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Application of Sinclair Oil and Gas ]

Company for an crder granting approvszi j

of the proposed Seaman Unit Agreement H

consisting of 1522.05 acres of land, more )

or less, in L.ea County, New lexico. )

)

Applicant, in the abeve-styled cause, seeks i

an order granting approval of the proposed }

Seaman Unit Agreement embracing 1522. 05 )

acres of land, more or less, in L.ea County, )

New Mexico, consisting of the following )

described acreage: }

)

Township 16 South, Range 33 East j
SE/4 Section 12 } Case Mo, 1023

SE/4 ¥ NE/4 Section 13 3

SE/4 & NE/4 Section 24 }

}

Township 15 South, Range 34 East )

Tots 3 & &, E/2 8V /4 Section 7 )

Lote 1, 2, 3, % 4, BEf2 NV /4 & }

E/2 5% /4 Section 1& ;

lots 1, 2, 2, & 4, B/2 ¥ & ¥

Ef2 8W/4 Sectior 19 }

)

____________ ey

Warren W. Mankin, Erxaminer
TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING

EXAMINER MANWKIN: The next case is Case 1023, the application of Sinclair
Oil and Gas Company, for an order granting approval of the proposed Seaman Unit
Agreement in Lea County, Mew Mexic

MR, WEBT: Mr. Examiner, [ 2m Lavto: Vebb of Fort Worth, I would

T

like to make 2 brief statement for the record, I have one witness, bir, Larry Seaman,



cur Division Geophysicist, o have sworn in. ibe proposed Seaman Unit contains
1522.05 acres located in Township 1€ South, Range 33 East and Township 16
South, Range 34 Fast. it is 31l state land, There are four lessehold owners,
ramely Sinclair wao is the unit sperator under the agreement, and Cities Service
214l Company, Skelly Til Coampany, and Shell Qil Jompany. 7The unit agreement
has now been cor pleteiy signed inciuding the over-riding royalty owner who is Mrx.
Yarl Levick of Roswell and he has drawn his sigrature up and the unit agreement
tag heen approved by the Comunissivner of Fublic Lands, State of New Mexico, on
February Iy, 1956, [ might state that this unit agreement follows in suketance the
form of agreements which the Commiggion has approved before. As [ said, [ have

ocne witness, Mr. Seaman.

LARRY SEAMAN

w2}

Talled as a witness, having fivsat bean duly sworn, testified as follows:

DIRZOT EXAMINA TION

Ty ME. WEEBS:

3. One further statement that I would like to rake is that the over-riding
royalty owner is under Sinclair'e---one «f Sinclair's leases and I do not at this time
have an executed copy of the consent but if they care for an sxecuted copy, § will
furnish the Commission with it just as soon as we carn.

State your nan e please.

A, L. O. Seaman

3. Where do you live Mr. Seaman?

A. Fort Worth.

J. And by whorn are you employed?

4. Sinclair Qi and “as Company

23, And ir what capacity are you employed ¢



2. Division Geophyeicist,

Q. In your position as Division Geophysicist in the Fort Worth office do you
have charge of geophysical expioration in New Mexico?

A, Right,

3. And thats all of the State of New Mexico, is that right sir?

A, HNeo, not the West half,

Q. Of Lea County, New exizco?

A, Yes,
{). Have you ever testified before this Commission?
A, No.

Q. If you will state briefly vour educaticn and experience and background
for the Commission, plieass.
A. I graduated from Oklahomra University in 1925, I worked for Shell Qil
Company before going to work fer Sirclair, 1 have worked for Sinclair for 29 years.
. And your work with Sinclair has been with geophysical exploration
primarily, is that correct?

A. Primarily, since geophysical work started and exclusively since geo-
physical work started in the United States.

. Mr. Seaman, vou are familiar with the area covered by the proposed
Seaman Urnit, are yvou not?

A, Tam,

. It covere land cut »f Township 16, Ranges 33 East and 34 East?

A. Thats right.

2. Have you had occasion to~--may [ ask you this guestion. Have ycu or has

there been accomplished under your supervision a3 geophysical survey of this area?



Y

.
i22,

Vo,

cgl survey made”

D
e

And by whorm was that geophye

4. A contract company, M.¥. Ceophysical Company.

Q. Arnd approximately what date was thie done?

A, Twould say the midale of 1984,

3. Axnd what method of geophysical survey was~--~-

A, Reflection seismograph.

3. Would you briefly #xplain to the Examiner and to the Commission the
exact type of survey that was zonducted in this area?

A. Roughly, this area has an z2levaticn of about 4150, QOur detailed seismic
work, the density of control was approximately around every section. We drilled--~
cur average shot hole depth was around 240 feet. Ctur average powder charge was
from 50 to 75 feet. The spread length on our gazophone was 1760 feet on each side
of the shot point. We used 24 place E1E eguipment at 18 geopliones per trace. That
covers the mechanical details.

). Was the result of thiz gecphysical survey positive or negative? In other
words, were you abie to get a picture ?

A, Yes. We had apparently good recorde ir this area~-not the best, but
fairly good.

Q. And the resuits of that survev--have vou {axen the results and interpreted
them and piaced them on a seisimic reflection contour map?

A

Yes.
Q. And, !hand you what has been marked applicant's Exhibit No. 2 and ask

vou what this instrument ig?

w*

ATE .

“'he tirne element thersz, if you will notice on the tup of the contour is 1. 688, thats

Thie iz a contoured reflection seismogruph map and it is conteourad in time.



cne second and €80 thousands of & second. That ie tae time that it took the seismic
wave to go from the surface dow:n to the top of the Devonian and back to the surface.

3. Excuse me., This map was made by you or under your supervision,
is that correct?

A. Yes, The contour interval there converted to fe2t or tirme, in cother
words, converted te feet »n what you would call a section of this map is 75 feet
plus or minus. We determined that from knowing the velocities of the seismic
waves in this area. The picture as 2 whole has approximatsaly 250 feet plus or minus
closure, the interpretation was with the fauit on the east side and the structure being
on the downthrow side of this fault and a portion of the closure being controlled by
that normal downthrow fault.

C. Mr, Seaman, your interpretation of this seismic reflection survey which
you have placed on the ownership plat for the unit area, the unit area outline is
shown in green there, would you eay that the unit area does or does not embrace
substantially all of what you consider the Devonian geological feature to be ir. this
particular area?

A, Yes, in cur experience with the geophysical structures in New Mexico,

I would say that we feel like we have very well covered what would be Devonian
production, if we get Devonian productics,

Q. Anc do you feel that the size of the Devonian structure as you interpret
there, that a unit operation such as we have proposed here would be beneficial
in the industry and would prevent waste and proriote the best ultimate recovery of
»il and gas ?

A, Yes.



MR, MONTGOMERY: Mr. Seaman, does the unit provide for expansion

or the reduction in the size of the unic?

A, Yes,
MR, MONTGOMERY: Aand I didn't understand for sure if you said that this

was correct to pluas or minus 75 feet.

A. Yes, plus or minus 75 feet 38 near as we can tell from our velocity
control in this part of Lea Tounty.

MR, MONTCOMERY: T3d vou state how many feet of closure you had?

A. I would say 250 plus or minus.

MR, MONTGOMERY: Thats «ll [ have,

MR, MANKIN: Any otnev questions of the witnezs ?

MR, WEBXB: ¥or the purpose of the record I would like to introduce applicant's
Exhibit 1 and 2, Exhibit 1 being the executed unit agreement and Exhibit 2 being the
ownership plat showing the unit area sutlined in green on which has beern superimposed
2 refiection contour map.

MR, MANKIN: I have one guestion, I don't xnow whether Mr. Seaman can
answer it or you can answer it. The segregation ciause hag that been provided in this--

A. Yes, sir. The segregaticn clause has been provided, I believe, Ly the
veual form. I will state what it is. It is a complete segregation with the proviso
that a drilling well with--~-omn lan? embraced within the lease, whether within or
without the area will hold the entive lease, Otherwise it is completely segregated.

MR, MANKIN: So that particular segregation clause was---has been approved
by the Commissioner of Public Lands which ordinarily requests such a---------

MR, WERSH: Yes, it is the clause which the Commissioner requires.

%)

MR, MANKIN: And ie hae approvas it a2 such

MR, WERE: QOn February 19%¢h, I believs,



MR, MANKIN: Are there any further questions of the witness ?

MR, WEBE: The original location as showsn in the unit agreement is shown
to be 660 feet from-~cuccamax

MX, SEAMAN: From the South and East lines of Section 13, 16 South,

33 East.

ME, WERBRE: Alright fine, Thank you,

MR. MANKIN: Is that a change from the originai?

MR, WEBL: That was the original location and upor survey it was determined
that that fell 3 feet off of state highway right of wavy. Is that not correct, Mr. Seaman?
And it was changed and I am: advised with the consent of the local office of the Com-
miesiocn. [ don't know that for gsure, but I was advised--=-=-~~to 580 from the Southe«=~-

MR, SEAMAN: I understood 50=-~v~u=

MR, WEBE: 550 from the South and 66C frowm the East,

MR, MANKIN: It was changer 110 feet ¢tz conform withe-wea -

MR, WEBB: Yes.

MR, GURLEY: That was part of the unit agreement, was it. Well did the
agreement state where the well was t¢ bevmeceen

MR, WEBB: Yes, sir. And perikaps I bad better iniroduce photostatic copies
of the wires from the various non-cperators agreeing to the change in location.

MR, GURLEY: Tou received permission fron: all of them did you to that
effect?

MR, WEBD: Yes, including the over-riders and all.

MR, MANKIN: I have one other guestion., Vhat is the-~-I am sure taat the

application and agreement states the depth of the well, but for the matter of the



record hiere what was the proposed depih to properly test ihe Devonian?

MR, WEBP: Its for fluid, or essentialiy it is for flulc in the Devonian
not to exceLb-~mmnc=
P, ETAMAN: 4.5 0r 16-c-au

MR, WERE

‘:-3

I will check---it3 to a depth suificient to test fully the
Devonian forrration or to 14, 750 {est whick ever ig the lesser depth.
MR, MAMRIN: Alripht eir. Is there any further guestion of the witness ?

I believe you previously entered Fxhibita I through-----

) ¥

w

. WEBF: Six.
MR, MAMWKIN: T you ask that the last Exhikit be entered?
MR, WEBT: Yea, I would like for the purpoese of the record to enter
Exhibits three through gix.
MA, MANKIN: ig Therz objection to the entering of Exhibits 3 through 6?
I am not sure if we entered one and twe, bot if we didn't, is there objection to that?
if not Exhibts 1 through & will be so entered. I8 there further question of the witness 7

If not, the witnezs may be excused and we will take the case under advisement.

L3

et W Begp”

I, Joan Hadley, do hereby certify that the foregoing and attached transcript
of proceedings before the New Mexico Oil Conservation Commission Examiner at
b bbs, New Mexico, ig a true and correct record, to the best of my knowledge,

3kill and ability,

Dated at Santa ¥e, liew Mexico this 21st. day of March, 1956



