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BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION OF
THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION
OF AMERADA PETROLEUM CORPORATION
FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF PRORATION

UNITS AND UNIFORM SPACING OF WELLS CAUSE NO.
FOR THE COMMON SOURCE OF SUPPLY
DISCOVERED IN AMERADA-STATE BTA NO. 1 ORDER RO.

WELL, Nw/4 SE/4 SEC. 2, TOWNSHIP 12
SOUTH, RANGE 33 EAST,
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO.

APPLICATION

COMES, NOW, Amerada Petroleum Corporation, Tulsa,
Oklahoma, and alleges and states:

1. That applicant has drilled and completed a well

known as "State BTA No. 1" located in the center of the NW/4 SE/4

Sec. 2-12S-33E, Lea County, New Mexlco, and discovered a new
common source of supply found in sald well at the approximate
depth of from 10,770 feet to 11,000 feet, the probable pro-
ductive limits of sald common source of supply to be determined
by the Commission.

2. That in addition to the dlscovery well referred
to above, the following wells are now being drilled to said
common source .of supply in the area:

(a) Amerada-State BTC No. 1, located in
SE/4 SW/4 Sec. 35-118-33E;

(b) Texas, Pacific Coal and 0il Company
No. 1, State "B"-~Account No. 1,
located in SE/4 NW/4 Sec. 2-128-33E;

(c) Mid-Continent Petroleum Corporation
No. 1, State Land 65, located in
SW/4 NW/4 Sec. 1-128-33E;

3. That in addition to the above described wells the
followlng wells have also been drilled, or are now drilling in
the area:

(a) Amerada No. 1 Caudle, located in the
SE/4 NE/4 Sec. 10-128-33E, which tested
salt water in the same stratigraphic
horizon that is producing oil in the
discovery well described above, and has
been completed as an o0ll well in a
shallower formation;




(p) Amerada-State BTB No. 1, located in
NW/4 NW/4 Sec., 26-128-33E, whilch tested
0ll in a formation that may be the same
common source of supply in which the
above described discovery well has been
completed;

4, A plat of the area showing the location of the
wells referred to above is attached hereto and marked "EXHIBIT A".

5. That in order to bring about the orderly and
proper development of sald common sSource of supply, prevent
waste and to avoild the drilling of unnecessary wells, and to
secure the greatest ultimate recovery therefrom, and to protect
the correlative rights of the interested parties thereiln, it
1s necessary and proper for the Commigsion to enter its order
providing for proration units of 80 acres each, such being
the area which may be efficlently and economically drained
by one well, and to provide for the uniform spacing of sald
wells in the center of the Northwest and Southeast forty-
acre tracts of each quarter section, with a tolerance of 150
feet to avoid surface obstructions.

6. That the well now being drilled to sald common
source of supply known as "Mid-Continent Petroleum Corporation
No. 1, State Land 65," located in SW/4% NW/4 Sec. 1-12S-33E,
should be granted an exception to the spacing order established
by the Commission hereunder and be considered as the well for

the proration unit on which it is located.

WHEREFORE, applicant respectfully requests that the
Commission set this application for public hearing at the time
and place to be fixed by the Commlssion, that due and proper
notice be given as required by law, and that at the conclusion
of said hearing the Commission make and enter an order deter-
mining and defining the probable productive limits of the common
source of supply referred to above, naming the pool, establish
proration units of 80 acres each, and provide for a uniform

spacing of such wells, designating the location of said wells
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BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
AM=RADA PETROLEUM CORPORATION FOR
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF PRORATION UNITS
AND THE UNIFORM SPACING OF WELLS IN
THE BAGLEY SILURO-DEVONIAN POOL IN
LzA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO

CASE NO. 191
ORDER NO. R-2

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING

Comes, now, Amerada Petroleum Corporation, Applicant
herein, and alleges that on January 23, 1950, the Commission
entered its order in the above styled case after due notice
and hearing held on December 20, 1949, which said order
denied the application heretofore filed herein by Amerada
Petroleum Corporation for eighty-acre proration units and
uniform spacing of wells in the Bagley Siluro-Devonian Pool,
Lea County, New Mexico, and that such order is believed by
Applicant to be erroneous in the following particulars, to wit:

1. That the Commission erred in finding the evi-
dence insufficient to prove that the proposed plan of spacing
would avoid the drilling of unnecessary wells, secure the
greatest ultimate recovery from the pool, or protect éorfela-
tive rights.

2. That the Commission erred in finding the
evidence insufficient to prove that one well drilled on each
eighty-acre tract would efficiently drain the recoverable oil
from the pool.

3. That the order entered herein is contrary to
and in disregard of the evidence introduced at the hearing
which established by a preponderance thereof that eighty acres
is the area that may be efficiently and economically drained
and developed by one well, and that the establishment of

eighty-acre proration units and uniform spacing of wells, as



requested by Applicant, will prevent waste, avoid the
drilling of unnecessary wells and protect the correlative
rights of all parties interested in said pool.

4. That the order entered herein is contrary
to law.

WHEREFORE, Applicant respectfully requests that
a rehearing be granted and after rehearing that the Commission
enter its order establishing eighty-acre proration units and
uniform spacing of wells in the Bagley Siluro-Devonian Pool,
in Lea County, New Mexico, as requested by the application
filed herein and evidence presented at the hearing in support

thereof.

SETH & MONTGOMERY

By

Harry D. Page

Booth Kellough

Attorneys for Applicant,
Amerada Petroleum Corporation.



IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF LEA COUNTY
STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE YATTER OF THE PETITION OF
AMERADA PETROLEUM CORPOR;7"ION FOR
REVIEW AND ArPEAL OF FROCEEDING
BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION
COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF NEW
MEXICO I¥ CASE NO, 191

Czse No. 8485,

e Mt Wcont? St sl i

RIAL

Thls matter having come cn for hesring at pretrial
conference at 9:00C a.m. on May 29, 195C in the Court Chembers
at the Courthouse of Roswell, New Mexico, pursuant to the pro--
visions of Rule 16 of the Rules of the District Courts of
the State of New Mexlco, upon notices duly given to all perties,
it was stipulated in open Court thst seid pretrisl conference
would be held before the Court ¢t Roswell, New Mexico, inilieu
of the conference being held in Lea County, FKew Mexico.
Petitioner Amerads Petroleum Corporatl-n wes represented by
Clerence E, Hinkle for Hervey, Dow & Hinkle, Roswell, Nev Mexieo,
and Booth Kellcugh of Tulsa, Oklahora, its attorneys of reeord.
Respondent Texas Pacific Cosl & 011 Compeny was represented by
Jack M. Campbell and Ross L Malore, Jr, for Atwood, Malone &
Campbell, Roswell, New Mexlico, and Eugene T. Adelr, Fort Wortn,
Texas, its ettorneys of record. Respondent Oil Conservation
Commissior of New Mexico was represented by Don G. McCormick,
Special Assistant Attorney General and George A. Graham Special
Assistant Attorney General, two of its attorneys of reecord.

The following proceedings were had?
1. Tespondent Texes Pacific Cosl & 0il Compeny, Jjolned

by Respondent 0il Conservation Cormission of New Mexlco, under

paregraphs numbered 1 and 4 in the Notice of Pretrlal conference



ralsed the question of the extent of the scope of the review

by the Court of the order appealed from and presented argument
that the Court in 1ts review wes limited tc & determinastion of
vhether there wgs substantlel evidence in the record before the
commisslon to sustain 1ts order, Petitioner requested adcitional
time to submlt a brief to the Court upon the question gné pur~
suant to such request the pretrizl conference wee receccsed
pending furnishing of briefs by the partles and s determination
by the Court gs to the question raised.

2, DBrilefs having been submitted pursuant to instruct-
icn by the Court, the pretrial conference was resumed at Roswell,
New Mexlco, on S8eptember 11, 1950 at 1:30 p.m. due notice having
been given tc all perties., Petitioner Ameracda Petroleum Corpora-
tion was represented by Clarence E. Hinkle for Hervey, Low &
Hinkle, Roswell, New Mexico, and Booth Kellough of Tulsa, Oklahoma,
its attorneys of record. Respondent Texas Pacific Coel & 011
Company wes represented by Jeck M. Campbell snd Ross L. Malone,
Jr. for Atwood, Melone & Campbell, Roswell, New Mexico, and Eugene
T. Adair, Fort VWorth, Texas, 1ts attorneys of record. Respondent
0il Conservation Commisiion of Nev Mexicoc wes represented by
George A. Greham, Speciél Assistgnt Attorney General, one of its
attorrneys of record.

3. The Court having conslidered the briefs submitted by
the psrties and hsving hesrd ergument of counsel s to the scope
and extert of the review b the Court of the order of the 01l
Conservation Commission in aeceordance with its letter to counsel
dated August 4, 1950, orderesds:

1. That the 0il Conservation Commission of New

Mexico is primerily an sdmiristrative body with
certain delegated leglslative povers; and that
in entering the order eomplained of in the

Petition for Review the Commission was acting
in that capaeity.



2.

3

5e

6.

L,

That this Court is without power to substitute
its own independent Judgment for that of the
Cgmmission &8s reflected in the Order complained
of.,

That the neture end scope of the review in this
case will be confined generally to the Validity
of the Order and specifically to

(a) the power of the Commission to enter the
order complained ofs

(b) the existence of substantisl evidence before
the commlsslon suprorting the order complained of;
and (¢) the ressonableness of the order.

A transcrlipt of the proceeding before the
Commission ineluding the evidence tsken in

a heering or hearings by the Commission shall
be recelved in evidence by the Court in whole
or in pert upon offer by elther party, sublect
to legal objections to evidence.

Evidence 1in additlon to thet contsined in the
trenscript of the proceeding before the
Commission will be limlted to

(a) such matters as to which legal objections
are made and suctained to evidence thereon
apprearing in the trasnscript of the proceedings
befoie the Commissiony and

(b) facts be: ring upon the cuestion of whether
or not the Order of the Commisslon wes srbitrary,
caprielous or unreasonable, or whether the
Commission -cted beyond its pover.

with reference to sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph
No, 3 above set forth snd in order that there

may be no confusion or misunderstending as to

the meaning of seld sub-p-ragrzph, you are
specifically informed that the Court does not look
with favor upeon the propesition urged under point
V" of Petiticoner's memorandum brief filed with

the Court, being the contentlon that the ultimate
fact wis & Jurisdietional one w ich could b: heerd
de novo, and that the Court will not permit the
intsvduction of evidence bssed upon the proposigfidh
that the zction of the Commission with reference to
the application unier consideratior by it wss one
of jurisdiction or power but thet it was en action
involving the exercise of discretion and judgment
on 1y .

Petitioner Amerada Petroleum Corporcstion excepted

to all of the aforesald vrder &nd Respondent Texas Pacliflc Cosl &

011 Company excepted to thet portion of the order vhich proviced

thet the evidence takén in ¢ hesring before the commiscion wrs

subject to legel objections before the Court and that acdiitlonsal

-



evidence might be heard upon such matter as to which legal
objeetions are made., Petitiomer Amerada Pelroleum Corporation
then by written motlon moved the Court to dismiss its appesl withe-
out prejudice, The Texas Pacific Coal & C11 Company resisted the
motion on the zround that any dismlissal of the apoeal should be
with prejudice, The Commission offered no objection to the mo-
tion, The Court having heard argument of counsel and havipg ful=-
ly considered the matt{er announced that it would dismiss the case
with prejudice but deny the motion to dismiss without prejudice,
whereupon counsel for Petitioner stated that it weould preceed
with the trial of the matter unless a dismissal without prejudice
were grantei. The Court amnoumced it would enter its order demny-
ing the nmotion to dismiss without prejudice,

5¢ It was agreed by all parties that subject to the
excepbtions hereinaffer noted the transcript of testimony and
the exhibits attached therete at the hearing before the 61l Con-
servation Comnission would be received im evidence without ebw-
Jeetion, The following exceptions were agreed upon,

(2) 1t was agreed and stipulated between the pariies
that Respondent Texas Pacific Coal & 01l Companyts Exhibit “E®
and all testimony relating thereto would not be ;ensidere& by
the Court.

{b) It was further asgreed and stipulzted between the
parties that Respondent Texas Pacifie Coal & 011 Companyts Txhibit
" and testimony relating theretc would be considered byﬁthe
Court only to the extent that such exhibit and testimony might
tend to prove the impractieability and lazk of feasibility of
such pooling as might be required under the ordar sought by

Petitioner,
(¢) It was further agreed and stipulated between the

parties that a schedule of mineral, leasehold, and royalty own-
ership under leases of Petitloner Amerada Petroleuwm Corporation

ecould be included and made a part of the transeript of record te
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be consicered by the Court ze showing such mineral, leasehold
and royalty ownersiip as reflected by the flles of Amerads
Petroleur Corporztion orn the d:ztes shown in the schedules.,

6, It was further agreed and stipulated between the
partles that Petitloner Amerada Petroleum Corporation could
prepare a written motlon by which it might tp#der proof setting
out such metters as suthorizecd under the Rules of Civil Pro-
cedure 1f the matter were fried in open Court, svecifically
identifying witnesses and the metters concerning which they would
testify, §he motion to be submitted to counsel for Respondents
Texas Pacific Cosl & 011 Company and 01l Conservetion Commission
of New Mexlco before filing for spproval with the Court.

7. Respondent 0il Conservetion Commission of New Mexico
with approval of the Court wnd without objection filed a copy of
the transeript of testimony before the Oil Conservation Cormissioen,
including all exhibits, as & pert of its answer to the petition,
It was stipulated &nd sgreed hetween the perties thet coples of
the records befo?e the Commlsegion might be used ard corsidered by
the Court in 116% of original records,

8. HRespondent Texszs Pacific Cosl & 011 Company objected
to paragrarh 6 (d) of the petition on the ground that the
agslgnment of error was too general ir 1its nature to be considered
by the Court. Petltloner agreed to delete this peregraph with the
understardins thet 1t would not prejudice petitiorer's right to
raeise jurlscictional questions and the Court so ordered.

9. It was stipuleted and sgreed that the following
typograrhicel errors in the trenseript would be corrected and
considered by the court as correcteds

(1.) At page 29 of the tr&nscrigt on fhe thirteenth

line from the top of said page commencing with the semicolon

-



the clause should read “the royalty owner wants* ete,

£2.) At page 41 of the tramssript im the fifteenth line
fron the top of said page the word "prove” should be changed te
the word "poel”.

(3.} At page 53 of the transeript in the first line
thersaf the word “flat® should be changed to the word *flank",

This order is entered pursusnt o and in somplianes
with Eule 16 of pretrial precedure of the rules of civil pro-
celurs of the District Courts of the Biate of New NMexico and
will comtrel the subsequent course of this actiom,

----- Yletvict Judge

Dete this __ day of , 1990,

Tie of the Attornays for Petiticner.

Bhe of the Attorneys fer the 011 Com-
servation Commisnsion

Wm:?& Feras Tasifle




IX THE DISTRICT COURT OF LEA COURTY
STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE PEYITION OF

AMERADA PETROLEWM CORFORATION FOR

REVIEW AND APPEAL OF PROCEEDING g No. 8485
BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMa

MISSION OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO g

IN GABE RO, 191

Comes now Texss Pseifie Cosl and 011 Company end

for its enswer to the Petition for Review, stctess
Erst Dalfeapse

l, inswering Persgraph 2, it denles that Fetition-
er established by & clesr preponderance of the evidence thw
matters slleged in Sub-peragraphs (e) through (1) imelusive,

2, Answering Paragraphs 6(a), 6(b) and 6{e), it
denies that the Commission erred in any of the respeets thore-
in alleged,

3. Ansvering Peragraph 6(d4), it specificslly de-
nies that ths Orders of the Commission, referred to therein,
-gre eontrary to law, and further answering said Parsgraph,
it stetes that sald allegation of error is so gemersl in ne-
ture that it is uneveiling to Petit lomer,

le Order R«2 of the 01l Conservation Commission
of Rew Mexico, in Case #19), was supporied by substantiesl
evidencs, uwes not arbitrary, capricilous or umeasonsbhle, and
constituted & velid exereise of the powsrs of the Commission,

WHEKEFURE, Texas Faeifiec Cosl snd 011 Compeny re-
spectfully preys that the Order ¢f the Commission entered



herein be affirmed; that the appeal be dismissed; that it
recover its costs hereln expended, end for such other and
furtbher rellief as to the Court may seem proper,

Attorneys for Texas Pecific Coal
end 011 Compeny.

SERIIFICLTR

Jeck M. Campbell, being ons of the sttorneys
for Texss Pacific Coal end 01l Company, herely certifies
that on Marech zk, 1950.he csused a copy of the foregoing
Separate inswer of Texas Facifie Cosl erd 011 Company to
be mailed to Hervey, Dow & Hinkle, Hoswell, New Mexico,
Seth & Montgomery, Santa Fe, Kew Mexico, Harry D. Page,
Tulsay Oklshome and Booth Killough, Tulss, Oklshoma, all

ettorneys for Petitioner, :I \

\
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF LEA CODWYY . .
STATE OF HEW HEXICO B
3
I¥ THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF )
AMFRADA FETROLEUY CORPORATICH FOR } \
REVIEW AND APPEA], OF PROCEEDING ) Case Yo,
BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATICHN } —
COWFISSION OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO, )
I¥ CASL HO, 191 )

ANSWER OP OIL CONSERVATION COMMIGSION
OF THE STATE OF WEW MEXICO
TO_PETITION FOR REVIEW

Comes now the 01l Conservatlion Commission of the State
of New liexlco, w«.d for iis answer to the Petitlion for Review
filed hereln by Ameradn Fetroleum Corporation, states:

le The Commission admits Paragraph 1,

2« The Commmission admits that & heariag was held on
20 December, 19,9, as alleged in Faragraph 2 and admits that at
such hearibg the petiéioner eéﬁaﬁlished hy a clear preponderance
of the aviéénca, thé facts alleged in sub~paragraphs 2-a énd 2=b,
The Commission denles that at such hearing the petltioner estab-
lished by any evldence the facts alleszed in the remainder of
Faragraph 2,

3« The Commlisaion admits Parazranh 3,

I+ The Commisalon admlits Faragranh |

S5« The Commission admits Paragraph 5,

&« The Ccmmias%en adnits that petitioner is relying
on the matters alleged ingParagraph 6, but denics that the GCom=
misgion erred, as allsgeéiin sub=paragraph 6-a and 6-b, or that
the orders entered by the Commission were contrary to the evidencs
and the law, as alleged in subeparagraphs S-c snd Hed.

7« The Commission reserves the risht to file herein
and to make a part of this answer a transcrint of the proceedings

had in case Ho. 191 before the Commission,
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WHERIFOLE, 1t 1s prayed that the petitioner take nothing
by its Petition for Revlew and that the court enter its judgment

herein affirming the orders of the Commission,

Joe L. Hartinez
Attorney General

ThI1IIp Dunieavy
Agsistant Attormey General

Ton G. MolCormick
Special Assistant Attorney Genersl

Georgs L. Jrabam
Specilal Asslstant Attorney General

ATTORNIEYS FOR OIL COXSERVATION
COMMISSION OF NEW MEXICO.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifles that true copies of
the foregeing Answer were sorved as follows:

Hervey, Dow & Hinkle
Roswell, Hew Hexico

Seth and Monlgemery
Santa Fe, New Mexico

Booth Kellough
e/o Amerada Petroleum Corporatisn
Tulsa, Oklahoma

all of whom are attorneys for petitioner, and

Atwood, Kalone & Campbell
Roswell, Yew Mexlico

attornuys lor lexas~Paeciflc Coal and 0il Company, and that such
serviece was uade by ordinary mall addressed to the above named on
March s 1950,
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF LEA COUNTY, EEV MEXICO

IN TRE RATTER OP TER PETITION OF
AMERADA PEXTROLEUN CORPORATION POR
REVIEW AND APPEAL OF PROCERDING casz ¥o. 84 £S5
BEPORE THE OIL CONSERVATION
COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF NEW
NEXICO IN CASE NO. 191.
THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO
TO: THOMAS J. MABRY, Chairman,
GUY SREPARD, Nember, and
R.R. SPURRIER, Secretary,
of the 01l Conservation Commission
of the State of New NMexico;
TEYAS PACIFIC COAL ARND OIL CONPANY,
a2 foreign corporation,
GREETINGS:
XOTICK

You are hereby commanded to appear, in your
official capacity designated adbove, before the District
Court of the Fifth Judicial District of the State of New
Mexico, Division No. 2, sitting within and for the County
of Lea at Lovington, New Mexico, that being the county and
place in which the petition for review herein 1is filed,
within thirty (30) days after service of this notice, then
and there to answer the petition for review of the Amerada
Petroleum Corporation, Petitioner in the above cause.

You are notified that unless you so appear and
answer, the Petitioner, Amerada Petroleum Corporation, will
appeal to the court for the relief demanded in its petition
tof review, which is marked "Exhibit A", attached hereto and
made a part hereof to the same extent as if set out in this
notice.

WITHNESS the Nonorable O.T. Narris, District Judge
of the said Pifth Judiciesl District Court, Division No. 2,
of the State of New Mexico, and the seal of the District
Court of Lea County, New Mexico, Division No. 2, this Z 3,4,
day of Pebruary, 1950,

- £

.M. auchamp, erK o
s8aid District Court.

(Sea1y

ILLEGIBLE i




STATE OF ERVW MEXICO
COUNTY OF

33

L, » Sheriff of
County, New Mexieco, 4o hereby certify
that this within notice came o hand the ____ day of
Febrwary, 1950, and there were at the same time delivered
t0 me for service herewith true ocples ¢f this notiee and of
the petition for review filed in the within cause; and that
I made service herein by delivering ome eopy of this notice
and one eopy of the said petition for review herein to eash
of the within named persons within the said Coumty of

, &8 follows, to wit:

1. THONAS J. MABRY, by delivering the same to

o February » 1950.

7. QUY SMEPARD, by delivering the ssme to

on Februsry r 1950,

3. R, R. SPURRIRH, by delivering the same to

k., Texas Pacific Coal and 01l Company, a foreign
corporation, by serving

its Service Agent for the State of New
Nexico, by delivering the same to

on February ,» 1950.

D

ILLEGIBLE
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF LEA COUNTY, NEW NEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF

AMERADA PETROLEUM CORPORATION FPOR )
REVIEW AND APPEAL OF PROCEEDING case ¥o. 485
BEPORE TNE OIL CONSERVATION

COMMISSION OF TNE STATE OF MEW MEXICO,

IN CASE NO. 191

PETITION POR REVIEW

Comes, now Amerada Petroleum Corporation, and
for its petition for the review of the actioa of the 01l
Conservation Commission of the State of New Mexico in the
proceeding referred to above, alleges and states:

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

2. Petitioner further states that due notice
having been given said application came on for hearing before
the 011 Conservation Commission of the State of New Nexico
on December 20, 1949, at which hearing Petitioner introduced
evidence in support of its application, establishing by a
clear preponderance thereof the following facts which
Petitioner hereby realleges, to wit:

(2) That on July 26, 1949, Petitioner completed
a well known as the ‘Amerada-State BTA No. 1 Well" located
in the center of the NW/ SE/F of Section 2, Township 12 South,
Range 33 East, Lea County, New Mexlco, which said well dis-
covered a new common source of supply known as the Bagley
c1luro-Devonlan Pool, found at the approximate depth of
10,790 feet to 10,980 feet.

ILLEGIBLE
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(v) That the probable productive limits of said
Bagley Siluro-Devonian Pool is as follows:

/2 of Sec. 34
All of Sec. 35
W/2 of Sec. 36, all in T118-R33E

E/? of Sec. 3

All of Sec, 2

W/2 of Sec. 1

N/2 of Sec. 11

WW/4 of Sec. 12, all in T128-R33E

Lea County, New Mexico

(c) That one well in said pool will adequately,
efficiently and economically drain an ares of at least
eighty acres and that to require the drilling of more than
one well to eighty acres in said pool will result in the
4drilling of unnecessary wells and will require Petitioner
to drill more wells than are reasocnably necessary to secure
its proportionate part of the production from said pool.

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

(e) That to protect the correlative rights of all
parties hereto and to prevent the unnecessary pooling of
separately owned tracts within s proration unit, the unit
should be formed by dividing each governmental quarter sec-
tion by 2 line from north to south through the center thereof,
30 that the unit shall comprise the East Half and the West
Half of each governmental quarter section, except the follow-
g units, to wit:

N/2 WW/k Sec. 35-115-33E

S/2 Mi/4 Sec. 35-118-33E

N/2 NE/% Sec. 2-123-33%

SW/4 NE/% & WW/h SE/b Sec, 2-128-33E

SE/4 NE/4 & NE/4 SE/Y Sec. 2-128-33F

8/2 Sec, 2-125-33E

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

3/2 NE/M Sec. 11-128-33E

(f) That to insure the proper and uniform spacing

of all wells drilled to the common source of supply, and to

ILLEGIBLE




protect the correlative rights of 2ll parties interested
therein, all wells drilled into said common source of suprly
should be located in the center of the northwest and south-
east qnar?orc of each governmental quarter section with a
tolerance of 150 feet in any direction to avoid surface
obstructions.

(g) That the order of the Commission should cover
all wells now or hereafter drilled to and producing from the
~ommon source of supply from which the discovery well as
above descridbed 1is now producing, known as the Bagley Siluro-
I'evonian Pool, whether within the probable procductive ares
&8s delineated above or any extension thereof, &s msy be
cetermined by further development, so &s to inaure & proprer
and uniform specing, developing and producing plen for all
wells in the common source of supply.

(h) That the daily oil allowsble of & normal unit
of eighty sacres, or an area egulivalent tc one-hzlf of a
governmental quarter asection assignec tc each and every well
hereafter drilled ané procducec in conformity with the specing
pattern hereinabove provided, shoulc be the proportional
factor of 4.67 times the top allowable until such time as the
development of said pool, based upon evidence submitted to
the Commission after notice a2ncd hearing, Justifies an Increase
in allowable without injury to the reservoir, and that the
Commigsion should retain Juriséiction to increase sald allow-
gble if the evidence so Jjustifles,

(1) Thet in the event good cause is shown for the
granting of an exception tc the well location pattern pro-
posed by Petitiocner such exception should be grsnted dy the
Commission sfter notice and hearing, but in the event such
exception is granted the sllowable for said well should be
1reduced in an amount to be letermined by the Commission in
its discretion in accordance with the evidence presented =t

the hearing in order to protect the correlative rights of sl1l

parties in said common source of supply.

ILLEGIBLE




3. Attached hereto marked "Exhibit A" and made
a part hereof is a plat showing the location of the Bagley
Si{luro-Pevonian Pool as delineated above, the leasehold
ownership, the wells drilled in said pool, the proposed
spacing pattern for wells to be drilled in said pool and
the proposed location of the proration units constituting
an exception to the regular proration units comprising the
West NMalf and the East Hzlf of each govermmental quarter
section.

%, That thereafter on Janusry 23, 1957, the
61l Conservation Commiasion entered its Order No. R-2 in
Case #191, denying the application of Petitioner, which
order 1s attached heretc marked "Exhibit B” and made 2 part
hereof to the same extent as 1f set out in full herein.

5. That thereafter on Fabruary 6, 1950, Petitioner
filed its timely application for rehearing dbefore the 011
Conservation Commission of the State of New Mexico and saild
application for rehearing was deniled by sald Commission by
Orier No. R-8 in Case #191 on February 8, 1957, which said
srder 18 attached hereto, marked Exhibit C" and made a part
hereof to the same extent as if set out in full herein,

6. Petitioner further 2lleges that the grounds
of invalidity of the orders of the Commission referred to
above, upon which it relies and will rely, are as follows,
to wit:

(a) That the Commission erred in finding the evi-
~eance insufficient to prove that the proposed plan of spacing
woul”® avold the 2rilling of unnecesssry wella, secure the
greatest ultimate recovery from the pool, or protect correla-
tive rights,

(v) That the Commission erred in finding the
evidence insuff.clent to prove that one well drilled on each
¢lghty-acre tract woulé efficliently drain the recoverable oil

from the pool.

ILLEGIBLE

.




(c) That the orders entered by said Commission
denying sald application and denying the rehearing thereof
are contrary to and in disregard of the evidence introduced
at the hearing which established by a preponderance thereof
the facts and matters alleged above and that eighty acres 1s
the area that may be efficiently and economically drained
and develovned by one well and that the establishment of
elghty-acre proration units and uniform spacing of wells
AR requested by Petitioner will prevent waste, avoid the
Arilling of unnecessary wells and protect the correlative
rights of =1] purties interested in ssid pool.

(4) That the orders of the Commission referred
to rbove 2re contrary to law,

Petitioner further a2lleges that 211 of the matters
sné cuestione herein presented were heretofore presented to
the Commimssion by the Apnlication for Fehearing.

WHFREFORE, Petitioner respectfully prays the Court,
ag suthorized by “ection 19b, Chanter 168 of the Laws of the
rtete of New Meyico, 1949, to review the artion of the (il
roneervation Commission herein complained of anc¢ to enter
1ts order vacating the orders of the Commission hereinsbove
~eferred to and to enter its order in lieu thereof eatablish-
tng eighty-scre nrroration units and the uniform spacing of
welle in the Brgley Siluro-Devonian Pool, lee County, New
Yeyiro, as requested by the application of Amersda Petroleum
fornoration filed with setd Commission and in accordance with
the evidence prenented =t the hearing before said Commission
‘n support thereof ss set out above and the evidence presented
uonn the trial cde novo unon mpneal, all as authorized by the

1aws of the Strnte of Now Mexico.

HERVEY, DOW & HINKLE

.E%/ By (| \
LLECIELE WL s
By -
j/ Q@ n
;925- O;Q 110

Attorneys for Petitioner
Amersda Petroleum Corporation.
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BAGLEY FIELD
LEA COUNTY NEW MEXICO

] BAGLEY - SILURO-DEVONIAN POOL WELLS
. BAGLEY - PENNSYLVANIAN POOL WELLS

APPLICATION AMERADA PETROLEUM CORPORATION ‘
DECEMBER 20,1949

ILLEGIBLE




BEFORE TR OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF EEW MEXICO

IN THE RATTER OF TIE MEARING CALLED BY

THE OIL CONSERVATION COMAISSION OF TR

STATE OF EEVW MEXICO FOR TIE PURPOSE

OF CONSIDERING:
CASE ®O. 192
ORDER NO. R-2

IN THE NATTER OF THR APPLICATION OF
ANERADA PETROIEUN CORPORATION FOR TIE
ESTABLISINENT OF PRORATION UNITS AND
UNIFORN SPACING OF MELLS IN TIR
BAGLEY SILURO-DEVONIAN POOL IN LEA
'COUNTY, NEW NEXICO.

ORIER OF THR COMNRISSION
BY TEE COMMISSION:

This matter eame on for hearing before the Commission
on December 20, 1949, on the applicatioa of Amerada Petrolewm
Corporatiom to estadblish preoration uanits and uniform spasing of
wells in the Bagley Silurco-Devonian Pool in Lea County, New Nexieo.

The Commission having heard the evidence, the argmment
of counsel and being duly advised,

FINDS:

1. The Commission has Jurisdistion of the sudjest
matter and of the interested parties, due notiece of the hearing
having been given.

2. The evidence 1s insuffieient to prove that the
proposed plan of spaeing would avoid the drilling of uameeessary
wells, seeure the greatest ultimate recovery from the peel or
protect eorrelative rights.

3. The evidence is insuffieient to prove that ome
well drilled on each 80-asre traet would efficiemtly drain the
resoverebls oil from the pool.

IT I8 THREREFCORE ORDRRRD:

l. The application of Amsrada Petroleum Corporation
is denied.

2. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to
require the drilliag of one well on each 40-acre trast ia the pool.

3. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to be

a determination by the Commission as to what oconstitutes “"reasonabdle

development” of any lease in the pool 1in relation to the implied
covenants of any sueh lease.

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

STATE OF XEW MEXICO
OIL CORSERVATION COMMISSIION

ILLEGIBLE [

R. R. Spurrier, Seerstary

"EXHIBIT B"

+ - Sk RS S A ﬂ”;l R B ia b L SR R »Tn-—wr—-;] S xﬂ*m@frvwwg




BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
QF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE NATTER OF THE HEARING CALLED BY
THE OIL CORSERVATION COMMISSION OF TIK
STATE OF MRV MEXICO POR THR PURPOSK OF
CONSIDERING:

CASE NO. 191
ORDER NO. R-8

IN THE MATTER OF TEE APPLICATION OF
AMERADA PETROLEUM CORPORATIOM POR THE
ESTABLISIENT OF PRORATION UNITS AND
UNIFORN SPACING OF WELLS IN THE BAGLEY-
SILURO/DEVONIAN POOL IN LEA COUNTY

XEW MEXICO. ’

ORDER DENYING REHEARING

BY THME COMMISSION:

Amsrada Fetroleum Corporation having filed hereln
an applisation for rehearing on the alleged grounds that
Order Mo. R~-2 heretofore entered on 23 January 1950 was
erronsous, and the Commission having considered said motion
and having concluded that it is not well taken,

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

DOME this 8th day of February, 190, at Santa Fe,
New Nexieo.

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
OIL COMSERVATION COMMISSION

/8/ THOMAS J. MABRY, CHAIRMAN
/8/ QUY SHEPARD, MEMBER
8/ E. E. SPURRIER, SECRETARY

"EXHIBIT C




