BEFORE THE COIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THe MATTER OF THE APPLICATION

OF AMERADA PETROLEUM CORPORATION

FOR AN CRDER ESTABLISHING PRCRATION

UNITS AND UNIFORM SPACING OF. WELLS CASE NO. 249
FOR THE BAGLEY-SILURO-DEVONIAN POOL
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STATEMENT OF FACTS

In August, 1949, fmerada filed its application to
establish 80-acre proration units and uniform spacing of wells
for the Bagley-Siluro-Devonian pool in Lea County, New Mexico.
(Case No. 191)

The discovery well, known as State BTA #1 (located
in NW/4 SE/4 Sec. 2-125-33E) had been completed in the De-
vonian formation at a depth of 10,770 to 11,000.

Caudle #1 (SE/4 NE/4 Sec. 10-12S-33E) had been drilled
ags a dry hole in the Devonian. .merada, Mid-Continent Petroleum
Corporation and Texas Pacific Coal and 0il Company were each
then drilling a well in the area acked to be spaced.

The application asked that the spacing order cover
an area comprising 3040 acres.

It was requested that all wells be located in the
NW and SE quarter of each governmental quarter-section.

An exception was asked for the Mid-Continent well
(SW/4 NW/4 Sec. 1-125-33E) then drilling.

The case was first set on september 8, 1949 and then
continued to December 20, 1949.

1. FIRST HEARING

The case was first heard on December 20, 1949, Texas

Pacific appeared to protest the application. At that time

Amerada had three completed Devonian wells and one drilling.

Texas Paclfic had one completed and one drilling. There were



two Devonian dry holes, one of whichkwas the Mid-Continent
well.

wvidence was presented by both sides. Amerada filed
a brief in support of its application,

On January 23, 1950, the Commission entered its order
denying the application of Amerada on the ground that the
evidence was insufiicient to prove that one well on each 80-acre
tract would efficiently drain the recoverable oil from the

pool. Exhibit 1 is a copy of this Order R-2.

2. REHEARING
Emerada filed 1ts application for rehearing together
with another brief. The rehearing was denied February 8, 1950.

Exhibit 2 is a copy of Order R-8.

3. APPEAL

An appeal was taken by Amerada to the District Court
of Lea County, New Mexico. The case was docketed as No. 8485
and service was made. The attorneys for protestant, Texas
Pacific Cecal and 0il Company, requested that the court hold
a pre-trial conference for the purpose of considering the
nature and scope of review by the court, including the question
of what evidence may be presented.

After the pre-trial conference both parties filed briefs
presenting their respective views as to what evidence could

be presented on appeal and the jurisdiction of the District

Court.



The District Court entered an order on the pre-trial
conference in which it found that the review would be confined
to the existence of substantial evidence before the Commission
to support the order. smerada's contention that it was entitled
to a trial de novo as provided in the statute was denied.

On December 27, 1950, after the pre-trial conference

order, Amerada voluntarily dismissed its appeal with prejudice,

4. TEMPORARY ORDER

In December, 1950, .merada filed a new application for
a temporary order to establish 80-acre proration units for a
period of one year. The well location pattern was the same as
previously requested.

Since the entry of the original order denying the ap-
plication, 13 additional producing Devonian wells had been drilled.
There had been 18 wells to the Devonian formation drilled at
the time of the second application.

The new application was based upon change of conditions
and additional information obtained by subsequent development
and also the critical shortage of tubular materials necessary
for drilling operations.

The application for the temporary order was cocketed
No. 249. It was set for January 25, 1951, and continued to
April 24, 1951.

Texas Pacific Coal and Cil Company concurred in the

request for a temporary order provided the allowsble was fixed

at 15 times the normal top unit allowable.
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On May 1, 1951, the Commission entered its Order R-69
establishing 80-acre proration units for a period of one year

from that date. £Exhibit 3 is a copy of Order R-69.

5. EXCEPTION

In December, 1950, .merada filed an application to force
pool two L40-acre tracts comprising an 80-acre unit.

However, one of the 40-acre tracts, belonging to the
U. 5. CGovernment, was located so that an exception would be
required in any event. Consequently on June 15, 1951, Pfmerada
dismissed the pooling application and filed an application for
an exception to Order R-69 so as to make Ni/4 Nu/4 Sec. 3-12S-
33E a fractional 40-acre unit. The exception was granted and

C:udle #5 was drilled on this tract.

il

6. MOTICN TO SHOW CAUSE

The Commission on its own motion set the case for hear-
ing on October 23, 1951, under No. 315, directing Amerada,
Texag Pscific and other interested operators to show cause
why temporary 80-acre spacing order R-69 should be continued.
Exhibit 4 is a copy of the notice.

The hearing on the Commission's motion has been con-
tinued to this date. Technically, that motion is now moot,

since Crder R-6¢ expires by its own terms on May 1, 1952.

7. APPLICATION FOR EXTENSION

On March 24, 1952, Amerada filed its application for

.



an extension of Order R-69 in all of its particulars for an
additional period of one year from May 1, 1952. Notice for this
application has been properly given.

6. ISSUES INVOLVED IN PRZSENT HEARING

The 1ssues are not the same as if the case was being
presented to the Commission for the first time. The Commission
has alreacy found that the evidence justified a temporary
order for one year. If no waste is being committed and con-
ditions have not changed then the order is justified for
another year.

Therefore the issues properly now before the Commission
are as follows:

(1) Is any waste now being committed;

(2) Do the same considerations impelling the granting
of the temporary order still apply to Jjustify an extension;

(3) ‘re pressure malntenance operations necessary or

feacible at this time.

9. TESTIMONY OF JOHN 4. VEEDER, GEOLOGIST
Mr. Jonn f£. Veeder 1s a Geologist for Imerada Petroleum
Corporation and is gualified to testify as an expert witness.
The substance of his tectimony is as follows:
(1) Exhibit 5 is 2 map of the area covered by Order
R-69 which 1s asked to be extended.
yf?Q) There are now 19 producing oil wells completed

in the Bagley-Siluro-Devonian recervoir. Amerada owns 15

and Texas Pacific owns 4.



(3) Exhibits 6-12, both inclusive, are Schlumberger
electric logs of the following wells which were drilled by

Amerzdza to the Devonian formation:

© - Caudle #5

7 - Mathers 2" #1
8 - Mathers "A" #2
9 - BTM #1

10 - BTK #1

11 - BTL #1

12 - Turner #1
(4) With these exhibits there has now been presented
to the Commission Schlumberger logs of all wells which have
been drilled to the Devonian in the Bagley pool.
(5) Exhibit 13 it a tabulation showing the completion
data on all ‘Zmerada wells that have been completed in the

Devonian.

(6) Bxhibit 14 is a structure map contoured on the

top of the Devonian formation.

(7) Exhibit 15 is a structure map on the top of the
Devonian pay section.

(3) Two structure maps have been prepared because
there 1s a cherty limestone impervious cap in the Devonian
formation on top of the pay section which must be evaluated
in considering the geology of the Bagley-Siluro-Devonian pool.

(9) Considering all of this evidence to date the probable

productive limits of the Bagley Devonian pool which should be

-
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covered by the requested spacing order is the area outlined
in red on the map marked Zxhibit 5. This area covers 2400
acres.

(10) From geological information obtained in the
drilling of all wells to date including examination of samples
and cores and the study of the Schlumberger logs, it is my
opinion that the Bagley Devonian reservoir has very good vugu-
lar and fractured type porosity which is connected and continucus
throughout the reservoir.

(11) Geological informstion obtained during the past
year's development does not show any change in condition which
should prevent an extension of the 80-acre spacing order for

another year,

10. TESTIMONY OF R. S. CHRISTIE, PETROLEUM ENGINEER

Mr. R. 5. Christie is a Petroleum Engineer for Amerada
Petroleum Corporation and is qualified to testify as an expert
witness. The substance of his testimony is as follows:

(1) The average gas-oil ratio of all wells in the
Bagley Devonian pool is 30 cu. ft. for each barrel of oil.

(2) The gravity of the oil is 44° to 46° API.

(3) Exhibit 16 is a graph Showing the oll and water
production by month, cumulative production and bottom heole
pressure,

(4) Bottom hole pressure and production information
indicates that Bagley Devonlan is a permeable reservoir under

an active water drive with a high and reasonably uniform ca-
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pacity to produce, even though there may be considerable varia-
tion and irregularity of porosity in the formation penetrated
in each well.

(5) Prodﬁctivity index tests taken in wells drilled
in the Bagley-Devonian pool indicate there 1s good permeability
throughout the reservoir.

(€) Under the present rules of the 0il Conservation
Commission wells may be drilled 330 feet from the boundary lines
of a 40-acre tract. This would authorize the drilling of
wells 330 feet from the lines in each corner of a quarter-sec-
tion and would therefore result in a distance of 1980 feet
between wells., “uch locations are permitted under the state-
wide rule of the 0il Conservation Commission and is commonly
referred to as 40-acre spacing. Assuming that the statewide
4O-acre spacing rule presumes efficient drainage of any re-
servolr spaced under authority of that rule, the result is that
the present rule recognizes that efficient drainage does occur
for a distance of over 990 feet from a well, or over an area
equivalent to 90 acres. Highty-acre spacing, as requested by
Amerada Petroleum Corporation for the Bagley-Silurc-Devonian
pool, is on a uniform spacing pattern which would result in
a distance of 1866 feet between wells or the efficient drainage
of an area of 80 acres in the form of a square. The 80-acre
spacing proposal would require each well to drain from a dis-
tance of only 933 feet, which ig 57 feet less than is permitted

under statewide so-called 40-acre spacing. There are many
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pools in New Mexico in which many wells have been drilled in
the corner of a L40-acre tract instead of the center. This is
authorizec under the statewide order commonly referred to as
4O-zacre spacing. Mzny of these wells which, as authorized,
are presumed to drain an area of 90 acres are producing from
reservoirs that are not under an effective water drive and

do not have other conditions which are conducive to a large
drainage area as exist in the Bzgley-Siluro-Devonian pool.

(7) The average cost of Devonian producing wells at
Bagley has been approximately $220,000.

(8) It is my opinion that one well will efficiently
and economically drain a minimum area of 80 acres.

(9) It is my opinion that the allowable provided for
in the present 80-acre order should be continued for another
year.

(10) It is my opinion that development during the past
year under the 80-acre order has not caused waste or inequity
among any operatcrs or royalty owners.

(11) The steel shortage is as critical as it was a
year ago. The average per well tonnage for all wells drilled
by Amerada last year was about 75 tons per well. It requires
about 175 to 180 tons of steel to complete one well in the
Devonian formation at Bagley, or about 23 times more than the
average.

(12) There has been no change of conditions which

would justify a denial of the extension of the 80-acre order

for another year.



(13) In view of the production experience it it my
opinion that a pressure maintenance program is not necessary

or feasible at this time.

11. CONCLUSION

Past experience and present conditions Justify an ex-
tension of the previous temporary order for another period of
one year. No waste 1s being committed. No injury to the re-
servolr will recsult. The correlative rights of all interested
partiez will be protected. All of the reasons which justified
the previous order still exist. The steel shortage is still
ecritical. All operators are in accord. Pressure maintenance
operations are not necessary or feasible at this time. We
therefore reguest that Order K-69 be extended for another periocd

of one year from May 1, 1952, under the same terms and conditions.

Respectfully Submitted

SETH &AMONTGOMERY

| el
oy ST

“  "Harry D. Page

(5D A LCQ,Q,L,VEL

Booth Kellough

ATTORNEYS FOR AMERADA
PETROLEUM CORPORATION
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BEFORE THE OIL CONSEBRVATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MNEW MEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION
OF ANERADA PETROLEUM CORPCRATION
JOR AN ORDER RESTABLISHING PRORATION
UNITS ARD UNIFORM SPACING OF WELLS
PFOR THE BAOLEY~-SILURO-DEVONIAN POOL
LRA COUNTY, NEW NEXICO

CASE NO. 249
/C’W«—Q//@J{sj



In August, 1949, Amerads file.d its application to
establish 30-agre proration units and uniform spasing of wells
for the Begley-Siluro-Devonian pool in Lea County, New Mexico.
(Case Ko. 191)

The discovery well, known as State BTA #1 (located
in NW/h SE/% Sec. 2-125-33E) had besn completed in the De-
vonian formation at a depth of 10,770 te 11,000,

Caudle #1 (SE/3 NE/3 Sec. 10-128-33K) had been drilled
a2 & 4dry hole in the Dovoiii&n. Amerada; Mid-Comtinent Petrolaum
Corporation and Texas Pacific Coal and 01l Company were eash
then drilling a well in the area azked to be spaced.

The application asked that the spasing order cover
sn. ares comprising 30830 acres.

It was requested that all wells be located in the
MW and SE quarter of esach govermmental quarter-section.

An sxception was azked for the Mid-Continent well
(SW/% WW/% Sec. 1-125-338) then érilling.

The case was first set on ieptember 8, 1949 and then
eont inued to December 20, 1949.

1. PIBRST HEARING

The case was first heard on December 20, 1949. Texas
Pacific appeared to protest the application. At that time
Ameradas had three completed Devonian wells and ome drilling.
Texas Pacific had one completed and one drilling. There were



two Devonian 4ry holes, one of which was the Nid-Continent
weil.

Evidence wes presented by bdoth sides. Amerada filed
a brief in support of its application,

Un January 23, 1950, the Comminsion entered its order
denying the application of imermda on the ground that the
evidence was insufficient to prove that one well on each 80-aere
tract would efficiently drainm the recoverable oll from the
poel. EBxhibit 1 is & copy of this Order R-2.

tmerada filed itz applieation for rehearing together
with another bdrief. The rehearing was dealed Pebruary 8, 19%0.
Exhibit 2 is a copy of Order R-8,

3. APPEAL

An appeal was talken by Amerada to the District Court
of lea County, New Mexico. The case was docketed as No. 8485
and service was made, The attorneys for protestant, Texas
Paeific Coal and Cil Company, requeated that the court hold
a pre-trial aconference for the purpose of considering the
nature and scope of rexiew by the court, ineluding the question
of what evidence may be presented.

After the pre-trial conference both parties filed briefs
prezenting their respective viewe as to what evidence eould
be presented cn appeal and the jurisdiction of the Diatrict
Court .



The District Court entered an order on the pre-trial
sonfersnce in which it found that the review would be confined
to the existence of substantlial evidence befors the Commisasion
to support the order, amerada's contention that it was entitled
to a trial de novo as provided in the statute was denied.

On December 27, 1950, after the pre~trial confersnce
order, Amerada voluntarily dismizsed its appsal with prejudice.

4, TEMPORARY

in December, 1950, .a;uraaa filed 2 new appliostion for
a temporary order to establish 80-acre proration units for a
period of cne year. The well locatlion pattarn was the same as
previously rqquested.

Since the entry of the original exder denying the ap-
plication, 13 additional producing Devonian wells had deen drilled.
There had been 18 wells to the Devonian formation drilled at
the time of the second application.

The new applieation was based upon change of conditions
and additional information obtained by subsequent development
and also the ecritiacsl shortags of tubular msterials necessary
for drilling operations,

The application for the temporary order was docketed
No. 249. It was set for January 25, 1951, and continued to
April 2%, 1951,

Texas Pacific Coal and 01l Company concurred in the
request for a tedporary order provided the allomble wes fixed
at 14 times the normal top unit allowable.
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Cn May 1, 1951, the Commission entered its Order K-69
establishing 80-acre proration units for a periocd of ons yoar
from that date. ZExhibit 3 is a copy eof Order R-69.

5. X _

In December, 1950, imerads filed an applieation to.foree
pool two 40-acre tracts comprising an 80-asre unit.

Howsver, one of the 4#0-acre trasts, belonging to the
U. 3. Government, was located s0 that an exeeption weuld de
required in any event. Consequently on June 15, 1951, Amereda
dismisaed the pooling application and filed an spplieation for
an exception to Order R-69 so as to male ME/4 ME/¥ Sec, 3-12S-
338 a fractional 40-acre unit. The exoception was granted and
Czudle #5 was drilled on this tract.

The Commission on its own motion set the case for hear-
ing on October 23, 1951, under No. 315, directing Amsrada,
Texas Pscific and othier interested operators to show cause
why temporary 80-acre spacing order R-69 should be continued.
Exhibit 4 1s a copy of the notice.

The hearing on the Commission's motion has Deen con-
tinued to this date. Technieally, that motion is now moot,
since Order R-69 expires by its own temms em May 1, 1952.

On Mareh 28, 1952, Amerada filed its appliecation for
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an extension of Order R-69 in all of its particulars for an
additional pericd of one year from Nay 1, 1952. Netice for this
application has been properly given.

8. JSSURS INVOLVED IN PREZENT HEARING

The issues are not the same a3 i the case was being
presented to the Commission for the first time. The Commission
has already found that the svidente Justifisd a temporary
order for ons year. If no waste is being committed and con-
ditions have net changed then the order is justified for
angther year,

Therefore the issues prepsrly now bdefore the Commission
are as follows:

(1) Is any waste now being committed;

(2) Do the same considerstions impelling the granting
of the temporary order still apply to jJustify an extension;

(3) ‘re pressure maintenance operations necessary or
feasible at this time.

Corporation and is qualified to testify as an expert witness.
The substance of his testimeny ia as follows:

(1) Exhidit 5 is a msp of the area covered by Order
A-69 which 1s asked to be extended. |

(2) There are now 19 producing oil wells completed
in the Bagley-Siluro-Devonian reservoir. Amereda owns 15
amd Texas Pacific owns &,



(3) Exhibits 6-12, both inclusive, are Schlumberger
electric logs of the following wells which were drilled by
Amsrada tc the Devonian forsationt ;

6 - Caudle #%

/T - Mathers “A" £1
/8 - Mathers "A” #2
/9 - BIR #1

- 10 - BTK #1

‘11 - BIL #1

/12 - Turner #1

(%) With these exhibits there has now been presented
to the Commission 3chlumderger logs of all wells which have
oon drilled to the Devonian in the Bagley pool.

(5) Exhibit 13 1s 2 tebulation showing the completion
date on all /merada wells that have deen completed in the
Devonian,

(6) Exhibit 15 1s a structure map contoured on the
top of the Devonian formation.

(7) Exhibit 15 18 a structure map om the top of the
Devonian pay section,

(8) Two struoture maps have been prepared becsuse
there is a cherty limestons impervious cap in the Devonian
formation on top of the pay section which must be evaluated
in considering the geology of the Begley-Siluro-Devonian pool.

(9) Considering a1l of thin evidence to date the prodadble
productive limits of the Bagley Devoniasl pool which should bde

.



eovered by the requested spacing order is the ares outlined
in red on the map marked Exhibit 5. This area covers 2400
acres.

(10) Prom geolegical information obtaimed in the
drilling of all wells to date ingluding examinetion of samples
and cores and the study of the Schlumberger logs, it 1s my
opinion that the Bagley Devonian ressrvoir has very good vugu-
Iar and fractured type porosity whieh is commected and contimuous
throughout the reservolr.

(11) Geclogieal inforwedion obtained during the past
yoar's development does not show any ehangs in condition which
should prevent an extemsion of the 80-aere spacing oﬁu- for
ansther year.

10. Tha &4 MUN! BRLOS I LY

LU

B84 e

Mr. R. 5., Christie is a PFetroleun Enginesr for Amerada
Petroleum Corporation and is qualified $o testify as an expert
witness. The substance of his testimony 1s as follows:

(1) The average gas~0il ratic of all wells in the
Bagley Devonian pool 1s 30 cu. ft. for esch barrel of oil.

(2) The grsvity of the oil 1s ¥4* to 36° API.

(3) Exhivit 16 is a graph showing the o1l and water .-
production by month; cumulative production and dottom hole
pressure, j

S

(4) Bottom hole preesure ssd production imformetion
indicates that Bagley Devonian is a2 permeable reservoir under
an active water drive with a high and reasonadly uniforms ca-

T~



preity to preduce, even though there may be considersdle varis-
tion and irregularity of porosity in the formmtion penstreted
in sach well.

(5) Productivity index tests takem in wells drilled
in the Bagley-Devonian pool infisste there is good permesbility
throughout the reserveir.

(6) Under the present rules of the 011 Conssrvatien
Commission wells may be drilled 330 feet fyom the boundary lines
of & M0~scre trot. This would authorisze the drilling of
wells 330 feet from the lines in each cormer of & guarter-sgg-
tion and would therefore result in a distance of 1530 fest
between wella, fuch locations are permitted under the stete- |
wide rule of the 011 Conservation Commission and is cosmonly
referred to as Ad0-acre spacing. Assuming that the statewide
§0-acre spacing rule presumes efficient drainage of any re-
servoir spaced under authority of that rule, the result iz that
the present rule recognizes that efficient drainage does occur
for a distence of over 990 feet from & well, or over an area
squivalent to 90 scres. Eighty-asre spesing, as requested by
Amerada Petrolesum Corporation for the Eegley~Silurc-Devonian
pool, is on a uniform spascing pattern which would result in
a distance of 1866 fest bDetween wells or the efficient drainage
of an area of 80 acres in the form of a square. The 80-acre
spacing proposal would reguire sach well to drain from a dis-
tance of only 933 feet, which 1is 57 feet less than is permitited
under statewide so-called #0-acre spacing. Thers are many
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pools in New Mexico in which many wells have been drilled in
the corner of a M0-sgre trect instead of the center. This ia
authorized under the statewids order commonly referred to as
40-acre spacing. Many of thess wells whish, as authorised,
are prezumed to drain an area of 90 acres are produsing from
reservoirs that are not under an effective water d4drive and
4o not have other conditions which are conducive to & large
dreainage ares as exist in the Begley-Silure-Dewvenian poel.

(7) The aversge cost of Devonian producing wells at
Bagley has been approximately $220,000.

(8) It is my opinion that one well will efficoiently
and economically drain a minimum area of 80 acres.

(9) It 1z my opinion that the allowsble provided for
in the present 80-acre order should bde comtinued for another
yoar. 7

(10) It is my opinion that development during the past
year under the 80-ascre order has not caused wste or inequity
smong any operators or royalty owners,

(11} The steel shortage 1s as critiosl as it was a
year ago. The average per well tonnage for all wells drilled
by Amerada last year was about 75 tons per well. It reguires
about 175 to 180 tons of stesl to complete ons well in the
Devonian formation at Bagley, or about 2§ times more then the
average.

(12) There has been no ¢hange of conditions which
would justify a denial of the extension of the 80-sore order
for another year.



(13) In view of the preduction sxperience it 1s my
opinion that & pressure maintenance program is not negessary
or feasible at this time.

11. CONGLUSION
Past experience and present conditions justify an ex-

tension of the previous temporary order for amother period of

one year. Ko waste ie being committed. Mo injury to the re-
servoir will result. The correlative rights of all interested
parties will bs protected. All of the reasons whieh Justified
the previous order still exiast. The steel shortage is still
eritical. All operators are im accord. Pressure mintenance
operations are not necessary or fessible at this time. We
therefore request that Order B-69 be extended for another pericg
of one year from Nay 1, 1952, under the sams terms and conditions.

Respectfully Submitted
SETH & NONTGOMERY
By,

~ Rarry D. Fage

ATTORNEYS FOR AMEKRADA
PETROLEUM CORPURATION
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TEXAS PACIFIC COAL AND OIL COMPANY
PRODUCTION DEPARTMENT

SUBSURFACE PRESSURE SURVEY

FIELD DATE

Bagley~ Siluro/ievonian 13 Hov,, 1952

LEASE WELL NO. ELEVATION
3 New Mexico State "D" a/e~l 1 42361
WELL STATUS
FLOWING SHUT IN
- HOURS 100 HOURS
INTERVAL GRADIENT
REMARKS
DEPTH PRESSURE DIFFERENCE LBS./FT.
¥a L35 TUBING PRESS k, s

—6000 2535 2040 | 0,340 | casinc eress 500
—8000— 3220 M'S, 0,343 FLUID TOP. 'Eubing Full
300003890 | & | 0335 | wamvor—_ =

!9536 4070 180 1 0,336 | tewe @._]:—3,_9;&-_—_ -— 379 °F.
4133 63 0318 tastTesToaTe— 8 Now,, 19823
J.Ggsé 1212 L) {}.396:& PRESS, LAST TEST— 01 &

PRESS. CHANGE SINCE LAST TEST

% High zradient 10,736' to 10,936 may

mtewa ;—hownr,—aw —=b700*- oATUM
twesn 10,536 to 10,736' is low,

s ot comelysives | "M ——=3

INSTRUMENT NO.%

RUN BY—_&&"—_&_&%—.—.—

RATE OF FLOW GAS-OIL RATIO STABILIZED FLOWING PRODUCTIVITY INDEX
o, B/p cu. Fr./BBL. PRESSURE @ FT. (24 HOURS)
OIL PRODUCED SINCE LAST TEST ACCUMULATIVE OIL PRODUCED
BBLS. DATE
none N .
BBLS. W iell 12 KQ!. ’ 1252




SECTION II

PRESSURES AT CHOKE JETTIHGS



THEAS PACIFIC COAL & OIL COMPANY

Bagley Siluro-Devonian Field
New Hexico State "D" Agct. 1 Ho. 1

Novegber 11, 1952

Time Operation _ ~Eressure ¢ 10936!
l&’:l‘\j A-‘f. f?tltic ‘6212 Pl ‘Iu
10:15 ¢ Opened on 14/64" choke
11:15 ¢ Flowing on 14/44" choke 4058
12:15 PuM, n 4058 »
1:15 * " 4080 "
2:15 " L ] m?q [ 4
3:15 H " l&lgk "
hils * " K13 ¢
L:30 ¢ Stapt off Zottom
5:00 * Changed to 20/64" Choke
5:15 n Flowing on 20/64" Choke o3 v
6:15 " " 4OO5 »
7:15 ¢ " 4000 ¢
8:15 H 1] m "
915 o " 4012 *
10:15 " Wiz -
11:15 ¢ " 412 v
12:184.5, " 4012 v
1:15 " H wn "
2:15 " " 4013 "
3:15 Y ] "003 ”
415 ¢ " K01 ¢
5115 " K00 v
6:15 " " iz ¢
7:15 v n W12 v
7:45 ° " W12 ¢
8:00 Started off Bottom
8:15 ¢ Changed to 26/64 " Choke
8:30 ¥ Flowing on 26/6A" Choke 3823 "
9:30 " " g5 v
10;30 ] n ;gég ]
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OIL COMSERVATION COMMISSION
SANTA FE, NEY MEXICO,

PRI

BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF TEE APPLICATION OF THE
COMMISSION UPON ITS OWN MOTION FCR AN
ORDER DIRECTING OPERATORS IN THE BAGLEY-
SILURC-DEVONTAN POOL TO SHOW CAUSE WHY
THE POOL SHALL NOT BE PLACED ON A FORTY-
ACRE SPACING PATTERN WITH ALLOWABLE
ADJUSTMENT

CASE NO. 2L9



Preliminary Stelement

This case wag continued from the regular hearing of the Commission in
April by interlocatory order R-69-B. 1In December, 1350, Amerada filed an application
for a temporary order to establisih 80-acre proration units and uniform spacing of
wells for the Bazley-Silurc-Devonian Pool in Lea County, New Mexico. This application
was docketed as Case No. 249 and wes heard in April, 1951. On May 1, 1951, the
Commission entered its Order R-69 establishing 80-acre proration units for the pool
for a pericd of one year.

On its own motion, the Commission directed Amerada, Texas Pacific Coal
and 0il Company and othier interested operators Lo show cause why Order R-69 should
be extended. Tre hearing on this motion was consolidated with Amerada's application
for an extension of Order R-6¢ in April, 1952. On April 29, the Commission entered
its Order R-69-A extending Order R-6G for a period of one year and in addition,
requiring monthly production reports, ordering certain pressure maintenance tests be
made in the pool, and directing the operatcrs to show cause at the regular meeting
of the Commission in April, 1853 why the pool should not be placed on a 40-acre
spacing pattern witn allowable adjustment.

The present nearing 1s on the Commission's motion directing operators in
the field to show cause as provided by Order R-69-A. Notice of this hearing has
been properly given.

Statement of Amerada's Position

At this hearing it i1s Amerada's contention that Order R-69-4A in all its
particulars should be extended for a period of one year fromthis date.

For cause it would show the following:

1. Toe Commission has twice found the evidence Jjustified a tenporary

order for one year.



o, Temporary Orders R-69 end R-69-A heve not resulted in waste or
prejudiced correlative rights.

3. The same considerations justifying these orders still apply to a
further extension of 80-acre spacing in the Bagley-Siluro-Devonian Pool for a
period of one year.

4, Developments in the pool since April, 1952, also support an extension
of Order R-69-A in all its particulars.

5. Forty acre spacing of the Devonian at Bagley would result in the
drilling of unnecessary wells.

////,Testimony in Support of Amerada's Position

To save time and establish & more complete predicate for consideration
of the question now before the Commission, it is requested that the records of
previous hearings in this case be incorporated by reference and made a part of

this record.

-~

The lrst witness in support of Amerada's position is Mr. John A. Veeder.
Mr. Veeder is & Geologist for Amerada Petroleum Corvoration and is qualified to
testify as an expert witness. The substance of his testimony is as follows:

1. The probable productive area of the Devonien at Bagley is the same
as the area covered by Order R-09-i.

2. Tae Devonilan 1n this area shows an anticlinal structure topped by
a cap of Impervious, cherty limestone.

3. Tihere is no evidence of any structural irregularities in the area
which would prevent the movement of oll through the pay.

k. The Bagley Devonian reservoir has very good vugular and fractured
type porosity wnicn is connected and continuous throughout the reservoir.

5. HNothing in the structure or lithology of the Devonian of Bagley would



indicate a need Tor smaller spacing units and have been set by Order R-69-A.

6. Iio additional geological information has been developed since
Lpril, 1952 which snould prevent an extension of Order R-69-A.

The next witness in support of Amerada's position is Mr. R. S. Christie.
Mr. R. 8. Christlie is a Petroleum Engineer for Amerada Petroleum Corporation and
is qualified to testify as an expert witness. The substance of his testimony is as
follows:

1. One well in the Devonlan at Bagley will efficiently drain at least
80 acres.

2. One well in the Devonian at Begley will economically drain 80 acres.

3. An extension of Order R-6¢-A will not cause waste and will tend to
reduce the risiy of creating waste.

b, An extension of Order R-69-A will not orejudice correlative right in
the field.

5. A 40-acre spacing of the Devonian at Bagley would result in the
drilling of unnecessary wells.

6. 4n extension of Order R-69-A will tend to promote efficient use of
critical materials.

T. Btudics of the Tield including its production history during the
past year fully support an extension of Order R-69-A in all its particulars.
Conclusion

The guestion before the Commission is not a matter of first impression.
R-6G-A is a workable order. It has the great merit of having worked for the last
twe years. Operations in the pool to date fully confirm predictions made at
previous hearings in this case by Amerada's witnesses with respect to pressure

maintenance, efficient and economic drainage area, and reservoir behavior. We
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Commission's Order R-0U.

Corrrission's Order R-69-A.
Notice of Commission with respect to this hearing.

Commission's Interlocutory Order R-69-B.

Area map of the probable productive limts of the Devonian
at Bagley with the locations of all wells drilled in the field.

Schiuwrberger, Amerada's BTN No. 1.
Completion Data Sheet on all Bagley Devonian wells.
Structure map contoured on top of the Devonian.
tructure map contoured on top of the Devonian Pay.
A grapn showing cumulative and monthly production of oil

z
and water and the bottom hole pressure uistory of the Devonian
Reservoir at Bagley.



believe Order R-6¢-A4 has worked Terily and efficiently from the standpoint of
all concerned.
The ordéer has not resulted in waste. It has promoted the uniform develop-
ment of the field and the conservation of critical materials.
There 1s no evidence of any change in conditions since April, 1952
vhich necessitates discontinuance or modification of Order R-69 nor is there

1 should prevent extension of Order R-69 for another year.

et

any evidence whic
Conversely, 4O-acre spacing of the Devonian at Bagley would result

in the drilling of unnecessary wells and would waste money and materials.



