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HEAGING OF THE OIL CONS EnVaTION COMUISSION

ON THE lcta D&Y : 1936, IN THE

CAPITOL, SANIA FE, | "XLC0, CALLED AFTEK
THE hDVﬁhTIpEﬁEuT AND . IN ACCORDANCE WITH

THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTEL 7z, LAWS OF 1935
FOR THE PURPGSE OF CONSIDERING TASE NO. 23

THE PETITION OF TdE BAnNSDALL OIL COMPANY

FOK A HEAKING TO MODIFY "OEDEL NO. 22", THE
PRESENT PROKATION ORDELR FOR THE MONUMENT
FIELD, LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO, JEDE~EFTECIIVE
MAY 1, 1936, WHICH SAID ORDEL WAS PHONULGATED
BY THE OIL CONSERVATION COM: . ISSION, PUHSUANT
TO 4 HECESSED HEARING HELD ON THE 5th DAY OF
FEBRUARY, 1936 FOh THE PUKPOSE OF CONSIDERING
A PLAN OF PRQAATION FOr SAID PIELD. NEW AND
ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE, OVER AND ABOVE THAT WEICH
WAS TAKEN AT SalDl HEARING ON FEBRUAKY <5, 1936
BHALL BE TAKEN. :

OF THE COMMISSION PLESENT:

Governor Clyde dingley, Chairman
Comuissioner of Public Lands

. Frang Vesely, Secretary
State Geologist, E. H. Wells,
Commissioner

ur. Vesely called the nearing to order at 10:00 o'clock 4.Y.
uR. VESELY: | |

Governor, ladies amd gentlemén: This is & meeting called here
for the purpose of hearing & petition of the Barnsdall 0il Company
for the purpose of rehéaring on Order No, ««< of the Uil Conservation
Commission, which said Ordef No. <2 wenttinto effect in the Monument
0il Field on May 1lst, 1936. The 0il Company petitions this Commis-
sion tiat said Order Ne. 42 is, in their opinion, to amgiguous,
indefinite and uncertain to ve applieable and enforceable.

So I imagine alil that will be necessary, Governor, now is to
outline the procedure of this hearing.
k. FLEETWOOD:

Governor, Members of the Commission: I think thut no matter
in what bad graces the Barnsdall 0il Company may be in some re-
spects, this fine gathering owes us & vote of thanks in getting
them to Santa TFe.

Due to the fact there appears to be Some misapprehension on



the part of some of tine operators in ionument what our real
position is in tnis matter, we tudnk it best to clariiy it before
2s0ing anead witu tne case.

In our opinion, two factors, important to all of us here are
very properly outlined in Section 12 of tne oState Uil Conservation
Law. The first part of the section reads:

"The rules, regulations or orders of the Com-
mission snall, so far as it 1is practicaole to do so,
afford to the owner of each property in a pool the
opportunity to produce nis just and ecuitable share
of the oil and gas in the pool, veing an amount, sO
far as can pe practicably determined, and so far &as
such can e practicably obtained without waste, suo-
stantially in the proportion tazt the guantity of the
recoverable oil and gas under such property bears to
tie total recoverable 0il and gas in tne pool, and for
this purpose to use his just and eguitable sinare of tae
reservoir energy."

Tne last paragrapn reads:

"Crude petroleum oil produced witnin tine al-
lowable as fixed by tne Com:ission shell tnerein be
referred to as "iegal 0il", and crude petroleum oil
produced in excess of such allowable shall be 'ille-
gal odil'".

In our wminds those two questions of the New iexico law will
predicatle Cae two 1issues nere.

For the benefit of any of you not following this matter, we
would like to say tnat up until the first part of tnils year we
nad flat top aliowable in donument. The properties no matter Low
good or now bad, each were producing the same amount of oil per
day. In December, 1935, The Barnsdall 0il Company filed a pe-
tition «shing for a hearing of the Commission to consider tone
cuestion of cihanging the flat top allowable plan. We filed that
petition in December. The nearing was set in January, 1936, and
upon the insistance of some oI tne opposition, the nearing was
continued thirty deys and tihe actual hearing was neld Fepruar
<5tn, 1930. At that time the Commission nheard geological and

engineering testimony.
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We introduced four witnesses and introduced four plans.

In substantuation our friendly opponents introduced counter
witnesses, but no plan.

The rest of February, all of Marci and April passeé before
Orcer No. << pecame effective May lst.

The Commission, we feel by writing Order No. << felt the
flat top allowable plan wasn't applicaole and drew a new plan.
Ve feel the Commission did not predicate Order No. << on tae
testimony produced. We are sure tine Commission feels it did so.
Vie feel tne order was & falr attempt to pacify the Barnsdall 0il
Comgpany and satisfy everyone else.

Tne first week in May, after OUrder No. << became effective,
we came out to file a law suit. We never did file one and didn't
want to, but did not see any alternative. The pleadings were
prepared, local counsel employed, put after conferring witn tae
operators nere and tne State of New mexico, we were convinced
we were hasty in proceeding, SO0 no sult was instituted, wuich
I tnink &li will agree was wise. We filed_a petition for rehear-
ing walich brings us nere today.

The petition Mr. Vesely referred to isn't very long, but
I snaii not read it. We only aliege tinat we consider No. <«
too ambiguous, indefinite and uncertain to ve appiicavble and
enforceable. It deprives us of tue ecual orotection of tue
law and also deorives us of our property wituout due process
of law, in violation of the Constitution of tne Uniced Staves
and in violation of tue Constitution of the State of New Mexico,
and 1s contrary to and in violation of tne 0il Conservation
laws of the oState of New ﬁexico, for the reasons that the en-

forcement of said order wilil resudt in weste, will result in



the o.eration of lease nold estates in the asonument Field in
such &« manner as to injure neigupboring leases. We Turtoer
state in our opinion Orier No. << willi deprive us of an oppor-
tunity to produce oil and gas from our leuses in the same pro-
portion of the total production of tne field that the o0il and
gas under and veneath said lezses bears to the oil and gas
under and beneati the entire area embraced in said Monument
Field, and will result in & awinimum aliowaple per unit in ex-
cess of tne minimun allowuble provided for by tane oil conser-
vation laws of the State >f New lexico. Tuoat 1s tuae petition
we are nere on,

Ve want to say we have neard rumors to the effect taat tie
Barnsdall 0il Company looks witn disfavor upon proration. We
tried to make it clear last time and again now that our Company
is small, but an old Company, and has actively furthered the
interests of proration. First proration came up in Seminole
and we took an active interest. We suggested and concurred with
other operators that the State allacations be less than that re-
comnended by the U. S. Bureau of Mines.

We favor proration and desire it at all times and have no
reason in the world in trying to upset proration practices in
the State of New Mexico, where it alwsys has veen clear and well
cut.

We have no fault to find witihh the State's production; no
fault in the manner of the State's allocation between pools.

Tne fault we find in Order No. << 1is what is done with the state
allowaple after given to the pool. We believe the Commission and

fellow operators have tine same knowiedge in mind and we want it



distributed in a fair and ecuitaple munner. We are amazed by
tihils situation and there are Gentlemen I think in this room
Who may taxke tne stand supporting Order No. << tnough it
wasn't based on acientific tneory and predicated on sound‘
engineering orinciples. 1 don't criticize them for that. Their
Executive Departments favor the order znd ti.ey hive no choice
in tne matter. |

At the last nearing tne oarnsdail 0il Compeany proposed
four plans for prorating the Monuxent Field, and we fsel we
supported those plans witn acientific testimony. Our opponents
offered no plan. One witness very frecuently found it necessary
to answer our cuestions with "I xnow, but i am not going to tell
you". His attitude is above criticism. Unfortunately ne was
placed in tuat position. The Commission, in writing Order No.
<<, admitted that flat top aliowavle was wrong, but tihney did
not adhere to tine testimony existing. No engineering testimony
supports that order. The outstanding fault of tue order 1is
tuat it does not prevent dralnsge across property lines in tae
pool. We could talk all morning on nothing more tnan that.
That there is a vital flaw in that order we will snow you. We
feel no engineer present will testify that as long &s drainage
continues between properties, each operator naving tne oppor-
tunity to produce propocrtionate vil iz the reservoir &0% of tne
field allowaple to acreaze, delfeats tihe pgurpose of the order,
and 0% to bottom nole pressure is the formula, but it will not
work. There is no precedeant in tine history of tihe oil industry
for it. At least we nave not deen uble to find it.

Yesterday, obelfore we arrvived, tine operators held a meet-
ing and found that static bottom nole pressure, defined as

<4-nour shut in pressure, is tuae best known factor to prevent



drainage across property lines, and & yroper index to the pro-
ducing reservoiis. We feel our friends are seeins eye to

eye withh us. The operators adumit that cdialnage across proper-
ty @must be stopped. If we awgree tual Order No. << does not

do it, vuien it must ve wodified.

If we nad our Lonutsent weils in Houus, our ailowaule per

day would ce twice as much, «nd we a0 not tailng it fair toat

(R

an operator in the Hopbs Iflield witn & vielld no larger should
produce twice as much. If the Hoobs plan is good in Hobws,

it should .e good in Monument, or if tune Artesia plan in Arte-
Sia 1s good, it should oe good in konument. We do not see way
we snould be deprived of producing sisilapr amounts oecause we
are in ionument. We feel Lu«t tihe gproration jlan taut is ad-
hered to in Hobbs should be transplanted to Monuaent and give
us tihe same preak. Furtier thet we have potencisls in Hobbs
and substitute pottom Hole Fressure, or in Monument field eli-
minate potential and substitute bottowm nole pressure.

Vie sugegest taat insiead of «0% ac:reage, &0% vottom nole
gressure, tae order should ve amended to 25% acreage and 75%
pottom nole pressure wiicia is ecoout ail we neve to say at tnis
tise.

I went to comment on one winor matter. Last time we re-
cuested the commission not to listen (o testimony exceut froa

tue witness stand. However some <5 or 31 op

]

rators gave their
opinions, nevsr sworn in, while we on the other hand trisd to
play fair and put on tune stand unlier oatih our witnesses. Let
us nave those wno want to express their opinions, express tuem

under oati and give us a chance Lo ask questions.



REGISTRATION

NAME

COMPANY

K. S. Christie
Vi. D. Anderson
C.o N. Millikan

Edgar Kraus

he D. Curtis
V. . Fleetwood, Jr.
A. P. Loskamp
J. 5. Noland

Harvey Hardison

Paul N. Colliston
J. C. Jonnston

K. ke Porterfield

J. E. Howell
D. D. Bodie

Leo h. Manning
Lloyd L. Gray

K. S. Dewey
V. . Hubbard

S. P. Hannifin
Jas. d. Murray
Glenn Bish

Ce. A. Daniels

. Barl F. Xelso

D. t. Knowlton
William A. Kraus

Floyd Brett

J. W. Jordan
N. B. Larsh
Jack H. Hankin
Paul McDermott
- W. A. Yeager

N. M. Baird

D. B. Callins
0. D. Crites
M. alpoertson
R. G. Schnekle

Colin C. hae
George W. belinger

B. Bays

J. O. Seth

E. A. Wahlstrom
J. E. Wootten

Amerada Petroleum Company
Amerada, Petroleum Company
Amerada: Petroleum Company
Atlantic 0il Producing Company
Barnsdall 0il Company
Barnsdall 0il Company
parnsdall 0il Company
Barnsdall 0il Company

Tne California Company

Continental 0il Company
Continental 0il Company

Devonian 0il Company

Bmpire Vil and Lef. (o,
Bmpire 01l and kef. Co.

Geo. F. Getty 0il Co.
Gulf 0il Corporation

Humble 0il & fef. Co.
Humble 0il % fef. Co.

Magnolia rPetroieum Co.
durray, et ai.

Onio 0il Co.

Phiiligs Petroleum Co.
Phillips Petroleum Co.
Phillipgs Petroleum Co.
Phillips Petroleum Co.

kepolio 0il Company
Hepolloe 0il Company

- nepollo Oil Company

repollo 0il Company
Repollo 0il Company
fiepolio 0il Company

nepuolic Production Company

Shnell Petroleum Corporation
Shell ?Petroleum Corporation
Snell Petroleum Corporation
Shell Petroleum Corporation

Skelly 0il Company
Skelly Uil Company

Stanolind Uil Company
Stanolind Oil Company
Stanolind Oil Company
Stanolind 0il Company



NadE COMPANY
J. k. Heath Sun 0il Coapany

J. K. dufendick
Cary P. Butcher
E. W. Childers
J. E. noth
Ernest A. Hanson
F. &a. otancliff
F. J. Vesely

C. G. Staley
Carl Livingston

Tne Texas Company
Tide Water Qil vo.
Tide Water Vil Co.
Tide Water Uil cCo.

U.5.G.5.

State Vil % uas Inspector
eroration Umpire
Attorney, 0il conservation

Commission



D. CURTIS SWORN IN BY ih. VESELY.

FLEETW0OO0D EXAMINING &n. CUKTIC.

Your name please.

E. D. Curtis.

Occupation?

Petroleum Engineer for tne obsrnsdali 0il Company.

Educated as an Engineer?

Yes sir.

How muchn experience?

Six years as g Petroleum Engineer and tihree years as general
engineer.

Have you had any contact witn Lea County Area, particularly
with monument Field?

The last three or four months aave spent a great majority of
my time in Lea County, particularly in Mdonument Field.

¥hat were you doing?

Compiling statistics of the Lea cvounty Poois, eXxpecilally
Monument, and witnessed the Sotltom Hole Pressure survey made
in April under Order No. xk.

In your opinion as an engineer, is it necessary to minimize
drainage across properity lines in order to give each operator
in the pool the opportunity to produce tneir proportionate
part of recoverable oil in the pool?

Yes.

What, in your opinion, is tne best means to prevent drain-
age across the property limes?

Egualize bottom hole pressures.



A.
Q.
A.

Are you familiar with Order No. 227?

Yes.

Will the enforcement of Order No. 22 successfully minimize
drainage of oil across property lines?

In my opinion, it will not.

Why?

I believe too much weignt has been given acreage factor and
not enough to bottom hole pressure.

Wath what result?

Tne well takes qulte a time for the bottom hole pressures to

equalize.
That is all.

JUDGE J. O. SETH CROSS -EXAMINING ME. CURTIS.

Qe

Qe
A.

(5o

Have you ever seen & field prorated under bottom hole pressure
control before?

Hobbs is essentially under bottom hole pressure.

You have no actual experience in Hobbs Pool, have you?

No. We have no properties in that pool. Have studied the
Hobbs plan and tried to work up information relative to Hobbs.
Order No. <2 went into effect May 1°9

Yes.

Have any bottom hole pressure readings peen taken officially

since it went into effect?

No, the only official survey was made in April, prior to Order
No. 22 going into effect.

The order contemplates mnother, three months after the first?
Yes.

It has not been made?

Not yet.

There is no way to tell whal results will be until subseguent

readings are taken?

-10-



A.
Q .

A.

Q.
A

That is right.

Did not Nr. Fleetwood say that most of tne plan has not

been put into effect anywhere?

I don't recall he made that statement.

You say a somewhat similar plan was put into effect in Hobbs
with more weight given potentials than acreage?

Yes sir.

HARDWICK CROSS EXAMINING MR. CURTIS.

What makes these differential pressures that you need to
equalize?

The main thing is excess withdrawal.

Wnat would continue to equalize it?

In the low pressure area, less witndrawal; in the high pressure
areas, more withdrawal.

Do you find some areas with the same amount of withdrawals
have a higher dropping pressure than others?

I believe that might be true.

What causes that situation?

It might be that the areas under eacu well were alike but had
different permeability.

Isn't that the usual thing that causes these differences in
dropping the rate of production is the difference of permeability?
No, I believe the time the wells are drilled in has something
to do with the time it has been withdrawing a particular

part of the reservoir.

It is true, whether two inches or 50 feet, the ordinary dif-
ference in the pressure reactions accounted for the difference

in permeability, as a rule, isn't it?

-11-



Q.
A.

G

A.
Q.
A.
Qe

Q.
A.

Q.

In general, I believe so.

Where there is a difference in permeability, is theré al-
ways a difference in the amount of oil in place?

I believe in general areas. In limestone pools of high
permeablility they have higher porosity and therefore more

oil under nigher permeability.

More water too?

There might be.

If the difference in bottom nhole pressure is a difference in
permeability, would it ever be possible to equalize those
pressures without cutting some properties almost to nothing?
It would be necessary to saut some wells in.

Is that a practicable method of operation?

Not from a practical standpoint.

A well which shows low static pressure as compared with
another well showing high static pressure might still have
substantially the same recoverable o0il?

I believe it possible, but as 1 stated before, a well with
higher permeability has high porosity and more oil.

That particular location on the 40 acre tract?

Yes sir.

Tnis field is somewhat spotted in that you have some wells of
high potential and some of low potential in the Same general
area?

I believe the higher potential wells generally are in a group
by themselves.

You say if you have a well of high potential on a 40 acre tract
it is not cénceivable that you would drill & well of low poten-
tial on the same tract?

You might.

~12-



Ae.

G

A.

A.

You think if you have a well of low potential, you might
step over one thousand feet and get another of nigh potential?
Yes.
The mere fact that you have here a high or low potential well
is not conclusive that the rest of tne tract wiil be the same?
¥ou might drill another high potential well on it.

That is all.
FLEETWOOD EXAMINING MEk. CURTIS.
As long as there is variance in a tieid of bottom nhole pres-
sure, is it true drainage existsy

1l believe when you have pressure differential between two
wells it will cause drainage.

poes the o0il flow from high pressure in the area to low
pressure?

xes.

#ells in the area of low pressure would produce oil in

wells originally under areas of high pressure?

Possibly.

Judge Seth asked you about whetner this three months pressure
nas been taken. Of course it has not?

No.

Tnis order has only been in effect five or six weeks?

Yes.

You told Judge Setnh it was impossible to tell the exact effect
of this order until they take tests again. Is it possible to
scientifically analyze tne right results or lack of results
of order <27

I believe so.

In your opinion, a three months enforcement of Order Z< can
materially affect the bottom hole pressure of a well and tend
to equalize them?

I believe so.

~-13-



4.

Q.

aA.

Qo

Q.

How long do you think it would be before there was no drain-
age in Monument Field if Urder No. 22 continued?

At completion of the pool.

It is more likely the pool would be abandoned before it
reaches the point that bottom hole pressures would equalize?
I believe it is more possibple.

Mr. Hardwick asked about your statement if scientifically and
theoretically it might be you would have to shut in wells of lower
pressure. You commented it was impracticable, the infer-
ence being you would have to give some kind of a minimum.

Did you testify last hearing that 13 or 14 barrels per day
would repay the lifting costs in the Monument Ares?

I believe so.

You still adhere to that?
I do.
Do you know of any wells belonging to any operators in the

Monument field which are very low producing wells, yet are
operated by the owners?

I do.

What wells?

Repollo Williams No. 1l; only 15 barrels per day.
They are operating it?

They are.

Any others?

Gulf Weir Well No. 1, 65 barrels.

Any others?

Amerada Weir A No. 1.

How much does that produce?

22 barrels.

-14 -



Q.

A.
G.

A.

A.
Mi.
Qe

If it 1s true it took &0 barrels per well to repay operators
1ifting cost, these operators producing these wells would
lose money every day? |

They would.

Assuming Mr. Hardwick's statement is true about two areas of
different bottom hole pressures could still have the same
amount of oil in place, would the fact that different permea-~
bility existed make it true tnat the amount of recoverable
0il is different under those two areas. Assuming the amount
of oil the same, and the permeability in one is greater than
in the other, would it affect the amount of recoverable oil,
would it take a longer time to produce?

I don't understand the question.

If two areas of very widely different bottom hole pressure,
one very high permeability &end another very low, let us
assume under those two tracts of land exactly the same
amount of oil. The porosity note greater in high than

in low and tne amount of o0il the same under each tract,

the low and high the same, would tne area of high permea-
bility have the greatest amount of recoverable 0il?

Depends on now you are producing your wells.

In what way?

What kind of proration plan you had in effect.

If you produced those wells on some flat top allowable,
would recoverable oil be the same for eacn tract?

I believe not.

McDERMOTT CROSS EXAMINING #r. CURTIS.

You said the Repollo Williams No. 1 well produced 15 bar-

rels per day. Do you know of any other wells on that lease?

-15-



A.
Qe
A.
Q.
A.
Q.

A.
Q'

A.
Qe

One completed.

What is its potential?

Don't recall, but they said it is a good well.

Same property?

Yes.

The owner of that property operating that lease is operat-

ing a good well and a small well?

That is true.

If you had a good well on that lesse, you would not abandon
any well no matter how small?

I believe No. 1 well operated first before No. Z.

Mr. Curtls, have you ever made any tests of the porosity

from the bores or samples of wells in the donument Field?

No sir.

S0 you do not know what the porosity is in the West side com-
pared with the center of the field, except by inference. You
don't know that if the permeablility of one tract is greater
than another, the porosity is greater, you make that infer-
ence?

I believe so in general.

Do you know any tests of the porosity of tne sands in the
Monument Field?

No sir, other than on our own leases.

Speaking about permeabllity as a general thing, the wells on
the West side of that field have lower bottom hole pressure
than the wells on the center of the area?

Yes sir. There is an area of lower pressure.

You conclude then the weils on the west side have lower bottom
nole pressure because they have less permeability, is that
right?

Some of the wells have had large withdrawals.

~-16-



G. How many?

A. As well as I recall, quite a few over 20,000 barrels.

Q. Are there any wells on the west side having low bottom hole

pressure than have had high withdrawals?

A. I believe a few.

Q. %hat do you mean by a few?

A. In looking over my map, they are equally distributed in the
low pressure.

Q. Low permeability means that the sand or lime is very tight?

A. Yes sir.

Q. The result of some force of nature tighter than sands or
lime in part of the fields, and permeability greater and
greater bottom hole pressure?

A. Yes.

Q. Is it a fact that those wells having low bottom hole pres-
sure have them because the o0il 1is very hard to pull into
the bore of the well through the tight lime, right?

A. At the rate they have been producing, at the rate of 100
barrels per day, don't believe that is the reason. That
isn't very much oil per hour.

Q. You admit that the lower the permeability, the harder to
pull oil from drainage area into the bore hole?

A. Correct.

Q. Should it be equally hard for the 0il on the adjoining or
nearby tract, having a high permeupility to pe drained,
sucked or drawn through that same hard impermeable sand
around the bottom hole pressure?

A. It would be harder, but you would nave pressure differen-

tial set up whichk would cause drainage, although slow,

-17-



A.
Qo

A.
Q.
A.

A.

Q.
A.

a.

Q.

A.

A.

Have yo. found it much easier for wells further east to
draw oll until it is brought from the nigh permeability,
than that oil in the west to draw oil to the east?

You mean into the well surrounding the well beyond each
particular well?

Yes.

It would be harder.

The same reason which results in low bottom hole pressure
in a well, that is, the drillings and permeable nature of
the lime, is there not an argument likewise against the
abllity of that well to draw more 0il from sections further
removed and of higher permeability?

Possibly slower.

What is the direction of the migration of the oil in the
Monument Field, east to west, or west to east?

I bélieve from the high pressure to low pressure.
Migration from center down to east or west?

If pressure differential exists.

You think whatever pressure differential there amight be on
account of this well having an allowable of &0 barrels on
the west side as compared with 120 barrels in ﬁhe center
of the field would overcome the driving force of the field
and would run the oil down?

If pressure differential existed.

And if existing?

Yes.

The drive of that field from west fto east is & natural drive?

Do not understand wnat you mean by natural drive.
What is the drive of the field?

Essentially gas.

You mean no water drive there?

Do not pbelieve at present there is.

18-



Q. How long before tihere is one?

A. I cannot tell.

Q. Where will it come from?

A. If it should come, from the west.

Q. What of that force of nature by that oil and where is it
now or before a well is drilled there?

A. I don't know.

G. All right, you say your counsel asked you a question whether
if in two given tracts the borings are the same, that is to
say the content under these two 40-acre tracts are the same
because of similar borings, tnat is wnat it means, similar
borings, would the content of oil be the same?

A. Yes, if you nave the same volume of borings.

Q. I said if the permeability of one tract was greater than
the permeability of the other. I suppose thepermeability

in the center is greater than on the tract on thne west side,
that is whnere you get the difference of permeability theo-
retically?

A. I believe so.

Q. How much more recoverable oil could there be under those
conditions?

A. Depends on plan of operation; now much production &llowed.

Q. Would you say tnat the recoverable 0il in tue center tract
would be 25% more than the recoverable oil on the west side
of the tract witn the same borings?

A. How could you set any definite figure?

Q. Tnerefore you could not say that the recoverable oil in the
center tract was more than 25% of the recoverable oil on
the west side of the tract, granted tae same borings?

A. Depends on bottom hole pressure and differential set-up of
one property more than the other.

Q. Aside from that, asking you a mathematical question, if

you have the same porosity and more permeabilitly in one

-19-



than the other, you cannot say how mucn recoverable oil
in one than the other?

A. Not if bottom hole pressure always equalize.

That is all.

JUDGE SETH CROSS EXAMINING MR. CURTIS.

Q. You testified that about 134 barrels would repay tne 1lift-
ing cost?

A. I believe so.

G. You believe there should pe at least <5 barrels allowed
every well?

A. Yes.

Q. You don't believe as a practical matter that the bottom
hole pressure should ve applied matnematically, there should
be some differential?

A. There should be because under a scientific point, allow
100% bottom hole pressure, from a practical stand you should
be aliowed some oil.

G. No operator would drill a well if they knew they only would
get lifting cost?

A. That is true.

Q. You think there should pe a deviation from the strict ap-
plication?

A. You should comnsider a practical standpoint.

MR. BEARDWICK CROSS EXAMINING #k. CURTIS.

G¢. Let us assume a 40 acre tract witih a well in the center.
Along side that 40 acres is anotner and the only difference
between tne two is tnat the second tract has ten times the

permeability as the first tract, these two side by side



A.

Q.
A.

A.
Qe

Q.

witn a well in the center. The well on the first tract

has a potential of one, the well on the second tract has

a potential of 10. I think we can also assume if you pro-
duce 100 barrels per day each, those pressure drop on well
no. 1 would ve considered more than the pressure drop on
well No. <, there being 10 to 1 difference in permeability?
You mean flowing pressure?

Static pressure.

I believe a 24 hour period should be long enough to build
up to true static pressure.

It would build up in 24 hours?

I believe in general tihney will in three or four hours.

Our assumption is they do not. Take your pressures, run
the same. That means you have static pressure on well tract
No. 1 considerably lower than the static pressure on 2, is
that correct? |

If you make those assumptions.

Your theory is to egualize those pressures?

As soon as possible.

You would egualize that pressure by cutting the allowable
on tract No. 1 down to 50 barrels. You then would have the
same static pressure under those two conditions. If you
continue to produce those wells in that fraction, would the
well on tract No. 2 drain oil from tract No. 1?

I don't believe it would if you could keep those bottom hole
pressures static, set in as near egyual as possible.

To do that, you must assume tiat the pressure at tne bottom
hole pressure of well on tract 1 extends only for a slight
area around, but how exactly to the boundary line petween

tne two tracts?
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Not the same as the bottom hole pressure of tine well would
probably be higher.

You are assuming the pressure between the wells, tract No.

< extends out of boundary, so it is egual on the two tracts?
I believe it is higher away from the well bore.

That is true, but your assumption to srevent drainage when
you get nigher pressures on the well bore of the two tracts,
they meet at the boundary ling?

If they were identical, it would minimize drainage between
the tracts.

I am asking you now if you would absolutely egualize static
pressure at the bottom hole pressure. These two tracts that
you would have to equalize static pressure at the boundary
line between?

Nearly so.

Whicn one favored?

I believe the same pressure if well uas <4 nour shut in pres-
sures. You would have approximately the same pressure. At
boundary line might possibly be a little highner.

Matter of fact you would have to have a greater differential
in the well on tract No. 2 to get tne same amount of oil

in thet tract as tract No. 1. Tne one with more drop requires
greater well differential to get oil than one of nigh per-
meavility?

If you flow it, it does.

Static pressure forces it up?

Static pressure builds up where it should be in <4 hours.

In tnis particular field as it 1is?

Yes.

What tests have you made that indicate that?



MK.
QI

Some build up and flowing pressure tests made for six hours.
In general many of those build up to original static pressure
within a six hour period or very close to it.

Tell me what you did.

Run the bomb witn the well flowing, shut the well in, let bomb
stay six hours, get rate of build or flowing pressuie of well
for six nour period.

You found what?

In some cases some wells showed no build up. Flowing pres-
sure was practically the static shut in pressure.

Any increase in pressure and flowing?

Many increase in six nour period, only a few same flowing
pressure as shut in.

You think in thils particular field in the less permeable

sections that in a few aours, six or twleve aours, you have
static pressure that truthfully reflect conditions in that
field to the extent of drainage?
I believe 24 hours.
That is all.
Recess 1ll:<0 for five minutes.

FLEETWOOD EXAMINING MH. CURTIS.
We have been indulging in a lot of idealistic questions in

order to confuse some or clarify the issue. I ask you

whether or not drainage is occuring In Monument field Be-
tween properties?

I pelieve it is at present. You have a definite differen-

tial in pressure set up.

That drainage will continue as long as thnere are differentials?
Yes.

Doss Order No. 2< tend to minimize the differentials in
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tiaose pressures before the field is abandoned?

A. It will be & number of years.

G. Do you believe giving more weight to the bottom hole fac-
tor in that formula of Order 22 and less to acreage, it
would tend to equalize drainage and would minimize it?

A. Yes.
Thet is all.

MR. FLEETWOOD:

That is our case Gentlemen. Ve wont introduce any other
witnesses unless in rebuttal. The petitioner rests and needs
it badly.

JUDGE SETH:
Could we nave a five minute recess?
GOVERNOR TINGLEY:
Gentlemen, we will recess until <:50 ofclock F.M.
Recessed from 11:30 A.M. until 2:00 o'clock P.M.
HEARING RECONVENED AT 2:00 o'clock P.HM.
JUDGE SETH EXAWMINING MR. WOOTTEN.
Q. State your name.
A. J. E. Wootten.
Q. By whom employed?
A. Stanolind 0il Company.
Q. TFor now long?
A. Since 1929.
Q. Are you familiar wih the bottom hole pressure measurement

taken in Monument Vil Field in April, 19362
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A. Only so far as the proration records are concerned.

G. Have you made a computation based on the various amounts
each company would receive in that field under a 1009
acreage and 100% bottom hole pressure under rule 229

A. T have.

Q. Have you it with you?

A. 1 nave.

¢+ Is this computation pased on the present Lea County al-
lowable per well?

A. Yes, 100 barrels per day.

¢. How much would Barnsdall get from ivs four wells in the
Monument field on the basis of 100% acreage?

A. 400 barrels.

@. Under order <2%?

A. 419 barrels.

Q. On the basis of 100% bottom hole pressure?

A. 410 barrels.

Q. There would be an actual loss of 9 barrels theoretically if
bottom hole pressure applied?

A. Hight.

Q. Tnis was made up by you from tne proration records?

A. It was.

JUDGE SETH:

We offer it in evidence. We also desire to offer as evidence
to the Commission tne Boitom Hole Pressure measurement made in
the month of April in the Monument field and offer in evidence
tne record of the former hearing on the Monument Froration in
February of this year.

That is all.
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COMPANY
Ameradsa

Anderson Pritchard

Barnsdall
Continental
Empire

Gulf

Onio
Oilwell Drlg. Co.
Phillips
Hepollo
Republic
Shell
Skelly

Sun
Superior
Texas

Tidewater

Range of Allowable

ALLOWABLES BY COMPANIES MONUMENT

FIELD VARIOUS PRORATION PLANS

100% ORDER 100%
Acreage #22  BHP
3122 3215 3177

300 309 305
400 419 410
600 622 611
100 103 102
1665 1667 1677
<00 206 <03
100 102 101
200 195 <00
615 632 624
<00 206 204
700 663 666
400 389 384
500 4R2 453
400 362 376
1300 1279 1299
100 102 101

Superior State 1-1122#

Amerada State M-1-1506#

80-115 79-106

35

Average of 3 lowest wells 1227#

SUBTRACTION FACTOR 1227#

£0% Ac

<0%BHP
3190

1492
101

&£0-10¢

<&

(Lea Co. Average 100 Bbls. Unit.)

26—

. 75% ac. 70% ac.
25%BHP 304 BHP
3207 3224

30¢€ 310
417 420
6lé 6c<
103 104
loéx 16¢&5
204 <05
101 101
199 199
6<& 631
<07 208
658 650
3t1 377
4L<6 all
36¢& 362
1290 1289
101 101

75~110 70-113

35 43

Prepared By-
J. E. Wootten

65% Ac.

35%BHP

3241
311
423
626
104

1689
206
101
199

50



Mk,

Q.
A.
Q.
A.
Q-
A.
Q-

G.

A.
Q.
A.

Q.

FLEETWOOD CROSS EXAMINING MR. WOOITEN.

Did you testify on straight acreage, Barmnsdall would re-
ceive 100 barrels per well for four wells?

Yes.

You know there are five wells there?

Not on the present schedule.

On the four wells?

400 barrels.

Order No. 22, 419 barrels?

On those four wells.

You testified if distributed field allowable 100% bottom
hole pressure, Barnsdall would receive 410 barrels, an
average of 24 barrels more thnan sStraight acreage per well?
Right.

How did you figure 100% bottom hole pressure?

The allowable is based on straight relatiomship bottom hole
pressure.

In what way, now would it?

The bottom hole pressures of all the wells totaled, divided
into the total field allowable to obtain a factor. That
factor multiplied by the well pressure would give the allow-
able.

Would that stop drainage across property lines?

JUDGE SETH:

MH.

We object.
FLEETWOOD:

This witness qualified as an engineer, and we think the

Commission is interested in the facts.

JUDGE SETH:

We have not qualified the witness. He nas not qualified as

an engineer.



MR. FLEETWOOD CROSS EXAMINING MR. WOOITEN.
Q. What is your job?
A. District Engineer.
JUDGE SETH:
We object to that.
MR. FLEETWOOD.

Would still like to ask him what he knows.
JUDGE SETH:

He did not gualify.

GOVERNOR TINGLEY:
What are your objections?
JUDGE SETH:

The cross examination is limited to matters brought out on
direct examination. They cannot go outside on cross exsmination.
The witness has not qualified to anything except figurss.

MR. FLEETWOOD:

I would not disagree with Judge Seth. We want the Commis-
sion aepprised of the facts. I think the Commission is entitled
to «now and we are entitled to know.

JUDGE SETIH:

Make him your witness. You can exawmine him.
GOVERNOR TINGLEY:

Objection sustained. Proceed.
¥R. FLEETWOOD CROSS EXAMINING MR. WOOTITEN.

Q. Suppose that Order No. 22 was altered by eliminating &0%

to acreage retaining the order as it 1s except in that re-

spect and substitute 100% bottom hole pressure, what effect

would that nhave?

P&~



Q'
A.
Q.

A
Q.
A.

Q.

It would cause several wells in tue field to have no allow-
able whatever.

What would the Parnsdall get, that is what we are interested
in?

I nave not calculated to the barrel on that basis.

Do you know what chnange would result if order No. << was
altered in that respect?

Only the wells that have pressure in excess of 90% of tne
three highest wells would obtain any allowable. Tike nighest
pressure would have very high ailowable. Low pressures very
low and some uno allowable.

Tnat would be fair?

I do not think it would be fair.

Order << provides every operator in tne field a proportionate
amount of o0il in the reservoir?

Would say it tends to.

Do you think any other closer tnan Order 2<7?

There may be methods. 1 don't know any.

You are unable to suggest at tuis time any method better
than Order Z2 to give every operator the chance to produce
nis proportionate amount of o0il?

Any methnod employing bottom hole pressure woulid have to

be in operation for some length of time to determine how
pressures range, going up or down or egualize. As long

as bottom hole pressures are included, the plan can be modi-

fied from time to time as desired.



JUDGE SETH:

This is contrary to the Commission's order, I think.

MRr. FLEETWQOOD:

He offered tnis information.

JUDGE SETH:

We object.

MH. VESELY:

The commission thinks the former ruling of objection sustained
stands.
¥H. FLEETWOOD:

Exception.

MR. FLEETWOOD CROSS EXAMINING ¥ME. WOOTTEN.

Q. You have testified on direct examination that allocating the
entire field allowable between wells on an acreage basis would
give the Barnsdall 0il Company's four wells a total of 400
barrels per day, Order Wo. 22, 419 barrels, and 100% bottom
hole pressure 410 barrels, correct?

A. Right.

Q. Which of those tnree metnods, in your opinion, would be more
equitable and more nearly scientific?

XX JUDGE SETH:

We object to going into engincering testimony.

M#, FLEETWOQOOD:

As an engineer, may it please the Commission on direct exam-
ination this witness testified to the effect of the three plans.
Surely we can ask wnich is tne better.

JUDGE SETH:

The witness gave only calculations to the Commission, not
his opinion on the three plans.

DR. WELLS:

Mr. Fleetwood, if you want to guestion the witness further

along tnat line, make him your witness. The Commission feels he
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was sworn in as a mathematician and not as an Engineer.

MK. FLEETWOOD EXAMINING ¥Rr. WOOTTEN.

Q.

Mr. Wootten, will you tell us your profession at the present
time? _

District Engin:zer for the Stanolind Oil Company.

Educated as a Petroleum Engineer?

No.

Wnat kind?

Electrical.

Have you been engaged as District Engineer for any considerable
length of time?

Past year district Engineer.

Are you an electrical engineer for Stanoiind?

District Petroleum Engineer.

How long have you been employed in the capacity of Petroleum
Enginecer?

Since 1929.

What districts come under your supervision in your present
capacity?

New Mexico and West Texas.

Are you famiiiar witn the engineering factors wnicin are in-
volved in the Monument Pool?

Only so far as they apply generally to lirestone formations.
You hzve charge of these statistics and data in the field?
Yes.

How long a time has Monument ool peen in the district over
which you had supervision?

Since discovery.



o)
.

O b
.

Wno in your company is charged withh the responsibility of
the solution of engineering problems in the Monument Fool?
So far we have not asad any particular probleams in Monument pool.
Wno is the engineer who is responsible in the konument rool?
Our field engincer 1s located in Hobbs.

de works under you?

Yes.

As 8 qualified engineer, wnose experience in your department
includes supervision in the donument pool from an engineering
standpoint, I will now ask you wnicn of these three methods
you testified to are better from an engineering standpoint?

I am really not in a position to say becsuse the proration
plan in effect has not been in long enouginn to determine if
applicable.

What is your opinion?

100% bottom hole pressure is tihe most desirable plan.

That according to your direct testimony would pe tihe plan
whereby all the bottom nole pressures added together and

thay sum divided into the field allowable would give you a
quotient?

On bottom hole pressure, divide the field outlet to obtain
the factor.

You tnink from a scientific standpoint tnat is the best way
to handle proration in Konument?

Tecinically, yes.

Order No. << not the best?

I don't xnow.

You just said 1004 bottom nole pressure plan is the best?

In my opinion, it is.



Q.
A.

In your opinion, Order << is not the best plan?

That would be so.

In other words, you think Order No. 22 could be improved
upon, don't you?

Of course any plan can be improved upon after put into ef-
fect.

100% bottom hole pressure better than Order Noc. <z?

To select a plan from the start of a field, I would select
100% bottom hole pressure.

Whny would you do that?

I think bottom nole pressure would obtain results that are
desired in thne plan.

What results are those?

To prevent physical waste.

Do you think Order No. 22 prevents physical waste?

It tends to.

As well as 1004 bottom hole pressure factor would?

At the present time it does.

You don't think 100% bottom hole pressure the better way?
Very little difference in the two plans.

804 acreage and 20% bottom hole pressure the same asl00%
bottom nole pressure?

Rignt.

No difference between those two?

Some, not material.

Material enough to be able to say 1004 bottom hole pressure
is the better?

I believe 100% bottom nhole pressure would probably be more
applicable throughout the life of the field, at the present

tiwe, there is no material difference.
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A
Q.
A.

A.
Q.
4.

Your opinion, as a petroleum engineer, do you tiink drainage
im occuring in Monument field as between properties?

It may or it may not, I don't know.

What is your best judgment on the matter?

I don't know.

You don't have any opinion?

At this time, no.

Wny do you think 100% bottom hole pressure better than
Order No. 227

It would prevent drainage over & long period of time.

Don't you think Order No. <2 will?

Tne effect of Order do, Z2<, I thihk later in the life of tae
field might tend to be less effective in its prevention of
drainage.

You feel that perhaps the continuation of Order 22 if it
doesn't result in drainage now, will later?

Possibly.

You think it results in drainage now?

The plan does not. If there is any drainage, it was set
up before tine plan was effective. |
Is the plan correcting drainage?

I don't know.

Wnat do you think?

We wont know until bottom hole pressure survey taken.

100% bottom hole pressure applied exclusively would prevent
drainasge from properties?

If the 100% bottom hole pressure factor equalizes pressure,
it would.

It would do that?

It would tend to.
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Q.
A

Qe

Q.
A.
Q.
A.
Q.
A.
Q-
A.
Q.
A.

Q.
A.
Qe

More tnan Order No. 227

Not at the present time.

Why?

There is no material difference in the allocation according
to either plan at the present.

Per well?

Per well.

If order No. 22 took &0% away from acreage what would it do?
I answered it.

Wnat was 1t?

Some welis would get no allowable.

It would prevent drainage?

It may or may not tend to.

More so tuman Order << in its present form?

In this respect, that it would tend to egqualize pressures
more rapidly.

Are you familiar with the Hoobs Pool?

Yes.

What do you think of the Hobbs plan, do you dislike 1it?

I think any plan in iimestone formations based on potential is
fundamentally wrong.

Have you thought so ever since it was put in in Hobbs?
Always about potentials.

Has your company ever registered a protest about the Hobbs
Proratioh plan?

I donft believe so, no.

They nave nad it for six years?

Eight.

Do you know of any good reason, scientific reason, why wells

of egual producing capabilities or property under which we
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a.
Q.
A.
Qe

A

Q.

assume Just as much oil in hobbs, under a similar property

should in Monument have an allowable of one-nalf as much as
Hobbs?

The producing capabilities of a well are notining but poten-
tials and potential has no relationshp of what the well
siould be allowed to produce.

Assume a 40 acre tract in Monument and a 40 acre tract in
Hobbs identical, same amount of oil in place, then can you
give us any reason why the wonument well on that 40 acre
tract should produce one-half as much per day as in Hobbs?
There is no reason, assuming tne same amount of oil in place.
Can you tell us any of the essential characteristic dif-
ferences between Hobbs and Monument as pools?

No.

Do you think there are any essential differences?

Tnere may be.

What do you think?

I am not a geologist. Could not say. In my opinion, iunsofar
as limestone fields are similar in that respect. Further
than tinat, I could not say.

Can you think of any real feason, engineering reason, why
similar'property in Hobbs should have an allowable twice as

much on the same type of property in Monument, some reason

why from a fair and eguitaple and sould engineering standpoint?

From an engineering standpoint, two properties similar in
all respects should get the same allowabile.

One more question, are you of the opinion that Order No.
22 prevents drainage as between prouperties in the Monument

pool?
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A. Like I say, I don't know. I am of the opinion if the plan
is kept in effect, it would tend to prevent drainage.

Q. Order No. 22 a step in the right direction?

A. It employs the essential principals in tne proration plan,
yes.

Q. You testified in your opinion the use of 1007 bottom hole
pressure would more nearly tend to minimize drainage be-
tween properties in Monument, have you not?

A. I believe so, yes.

Q. You answered your guestions that it was true the nearer we
approach 100% bottom hole pressure, the more we would give
to bottom hole pressure, just that much nearer we would come
to the point of minimizing to the smallest degree drainage
across property lines?

A. Tnat is true.

¢. The nearer you get to 100% bottom hole pressure and still do
justice the nearer you allocate the entire fields allowable on
bottom nole pressure and still do justice, the closer yod come
to eliminating drainage and waste and experience true pro-
ration, that is right?

A. That is possible, it isn't necessarily entirely true.

MR. McDERMOTT CROSS EXAMINING ME. WOOTITEN.

Q. Does the company you are employed by have any production in
the Monument Field?

A. No.

¢. Do you know of any oil field prorated on the 100% bottom hole
pressure factor or theory?
4. No.

G. You spekKe about proration on 100% pottom hole pressure, you
are speaking about theory and not practice?
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#E.

That is right.
100% voitom hole pressure only theory?
That is right.
Hobbs is quite an old pool?
Yes, rather.
Potential factors have been used there for years and resulted
in deep penetrations, has it not’
Yes,
In order to get nigh potentisls?
Right.
Considerable acidization?
Right.
Might have top allowable of 218 to 40O0r
Don't know exactly what they are.
The Hobbs field maxes water daes it not?
Yes.
Tuat is all.
VESELY:
What would pe your opinion as to an order by the Commission
on 1004 on acreage and disregard bottom hole pressure alto-
gether, in your opinion would that be fair to the oil opera-
tors, to the gas and oil royalty owners and to the state
in the @onument Pool? Would such an order be a fair and just
order on 100% allocation on acreage? You don't have to
answer if you don't want to.
As this tabulation shows just presented, there is very lit-
tle difference between 100% acreage and 100% bottom hole
pressure or Order No. ZZ2. As I see it now, any one of those

three plans are fair, one as falr as the other.
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MR.
Q.

Q-
A.

Q.

A.

FLEETWOOD EXAMINING MR. WOOTTEN.

You mean to testify that 100% acreaze is fair and sound
from an engineering standpoint method of prorating Monument?
As long as it gets the same amount of oil, it is as fair

as the rest.

I did not ask you that. Is 100% acreage a fair and sound
method from an engineering standpoint for proration Monument
pooL?

Acreage is a very important factor in allocation, because
it is a measure of two dimensions of three dimensions value.
You think 100% acreage right?

If it pets the same oil, it 1is.

Getting away from the assumption, tell me if 100% acreage
in Monmment Field is a fair and equitavle manner of prora-
tion and whether it lets each operator produce his amount

of oil in the Pool?

Not entirely, no.

Order No. 2< closer to that?

I think so.

100% bottom nole pressure closer?

I really don't know, would nave to see thie pian operated
before saying definitely. My opinion tnat 100% bottom hole
pressure applied in Monument where tnere are 40 acre units,
in reality is an acreazge and bottom hole pressure plan.

Of the three plans, you think 100% acreage less desirable
from an engineering standpoint?

I would say it was because the area development in Monument.
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A.
Q.
A.
Q.

We agree drainage exists in Monument at the present tiame?
It possibly does. The field 1s too young to say drainage
exists.

if it does exist, it should be eliminated to give each op-
erator a chance to produce Lis proportionate part of the
0il?

Yes.

We are agreed tnere are three ways of proration. You tes-
tified acreage is less desirable than Order No. 2<, and
1004 bvottom hole pressure is probably the best?

Probably, yes,

What do you tuink the effect would be of giving <5% acreage
and 75% bottom hole pressure in accordance with tne terms
of Order No. x<2?

I could not give definite figures.

Would it tend to minimize drainage?

Probably it would, yes.

You testified a while ago you did not know any field pro-
rated on 1004 bottom hole pressure?

rRight.

Do you know of any other field proratea on the basis of
Order Wo. 22?

No.

You never heard of one?

No.

Mr. McDermott asked you if tne top allowable in Hobbs was
21¢ barrels, you said it was?

Somewhere, don't know definitely.

What is the laegest potential in Hobbs?

I think the potentials in Hobbs range up to between <5 and
30,000 barrels.

That kind of a well you believe gets around <1t barrels?
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A.
Q.
A.
Q.

A.

1 think so.

A similar well in Monument gets atout what allowable?
About 110 barrels roughly.

About one-half as much?

Yes.

JUDGE SETH CROSS EXAMINING MR. WOOITEN.

Qe

A.

MR,

£
.

A.
Qs
A.
Q.

You know of any field under proration wnere the bottom hole
pressures are equal?

No, there are no fields I know of.

McDERMOTT CROSS EXAMINING kn. WOOITEN.

You «now of any field under proration where the bottom hole
pressures are egual?

No, there are no fields I know of.

McDERMOTT CROSS EXAWINING MR. WOOITEN.

You would not recommend prorating Monument on the Hobbs
basis?

No.

Does the consideration of waste enter into your decision?
Yes, waste is one factor.

Wnich way is the migration in Monument, {rom Zast to West,
or West to East?

I don't know.

From which direction does tne drive of the field come?

I don't know. |

SELLINGER CROSS EXAMINING MK. WOOITEN.

I understand from your testimony, you recommend to tiae Com-
mission at the present time that the Commission should take
into consideration acreage and bottom hole pressure, is that
correct? The present plan in the Monument pool should take
into consideration two factors?

Rignt.

Fapther down tue line, as tune fleld gets oider, more fautors
enter. Possibly bottom hole pressure will give a true indica-

tion of what relative capacity of wells will oroduce?



Q.
A.
Q.
A
Q.
A,
Q-

Don't believe bottom hole pressure would give you an in-
dication of the abiliity to produce.
Why is 1004 bottom hole pressure the best metihod?

100% bottom hole pressure as applied in Honument would in

reality be a factor to take in acreage also, because acreage

as units are tne same size.
Wnat was your statement in regard to the effect of placing
the Monument pool strictly on 1004 bottom hole potential?
My opinion was tnat 100% bottom hole pressure would tend
to equalize pressures.

Relative to ailowables of wells 1in the pool, what effect?
Very little difference of the present ailowable.

You made a statement some wells receive more?

No, 1 did not.

I was under the impression tnat you made that statement.
Under certain conditions, it would receive no allowable.
Based on 100% bottom hole pressure did you not say some
wells would get no allowable?

Only 100% bottom hole pressure applied to order No. %,
then some wells would get no allowable.

What would happen to tne oil under those wells, would it
be drainmed or remwain under the ground or what?

Possibliy some would be drained by surrounding wells.

Some of the 0il would be left in the ground and would not
be produced?

Those wells would remain shut in.



Q. Tnose wells would receive no allowable and no production?

A. T.e fact that they receive no aliowable not permanent, I would
not think.
DR. WELLS: questioning Mr. Wootten.

If bottom hole pressures were used 100% in making allocations

and if the absolute gpressures were used without deduction; in other

words, if all the pressures were added up and this amount divided into

the total field allocation for all the wells; tne factor obtained mul-
tiplied by each well pressures would give the allocation for that well.

That was essentially your earlier testimony, as to method, was it not?

A. Yes.

Q. Isn't it true that that would be very little different from taking
90% of the average of the three highest pressures, and subtracting
that from all the pressures. Would not the result be about the
same?

A. Bssentially the same.

MK, McDERMOIT CROSS EXAMINING MR. WOOTITEN.

Q. Do you xnow the difference approximately in proportion the original
reserves in Hobbs and the estimated reserves in Monument?

A. I do not xnow.

G. The reserves at Hobbs are greater than at konument?

A. In my opinion, it is.

G. Another difference between the two fields?

A. Yes.

ME. FLEETWOOD EXAMINING Mi. WOOTITEN.

¢. If order No. << was rewritten so as to give 25% acreage and
75% bottom hole pressure on the same formula as Order No. x4
has now, you believe it an improvement over Order No. 22 or

less desirable?
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Less desirable.

For what reason?

I think fundamentally 100% bottom hole sressure is correct.
The nearest you get to it the ovetter off you are?

100% bottom hole pressure is the same as Order No. <.

What would 75% bottowm hole pressure and <5% acreage do?
Would limit many wells to 25 barrels per day, and as time
went on and more and more limited to 25 barrels, the spread
allocation between a few wells over a wide range would amount
to quite a difference between lowest and nighest weil.
Would it minimize drainsage?

It would cause waste.

How?

It would set up so many different directions of drainage. O0il

would move so far before it got to the well and then change
location and move back.

Close together and 100% bottom hole pressure better?

No, in order #o. ZZ2.

WELLS: QUESTIONING M, WOOTTEN.
Isn't it true Order << greatly accentuates the relative im-

portance of the bottom hole pressures, wnen 90% of the
average of the three highest pressures is subtracted from all
the pressures?

The range is very hnign.

If only approximately 10% of tne total pressures is used you
are accentuating bottom hole pressure factor 1000%?

Every bit of that.

FLEETWOOD EXAMINING ME. WOOTTEN.

That is true of <0 barrels out of 100?

Proportionate allocation.

By



Q. Rest of it acreage?
A. Yes.
G. DBottom hole pressure nothing to do witn that?
A. No.
Q. O0il in place, the ability to produce has nothing to do
with &0%?
A. As far as area.
Q. Tnat is all areas the same?
A. XYes.
That is all.
Recess <:55 o'clocx Poi. for five minutes.
Hearing reconvened at 3:00 o'clock P.N.
JUDGE SETH:
We rest.
ME. VESELY:
| Any arguments?
GOVERNOR TINGLEY:
We will reacn a decision on tiis at a later date gentlemen.

I guess this is all.
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