and it is apparent from this map, The
Texas Company well was located and drilled at a point considerably
north of what would be the approximate center of this rectangular
LA Affs

i ws o -
[ e <

]
-
’.
Pt
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.

58~acre tract anad resulte in n direost
line of the Champlin Refining Company tract. If this well is
completed, wnhich we believe it will be to make a producer which
will produce the allowable which has already been granted to The

Texas Company well, it will certazinly create a considerable dif-
ferential in withdrawals and allowable from the two wells directly
ffsetting each other.

The second factor is that this is apvarently an extremeiy
small field. The obvious result of the allocation of the allowabie
on the basis of a well drilled that far north of the south line |
of The Texas Compvany tract and also the Southern Production tract‘
is that all of thet acicage is being added to their allowable and?
the ultimate withdrawals from the reservoir for‘the same investmeﬁt
will obviously be out of balance and the Champlin Refining Compan§

and Harry W. Rass Drilling Company feel that in light of these

ADA ODEARNLEY 8 ASSOCIATES
: N COURT REPORTERS
ROOM 12z, CROMWELL BLDSG.
FHONES 7-9645 ANOC 5.9846
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICC
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i
two situations in this porticuler {ield thﬁL they are entitled to
the same allowable as the other two wells in the ficld are granted.

MR, CAMPEELL: lLet the record show that cxhibits are
offered in evidence.

mH. SPURRIER: ‘ithout objection they will be received.

Any other comment in this case? The cuse will be taken
under advisement.

The next case on the Docket 1s Case No. 371.

STATE OF NEW KEXICO )
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO )

T HEREBY CERTIFY tnat the foregoing and attached transcript
of heafing in Case No. 370 before the 0il Ccnservation Commission;
State of New Mexico, at Santa Fe, on May 20, 1952, is a true and
correct record of the same to the best of my knowledge, skill and:
ability. | |

DATED at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this day of day,

1952,

| _ REPORTER

ADA DEARNLEY & ASSOCIATES
COURT REFORTERS

ROOM 12, CROMWELL BLDG.
PHONES 7.9648 AND 5.9546
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICC
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BEFORf THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMICSION
OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

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

CASE NO. 370
ORDER NO. ______
THE APPLICATION OF CHAMPLII
REFINING COMPANY AND HARRY V.
 BASS DRILLING COMPANY FOR AN
ORDER EXCEPTING STATE "4 NO. I
NM¥ WELL IN THE SWSE4 OF SECTION
32, TOWNSHIP 10 SOUTH, RANGE 37
EAST N.M.P.M., LEA COUNTY, NEW
MEXICO IN THE ECHOL POOL FRQM
THE PROVISIONS OF RULE 505 OF
. THE COMMISSION.

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

BY THE COMMISSION:

This cause camg on for hearing at 9:00 a.m. on May 20,
1952 at Santa Fe, New Mexico before the 01l Conservation Commission
of NGW~MeXiCO, hereinafter referred to as "Commission."

NOW, on this ~day of _ y 1952, a quorum

being present, having considered the testimony adduced and the ex-
hibits received at said hearing, and being fully advised in the

prenmises,

FINDS: (1) That due public notice having been’given'as

required by law, the Commission has jurisdiction of this cause and

the subject mattenQﬁhereﬁf and the persons interested therein.
(2) That due to the unorthodox location of the
‘Texas Company's State AR Well No.l in the NE}SW# of Section 2, Town-

ship 11 South, Range 37 East, the irregularly shaped,tracts in the
NW%SE%‘oquectionLZ,‘Township 11 Soutﬁ, Range 37 East, and to the
small areal extent of the Echol Piol,'the application should be




L S e

granted in order to protect correlative rights.and provide for

equitable withdrawals from the pool,

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

That applicants are’hereby granted an exception frbm the
provisions oi’ Rule 50% of the Rules and Ragulations of this Com-
mlssion for their State "A" No. 1 NM Well, and from and after the
date of this Order said well should be granted an allowable equal
to the allowable granted the Toxas Company's State AR Well No., 1
in the NE4SWi of Section 2 and the Southern Production, Inc.'s
State A-1 Well in the NW{SEi of Section 2, Township 11 South,

Range 37 East, Lea County, New Mexico, notﬁithstanding any vari-

ation in size of the proration unit upon which any of the said

wells are located.
DONE at:3anta Fe, New Mexico, on the day and year herein-

above written.

0IL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
Signed by:

Chairman

Momber

Secretary
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APPLICATION
BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF
: NEW MEXICO

, Comes now, Champlin Refining Cornpany on this 3d day of Aprzl

1952 and makes application to the Oil Conservation Commission of New
Mexico for an order excepting its State "A' No. ! NM well, located in the :
SW/4 SE/4 section 32, Township 10 South, Range 37 East, Lea County, New -
Mexico, in the Echol pool, from the provisions of Rule 505 of the Rules and
Regulations of the Commission, and granting an allowable to said well equal
to the allowable granted other wells now producing in the Fchol pool. As its
bagis for the application, applicant states: :

1. That on or about August 27, 1951 the Texas Company completed |
its State of New Mexico AR well No. | in the NE/4 SW/4 section2, T.11S,
R.37 E, said well being 660 feet south of the north line of section 2. The
tract on which this well wag drilled included a lot cornposed of 18,52 acres |
on the north which was, by Order No. R-122 of the Commission, cffective
December 18, 1951, unitized as Lot 3 with the normal 40-acre tract, being
‘the NE /4 SW/4 section 2 on which the well was driiled, and that this well
has been granted an allowable based upom§9/40, or an acreage factor of
1.475.

- 2. That on or about March 2, 1952 Southern Production, Inc.
completed its State A-1 well in the NW/4 SE/4 section 2, T.11 S, R.37 E,
¢ said well being located 1,267 feet south of the north line of section 2 at a
.- point approximately in the north-south center of the tract, composed of Lot 2
 and the NW/4 SE/4 section 2; that Southern Production, Inc. in Case 357, j
i now pending before the Commission after hearing on April 15, seeks to ;
i unitize Lot 1 with the tract on ich the well is drilled and will then receive
an allowa®le of approximately ##/40, or an acreage factor of-1-475- P
‘ . /S i
3. That the applicant on or about March 29, 1952 completed its Statté
t A-1 NM well at an orthodox location 660 feet north of the south line of
’ section 32 in the SW/4 SE/4 section 32, T.10 S, R.37 E; that in the absence
¢ of an exception, said well would be gi\)en a normal unit allowable.

o o b e ot s e A

4. That the location of The Texas Company AR well at an unorthodox
location 660 feet south of the north line of section 2, which is a long section
‘  with the additional allowable granted to it, results in drainage from the land
of the applicant and adversely affects its correlative rights, Wherefor the
applicant respectfully requests that the Commission set this application for
public hearing at the May 20, 1952 regular hearing of the Commission and
that due and proper notice be given as required by law, and that the Commission
after hearing issue its order granting the application for the relief set out in
the first paragraph herein. »

CHAMPLIN REFINING COMPANY
Enid, Oklahoma

By ATWOOD, MALONE AND CAMPBELL

I April 30, 1952




