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MR. HATCH: Case No. 4410, continued from the

August 19, 1970 Examiner Hearing. This is the application of
Major, Giebel and Forster for compulsory pooling, Lea County;
New Mexico.

MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner, please, Jason Kellahin

of Kellahin and Fox, Santa Fe, appearing for the applicant. We

'have one witness I'd like to have sworn.

MR. UTZE Any appearances in the case?

MR. KASTLER: Yes, sir. I am Bill Kastler, Roswell,

{

representing Gulf and we will have two witnesses, possibly, who

.may be sworn at this time.

MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. ﬁxaminer, please, in connection
with the appearance of Gulf, it doesn't aﬁpear that Gulf owvns
any interest in the‘proposed unit for which compulsory pooling
is sought and I1'd lige to inquire»as to what theirlinterest‘in
this case is.

MR. KASTLER: It is well conceded we do not own any
interest in the 160 acres involved directly in this hearing, ;ﬁ $
but Gulf is the owner of the proration unit to the south.

In Section 65-3-14 (c) of New Mexico statutes, where

it provides for equitable allocation and allowable production

and compulsory pooling, the statute makes it a preliminary re-
quirement of uniform producfivity being found in a spacing or

proration unit. This requirement is implicit in the following

language quoted from the statute which I Quote in part: "Phe
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portion of the production allocated to the owner or owners of
each ﬁract shall be considered as if produced from each separate-
ly owned tract or interest by a well drilled thereon.™

For the purpose of protecting correlative rights Gulf,
being the owner of a producing well to’ﬁhe south, we bélieve we
are entitled to protection and to appear ana*oppose the pre-
liminary findings that nay be necessary ;n this case.

MR. KELLAHIN: If the Examiner please, ‘it is the

‘position of the applicant that this is an application for

compuléory pooling involving a standard proration unit as
created by the orders of the 0il CdnserQation Commission. ~There
is no application here for a non-standard unit, nof is there

any application»for an unorthodoxed well location. The only

matter before the:Commission under the advertising in this case

~is the question of compulsory pooling. Now, clearly the Com-

mission can consider productive acreage in the case Brought
before it, but ‘we submit that an attempt to bring that into this
application woﬁld go beyond the call of the hearing and that we
are without notice as to the order that would be entered‘by ﬁhe
Commission and the Commission would be without jurisdiction at
this time to hear anything relating to productive acreage.

The counsel for Gulf has read a portion of the statute

65-3-14 but I would point out that subsectibn (b) of that stat-

ute provides that the Commission shall establish a proration




unit for each pool, such being the area that can be efficiently
and economicallyydrained and developed by one well, at which
time it considers all the factors as to what one well will drain
and devélop and it has done so in this pool. To raise it again
in this heariig, in our opinion,kwould be highly improper énd

go far beyond the call of the hearing.

Now, it is in the field of;administrativeblaw well estab~
lished and there are numerous cases to the effect that any
applicaht or party to a hearing is entitled to notice and what
does this’nqtice mean -- it means thét what matters are going to
be heard at the hearing. The matters to be heard at this hear-
ing are on the qﬁéstion of compulsory pooling. fhere is noth-
ing in the‘ad&ertisiﬁg to say ;hat we should come here prepared
to argue the question of productive écreage.

Now, if Guif wants to bring the question of productive acre-

:age into this case, let them bring a case on their own initi-
‘ative and perhaps inquire into the produc¢tive acreage- of all the

wells in the pool. Certainly this one should not be singled

out.
We object to the apﬁeaﬁance of Gulf and take the position
that they cannot be heard in this proceeding.
MR. KASTLER: If I may comment on that las@»request
and objection, the‘application filed by Majdr, Giebel and
Forstexr asks for a standard proration unit of 160 acres and

the allocation of pooling based on that 160 acres. That itself
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is sufficient to raise the question.

Insofar as notice is concerned, on August the 18th, I be;ieve
it was, there was a hearing scheduled to be held here -~ or the
19th ~-- and Gulf opposed,: appeared and offered its opposition<
at that time, so the applicant has actual knowledge of the
nature of our objection here.

MR. KELLAHIN: Mr. Examiner please, we don't agree
that we had actual knowledge. The notice which is required by
the statute and by the rules and regulations of the Commiséion
require that this Commission itself give actual notice and in
Section 65-3-6 of the New Mexico statutes this notice ig de-
scribed ashfollows; "It shall specify the number and s%?le of
the case, the time and place of the hearing, shall briefly
state the general hature of the order or orders,vrule‘or,rules,
regulation or regulations contemplated by the Commission on its
own motion or sought in the proceeding brought beforé the Com-
mission -- " and the proceediﬁg-brought before tﬁe Commission
was a question of forced poo;ing and Gulf has had ample time to
raise any other questions they wanted to in an application
ofitheir own.

MR. UTZ: Mr. Kastler, was the case actually called
on the 19th of Auguét?

MR. KASTLER: The record would show. I don't -- I
believe it was called. We announced our intention to appear.

MR. KELLAHIN: I don't think it was. It was called




but I don't recéli Gulfbmade any appearance or stated any
stition in the record.

MR. UTZ: I don't either. There is nothing in the
file to show.

MR. KASTLER: The record doesn't show ihat? Do you
have the record of that hearing?

MR.‘UTZ: We may not 'have the transcript yet.

MR. KASTLER: Well, there was some discussion about
our appearance. Whether it was on or off the record, I don't
know. It did take place.

MR. UTZ: I don't remember.

- MR. KASTLER: The issue is whether or not this appezsr-
7
ance, proposed appearance of Gulf comes within the purbiewhof
the advertisement of this case and we say it does and Mr.
Kellahin and his client says it does not.

MR. UTZ: After consulting with my legal advisor‘r
will have to overrule your motibn, Mr. Kellahin, aha hear the
case, If you'd like to hear his reasohs~for his recommendation,
I &ould be happy to have him state them.

MR. KELLAHIN: I would like them, please.

MR. HATCH: I belieQe you spoke of the fequirements of

notice and those requirements are principally for the protection

‘of possible protestants or other affected parties other than the

applicant in the case and also in 65-3-14 (a), "The rules,

regulations and orders of the Commission shall, so far as it is




. practicable to do so, afford to the owner of each property in a
pool the opportunity to produce his just and equitable share of
the oil or gas or both in the pébl, being an amount, so far as

;wl can be practically determined, and so far as such can be précﬁi-

. cably obtained withqut waste, substantially in the proportion

§ that the quantity of the recoverable oil or gas, or both, under

viwi such'pféperty bears to. the total recovérable oil or gas, or
F”f‘J'émE both, in the pocl, and for this purpose to use his just and
| ,: equitable share of the reservoir energy."
}J This gives the protestants in this case the opportunity to
5? determine whether  the production unit will violate their cor-
: gf: v‘ relative rights.
; .,. MR, KELLAHIN: May I comment 01:1 i;hat, please?
' | MR. UTZ: Sure. |
P | ’ ‘
@“ | MR. KELLAHIN: As I understand it, the position in
?; regard to the notice that it is for the benefit of others than
i ‘
o $f the applicaﬁt, I think in this case it is quite clear that we
- are somewhat in a different situation than an apﬁliéant because
3,; ‘ we certainly did not apply to this Cqmmi§sion for anything‘in
the nature of a productive acreage hearing. We app;ied to the
f Commission for compulsory pooling.
; Now, under the reasons of notice we feel and take the -

position that the notice issued by this Commission as required
by statute and by rules of the Commission to state the general

— nature of the order or orders, rules or regulations to be




o

promulgated or affected. MNow, to then say that the general
recasons under the statute which say that the rules of the Com-
miss%on shall givé each . producer the opportunity to recove; his
just and eéuitable share ofjthe ©0il or gas underlying his land,
I quite agree with, but it should be done on a proper proceed-
ing. In other words, if Gulf wanted toﬂbring in the gquestion of
prodﬁctive ddreage to protect their correlative rights és an
offset operatbr,'they have a right to bring a case before this
Commission and the Commission would have to entertain it under
the provision of that statute, but this isn't the type of case
we have got here. What we have he:e today is a forced pooling
case and it is clearly covered by the statute which says that
the Commission shall pool the acreage where the people cannot
agree and it is for the purpose of preventing the d;illing of
unnecessary wells aﬁd give each‘owner in the pool the right to-

recover his just and equitable share of the oil or gas under-

lying his tract and that is the whole purpose of the pool and

‘to say then we can change the nature of the hearing and do some-

thing entirely different than that contemplated when the appli-
ca;ion:Was filed, I think, violates our rights and denies us due
process -- the fundamental due process required in all admini-
strative heérings.

““MR. UTZ: What you are saying then is you haven't
had notice and you are not prepared to rebut a so-called dry

acreage case? .
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MR. KELLAHIN: We have not ﬁad notice that this would
be heard by the Commission,

MR. KASTLER: It is part of your burden of proof,

MR. KﬁLLAHIN: There is ;othihg in the statute that
requires a compulsory pooling case to prove any acreage is
pfoductive whatever. Aii you do is prove that you are hnable
to form a standard unit withouttcompulsory pooling. That is
what we are here to do.,

MR. KASTLER: I don't believe that the Commissioner --
the Examiner wants further aréumént, but I would like to ask
Mr. Kellahin ﬁb‘txy and make this point more clearf:fbo'y5ﬁ'“'“'”" B R
believe that tﬁe Commission can 1awfully pool productive acre-
age with“unptoduétive acreége if it has knowledge of it?

MR..KELLAHIN: If it has knowledge of it in proper
proceeding, I'd say no.

MR. KASTLER: Do you believe if it-has a hay of find-
ing knowledge of that, that the Commission is precluded because
of some notice requirement or hearing requirement or sométhing
like that?

MR. KELLAHIN: Absolutely. Absolutely. If Gulf
wanted to raise this question, ﬁhéy have had ample opportunity
to raise it. They know how to write applications just as well
as we do,

MR. KASTLER: That is it.

MR. UTZ: Lets proceed. You may proceed,
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CHARLES E. KOCH,

a witness, having been first duly sworn, was examined and
testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KELLAHIN

Q Will you state your name, please?

A Charles E} Koch.

Q By whom are you émployed and in what position, Mr,
Koch?

"A Major, Giebel and Forster. I am manager‘of their
Land and Legallbepartment.

Q And haﬁe yéu ever testified before the 0il Conserva-
tion Commission?

A I have not.

Q For the benefit of the Examiner would you briefly
outline your experience in this field?
| A I have been -- I was an employee of Pan American
Petroleum for thirteen years in their Land Department and I
have been employed with Majoi, Giebel and Forster in the ca-
pacity I stated for thie last three years.

Q ‘In coﬁnection with your work for Major,iGiebel aﬁd
Forster, have you had anything to do with efforts to obtain
voluntary agreements for the pooling of the acreage involved

in this application?

A I have.
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MR, KELLAHiN: Are the witness' qualifications
acceptable?
MR. UTZ: Yes. They are.

0 Mr. Koch,fdid Major, Giebel and Fofstei attempt to
get voluntary agreements for the pooling of the interest under-
lying the southeast quarter of Section 28 and 25 south, 37 east
in fhe Crosby-DeVonian Pool?

A Yes, sir.

Q What were the results of that effort?

A Results to date, by the exhibit’furpished to you,
indicates that approximately --

Q ‘You were not able to get com?lete‘voluntary agreement,
ié that correct?

A That is right.

Q | Now;,refefring to what has been marked as the appli-
cent's Exhibit No, 1, would you identify that exhibit?

A Exhibit No. 1 is a land plat that outlines the subject

P
e
s

160 acres which is d’vided(by color in blue and yellow; the blue
acreage indicating a farmout dated June 10, 1970 from Union Oil
of California to Major, Giebel and Forster and the yellow

represents leaseholding acreage acquired or subject to this

Q You actually have the working interest under the acre-

age acquired from the Union 0il, is that correct?

A Yes, sir.
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Q And do you have substantially all of the acreage,

leased acreage in the yellow portion of tﬁé unit?

A Substantially. Yes, sir;

Q Now, was this a part of the old Standard of Karnsas
leasehoidings?

A Yes, sir. The full 160 acres has common mineral
ownership.

Q And it is what,-Federal, State or Fee.

A It is Fee. |

Q Itwis Fee acreage but it is subject to separate

mineral leases?

A Yes, sif. The acreage in blue is held by Shell's
Production.

Ql Referring to Exhibit No. 2, would you identify that
exhibit and discuss the information shown on it?

A Exhibit No. 2, the initial page indicates éhe acreage
we desire to force pool; the amount and the parties whom we
have been unable to effectively acquire or pool. The second
and remaining pages are a title opinion dated July 27, 1970
from Stubbeman McRae Sealy Laﬁghlin and Browder of Midland,
Texas, outlining the fifty mineral owners involved in the sub-
ject acreage.

Q Now, on the first page we have unleased minerals and

it starts off with 37.5 acres.

A Yes, sir.
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Q  J. M. Richardson Lyeth, Jg., Munroe Longyear Lyeth
and Onez Norman Rooney. What is the situation as to those
37 and a half acres?

A The 37.5 acres indicated in that entry is the-partiés

are traveling extensively abroad and elsewhere and their legél

P S NP U P

— A counsel has given us a letter to the effect that he will guar-

=
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antee their sighature and execution of an oil and gas lease.

! However, at the present time we do not have such an instrument,
§ . _ so the well is curtently drilled and we must protect our rights
e - ' in-that case. |

.Q But you do anticipate yon will get a lease to that

acreage?

rard ’ A I would assume so.

My eirm s e ¢

Q And the balance of the unleased acreage amounts to

less than one acre, does it not?

-

- : A Yes. Actually it is a little bit over a half acre.
Q Just going down that list would you tell us the
situation as to each tract.
 m - " Anna Gebhardt is a deceased woman in New York. We
’ are making every effort to try to determine het heirs and at
the present time we have been unable .to locate those parties.
ié The case of Edward F. Nicolin, we aiso arerih the same
situatioh basically. We cannot locate the gentleman or his
address or last known address.

— In the case of Adam Arnold, Adam Arnold is also deceased.




" lease. These parties or owners uander that acreage Or leases
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We have a lease from his sister and she represehts that she

is the.sole owner of Mr. Arhold's interest. lowever, she has
nbt furniéhed us proof of that and we cannot assumé} so until
we do ractually get probate-proceedings and an instrument in-
dicating her ownership ==

The ﬁepublic National Bank of Dallasbhas indicated verbally
they will execute an oil and gas lease. I have nothing more
thaﬁ that verbal notification.

Flora G. Sarkisian, we havg contacted this party and we
simpiy have been unable to secure an oil and gas lease'from her -
more from lack of ability.to correspond with<the»party.

Q ..Nowifin the next category, the section "leased minerals
with no pooling agreement", am 1 correct in saying Major, Giebel.
and Forster hold a working interest on those.particulér tracts
of land?

A Yes, sir. Those interests listed under this title
result from the fact thét the 1927 lease currently owned by

uUnions of cCalifornia did not have a pooling provision in the

that we acquired from the same parties on the north sixty acres
do contain pooling, however. This was why we were required to
secure pooling agreements.

Q That is all in the Union of california farmout acreade,

is that correct?

A That is correct. Incidentally, Jason, all the parties
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listed under the “No Pcoling Agreement" have executed leases on
the sixty acre tract with poolingf

Q With pooling.

A With pooling, yes.

Q Have you attempted to get voluntary pooling agreements
from all these individuals? o

A Yes, sir, and I think basically it is a correspondence

problem. The majority of the acreage, the principal brother of

the top two parties has executed a lease and pooling agreement

and he is having trouble finding and getting his two brothers

- to execute the same agreement.

Q Now, the next category is "mineral interest electihg

‘to join". What is the situation with that acreage?

A This three tenth's of an acre of Mr. Chudy in
Minneapolis, Minnesota, ‘I believévhe_was under some misguidance
as to what he was actually doing and we have had extensive .
correspondence with him and at this date he stiil,elects to
join and i~assume before it is over with he will change his
mind becausé of the costs with that small amount of acreaqge.

Q Now, at the bottom is "Recapitulation” and it shows
a total of 42.61183 acres which'ybu seek to force poql?

A Yes, sir.

-Q »“Now, as to the ieased minérals with no pooling agree-

ment, there would be no recovery to the owners other than their

royalty interest, is that right?
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A Yes,

Q Nor would youirecover theif proportionalﬁshare of the
cost out of the well?

A That is correct.

Q So do you ask that'the<right to recover out of the
unléased minerals, the propoi€ionate sharé of their cost of
drilling the well and the charge for the risk be involved?

A We- do.

Q . Whét risk would you anticipate would be reasonable
in this situatiqn?

A :This is a very low risk well. I don't know whether
you can use percentages as they mean different things to dif-
ferent parties, but we consider it ce;tainly in the realm of
twenty~-five percent risk of a dry hole.

Q So a twenty-five percent risk factor would be satis-
factory to ybu? | |

-A As a risk factor, ves.

Q Do you also ask for a provision‘for the allocation of
actual operating costs and the establishment of charges for super-

vision of the well?

A Yes, sir.
Q What supervision costs would you feel are proper?
A The actual supervision of the well itself would be

minimal. However, as indicated earlier, we-have fifty mineral

owners, some of these not effectively leased or pooled. The
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handlingvof this-large a number of mineral owners -- and they
are old in hature ~-~ their title is old -~ there are a great
many probate proceedings and other legal requirements that must
Se met before they can effectivéiy execute different orders, éo
the expense anticipated in setting this'up for dispersement of
royalties would‘be conSiderable.

Q | Do you think that would be an additional cost which

would not ordinarily exist?

A Yes, sir.

Q Could you put a dollar figure on the Supervision
costs? )

A oh, it would run somewhere in the rate of $175.00

per month.

Q  ﬂAnd would you.ask that you be permitted to recover
the proéoréionate share from owrners of the unleased minerals
before they share in production? \

A T wéuld.

) Is Major, Giebel and Forster willing to purchase

leases from these individuals on any reasonable basis?

A Yes, 8ir. We are.

Q Are you willing for them to join in the drilling of
the well?

A Yes, sir.

Q It would be a rather infinitesimal intefést, other

than the 37 and a half acres, would it not?
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B A Yes. It would.
- | 0 - Would you think it would be reasonable that they
| should join in the drilling of the well?
TE A No, sir, I don't, but --
;ﬁ? - Q But you would welcome them if they want to?
= A Yes., If that was their wish, yes.
%q“w ?i} Q Was Exhibit 1 and.2 prepargd by you or under%your
; %.ﬂ | supervision?
- A Yes, sir. -
tz MR. KELLAHIN: At this time I'd 1ike’€g/;ffer in
;u? evidence Exhibits 1 and 2.

MR. UTZ: Without objection Exhibits 1 and 2 will be 5

entered into the record in this case.

(Whereupon applicant's Exhibits
1 and 2 were admitted into
evidence)
MR.‘ROCH: Have you héd experience as a driller of
Devonian wells up in‘thisvarea?
A ;n southeast New Mexico, as a general rule, yes, sir.
Q What do you anticipate the cost of drilling to
complete a Devonian well?
A $150,000. A
MR. KELLAHIN: That completes the examination of
the witness. |

WITNESS: I would like to mention that we are currently

drilling the well and we are totalled at 4,000 feet.
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'MR. KELLAHIN: That is all-we have, Mr, Utz -- one
other gquestion -—- Mr. Koch, does Gulf 0il Corporation own-any
interest, to your knowledgé, underlying this trébt?

WITNESS: ‘Not to my knowledge.

MR. UTZ: Any questiéns of the witness?

MR. KASTLER: Yes.

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. KASTLER:

Q Mr. Koch, to your,knowlédge has this same 160 acré
guarter sectién peen unitized and produced from the Crosby-
pevonian gas pool?

A Yes, sir.

Q Wwhat happened that it now has to be forced poOled
again? |

A There is a well located on the north half, north
sixty acres that was subsequently plugged ané abandoned and
that sixty acres expired under the(termé of the prior‘lease

as to the deeper rights.

Q Was Major, Giebel and Forster the operator of that
weli?

A No, sir.

Q Do you have knowiedge of whether it accidentally quit

or by some'sudden stoppage losing the well, in effect, or did

it appear to run to itsiéxhaustion of the gas that was pro-

ductive in that well bore ox would you care to speculate on it?
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A No, sir.

Q I am asking. for a conclusion, I realize that.

Have you or has anyone -in your compaﬁy made a geogolical
study'pf ﬁhis area and prepared to offer gxhibits or testimony
here this morning?

MR. KELLMHIN: Mr. ExXaminer please, we object to the
question., We are not presenting, at least on our own behalf,

a-hearing on the geology of this area. If there was testimony

offeréd; we will probably wish to rebut it.

MR. UTZ2: If testimony was offered‘yoﬁ would what?

MR. KELLAHIN: We would wish tobrebut any testimony
offered by any other pefson, but we don't propose to submit
any testimony on geology, nor is this witness qualified fb do
so. |

MR. KASTLER} My question is only prelimirary. I
wanted to know if I should ask Mr. Koch further questions or
not.

MR. UTZ: You got yoﬁr answeyxr, didn't you?

MR. RASTLER: I got my answer.

MR. UTZ: All right.

» MR. KASTLER: That is all the questions I have.

MR. UTZ: O.K. Any other questions?

The witness may be excused.

Do you have another witness, Mr. Kellahin?

MR. KELLAHIN: Not at this time.




T~

A

21

MR. KASTLER: At this time Gulf would like to call
Mr. J. E. Hutchison.

J. E., HUTCHISON,

a witness, having been first duly sworn, was$ examined and

__testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

" BY MR. KASTLER

Q —Will,youAplease state your name, where you live and

by whom you are employed and in what capacity.

A J. E. Hutchison, Roswell, New Mexico. I am employed

by Gulf 0il Corporation as a District Production Geologist.

Q How long have you occupied that position at Gulf?
A Nearly seven years,
Q During that time have you previously had occasion to

appear before the New Mexico 0il Conservation Commission and
have qualified as an expert Geoloéist?

A Yes. I have.

Q Have you made a study of the area in the vicinity of
the applicatign of Major, Giebel and Forster in Case No. 4410?

A Yes. I have.

MR. KASTLER: Are the witness' qualifications
acceptable?
. MR. UTZ : Yes, sir. T@ey are.
Q ‘-I wish you would now refer to what héé been'markéd

as opponent's Exhibit No. 1. Please identify this.
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MR. KELLAHIN: Examiner please, at this time I'd like
to renew our objection as previously stated and renew our position
that no testimony should properly be received pefore this EX-—
aminer Hearihg not reiaﬁed to the question of compulsory'pooling.
We submit geological testimony is not sO related.

MR. UTZ: Your objection will be noted in ‘the record
and egain you are overruled, Mr. Kellahin.

Q' Please idehﬁify this structure map., this exhibit.

A Exhibit No. 1 is a structure map of the Crosby— -
pevonian field in pownship 25 south, range 37 east and 26
south, ran@e 37 east, Lea county, New Mexico. The map is con-
toured on the top of the Devonian formation and the’cehtour
interval is, as exhibited, 100 feet.

Q what wells have you shown on here as giving you sur-

A only tﬁe deever wells are shown. of the wells that
either penetrated the Devonian formation Or quit short of the
 pevonian formation there are only three wells shown on_this
exhibit that did not penetrate the Devenian'formation or has
not as yet penetrated the Devonian formation.

Q Please jdentify those three wells.

A There are three wells. The first of which is the
Western Naturai No. 1 Debbe located in unit E, section 34,
Township 25 south, range 37 ecast. rhe second of which is the

Amerada and Olsen No. 1 Hays well located in unit N of Section



23 .

29, 25 south, range 37 east and the currently’drilled No., 1
Major, Giebel and Forster No. 1 Cook located in unit O of
Section 28,

-

Q Those are the three wells which did not penetrate the

Crosby?

A Did not or héve not.

Q And which wells are now producing from the Crosby-
Dovonian? |

A Presently there are four producing wells in the Crosbyf

Qé?onian gas field. These are two wells in the north half of
Section 33; namely the El1 Paso No. 2 Gregory Federal located
in unit C of Section 33, 25 south, range 37 east; the-Gﬁlf

NO. 2 Shahan located in unit B of Section 33; the Union Texas
Petroleum No. 1 American Republic Federalvlocated in unit K of

Section 28 and the Union Texas Petroleum No. 1 Gregory Federal

-located in unit O of Section 33.

Q Is there one more well producing oil in the Crosby-
Dovonian field?

A No, sir. There ish't any well classified as an oil
well at the present time. There waé one well that at one time
vwas a Crosby~Dovonian so classified well and it is located in
unit M of Section 21, Township 25 south, range 37 east. That
well was plugged and abandoned in January of 1963.

Q Mr. Hutchison, of these wells that aré now producing

from the Crosby-Dovonian pool, which are the top allowable
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wells and which are the marginal wells?

A Of the four producing wells there are two top allow-
able wells. Both of these wglls are in the north half of
section-33, being the Gulf No. 2 shahan and the El1 Paso No. 2
Gregory Federal.. The well Union Texés Petroleum No. 1 Américan
Repﬁblic Fedéral located in unit K is classified as .a marginél
producer and the Union Texas petroleum well NO. 1 Gregory

Federal located in unit O of gection 33 is also a marginal

producer.

Q with regard to the‘top_allowable wells and the mar-—

. ginal producers, do you have a conclusion that the top allow~

ables are higher on the structure?

A fes, gir. I do} The twc’tOp allowables are also
the two highest wells structurally on the Crosby—Dovonian
field. |

Q Now, will you refer to Phillip's No. 1 Copper well
and give a brief history of its>production, put first state

its location, please.

A The Phillip's NoO. 1 Copper well is located in unit J
of Section 28, Township 25 south, range 37 east. The well was

completed from the Devonian formation January 16, 1956 and the

well ceased to produce in october of 1968. Through this interim

the well produced a total of 8,212,000,000 cubic feet of gas.

Q what is the structural difference between Phillip's

No. 1 Copper well, now dry hole, and the Anderson prichard
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Lanehart well in unit G of Section 282
A The Anderson Prichard Lanehart well is structuraily
754 feet low to the Phillip's No. 1 Copper well located in

unit J.

Q Do you conclude from that that this well is on the
downthrown side of a fault?

A Yes. It is my interpretation we have a down to the
east fault running between these two wells.

Q For additional fault control what other wells have
you studied? |
| A Well, we have looked, of course, at the wells in the

field, but so far as additional fault control, in Section 34

“and unit E, the Western Natural No. 1 Dabbs drilled to a total

depth of 9,273 feet and were etill in the Mississippian line
at total depth and we,afrom that, estimated a top of the
Devonian to be at a datum of 6,643 feet subsea. The well
directly south of that, the Anderson Prichard No. 1 Dabbs
located in unit L, encountered the top ef the Devonian at a
datum of minus 5,873, being 770 feet higher than the Western
Natural No. 1 Dbabbs.

Q In your opinion what conclusions can be drawn from
what you have shown on Exhibit 1?

A Well, from all the wells drilled in the Crosby-

Devonian field it appears}that the producﬁion lays longer on

top of the structure than on the flanks and this is evidenced
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by the wells plugged on the flank of the structure and also I

would conclude that all wells drilled east of our down to the

i

east fault are too low to produce hydrocarbons from the Devonian

- réservoir.

Q Can you detect an encroachment with the well histéry
you have given in the case of the Phillip's Copper No. 1 well --
can you detect an encroachment of unproduétivity or exhaustion
of production, lower pressures and economic limits to 4he point
that you could estiﬁate how many productive acres there now are
in_;hg southeast quarter of Section 28?2

A The Phillipé No. 1 C&Eper well was originaliy com-
pleted, as I stated, back in 1956. Thié well at that time was
a top allowable well and in my opinion at the time the wellAwas
drilled there wasn't more than probably eighty acres -- that
being west of the fault ~-- that were productive at the time
that the Phiilip's\well was drilled. Of course, that wasn't
feédily determinable since the Anderson Prichard Lanehart wéll
directly north of it was drilled subsequent tc the Phillip's
well, but originally I feel that it was within the southeast
quartér of Section 28. There were probably eighty acres that
were originally productive. Since the cessation of production
in the Phillip's well I feel like that there has been addi-
tional encroachment updip as evidenced by the very marginal
status of the Union Texas Petroleum No. 1 American Republic

well which only produced 2.6 million cubic feet of gas in the’



Q How many acres =~ have you planimeteied’the number of
acres?
A No, sir. I have not. I have not planimetered it,
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month of June, 1970, so in my opinion ihe productive acreage
existing in the southeast of gection 28 at the present time, SO
whére the line would exist petween the plugged Phillip‘s copper
and the Union Texas American Republic well would be hard to
determine exactly. but_I'd say halfway, which would probably
ﬁake the datum line appro#imately minus 5,250 subsea ——- that
an updip would probably be productive of gas in the Devonian

reservoir.

put I would estimate that,itfis.prbbably forty acres or less.
I héve not an exact figure on it.

o M. Huﬁéhison, what does your A to A prime line
connecting three wells in Section 28 refer to?

A  That refers to Exhibit 2 which is a cross section
runﬁing from the Union Texas No. 1 Republic Federal, which was
the discovery well in the Crosby—Devoniaﬁ field, through the
Phillips Né. 1 Coéper and northward to the ‘Andexrson prichard
No. 1 Lanehart.

Q and you have prepafed or had caused to be prepared
this Exhibit No. 2 which is marked opponent's Exhibit No. 2.
to show this Cross section?

A ves. 1 have.

Q Will you state what logs are depicted on there?
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A From the left of the cross section, the weliiimmedi~
ately td your left is the Unidn Texas No. 1 American Republic
Federal. The seéond Qell is the‘Phillips Petroleum Company |
No. 1 Copper well and thirdiy the Anderson Prichard No. 1
Lanehart well,

Q Explain what is shown here and what conclusions you
draw from it. |

A This cross section is intended to éore or less shcw
the structural differences between these wells} £he lower line
on the cross Sectidn is marked top of éhe Devonian; the produc-
iﬁg zone of the Devonion formation is approximately 180 to
two hundred feet below the line, as you can see from the curves
on this particular well. Immediately overlying this is the
very radio active Woodford shfll section and as you can see
going from the Union Texas to the Phillip's Copper well you
have what you might consider a relief there of some 114 feet and
then, as I stated before, the other well being'754 feet low.
Wevhave predicted with that rapid rate chanée in the dip a
downthrown fault and this way, down on the lower right-hand
side of the cross section gives the top of the Devonion on the
Anderson Prichard well which does ‘have a dip in. the Devonion
and recdveréé#G;OGS feet of fbrmation water.

Q Do you have any other conclusions you'd like to make

or add at this time?

A No, sir. I do not.
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Q Were Exhibits No. 1 and 2 prepared by you or at your
direction or underryouf sﬁpervision?
A Yes, sir. They were.
MR. KASTLER: This concludes myvquesﬁions of Mr.
Hutchison on direct examination and I'd like to move Exhibits
1 and 2 be admitted into evidence at this time. .
MR. UTZ: Without objection Exhibits 1 and 2 will be

entered in the record in this case.

(Whereupon opponent's%ExhibitS 1 and 2
were admitted into evidence)

We will take the noon day lunch break.

(Whereupon the hearing was adjourned
for lunch). -

MR. UTZ: The hearing will come to order. I believe
we are ready to cross question Mr, Hutchison.

MR. KELLAHIN: May I ask a few guestions?

MR. UTZ: Yes, sir.

“CROSS-EXAMINATION

RY MR. KELLAHIN

0 Mr. Hutchison, referring to your Exhibit No. 1.
A Yes, sir.
Q As I understand, you base your location of your fault

on the difference between the Phillip's Petroleum well and the
Anderson Prichard well offsetting it to the north, is that

correct?

A To the north, that is correct.




-~

-y

© e

\ \\

30

Q . And that is on the difference of the subsea datum
on the Devonion formation?
A That is correct.

Q Now, down to the south you referred, in Section 34,

to the Western Natural Gas Company well No. 1.

A Yes, sir.
Q Which you show a subsea datum of minus 6,643,
A

Correct.
0] Actually that well did not reach the Devonion, did it?
A That is ¢gorrect. That is an estimate. It is marked

on the exhibit as an estimate.

Q And it is an estimate? _
A Yes,
Q 1 Now, those two control points are the only control

points that you have for the location of the fault, is that
correct?

A Well, that and also the Anderson Prichard well in

~ unit L of Section 34. I think I stated thét between the

Anderson Prichard well in unit L and the Western Natural there
was 770 feet, I believe,

Q We were just talking about the fault line and ‘you say,
as I understand it, Ehose are your two control points plus the
Anderson Prichard well in unit L.

A That is correct.

Q And to the north you don't have any control points
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at all, is that right?

- A North of the Anderson érichard, no.
o For the location of the;fault?
A No, sir.
3
;’i Q How, as 1 understood your testimony, based on the

history of the Phillip's well in Section 28 and the immediate
offset well which was the Union Tean‘Petroleum well to the

- west,'did I understand 90u to say that based on those two wells

in your opinion anything below 5,250 feet was not productive in

the Devonian?

- -3 That is what I am estimating, approximately 5,250 -

subsea being the 1imit of production.

- Q Well,now, if we followed the 5,250 foot line onto the

south of the acreage that is the subject of this hearlng, how
much of the Gulf acreage is oroductlve at this éime?“

A ‘At this tlme I feel probaoly that tney ‘are roughly on -
the same basis as what we are estimating'up there, probably
roughly one hundred acres of 160 using the same baSl%/I would
apply to the acreage to the north. Originally 1 feel that when
we drilled the well we felt like there was 160 acres present
being in the same situation as was the Phillip's well and that
the wells to the south, namely the Western Natural Dabbs, the
anderson Prichard Dabbs were drilled subsequent to the Gulf Qellc

Q  So actually on your present interpretation you had

less than 1602
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A Approximately I'd say what we know now, if these wells
have been drilled prior to the Gulf well, probably 150 or fifty-
two acres cutting’out some” eight or ten acres.

Q At present you have aboutﬂa hundred?

A I haven't actually figurgd, but goingtdown that 5,250
I'd say in the same basis, roﬁgﬁly, approximately one hundred
acres.

Q Néw, if you were to drill a féblacément well for(youf
Gulf Shahan No. 2 would you éékvfor a hundred acre allowable?

A If we drilled a replacement well at the presént ﬁime,

yes, sir.

T Q You would voluntarily séy "we only got a hundred acres
productive?"‘
A Assuming our well went to pot?
Q Yes, sir.
A Our well went to bot, completely toApot, I don't

think if 6ur well ceased producing all together, I don't think
that we would be eﬁtitled to a hundred acres.

Q You would be something less than that?

A Less than that. If we quit produéiné, I'd say then
our well was nonproductive downdepth from at/léast this well.

| 0 Now, coming on down to the south a little further,

the E1l Paso Natural Well No. 3 in the south half of Section 33,
that was abandoned in 1963, was it not?

A Which well was that again?
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Q No. 3 well,

A In unit G?

Q Immediately south of your acreage?

A In unit J, the No. 3 El Paso wéll,f— that well was
abandoned, according té-our records, in'June, 1962 ~-- ceased
production.

Q Ceased production?

A Yés.

Q . Did it water.out or do you know?

A I do not have that production, water production,

on that particular well. It could be possibly that our sub-
sequent witness may possibly have that information.

Q Now,‘the feplacement well directly south of that,
that is at a subsea of 5,2662?

A That is correct.

Q .Accordind‘to your theory of the pool ﬁhat shouléd not
be productive because it is below 5,250?

A Yes. That particular well there in unit O, the

'E1 Paso Union Texas Petroleum well, is a marginal producer and

in June of 1970 produced 8.6 million cubic feet of gas and 1,226
barrels of condensate with 1,344 feet of water ~- 1,344 barrels
of water produced for the month of June. That would be a maﬁ—
fer of sixteen feet, I believe, from that and, of course, to

assume that exactly -- I said somewhere in between the Phillip's

well and the Union Texas well, roughly 5,250. Now, assuming that,
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you would have to assume encroachment for a distance there in
_excess of’a mile. I don't fhink that a person can predict that
closely, bﬁt assuming production from the Phillip's well's
ceasing in October of 1968, I w§uld think it would be some

encroachment, so my estimate is a minus 5,250,

) Q Noy, do yoﬁ’think that all of that acreage is p£o~
4 h ?wf ductive?
- Efj v, v A - As best as I could~estimdte, I'd say it was.
2%4 Q You didn't object té the replacement well or the
iy ’ :
émf ' dedication;acieage to it?
%yj , A No, sir, we did not.
o é Now; lets go on up to the north end of'your exhibit
oy ;
“,“ ‘:~Ag ‘ in Section 21, one well which is an 0il well, is that right?
E;; A Yes, sir. That is correct.
Pt .
DA ;7 . 0 That is in a different pool than the Crosby-Devonian

o gas pool, isn't it.
) A That is Devonian oil pool, that is correct.
Q Do you know the basis for the separation between a

Devonian gas pool and the Devonian oil pool? .

Loere

A I think acﬁually in my opinibn if that is an oil rim
up there you will notice the top of the Devonian on that paf—
ticular well. There is a datum of minus 5,877. The perforations
ip that well, they perforated from eighty, 8,900 to 8,970 to
9,515 feet.

Q Could you give us the subsea datum?




A That is a minus 5,923 to a datum of minus 5,968.

- Q That is well below your 5,250, isn't it?

A Yes, sir. It is.
- Q Quite a lot low?
— A Yes.
% v Q What interval is the offsetting well to the west?
- A The offsetting well to the west?
2 — . C Q Yes.
e A The offsetting well to thé west is not'producing}

That well had been'plﬁgged. It was plugged or ceased producing
- ~ in 1962.

Q It did prodube prior to that, did it not? -

- A Prior to that it did.
b Q Do you know what interval it produced from?
{ o o |
- A No, sir. I do not have that. I have it in my brief

case, if you'd like me to go throvgh that trouble to dig it out.

Q "Would you agree it produced from 5,848 feet?

A 5,848 subsea.

B Q Yes, sir. Subsea.
A Well, that sounds logical.

- Q Would you like to check your cards and see?
. ,

Yes, sure.
MR. UTZ: Was 5,848 the top of the perforations?
MR. KELLAHIN: The base of the perforation, yes.

WITNESS: The base of the perforation on the Owens
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was a minus 5,968 datum line. My information shows that the
Sun No. 3 Lanehart was perforated fromﬁ8,915 to 8,940, to an
elevation of 3,042 feet and ifrmy arithmetic is correct, that
would be from a datum of minus’5,87l to 5,898,

0 That woﬁld be below the oil Well,;wouldn't4it?

A It’would be, datum wise, below the oil wéll.

Q Yes, sir. Xou~said -

A It would be above the oil well.

b Above the oil well ~- is there ;ny separa£ion between

those two wells?

A Not that I know of. There may be some difference of
permeabilify. I just think there is an oil rim and this oil
was accumulated downstructure down from the gas.

Q It should have been prorated as an associated oil
well in a gas pool?

A Well, it probably should have been, but it wasn't.

To my knowledge,‘it wasn't,

Q Do you know or have any opinion as t§ what the original
gas water contact was in this pool?

A Yes, sir. We have used a minus -- approximately a
minus 5,900 was our estimate of the briginal -~ of the originai
gas water and, of course, the original gas oil I would say
would be somewhat below that as exemplified in ﬁhat Texas Pacific
well and they produced the oil fromka minus 5,923 to 5,968, so

I would say the gas dil contact was somewhat, at that time,
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above the minqs 5,923,

Q So you had oil below the water then?

A I beg your pardon?

Q You;had oil below the water, is that what you are
‘saying?

A  No, éir. I am saying we had gas on top. We had an

0il ring around it and water below.

Q But your oil is at 5,968. You say your water was .
5,900.

A No. I §§§d-the gas oil cgptac£ was’e;timated 5,900
feet. |

Q The water contaét%

A The gas water contact.

Q ¥¢s. That is what I was asking.

A "About a minus 5,900 feet.

Q You are saying they are the same thing then?

A No. I am saying the gas oil contact in this well

would be somewhat below that because they have gas on oil in
that particular well bore, y
Q  Well, .that, to me, would indicate that you are saying

the o0il is below the water, if there was any water?

A No, sir. It doesn't to me.
0 I don't understand your testimony then.
A On the Lanehart well in Section 3, if these datums’

are correct we figure they produced from 5,971 to minus 5,800 -
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produced gas, 5,898. The productive interval in the Texas

pacific Eva Owens was lower than that datum-wise from a minus

5,923 to a minus 5,968,/so the gas was produced . above the oil.

0 . Correct, but where was the water -- you say it is in
5,900,
A As estimated -- at the time of this it was probably -=

the oil was probably pelow that. This oil probabiy uncovered
theAwhole structural aspect. It was just a rin around it.

Q Well, it might not have been even any water up there

" then?

A That is true, because we only have a cross section of

‘180 to 200 feet. A great part of the field was no water at all.

Q I just want to clarify one point. pid you say the
El Paso Natural Union petroleum well No. 1 in the gouth half

of Section 33 is producing now or not?

A . Yes, sir. 1 said it was producing. It is a marginal
well,
Q It is still producing?
A it is still-p£oducing.

MR. KELLAHIN: That is all. Thank you, Mr. Hutchisons
'MR. UTZ: Any other questions?

MR. KASTLER: No further questions.

Mr. Hoover, take the stand.

JOHN HOOVER,

a witness, having been first duly sworn, was examined and
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testified as follows:

MR. KELLAHIN: We make the same objection to the

'testimbny of. this witness as we make in the testimony of

Mr. Huﬁchison, Mr. Examiner, please, on‘ﬁhe ground any testi-
mony as to productive acreage goes beyond the scope of this
hearing.

MR. UTZ: The objection will be noted in the record{
You are overruled aéain.

‘'DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. KASTLER

Q Mr. Hoover, p;ease state by whom YOu are employed,
where and in what position?

A John Hoover, employed by Gulf 0il beporation, Roswell,
New Mexico, as District Production Engineer.

Q ~ Are you familiar with certain facts<and‘éircumstances
surrounding the Phillip's Copper well which is indirébtly in-
volved in this heafing?

A Yes, sir.

MR. KASTLER: Are the witness' qualifications satis-

factory?
MR. UTZ: Yes. They are.

Q Mr. Hoover, referring to what is marked -- What shoulg

be marked Opponent's Exhibit No., 3, would you state what that

is and what is shown thereon?

A Yes, sir. 1 made a tabulation of the production from
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the Phillié‘s Copper well No., 1 and I was attempting to determine

what the production characteristics of this well was so I

“tabulated the gas and water production or attempted to by ﬁonths,

using the New Mexico 0il and Gas Engineering Committee Report.
I have taken their production in the‘lattér stages of produc-
tion of the well and I started with the year 1963. No water
was reported for this well Qhatsoever. However, the gas pro-
duction COntiﬁued along fairly constant until the l&tter part
of 1965 and‘then ﬁhere was a rapid decrease., By December of
1966 the well had dropped to about 352 M.C.F. from over the
month. These are monthly figures, so I attemptéd to dete:mine
what happened so I went to the Commission's Hobb's office to
see if any remedial work had been performed on tkat well and

we found that'they had performed remedial work in March of

1967 and the remedial work performed was that they ééueezed

some of the perforations to shut off water. The old perfor-

ations were from 8,376 feet to 8,392 feet. I am going to cor-

o

rect that. ‘The oldyﬁerforation was from 8,376 feet to 8,450
féet and 8,482 feet to 8,522 feét. The new perforations were
8,376 feet to 8,392 feet. Tﬂéy squeezed off»the lower set.
The well went back on production in March of 1967. It did
pretty good on:production all thrxough l967,4getting the pro-
duction up somewhere around eighteen”fbﬁéﬁenty-six million per

month and then in 1968 or in 1967 the water reported in May



started picking up from 270 barrels per month in May to 1,380
2" barrels pér month in pecember and then the water, the gas pro-
| duction in 1968 ;tarted falling off and althouéh it did not
report'any water except for April, whiéh was»l,426 barrels,
%71 _ the production was just~practically nothiné from March, 1968
" through October. It was 29 M.C.F. They discontinued pro-
A 4 duction in October and then the well was plugged and abandoned
. : in Jﬁne of 1969 so 1 contacted the "Phillip's represéntaﬁive
determlne if there was ‘any reason for any lag from the last
production to the plugging and abandoning and he advised me
o tpat they were attemptlng to make a subleaue on the shallower

T zone, shallower pay. put that fell through so they went ahead

1 ; 1 and piugged'the well and dropped their lease.

. ) Q But your testimony is to the effeét‘that'after the
end of October, 1968 there was no further gas production out

' ' of this Phillip's Copper well?

iww = o A No. There wasn 't and even though there was produc-

tion in October of 1968 there has been considerable‘production

since that time from the remaining part of the pool. In my

opinion I feel that the water encroachment has come up beyond

= ' the upper set of perforations, the top of the perforations in

| | that well .and is somewhere between there aﬁd the Union Texas

American Republic Federal well.

Q all right. I take it —— I don't mean to suggest, but




- ‘ do you say that because there is a presence of water in your
exhibit?

:\ Yes. I feel that the well watered -out back in 1966
E.N and we have had two and a half -~ almost -- ves, two and alﬁalf

years of production from the other wells in the pool since then.

Q What was the cumulative production of that?
. A That well recovered 8,212,466 M.C.F.
?.f, e »_{»' Q Are there anykother conclusions you wish to draw on

the basis of Exhibit No. 3?

P A No, sir. I believe that covers that exhibit.

54 Q Was this exhibit.prepared by you from data that you

consider reliable?

B A Yes, sir.
) ’;~4 Q Did you already testify where you obtained the data
- from? ‘
. , A Yes. I obtaired it from the New Mexico 0il and Gas

‘Engineering Committee Report.

MR. KASTLER: I'd like to move this opponent's Exhibit
No. 3 be admitted into evidence at this time.:

MR. UTZ: Without objection Exhibit No. 3 will be
S entered into the record in this case.

(Vhereupon opponent's Exhibit No. 3
‘;- ‘ was admitted into evidence).

MR. KASTLER: That is all the questions I have on

"direct,
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MR. UTZ: Any questions of the witness?

CROSS~-EXAMINATION

BY MR. KELLAHIN

Q Mr. Hoover, ydu said you feel the water;is above
the:top of the pexrforation in that well. What was the top
perforation?

F:Y The top of the new perfbrations or the original
perforation, the top was 8,376 feet.

Q ‘and what would that be subsea?h

A Minus 5,355.

Q And what were ;he perforations>after the workover?

A That is it. They dian't change the top of the per-
foration.

Q So you feel that there is water in this area at least

:’at 5,355 or less?

A Yes, sir.

o) Would you agree with the 5,250 figure given by Mr.

Hutchison?
A Yes, sir.
Q You are in agreement then that approximately sixty

acres or more of the Gulf acreage to the south has been watered
out too.

A Yes, sir.

Q That would be correct?

43
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A yes. At this time, yeS:« sir. Apparently, yes, sir.
That is right.
Q Would you say that this 5,355 or 5,250 figure would

apply throughout the whole pool?

A i don't know Mr. Kellahis.

Q You don‘t know? {

A No, sir.

Q: Onelother question. On these pevonian completions,

has it been the pracrice of the operators to perforate the
entire pevonian sections in most instances at leasg?

A Well, I am not sure of the perforations, but i do
know that the very top of the pevonian has no porosity. They
would not perforate the entire pevonian section pased on that.
Now, this well, I believe, is.perforated maybe twenty-five feet
pelow the top of the Devonian‘but that perforation at 8,376
feet was right at the top of the porosity.

Q Now,‘whet would be the thickness of the porosity

zone generated in the pevonian, generally?

A 1 don't knovw.

Q How many feet normally ao the operators'perforete?
A 1 don't know.

Q How many feet do they perforate in your well?

A Well, we can look at the logs and find out. I don't

have any tabulation on the overall perforations.
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Q Well, you gave the overall perforation on the

Phillip's well. That substantially covered the entire Devonian

porosity, did it not?

A I don't know whether that covered the bottom or not.
I believe if a persdn was driving another well you are going
to perforate, you wouldn't go very much into the top of the
Devonian.

MR. KASTLER: Mr. Hutchison had a copy’ of the log
as.part of his cross section and if you wish, you may recall
;im and question him on that point.

”MR. KELLAHIN: We can put on our own witness, but
Mr.‘Hoqve: was testifying to the perforations in the éhillip's
well ‘and I wanted to know what they covered. He doesn't know.
There is no use pursuing the matter.

That is alle have. &hank you.

MR. UTZ: Do you want your question ans&ered,

Mr. Kellahin?

MR. KELLAHIN: No, not necessarily. We have our own

witness.

MR. UT'Z: Any other questions of Mr. Hoover?

CROSS~EXAMINATION
BY MR. UTZ
Q Mr. Hoover, when a gas well and a water drive pool

such as this waters out, is this typical of the manner in which
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it waters out or does it just increase water production?

A_ Well, we don'£ believe this is a true water drive.
It is a matter, I think, of the water expansion or éncroach—
ment to £ill the voidage created by the.gas production. Usually
in a water drive reservoir the water will encroach fast or
féster than the gag is withdrawn and you maintain a reason-
abie pressure, but thisjone'follows a pressure decline and I
feel that it is just water encroachment, but in these particular
Devornian wells i£ seems to be that the production from them
goes along pretty goéd and then all of a sudden the production
falls off and- there is water, a 'considerable amount.of water.
produged.

Q Then it is your feeling the water encroaches over

the perforafions and just shuts the gas off from the perfora-

tions?
A Yes, sir.
Q So that the gas can't work its way through the water?
A ‘Well, ves, sir. I believe the water works right up

behind the gas and actually I believe when the gas hits that,
it is probable you have produced most of the gas up to that
pbint of your perforation.

Q So then I take it that you‘would explain the absence
of water in the last few months this well produced by the fact

that there was not enough pressure to lift the water -- just a
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little gas bubbled ué through it?-

A I believe so. In the last part, however, I don't
have any reason to say this, buﬁ I question the water reporting.
There was no watér’reported.there in 1966, even though the gas
production went down, but the remedial work was for the purpose
of shutting off water. Whether it just encroacheé and floods
the gas out, is not produced, or if it jué; is not reportedﬂas
such, I am not'sﬁre,

Q The‘bottomhole pressure in the podl has declined?

A Yes., I believ?.it has. I don't have any figufes_
on bottomhole pressure. The tubing pressures 1 have.

MR. UTZ: Are there any other questions?
MR. KASTLER: Nof
MR. UTZ: You may be excused.

Do you have any further witnesses?

MR. KASTLER: No, sir. This concludes our opposition. -

MR. UTZ: Mr. Kellahin, do you have another witness?

MR. KELLAHIN: Yes. We do.

MR. UTZ: This will be a rebuttal witness, I presume?

MR. KELLAHIN: A-"}ébuttal witness.

I would like to state that Major, Giebel and Forster,
by presenting rebuttal testimony, are doing so merely for the

purpose of refuting testimony which has been offered here by

Gulf 0Oil Corporafion and we feel improperly admitted in this




hearing. We in no way waive our objection to thié procedure
o , ' and at this'time I'd like to renew my objection and move that
; the testimony offered by Gulf 0il Corporation be stricken from
the reéord.,
- . ‘ MR. KASTLER: Doesyfhat gb to the part of your objec-~
tion that you had no notice or tine to prepare --
MR. KELLAHIN: Yes, sir. It goes to the objection

~ that we had no notice as regquired by law and the rules of the

. Commission.

e e s e e e s

P , : MR. UTZ: The record will note your objection. You

are overruled again.

- : ROSS D. ROBERTS,

o 4 a witness, having been first duly sworn, was examined and

testified as follows:

; R | | " DIRECT EXAMINATION
S ‘ é - BY MR. KELLAHIN
o t‘ Q Mr. Roberts, ybu have been sworn in?
- A Yes, sir.
Q By whom are you employed and in what position?
A I am employed by Major; Giebel and Forster as Chief
- Engineer.
: Q Where are you located?
[
» A Midland, Texas.
iﬁ Q Have you ever testified before the 0il Conservétion
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Commission in one of its examinations?

A I have not.

}Q For the benefit of the Examiner would you briefly
outline yOur;education and experiénce as an engineer?

A I graduated from the University of Texas in 1958
with a B.S. in Petroleum Engineering; went to work for Pan
American Petroleum Corporation. The last five years>df my
eleven years with Pan American was‘spent primarily in reservoir
engineering. At the time I terminaﬁed wiﬁh Pan American I was :
Assistant District Engineer in charge of feservoir engineering
in the Midland; Texas district. Currently wiéh Major, Giebel
and Forster I am charged with the responsibility of all engi-. -
neering within our company.

0 In connection with youriwork with Major, Giebel and
Forster, have you made an in?estigation of the-Crosby-Dévonianf
pool wﬁich is the subject matter of this hearing?

A ¥es, sir.

MR. KELLAHIN: Now, are the witness' qualifications

“acceptable?

ﬁR. UTZ: Yes, sir.
Q Mr. Roberts, in connection with your work, you heard
the testimony that has been offered here by Gulf, have you not?
A Yes, sir.
Q And the testimony wﬁich is‘to the effect that in

their opinion all of the acreage purposed to be dedicated by




Major, Giebel and Forster to a well to be drilled in the south-

east quartei of Section 28, 25 south, range 37 east, is not
productive. You heafd that testimony? J

A Yes, sir.

Q Now,‘;argely it was baséd upon the location of two
factors; a fad1£ and encroachment of water. Have you made a
study of those two factors?

A Yes, sir,

Q Referring to wﬁat has beeﬁ marked as the Applicant's
Exhibit No. 3 that has been hung on the wall over here, would
you discuss your*ihterpretation and contrast it to tﬁe inter-
pretation that has been made by Gulf?

A Our Exhibit 3 is a structure map contoured on top of
the Devonian and the Crosby pool contour interval is a hundred
feet. The producing Devonian gas wells ére loqatéd by the
circles shown here. There are four producing gas wells in the
pool at tﬁis time. The abandoned Devon&an gas wells are éhown
with the mark through them. You can locate those easily on
the map. |

The map was prepared ﬁsing available subsurface daté-. At
all avallable‘éubsurface data we concur with Gulf. There is a
fault iocated between the Phillip's Coppér wellkat this location

and the Anderson Piichard Lanehart well at this location. The

exact location of the fault we differ with Gulf. We believe
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that shown on Gulf's cross section it appears that the faqlt
was eitherHCut;in this well or was-very élése to this well due
to the thickening of the voodford section\indicated between
these two wells. Also the fact that this well produced oil
from the Devonian.

Q you identify the well.

A Yes. This is the Olsen -- Eva Owen's well. The fact
this well produced oil with the reported initial gravity poten-
tiél of thirty-four degrees with a low gas oil ratio, this offﬁil
setting well produced gas condensate with a reported gravity
vof fifty-one degrees indicates to me separation. It is inter-
esting to noté, as brought oﬁt beforé, that these were pro-
rated as separate pools rather than associated o0il producer
sb at the time this well was completed it saw fit to separate
it from this pool.

It is my opinion, based on the data and on- this inter-
pretation, that a valid interpretation of the fault separates
the oil well from the gas well, honors the point coming through
the Anderson pPrichard Lanehért-well to:give you'ah orientation
of this manner. It is also my opinion, based on data, honoring
all control points, that there is a subsequent fault or a fault

at this point which runs primarily north-south. It separates

this side of the pool from this side of the acreage, from the

productive acreage to the west.
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We have not cﬁoéen to put a Devonian top on this, an -
estimated Devonian top. All we know is that well bottom of the
Mississipian from the Mississipian down is strictly speculation
as to where the Devonian top is located, particularly when you
dealing with an area as complex this obviously is with fauiting.
Q Now,}in connection with the testimony that was offeréd
by Gulf, both of their‘witnesses put an interpretation on this
pool to indicate anything below 5,250 feet would probably not
be producéive. Do you have any comments on that?

A Yes, sir. I definitely do. I might go to the cross

el

- section for this point, The question was asked in terms of

how much of the sections are perforated in the wéll.v Our Exhibit
No., 4 at.this point is a cross section” which goes through the
reservoi£ -- this is just a reproduction of these two sections
right here. We are starting here at the Sinclair Lanehart unit
going down through the Phillip's Copper well, acrosé to the:
Anderson Pfichard American Federal well, fhrough our location,
through Gulf's Shahan well, through El Paso Federal No. 2 X,
through the ébandohed El Paso No. 3 well and down‘to the Union
of Texas Gregory Federal El1 Paso No. 1 well which was drilled
asva replacement well for this well which is now abandoned and
was abandoned in 1963. I think with this cross section you can
see quite vividly the perforations are indicated by the small

circles with lines. You can see the Devonian section consists
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in this particular instance here a 150, a 160 feet, approxi-
mately, of perforated section in the well. You can go across
and see that the Devonian section was opened up and mdstvof the
wells, the entire distance pefhaps.ekcept for maybe twenty feét
in,the topybf some wells, you can see predominately the entire
Devonian section was opened and was productive of gas. 1In
support of this I have arlog on one well which is Anderson
Prichard well at this point which,was a discovery well and this
is a microlog with a function of the microlog to indicate per-
meability. The top of the Devonian is at this point. Here is
the Woodford section. That point is at 8,230 feet. The per-
forated interval is shown and this intepval is from 8,270 to

7

8,390 feet. The permeability'iﬁfefvéls ére‘éﬁbwn in black and
they begin at 8,294 féet. You have excellent separation on
the microlog indicating the existence of permeability.

It is my opinion that any intervalfhaving a perméability
in it contains gas. I £hink this is an important point in terms
of this productive section and the performance of the wells as
they begin to make water. I concur with Gulf that this is pre-
dominately an expansion type of reservoir. In fact, looking at
performance on the fie}d we have trouble seeing the influx of
water into the field. It is operating predominately as an ex-

pansion type reservoir with some water influx taking place.

In terms of the work on the Phillip's Copper well, Phillips

did come in and do the sgueeze job on this well. It did start




VeV v

e

Do

54

making water. Let me see the tabulation -- I believeAit is
quite evident from the productiQe information shown that in
November of 1965, between November and December pioduction, that
Water began entering the well bore of Phillip's Copper well. It
is my opinion that this wafer does not -- I Lelieve performance
will substantiate this -- water does not move through the entire
section. In other WOrds, in the Phillip's well when Qe first
sfarted making water at the subsea datum of minus 5,501, the
perfdrations, it is my opinion that water was moving in from-
the edge. You can see out here tﬁis was not a bottom water

drive. It was an eage type movement because this area out- nere

T is below your outer Devonian so it is an edge type drive coming

in. As to some type of influx of water, it is my opinion water

has reached a level of minus 5,501. fThe moment water gets in

produce. the water with the ‘gas, the well decreases in production
and dies, It is my opinion that water has reached a level at
this point, an. effective levei. We also know that producing
these wells at two, three, four million feet a day, that water
would not have to be at minus 5,501 feet to be produced. That
water could be coned in or cusped in and in effect this probab-

ly happened in the south part of the field in a similar cir-

cumstance early in the life of this field.and no specific gas
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contact can be set for this reservoir. 1In this Copper well,
at the time that it started making water production, as gas
production decreased tﬁey, Phillips, came in and squeezed ;ff
this interval. They went in and drilled out down to this point.
They squeezed off the whole thing. |
| Q Could you give the point?

A They squeezed off from minus 5,355 to hinus 5,501 feet.
They came in and drilled out cement to minus 5,371 feet and
according to the contact with Phillips they did not reperforaté
the interval. They drilled out the cement, acidized it with

2,000 gallons and reproduced this interval at this point for

1.039 million feet of gas a day after that time. It .is shown

on Exhibit 3. Gulf had only a very short period, in fact,
prbbably two and a half months before they started to make water
again. In my opinion this indicates that the squeeze job in

this fracture and Devonian reservoir was not effective in shutt-

- ing off this water. 1In fact, they only produced that two month

period approximately before water production again came back on
them. If they had been effective, it would appear that they
would have had a much longer sustained producing life. It is
not uncommbn. I think you can appreciate a workover in a

gas well with a pregsure decreased -- cement held on it -- in
terres of what happens to the cement when it gets on_the for-

mation, It would tend to go every place that there is perme-
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ability“and the ability to squeezé off effectively would be
reduced because as soon as YOu come back and acidize it, the

easiest place for the acid to go is along the fracture face

at the point"filled with cement. Also, in terms of the water

0il contact location in this particular area of the field ~-
let me rephrase that -~ in terms of the effective gas water

contact in this area of the field, this union of Texas-Anderson

Prichard is a key well, this well located directly west of the

Phillip's Copper well. This well has its perforations on the
bottom minus 5,367 feet. Until mid~1969‘this was a nigh capac-
ity gas producing well. |

During 1969 the well began £o make water. Igs production
decreased which~would tell me at that point in time water was
being produéed into this well. I cannot see how the entire
column would water out. It is my opinion water was at that
level at tﬁat time. This well is curre;tly marginal well pro-~
ducing and conversations with Union ‘fexas indicate £hey are
giving consideration. to plugging back over again,‘emphésizing
tﬁat in their opinion there is an additiohal gas column present
in their well that is productive. So, in essence, in summary,
it is my opinion that when water comes into a well that is open
through the eﬁtire section, it does not:condemn’the entire
section. It only indicates ﬁhat~water is in that well bore at -

that point and that productive gas exists above that subsea
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A strong indicator of this is this E1 Paso Gregory’

Federal No. 3 well located at this point directly south of

Gulf Shahan No. 2. On this map, indicated at this point, this

well was completed in July of 1958 as & high capacity gas pro-

ducer. It was assigned a 160 unit consisting of the south-

east quarter of Section 33.

It last produced in 1962 and so

‘far as I can determine it was abandoned during 1963. This

Wéll, as you can see, was high on top of the Devonian minus 5,126.

This was the third highest well in the pool. On the cross

section you can se

e its relative structural position and you

can see coming across the Gulf well this well, the base of the

perfor

tions

ations are approximately at

in their No. 2 Shahan well,

the top of Gulf's perfora-

yet this well actually ac-

cunulated cnly 6.9 B.C.F. of gas before it was pluggéd and

abando

ned.

We were not able to find any

of wat

direct evidence of the amount

er production this well made, but verbal contacts in-

dicated both the No. 3 well and the No. 4 of El Paso Natural

Federal No.

production.

3 and 4 watered out after only a short period of

I think this conclusively shows that highest sub-

structure well at this position watering out, having its last

production back in 1962 would indicate that the water oil con-

tact or a single water oil contact would not hold for this

field.

It is my opinibn there wa

s some form of coning or
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cusping that came in here and made those wells uneconomic to
produce at the high subsea datum. As a precedent for what

they are doing at this time, drilling on 160 acre unit previ-

- ously dedicated to a producing well, Union of Texas came in

in 1963, completed their Gregory Federal E1l Paso No. 1, and
countéred the top of the Devonian 142 feet low to this aban-
doned we;l, béing El Paso Fedefal No. 3, then encountered

the Devonian 142 feet low of this well. They were assigned

a full allowable in a 160 acre proration unit being the same

southeast quarteé of Section 33 previously assigned to this
well. It is my opinion that we are déing the‘same at this
point.

MR. UTZ: You are going upstructure?

WITNESS: Right. I am sure at this point in time
they thought‘they‘were going upstructure. It would be my
opinion -- it is strictly an opinion without any basis -- to
qgo ddwn‘dip from a well that watered out would be quite risky.
. Q But they did go down dip and they did get production?

A Yes, It is currently producing. I think‘it is quite
~-- you can see quite easily on this cross section that this
well, the El1 Paso Gregory No. 2 -- excuse me -- El Paso Gregory
Union Texas No. 1, Gregory Federal El Paso -~ I think you can
see that the peiforated interval, the base of it is at minus
5,371 feet. It is interesting to note that this minus 5,371

feet coming across is also in line with the minus 5,371 feet,
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the base of the perforétion in Phillip's No. 1 Copper well
after plug back and is essentially within three feet of the
basewof the hole in ﬁnion Texas Anderson Pfichard wvell, a
minus 5,367 feet. To me this conclusively shows that the
contact, thé effective gas water contact.is no higher than
minus . 5,370 feet at this point in tiﬂe and that interval a-
bove that point is productive of gas.

Q . If that is true thén how much of the acreage proposed
to be deéiéated to the Major, Giebel and Forster well would
be productive?

A On that basis, honoring the fault indication in here,
that cglculates out about twelve and ;Ahalf acres. I want to
emphasize that the finding ~-

Q Twelve and a half acres that is outside?

A Yes. That is outside of the 160 acre unit. Trying
to define a proration unit down to that point on faulting when
we don't know whether this is a single fault or a complex
amount of faults -- multiple faults -- is getting it down to
a pretty fine edge. I have not calculated the acreage that
would be outside or below the minus 5,370.‘ For one reason,

I believe it is a valid reason since this is an expansion type
reservoir predominately based on performance and the fact that
we do not, in mv opinion, have necessarily a specific gas

water contact -~ one specific gas water contact for the field,



that this area deeper than minus 5,370 contains some -‘gas in it.

‘The water is not effective in replacing the gas and as the pool

pressure drops this gas expsnds. As this expands, gas will
tend to move out along with water, so I think it would be =--
i‘cannot say where:it would be, where is the pool completely
watered out -~ I cannbt say and I believe it would be difficult
for anyone to say based on the daté at hand. I believe that is
all.

Q Mr. Roberts, is Major, Giebel and Forster asking for
a nonstandard unit in any way at all?

A No, sir. Ve are:drilling at a standard location with

a standard unit. There was a shallow well located at 660

location which is specified as a minimum distance by Federal

rdles, so we moved seventy-five feet to the east on our location.
We are drilling a standard location on a tract previdusl§
assighed'to a producing well. 7T think it is interesting to
ﬂote tﬁét at the time the Federal rules Qere adopted iﬁ this
field this well was drilled and this well was drilled and this
well was assigqed after a hearing. This well was asgigned a
full 160 acre proration unit and I wonder what subsequent data
Gulf offered to indicate that the . location of this fault. has
changed except the speculative DéVonian estimated top on this
Western Natural Dabbs well which set the orientation of their

faulting.



v s 1M A b

;
:
¢
i
H
i
i

61

Q Were Exhibits 3 and 4 prepared by you or under your
supervision?
A They were prepared under my supervision, yes.

' MR. KELLAHIN: At this time I'd like to offer in

evidence Exhibits 3 and 4.

MR. UTZ: Without objection 3 ard 4 will be entered

into the record in this case.

(Whereupon Appiiéanﬁ&s-Exhibits
3 and 4 were admitted into
evidence) .

Q Do you have any other conclusions to offer, Mr.
Roberts?
A No, sir.

MR. KELLAHIN: That complétes the examination of the
witness.

MR. HATCH: This log is not to be entered?

MR. KELLAHIN: Does the Commission want the log? We
will mark it and put it in if there is no objection.

MR. UTZ:- I think it would be well to dé so.

MR. KELLAHIN: All right.

MR. UTZ: Thé£ would be Exhibit 5. That is on the
Anderson Prichard Oil Corporation, American Republic federal

No. 1 log that is marked No. 5.

on the Anderson Prichard 0il Cor-
poration, American Republic Federal
was marked for identification)




‘Where is it located? -
_ - WITNESS: That would be this well right here, well

No. 3. This well at this point right here. It would be direct-

ly west of the Philiip's Copper wvell.

MR. UTZ: All right.

MR. KASTLER: May we have about~ five minutes inter-
L | mission?

E“lt"' %.» o i MR. UTZ: You may.

(Whereupon there was a short
- - recess) .

CROSS—-EXAMINATION

P BY MR. KASTLER

Q Mr. Roberts, how much difference do you have struc-

PRI F A

S o ‘ turally to isolate the Devonian reservoir between Sun No. 3

N %'? Lanehart well and the Texas pacific No. i Owen's oil well?
f . - % :i MR. UTZ: Where is the first well located?
f - 2-4 MR. KASTLER: The first is the Suﬁ/ianehart No. 3.
" | | MR. UTZ: That is in unit P of Section 20?
- MR. KASTLER:' Yes, énd the sécond is in unit M of
\E — Section 21.
- A | On the top of the Devonian there is a difference of
f 174 feet structurally between the two wells.
st Q It is 174 feet difference? .

A - Yes, sir. , , ~

Q Did you make any examination of logs or Cross section

L
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study of»that?

A I did not. Our/geologist did.

Q Referring now“ﬁo the Western Natural Dabbs well No. 1
which in your‘direct tes;imony'you said it was a specu;aﬁive
opinion of Gulf that it estimated the top of the Devonian would
’be at 6,643 and it is in unit E of Section 34, yet vour exhibit
shows estimated 400 to 500 feet to the Devonian. If you extend

an estimated 500 feet below the 9,270 feet at which the drilling

was stopped in this well, what do you get if you convert it to

subsea depth?
A - How many feet added to it?

Q ‘Well, at what subsea depth datum line is that?

A’f How many feet?
Q In other words, you have made an estimate --
A But you asked me how much -- you said how many feet

added to it would be the subsea depth?

0 Yes. 9,273, wasn't it -- you estimated 400 to 500

" to the Devonian.

A It would be 9,773. That would be the depth, the sub-
sea depth on it I'd have to see what the actual elevation is
on that well. Based on the elevation of 3,014, subsea would be

minus 6,759 feet -~ minus 6,759 feet,.

Q So your estimate of the top could be as low as minus

6,759 and Gulf has placed it at an estimated minus 6,643.
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A That assumes an equivalent thickness below the
section which in my opinion is speculative.

Q Now, I notice that you have drawn your secondary
fault to the west of all of these wells that have been drilled,

including the Enfield the Anderson Prichard and the Western

" Dabbs.

e

A  Correct.

Q What is the subsea depth now calculating the top of
the Devonian at 6,759 on ‘the Western Natural»Dabbs well in
unit E -- what do you get for a subsea depth that was actually
reached in the Anderson‘Prichard well in unit L in Section 342

A ‘Anderson Prichard Dhabbs 1 we get a top of the
Devonian at minus 5,872 feet,

Q In other words, you have not drawn the fault in;

You have shown both of these wells that I am referring to, the
Western Natural Dabbs well and the Anderson Pfichﬁrd Dabbs well
on fhe downthrown fault side of the faﬁlt?

A Correct.

Q And you have shown a difference or estimated difference
of reaching the Devonian between minus 6,759‘feet in the Western
Natural Dabbs well and a minus 5,872 feet in the Anderson
Prichard Dabbs well?

A We have not shcwn the top of the Devonian in the
Western Natural wéil. Only based on the calculationnghich you

asked that I make. The top of the Devonian, if you had equiva-
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lent thickness, would be minus 6,759. I consider estimating

that to an equivalent thickness to be speculative.

Q That calcuiates,out to a difference of about 987
feet?

A 987 or 8872

Q 887. With that much diffefence you have not drawn
a fault at this angle, yet going back up here to the Sun Lane-
hart No. 3 and the Texas Petroleum Owen well No. 1, you drew
a fault with a difference’of about 170 feet?

A Correct.

Q Can you explain a reasonable basis for drawing your
fault?
A Yes, sir. I can. On this area up here the basis

for the fault ié not the difference in structural pcsitidn
between these two wells, It is a basis of the difference in
production between the two wells. As you recall, this well
was.prorated and produced as. a Devonian oil well. -On:tﬁé initial
potential - card that well recorded a gravity of forty-three

with a low gas oil ratio. This well was completed as a high
capacity gas producer gas condensate with gravity of fifty-one.
It is myﬂopinion that this large magnitude of difference would
indicate some type of separation between these two and that is
the basis of my opinion. I might point out faulting-and

separation is not a function of a particular magnitude of fault.
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As long as you have énough slippage between tlie fault to seal
off!a strata, you can have separation. We had a 174 structural
difference between these two wells. We have no assurance there
is not more difference between these two points. We are looking
at only two points over here over a-distance of approximately
a thousand feet so that there could be more distance but 174
feet is enoughjto get a seal across that productive section,
so in my opinion, based on the difference in production, the
fluiés produced and backed up by tﬁe fact this well was pro-
rated as a Devonian oil well and a separate pool and it is a
Devonian gas pool, it is'my opinion there isAphysical separation
between the two, reasonaﬁiy on evidence.

""“rhe fact that this fault is 887 feet, we had this en-

visioned -- honoring all subsea points we have this envisioned

as a down dipping fault to the north coming up and running out

at this point hére, sloping in, the down dip side. How deep
this goes -- no control. We have honored all points. We con-
sider this a valid interpretation.

"Q Did you analyze the fact that water was encountered
in the Mississippian in the Western Natural Dabbs No. 1 well
and put that togéther with still your testimony tﬁat there
does not seem to ke aldifference in structure between this area
on one side of the fault'where Gulf has drawn it and where you

have drawn it, in other words?
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A I don't follow your question.
Q I am sorry I can't phrase it better. I am trying to

say that have you analyzed or asked, if you have analyzed the

‘logs in both Western Natural Dabbs well and Anderson Prichard

Dabbs well, to ascertain whether there was not some other but
of a somewhat similar nature structural difference between
those wells which would cause the fault to cut or to apply
somewhere between them.

A I looked at all of thé logs and looked at all ?ﬁe
logs in the:pool and based on the subsea points this is about --
this is a valid interpretation that honorsvall subsea points.

Q Have you formed any opinion as to wheﬁher all wells
in the field are of somewhat uniform deliverability?

A At which point in time?

Q As of now, do you have an opinion that these wells
are equally . deliverabie?

A There is a difference in deliverability and it is a
funclion of the current time in terms of whether or not they
are producing watér. It is also a functién,‘I am sure, of what
the permeability development has shown on the cross section. I
think we can go across to illustrate this Sinclair Lanehart
well had an initial potential flowing of 58,000,000 feet»a day.

Phiilip's Copper had an initial potential calculated 32.5

million a day. Union Texas well had an initial potential
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flowing of 67.5 million feet a day. This is coming down the
cross section. The Gulf Shahan No. 2 had an initial potential
flowing of 23,000,000 feet a day; The E1 Paso Gas Company
Gregor? Fe@erai Mo. 2 X had an initialvpotential célculated
open-flow of 102,000,000 feet a day. El1 Paso Gregory Federal
No. 3 had an initial potential calculated open-flow of 8.7
million feet a day and the Union TexaslG:egoiy Federal;El Paso,
which was drilled aé a replacement well for the El Paso Federalx
Gregory Federal No. 3 on the same 160 acre proration unit had
an initial potentiallflowing of 4.9 million feet of gas per
day. I think that will give you the idea of the tanqe of the
deliverabilities of the wells. At the currént time these are
the two high capaciﬁy wells in the field, withithe El Paso
Gregory Federal No. 2 vaased on what it is-producing having

the highest capacity; the Gulf Shahan having the second high-

_es£ capacity. This well currently having the third highest

capacity, beiné marginal, with the water oil condensate pro-
duction and this well making only a small amount of gas due to
the fact water is present in the well bore -- but is still
productive -~ the other wells have been abandoned, as you know.

MR. KASTLER: Mr. Examiner, I don't believe I care

“to ask ény more questions at this time.

MR. KELLAHIN: Just one question on redirect.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION ‘
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BY MR. KELLAHIN

int, Mr. Roberts.

Q 1'da like to clarify just one poO

On your direct testimony 1 pelieve you testified that the
pexas Pacific oOwens No. 1 well in section 21 had a gravity
of thirty-four degrees and on cross-examination I believe

you stated it was forty-three. Which is it?
A Thirty-four is the reported gravity on the Reinhart

card.

MR. KELLAHIN: That is all I have.

RECROSS EXAMINATION

BY MR. UTZ
Q Mr. Roberts, I am a littleiﬁit‘confused now about

the top of the pevonian on your Anderson prichard NO. 1, I
pelieve it i8i the pabbs No. 1 and the Western Natural Dabbs

No. 1. Would you give me the tops of the Devonian that you

have there?

was the first one the Anderson

" A pardon me, sir.

prichard Lanehart?

Q Either one.
A ¢he Anderson prichard Lanehart -
A No. It is Débbs down here.
A - pabbs?
Q At the tail end of your gection 34.
A The Western National pabbs No. 1?

Q Right.
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A wWe did not place the top of the pevonian, the subsea
top of the pevonian on the .map. We made the statement that
the @ell was in the Mississipian at minus 6,228, If you assume
a thickness equivalent to the other wells in the area, the
additional four hundred tb five hundred feet to the Devonian,

pased on his guestioning, adding five hundred feet to it, yoﬁ'd

‘have a subsea depth, if my figures afe correct, of ninus 6,759

as an estimated top of the Devonian.

Q And the Anderson'Prichard pabbs is minus 5,8722

A Correct, sir.
Q Now, what you are actually‘saying is that you admit

to probably four or five hundredﬁfeetﬂof displacement?

A If you assume an equivalent section. I think the
assumption —- with as much faulting that is taking place in
this :section -~ that assumption is speculatfve. You don't

know what you're going to come out &ith, out of the Migsissip—
pian. You have no assurance what willAhapéen. 1t could be
deeper. It could be considerablyAshallower. 1 just do not
know. All we know forAsure is that that is the Mississippian
point, right in this point. .

MR. KASTLER: DO you know what the subsea datum of
the Enfield pabbs well would be?

WITNESS: It shows here on the Devonian minus 5,691.

MR.’KASTLER: We show minus 5,693,
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WITNESS: So it is real close.
MR. KASTLER: Right.

Q Now, on the two wells I have mentioned there, Section

34, do you show that much aisplacement?

A Our contour in here?
Q Yes,
A Yes. Here, minus 6,000 feet. 1iHere is 5,872. That

would be that contour right there anad the 6,000 contour would

come at this point. Then we did not contour this point on the

Devonian top since we did not have a Devonian top. We did

not feel we could contour a Devéniah»top without having one.
- MR, UT&: Any further questions?
The witness may be excused.
Has everybody testified who wants to testify now?
Any statements in the case? |
MR. KELLAHIN: I want to make a closing statément.
If you want to make a c¢losing statement —-

MR. KASTLER: All right. Our position can be phrased

quite simply and that is that there is not enough productive

. acreage situvated in the southeast quarter of Section 28 to

justify the Commission making a forced pooling order and this
is based, as I-said, upon the statutes which first require that

the New Mexico 0il Conservation Commission accord all parties

their correlative rights. Being an offset operator having a
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producing well to the south we feel our}correlatiye rights
woulo be justified,—;'would be impaiied by this forced poolirg
order, particularly fof the basis it must as a fundamental fact
be based upon Or foundeo upon a finding by the Commission that .
all acres so pocled are equally productiﬁé at iéaSt at the out-

set.. This is what all parties must start off with. We started

- off with: that. Phillip'sostarted of f with that and other

parties have.

Now, after later information is developed the conditions
change where if you had perfect hindsight you could say, well,
we will have to reallocato the pool. We will now have to give
Gulf less, El1 Paso more and things like this. We believe that
the Commission should. be spared the purden of that, but at any
time when a new party comes in to force‘pool acreage that has .
been preﬁiously,forced pooled and ailowed to expire; we think
it is bésic and fundamental that he bear his burden of proof
showing that the acres to be forced pooled are equally PFO-
ductive. That is the substance of our statement. I don't be-
lieve I need to go into anything anymore. :

MR. KELLAHIN: Comnissioner please, Mojor, Giebel
and Forstor filed this application as a routine forced pooling
application and it is still our position that it’should have
been heard exclusively as a forced pooling application.

Now, the commission has permitted Gulf 0Oil Corporation to
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turn the case into a hearing on productive acreage and Gulf,
by the statement that has ‘just peen made by Mr. Kastler, takes
the position‘that it is 1ncumbent upon the applicant in the
forced pooling application*and he says partlcularly when the
forced‘pooling acreage has been previously forced pooled —-—
it is incumbent to show all the acreage 1s equa;ly produCtiVe,
but there ie absolutely no provision in our statutes. in our
rules andmregulations nor in the case jaw in the history of
oil and gas production which would form a basis for such a
statement.

Under the'prcciéion‘cf"uhe Mew Mexico 0il Conseryation
Commiesion statutes and its rules and regulations which, fot»
the most part, paraphrased the statute, the Ccommission is
authcrizéd to establish a proration unit and the proration
unlt ig designed to be the area that one well can efficiently
and economlcally drain and develop.

Now, in the initial hearing in this case and as a specific
finding that was made, the commission made a finding that the
area of the pool was 1nsufF1c1ent for 320 acre spacing and
that the pool, the productive acreage could be more eff1c1ently
developed on the basis of 160 acre spaciny. Now, this is the
pasic finding which decides what acreage'is productive.

Noﬁ}%in any pool —- 1 don't care where it ig ——- you could

get to an edge ljocation —- somebody wants to drlll a well and
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they could be hauled before the Commission and say all of your

acreage isn't productive ~-- it is up to you to show that it is,

Now, this is the theory that Gulf is ‘advancing. We are worse

Tthan that. I will come to it in just a moment. In addition

to the creation of a proration unit the Commission has authority,
under our statutes Aﬁd under the rules, to pool property within
a uniﬁ. Now, the statute clearly reaas when two or more
separately tracts are embraced within a spacing or proration
unit -- we are back talking sbout this entity which the Com-
mission has élready created -- or where there afé owners of
royalty interests or undivided interests in oil and gas min-
erals which are separa£ely owned or any combination thereof;
the owners thereof may validly pool their interests and develop
their lands as a unit. Where, however, suqh owner or owners
have not*agreed to pool their interests, and where one such,’
separate owner or owners who has the right to drill has dfilled
or proposes.to drill.a well .on said unit to a common source of
supply, the Commission, to avoid the drilling of unnecessary
wells or to protect correlative rights, or to prevent waste,
shall pool all or.any part of such lands or interests or both
in the spacing or proration unit as a unit.

Now, there is nothing in there that says that it is en-

cumbent upon us in a compulsary pooling case to come before

this Commission and show all the acreage is productive of oil
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or g&s at the time of the hearing. This is a new cdncépt ang
I don't believe that the question has ever been before this
Commission before -~ not to my knowledge it has. On the other
hand we have gone ahead in épite of thié and offered evidence
to show substantially all of the acreage which Major, Giebel
and Forster proposes to dedicate to’its;well in the southeast
quarter of Section 28 is actually productive of gas in the
Devonian formation. Gulf, by its own admission, says it is
on.acreage of fsetting it to the south; is not entirely pro-
ductive. Are they willing to take a cut in their allowable
in proportion to the productive acreage -- of c¢bdurse not.

They would say, well, we drilled and we didn't know any better

~and we have a right to go on.

All right, Phillip's Petroleum Company drilled and by
the same token they producéd their well and because of the
manner in which i£ was completed they were no longer able to
produce the well.

I think ourlevidence shows there is still gas under fhat.
We Héie then in effect made a new iocation on the sawme unit
and it makes no difference who made this new location. Phillips
drilled the first well. Major, Giebel and Forster is drilling
the second well, but it is merely a new locétion, a standard
location. We have asked for nothing out of the ordinary in

the way of a proration unit or location and .all we want is a
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replacement well which we have the ridﬂt to ask for.

Wwe have a precedent for that in the south half of section
33 where the ElvPaeo Natural well No. 3 was abandbnedbin 1963
and a replacement was drilled to the south. That was completed
as a procedure and Gulf who offsets toO the north made no obje?
ction then. _that was a replacement well. We feel that the
same treatment should: be accorded Maijor. Giebel and Forster,
but aside ftom that, if the Ccommission does wish to consider
the question of productive acres, then why would they not g0
around the entire pool on the pasis of testinony'offered here
today and reallocate the acreage to the entire pool. There is
no difference whatever in our position and their position
merely because thef have continuedtto produce their well. 1f
that well watered out and they drill a nevw location, tney said
they'd cone in here and ask for a reduced allowable. I wouid
like to see that. 1 have never seen an operator yet come in
under those circumstances and ask for a reduced allowable. It
would be a new point in the history of this Commission if:Gulf
were to do so.4

1£ the Commissionkqoes along with this question of pxo-
ductive acres: they are opening up 2 tield of trouble in all
the pools in the state of New Mexico. AS 1 said, this question

could be applied o edge locations in any pool in the state

and you don‘t know whetherx you have got an edge 1ocation or not
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until after you have drilled it.

Are Qé going to have productive acreage hearings on all
these offset wells? Are we going to have a productive acreaged
hearing on any kind of an application'éhat comes befbre the
Commission and says we want to make a double completion -~- it
would be equally sensible to say, well, all the acreage isn't
productive.

We éubmit that the Commission would commit serious error
if they considered this gquestion of productive acreage. On the .
other hand, if they do, we feel that our testimony shows that
substantially‘all of the acreage;is actuglly productive and
that‘the fa&it as drawn by Gulf and the iestimdny of Gulf won't
stand up in the light of the contradictions/which'exists through-
out their own exhibits. iFor example, the witnesses testified --
both of them -~ that at 5,250, below 5,250 there would be no
production. Well, there is production. There is prdduction
all over the field below 5,250 at the.north and clear down at
the south, so that argument won'; hold water at all.

They have based their fault line by théir own admission
on the depth of the Anderson Prichard well in Section 28 and
the WesternANaturai Gas Dabbs well in Section 34 and in the
Western Natural Gas well they don't know where the Devonian is.
The well never penetrated the Devonian and that is nmerely a

speculative top which they have arrived at for the purpose of



Ve, g,

A D Y AR s,
r

B Rt

L2

t

78

drawing a fault line.

We submit that the Commission should approve our forced

- pooling application and to grant a full allowable to this well.

Mﬁ. UTZ: Any other statéments?

I have oné’question-of Gulf which I éhould have asked
a long time ago. What was the cumulative production on the
Shahan No. Zé )

MR. HUTCHféagzk I have cumulative production on No. 2
Shahan to 6/1/70; 9:8 million cubic feet. Thatvis rounded off.
It is a little mo;e,than that.

MR. bfz: All right. Tﬁank you.

MR. KELLAHiN: Commissioner please, there iglone
thing; ﬁhis well is currently drilling and we would appreciate
a decision as scon as possible on that.

MR. UTZ: Any other statements?

The cace will be taken under advisement.

The hearing is adjdurned.
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MR, NUTTER:

MR. HATCH: Application of Major, Giebel & Forster

Case 4410.

compulsory pooling, Lea County, New Mexico.

MR.
Santa Fe, New
next eXaminér
MR,
next examinef

September 21,

KELLAHIN: Jason Kellahin; Kel}ahin“and Fox,

Mexico. I move this case be continued to the

:hearinq.

NUTTER: Case 4410 will be continued to the

hearing scheduled at 9:00 o'clock A.M. on

for

1970, at this same place. Hearing is adjoﬂrned.
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. Re: Case No. 4410
Mx, Jason Kellahin order No. R-4029
Kellahin & Fox ' Applicant: ,
Attorneys at Law. PP
post Office Box 1769 Major, Giebel & Forster

" aion orxder racontly entered in the subject case.

GOVERNOR
DAVID F. CARGO

santa Fe, New Mexico

Dear Sir:

Enclosed herewith are two copies of the above-referenced Commis-

very truly yours, /}2?

A, L. PORTBR, Jr.
secretary-Director

ALP/ir |
copy of order also sent toi
Hobbs OCC X

Artesia OCC
Aztec OCC

Mr. Bill Kastler
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* IN THE MATTER OF THE HERARING
. CALLED BY THE OIL CONSERVATION

', fxom the Crosby-Devonian Pool.

‘'law, the Commission has jurisdiction of thie causs and the subjact

i from the Bast line of said Section 28 to the Crosby-Devonian Pool.

BEFORE THE OiL CONSERVATION COMM1SSION
OF THE S8TATE OF NEW MEXICO

COMMISSION OF NEW MEXICO FOR !
THE PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING: ’

CASBE No. 4410
Orxder No. R-4029

APPLICATION OF MAJOR, GIEBEL &
FORSTER FOR COMPULSORY POOLING,
LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO.
oF COMMISSE 10N
BY SION:

This cause came on for hearing at 9 a.m. on September 2, 1970
at Santa Fe, New Mexico, before Examiner Elvis A. Ute.

NOW, on this_22nd  day of September, 1970, the Commission, a
quorum being present, having considered the testimony, the record,!
and the recommendations of the Examiner, and being fully advised {
in the premises, :

i

EINDSs

(1) That due public notice having been given as requirad by
matter thereof.

(2) That the applicant, Major, Giebel & Forster, seeks an
order pooling all mineral interests in the Crosby-Devonian Pool
underlying the SE/4 of Bection 28, Township 25 South, Range 37
East, NMPM, Lea County, New Mexico.

(3) That the applicant has tha right te dril) and is drilling
a well at a location 660 feet from the South line and 1905 feet

(4) That there are interest owners in the proposed proration
unit who have not agreed to pool their interests.

(5) That the evidence indicates that approximately 20 acres
in the N/2 NB/4 B8RB/4 of sald Section 28 is not productive of gas

|
!
i
1
!
;
!
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i mineral interests, whatever they may be in the Crosby-Devonian

i in the W/2 SE/4, SE/4 SE/4, and 8/2 NE/4 SE/4 of gaid Section 28

' of estimatad costs should pay to the operator any amount that

(6) That the evidence indicates that approximately 140 acres:
is productive of gas from the Crowoy-Devonian Pool

(7) That to avoid the drilling of unnecessary wells, to
protect correlative rights, and to afford to the owner of each
interest in the W/2 SE/4, SE/4 SE/4, and S8/2 NB/4 SB/4 of said
Section 28 the opportunity to recover or receive without unneces-
sary expense his just and fair share of the gas in said pool, all

Pool underlying the W/2 5E/4, SE/4 S5E/4, and £/2 NE/4 SE/4 of
sald Section 28 should be pooled. - ;

(8) That the applicant should be designated the operator
of the subject well and unit.

(9) That any non-consenting working interest owner should
be afforded the opportunity to pay his share of estimated well
costs to the operator in lieu of paying his share of reasonable
well costs out of production.

(10) That any non-consenting working interest owner that
does not pay his share of estimated well costs should have with-.
held. from production his share of the reasonable well costs plus
an additional 25% thereof as a reascnable charge for the risk
involved in the drilling of the well. '

(11) That any non-consenting interest owner should be
afforded the opportunity to object to the actual well costs
but that said actual well costs should be adopted as the
reasonable well costs in the absence of such objection.

(12) fThat following determination of reasonable well costs, .
any non-consenting working interest owner that has paid his share :

rcasonabla waell costs exceed estinmated well costs and should
receive from the operator any amount that paid estimated well
costs exceed reasonable well costs.

(13) That $100.00 per month should be fixed as a reasonable
charge for supervision (combined fixed rates) for the subject
well; that the operator should be authorized to withhold from
production the proportionate share of such supervision charge
attributable to each non-congenting working interest, and in '
addition thereto, the operator should be authorized to withhold !
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'well which are not disbursed for any reason should be placed in

| pProof of ownership.

. Cresby~-Devonian Pool underlying the w/2 8E/4, SE/4 SE/4, and 8/2

;, operator of the subject well and unit.

' known working interest owner in the subject unit an itemized
| schedule of estimated well costs within 30 days following the
i date of this oxder. '

;festimgted well costs is furnished to him, any non-consenting
{working interest ‘owner shall have the right to pay his share
1 of estimated well costs to the Operator in lieu of paying his

! known working interest owner in the subject unit an itemized

| schedule of actual well costs within 30 days following completion
| of the well; that if no objection to the actual well costs is

| received by the Commission, and the Commission has not ohjected

- within 60 days following completion of the well, the actual well

CASE No.-4410 . . . ..
Ordexr No. R-4029

from production the proportionate share of actual expenditures
required for operating the subject well, not in excess of what
are reasonable, attributable to each non-consenting working
interest.

(14) That all proceeds from production from the subject

esCrow to be paid to the true owner thereof upon demand and

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

(1) That all mineral interests, whatever they may be, in the;

NE/4 SR/4 of Section 28, Township 25 South, Range 37 East, NMPM,
Lea County, Naw Mexiceo, are hereby pooled to form a l40-acre
gas prxoratica unit to be dedicated to a well located 660 feaet
from the Sovuth line and 1905 feet from the East line of said
Section 28. . ) _

(2) That Major, Giebel & Forster is hereby designated the

(3) Thnt;thg_ogeratormsha;ldsurnishAt&e ésmmisnion and each

B

. {4} That within 30 dmys from the date the schedule of

share of reasonable well costs out of production, and that any i
such owner who pPays his share of estimated well costs as provided |
above shall remain liable for operating costs but shall noc be
liable for rigk charges. :

(5) That the operator shall furnish the Commission and each

| costs sball be the reasonable well costs; provided however, that |
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;if there is an objection to actual well costs within said 60-day
"period, the Commission will determine reasonable well costs after

ipublic notice and hearing.

{6) That within 30 days following determination of reason-

éable weil costs, any non-consenting working interest owner that
‘has paid his share of estimated costs in advance as provided above

shall pay to the operator his pro rata share of the amount that

| reasoniabla well costs exceed estimated well costs and shall

receive from the operator his pro rata share of the amount that
estimated well costs exceed reasonzble well costs.

(7) That the operator is hereby authorized to withhold the
following costs and charges from production:

+

(A) The pro rata share of reasonable well costs
attributable to each non-consenting working .
interest owner who has not paid his share of
estimated well costs within 30 days from the
date the schedule of estimated well costs is
furnished to him.

(B) As a charge for the riegk involved- in the drill-
ing of the well, 25% of the pro rata share
of reasonable well costa attributable to each’
non~consenting working interest owner who has
not paid his share of estimated well costs
within 30 days from the date the schedule of

______ a
satimatsd well costs 15 furnished tO him.

(8) That the operator shall distribute said corts and

.écharges withheld from production to the parties who advanced
1ihe well costs.

(9) That $100.00 per moiith is hereby fixed as a reasonable
chaxge for supervision {(combined fixed rates) for the subject
well; that the operator is hexeby authorized to withhold from

production the proportionate share of such supervision charge
‘Tattributable to each non-consenting working interest, and in
raddition thereto, the operator is hereby authorized to withhold
“ from production the proportionate share of actual expenditures
‘reguired for operating the subject well, not in excess of what

. are reasonable, attributable to sach non-congenting working
- interest.

1
i

Z (10) That any unsevered minerzl interest shall be considered

a seven~eighths (7/8) worklng interest and a one-eighth (1/8)

.
:
{

v v (e ———————————-
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| royalty interest for the purpose of allocating coets and charges

under the terms of this orxder.

(11) That any well costs or charges which are to be paid out
of production shall be withheld only from the working interests’®
share of production, and no costs or charges shall be withheld
from production attributuble to royalty interesta

{12) That all proceeds from prcduction from the subject well
which are not disbursed for any reason shall be placed in escrow
in Lea County, Mew Mexico, to be paid to the true owner thereof
upon demand and proof of ownership; that the operator shall
notify the Commission of the name and address of said escrow
agent within 90 days from the date of this order.

{13) That jurisdiction of this cause is retained for the
entxry of such further ordere as the Commission may deem neces-
sary. .

DONE at Santa Fe, Naw Mexico, on the day and year hereinahbove
designated.

PORTER, Jr., er & SBecretary

i

1
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ALLOWABLE ¢ (1) Considetation of the cil allowable for Saptember -and
Cctober, 1970; :

(2) Consideration of the allowable predustion of gas for
September, 1970 from fifteen prorated pools in Lea,
Eddy, Roosevelt and Chaves Counties, New Mexico.
Consideration of the allcwable procduction of gas from
nine prorated pools in San Juan, Ric Arriba and
- Sandoval Ceounties, New Mexico, Septumber, 1970.

THE FOLLOWING CASES WILL BE HEARD BEFORE DANIEL S. NUTTER,
- EXAMINER, OR ELVIS A. UTZ, ALTERNATE EXAMINER, IN THE OIL
- CONSERVATION COMMISSION CONFERENCE ROOM ON THE SECOND
FLOOR OF SAID BUILDING AT 9:30 a.m.

CASE 4414: Southeastern New Mexico nomenclature case =alling for an order

for the creation and extension of certain podis in Lea, Chaves,
and Eddy Counties, New Mexico:

(a) Create a new pool in Lea County, New Mexico, classified as
a gas pocl for Mcrrow production and designated as the Town-
send-Morrow Gas Poel. The discovery well is the Avance Gil &
Gas Company State BETA No. 2 located in Unit I of Section 8,
Township 16 South, Range 35 East, NMPM. Said pool wounld

comprise:

TOWNSHIP 16 SOUTH, RANGE 35 EAST, NMPM
SECTION 8: SE/4

(b) Extend the Alliscon-Pennsylvanian Peol in Lea County, New
Mexice, to include therein: ‘

TOWNSKIP 9 SOUTH, RANGE 35 EAST, NMEM
SECTION 12: §/2

{c}) Extend the Baum-iUpper FPennsylvanian Fool in Lea County,
New Mexico, to include therein:

TOWNSHIP L3 SOUTH, RANGE 32 EAST, NMIM
SECTION 36: NW/4
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(d) Extend the Drinkard Pool in Lea County, New Mexxco, to
include thereln-

TOWNSHIP 21 SOUTH, RANGE 36 EAST, NMPM
SECTION 24: E/2 NE/4

(e) Extend the EK Yates-Seven Rivers-Queen Pool in Lea County,
New Mexico, to include therein:

TOWNSHIP 18 SOUTH, RANGE 34 EAST, NMPM
SECTION 19: SE/4 '
SECTION 20: SW/4

(£) Extend ‘the Hobbs-Bllnebry Pool in Lea County, New Mexico,
to include therein:

TOWNSHIP 18 SOUTH. RANGE 38 EAST, NMPM
SECTION 19: S/2

(g) Extend the Indian Basin-Upper Pennsylvanian Gas Pool 'in

- Eddy County, New Mexico, to include therein:

TOWNSHIP 22 SOUTH, RANGE 23 EAST, NMPM
SECTION 21: N/2 and N/2 N/2 N/2 .8/2

h) . Extend the Paduca-Morrow Gas Pool in Eddy County, New
egico, to include therein:

TOWNSHIP 25 SOUTH, RANGE 31 EAST, NMPM
SECTION 1: W/2
SECTION 12: W/2

(i) Extend the Springs=Upper Pennsylvanian Gas Pool in Eddy
County, New Mexico, to include therein: ,

TOWNSHIP 21 SOUTH, RANGE 25 EAST, NMPY
SECTION 3: Lots 1, 2, 7, 8, 9, 10,
~15 and 16

(j) Extend the Sulimar-Queen Pool in Chaves County, New
Mexico, to include therein:

TOWNSHIP 15 SOUTH, RANGE 2% EAST, NMPM
SECTION 26: SW/4 NE/4
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(k) Extend the Tres Papalqtés—Pennsylvanian Pool in Lea
County, New Mexico, to include therein:

TOWNSHIP 14 SOUTH,‘RANGE 34 EAST, NMPM
SFCTION 33: ‘NW/4

(1) Extend the Northwest Vacuum-Wolfcamp Pool in Lea
County, New Mexicco, to include therein:

TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 34 EAST, NMPM
SECTION 5: SW/4

In the matter of the hearing called by the 0il Conservation
Commission upon its own motion to permit Stanley Leonard Jones-
dba Francisca Corporation and all other interested parties to
appear and show cause why the Francisca Corporation Beeman Well-
No. 1 located 1980 feet from the South and West lines of Section
2, Township 24 South, Range 28 East, Eddy County, New Mexico,
should not be plugged and abandoned in accordance with a
Commission-approved plugging program.

1

{Reopened)

CASE 4399:

CASE 44900:

In the matter of Case No. 4172 being reopened pursuant to the
provisions of Order No. R-3816, which order established 80-acre
spacing units for the Northeast Lovington-Pennsylvanian Pool,
Lea County, New Mexico. All interested parties may appear and
show cause why the said pool should not be develcped on 40-acre
spacing units.

Application of Pan American Petroleum Corporation for downhole
commingling, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-
styled cause, seeks authority to commingle in the wellbore
production from the Blinebry, Tubb, and Drinkard Oil Pcols in
its Southland Royalty “A" Well No. 8 located in Unit O of
Section 4, Township 21 South, Range 37 East, Lea County, New
Mexico.

Application of David C. Collier for an exceptiocn to Order No.
R-3221, as amended, Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the
above~styled cause, seeks an exception tc Order No. R-3221, as
amended, which order prohibits the disposal of water produced in
conjunction with the production of o0il on the surface of the
ground in Lea, Eddy, Chaves and Roosevelt Counties, New Mexico.
Said exception would be for applicant's Southern Federal Lease
in Units A, C, E, G, I, K, and M of Section 20, Township 19
South, Range 31 East, North Hackberry Yates-Seven Rivers Pool,
Eddy County, New Mexico.
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CASE 4401 ; Application of Reagd andg Stevens, Inc. for salt Watér disposal,
: Lea County, New Mexico, Applicant, in the above~styledicause,
Seeks authority'to dispose of Produceq Salt watep into the
Queen, sap Andres, Gloriets, and délawapa formationg in the

CASE 4402; Application of:Reserve 0il ang Gas COmpany for a unit dgreement,
. n . . E - .
Lea County, New,MeXico. Applicant, in the above—styled Cause,
Seeks approvai for the C oper-Jél»Unit Areg comprising 2581 acres,

CASE 4403: Application °of Reserve Oil ang Gas Compansy, for a waterfloog
Project, rea County, New Mexico, - Applicant, in the above-
styleq Cause, sepks authority to institute 3 waterfloog Project
by water injection through‘26 wells into the Lower Seven~Rivers
and Quéen formationg undérlying 1ts Cooper-Ja] Unit Area,
Langlie-Mattjy Pool, rLea County, New Mexico,

CASE 4404: Application of Reserve Oil ang Gas Company for a waterfloog
- =z . v . .
Project, rea County, New Mexico, Applicant, 1N the abovye-

CASE 4405, Application”of Reserve Ciliand Gas Company for a unit agreement,

Seeks approvai of the South Langlie—ual‘Unit Area comprising
1080 acres, more or less,‘of'fee lands jp Township 25 “South,

CASE 4406. Application of Reseréévoil and Gas Company for a waterfloog
Project, Lea County, New Mexico, Applicant, in the above-
Styled Cause, seeks authority to institite A waterflooqd Project
by water injectionrthrough 13 wells into the Sevap Rivers ang
Queen formationsg underlying its South Langlie—Jal Unit Area,
Langlie—Mattix Oil Pool, rLea County, New Mexico.

I

CASE 4407, Application of Tenneco 0il Company for an unorthodok Cil well
\ 3 .

location, McKinley County, New Mexico, Applicant, in the above-
styled Cause, seeks,approval for an unorthodox Dakota oj] well
location 1980 feet from the South anqg East ljneg Oof Section 13,
Township 17 North, Range 9 West, Hospah Fielq, McKinley County,
New Mexico, s

‘ boundary line. - . -

iqd location being Closer than 330 feet to an inner
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Application of Keohane and Westall for an exception to Order
No. R-3221, as amended, Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicants,
in the above-styled cause, seek an exception to Order No.
R-3221, as aménded, which order prohibits the disposal of water
produced in conjuncticn with the production c¢f oil on the
surface of the ground in Lea, Eddy, Chaves, and Roosevelt
Counties, New Mexico. Said exception: would be for applicants'
State Well No. 1, located in Unit D of Section 2, Township 19
South, Range 31 East, Shugart Pool, Eddy County, New Mexico.

Application of Anadarko Productién Company for-two waterflood
expansions, Eddy County, New Mexico. Applizant, in the above-
styled cause, seeks the expan31on of its Federal Q Waterflood
Project by the conversion to water injection of three additional
wells in Units J, L, and P of Section 3, Township 17 South,
Range 30 East, Square Lake Pool, Eddy County, New Mexico.
Applicant further seeks the expansion of the Stallworth 0il and
Gas Company Parke Waterflood Project by the conversion to water
injection of one additional well in Unit H of said Section 3.

Applicaticn of Major, Giebell& Forster for compulsory-pooling,
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styléd cause,
seeks an order pooling all mineral interests underlying the
SE/4 of Section 28, Township 25 South, Range 37 East, Crosby-
Devonian Pool Lea Founty, New Mexico, said acreage to be

“dedicated to a well to be driiied in said guarter section. Also,

to be conhsidered will be the cost of drilling said well, a
charge for the risk involved, a provision for the allocation
of “actual operating costs, and the establishment of charges for
supervision of said well. :

Application O6f Continental 0il Company for an exception to Rule
104 C I, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-
styled cause, seeks an exception to Rule 104 C I of the
Commission Rules and Regulations to perpit the CAmpletlon within
660 feet of another producing well in the same formation of its
State H-35 Well No. 10 located 2030 feet from the North line

and 1780 feet from the FRast line of Sectiocon 35, Township 17
South, Range 34 East, Vacuum Pool, Lea County, New MeXico.

Application of Continental 0il Company for a pressure maintenance
project, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-

styled cause, seeks authority to institute a pressure maintenance
project by the injection of water into the Yates and Seven

Rivers formations through two wells on its McCallister "A" lease
in Section 24, Township 26 South, Range 36 East, Scarborough
Yates-Severn Rivers Pool, Lea County, New Mexico.
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The following cases will be heard before Elvis A. Utz, Examiner, or
{ Danielws. Nutter, Alternate Examiner:

! CASE 4415: Application of Depco, Inc. for a waterflcod project,
T Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled
cause, seeks authority to institute a waterflcod project
| by injection into the Grayburg and San Andres formations
§ through 6 wells located in Secticns 27, 33 and 34, Town-
i : ship 18 South, Range 28 East, Artesia Pool, Eddy County,
| New Mexico. ) ‘

i CASE 4416: Application of Robert L. Parker Trust for a waterflood

i project, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-
i styled cause, seeks authority to institute a cooperative
waterflood project in theé Langlie-Mattikx Pocl on its
George L. Erwin Lease by the injection of water through
its Erwin Well No. 2 located in Unit L of Section 35,
Township 24 South, Range 37 East, Lea County, New Mexico.

CASE 4417: Application of J. Cleo Thompson for an exception to Order
No. R-3221, as amended, Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant,
in.the above-styled cause, seeks an exception tc ‘Order No. o 721
R-3221, as amended, which order prohibits the disposal of

: water produced in conjunction with the production of oil

- : ; on the surface of the ground in Lea, Eddy, Chaves, and

Roosevelt Counties, New Mexico. Said exception would be

for the applicant's Evans Wells Nos. 9 and 12 located,

respectively, in Units Gaand B of Section 33, Township 16

South, Range 30 East, Square Lake Fcol, Eddy County, New

Mexico. Applicant seeks authority to dispose of water (

produced by said wells in unlined surface pits lecated

in the vicinity of said wells.

CASE 4418: Application of Texas Pacific Oil Company for amendment of
Order No. R-3200, Lea County, New Mexi:ic, Applicant, in
the above-styled cause, seeks the amendment of Order No.
R-3200, which order authorized the applicant to institute
a waterflood project in the South Eunice Pool, Lea County,
New Mexico, by the injection of water thrcugh six wells
lccated in Sections 5, 8, and 9 of Township 22 South, Range
36 East. Applicant seeks authority te delete the six wells
authorized in said Order R--3200 and substitute therefor six
other wells located in said Secticns 8 and 9.
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CASE 4419:

CASE 22===

CASE 4421:

CASE 4422:

CASE 2 2===

Docket NO - 20-170

r and Kennedy for a non~
¢, EdAY county. New MexicoO.

Applicant in the above—styled cause, seeks, in'exception

2 and 3 and the gE/4 NE/4 of Section 3, Township 22 south,
rRange 26 East,»Eddy county. New Mexico, said anit to be -
dedicated to a wildcat gas well to‘be‘drilled in the NE/4 NE/4

Application of Xplor Ccomnpany for 2 dual completion: authority

to gas—lift oil production, and to glare 9gas: Lea county.
New MexicCO- Applicant, in the aboVe—styled cause, seeks

ship 12 gouth, Range 32 East, Lea -county. New MexicO, in

such 2 manner as to produce oil from the East Caprock4Devonian
pool throu h 2 3/8—inch tubing and gas from the Pennsylvanian
formation within one mile of the Bast CaprockrPennsylvanian
pool. Applicant further.seeks avthority to use 2 portion of
said gas tO'gas>lift said oil production and to sdbseqpently
flare said gas in exception to Rule‘404 of the Commission
Rules and Regulations. : .

Application of phillips petroleun company for creation of a
new oil pool. special pool rules»therefor, and redesignation
of the yertical 1imits of the Ranger Lake-Pennsylvanian pool.
Lea county: New MexicoO. Applicant,,in the above~styled cause,
seeks the creation”of a new pool for the production of oil’
from the Bough section of the PennsYlvanian formation for iks
phillips West Ranger Lake Unit Well No- 1 1located in Unit . C
of Ssection 26, pownship lZ’South?fﬁange 34 Bast: Lea County.
New Mexico. and for the promulgation of special rules thexe—

interval from sdb'sea datun -6080 feet tC _6230 feet as found
in its West Ranger pake Unit Tract 2 Well NoO- 1 located in
unit P of gection 23 said townsﬁip-andvrange.

Application of AtlantiC Richfield company for amendment of
JOrder No. R-3588, Lea County. New Mexico- Applicant: in the
above—styled cause, seeks the amendment of order NO- R-3588.,

which order authorized the_disposal of preduced calt water
jnto the yates and*Seven Rivers formatiot in the perforated
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Case 4422 continued

CASE 4423:

-

and open-hole interval. from 3110 feet to 3300 feet in
the Sinclair ARC Federal Well No. 1 lccated in Unit O
of Section 9, Township 20 South, Range 33 East, West

- Teas Pool, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant now seeks

authority to dispose into said zones in the interval from
3010 feet to 3300 feet.

Application of Union 0il Company ‘of California for compulsory
pooling, Roosevelt County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the
above-styled cause, seeks an order pooling all mineral in- -
terests down to and including the San Andres formation under-
lying the N/2NE/4 of Section 20, Township 8 South, Range 38
East, Bluitt-San Andres Associated. Pool, Rocsevelt County,

New Mexico. Said acreage to be dedicated to a well to be
drilled at an orthodox location in the NW/4 NE/4 of said
Section-20. Also to be considered will be the cost of drilling
said well, a charge for the risk involved, a provision for the
allocation of actual operating costs, and the establishment

of charges for supervision of said well.

Continued from the August 19, 1970 Examiner Hearing )

,/ngé 4410: &pplication of Major, Giebel & Forster for compulsory pooling,

Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
seeks- an order pooling all mineral interests underlying the
SE/4 of Section 28, Township 25 South, Range 37 East, Crosby-

_Devonian Pool, Lea County, New Meéxico, said acreage to be.
dedicated to a well to be drilled in said guarter section. Also,

to be considered will be the cost of drilling said well, a
charge for the risk involved, a provision for the allocation

of actual operating costs, and the establishment of charges for
supervision of said well,
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The fbllbwihg’cases will be heard before Elvis A. Utz, Examiner, or
Daniel S. Nutter, Alternate Examiner:

CASE 4415: Application of Depco, Inc. for a waterfleod project,

Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled
cause, seeks authority to institute a waterflocod project

~ by injection into the Grayburg and San Andres formations
through 6 wells located in Sections 27, 33 and 34, Town-
ship 18 South, Range 28 East, Artesia Pcol, Eddy County,
New Mexico.

CASE 4416: Application of Robert L. Parker Trust for a waterflood

project, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-
styled cause, seeks auvthority to institute a cooperative
waterflood project in the Langlie-Mattix Pool on its
George L. Erwin Lease by the injgctioh of water through
its Erwin Well No. 2 located in Unit L of Section 35,
Township 24 South, Range 37 East, Lea County, New Mexico.

CASE 4417: Application of~J. Cleo Thompson for an exception to Order

No. R-3221, as amended, Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant,

in the above-styled cause, seeks an exception to Order No. T

R-3221, as amended, which order prohibits the disposal of
water produced in conjunction with the production of oil
on the surface of the ground in Lea, Eddy, Chaves, and
Roosevelt Counties, New Mexico. Said exception weculd be
for the applicant's Evans Wells Nos. 9 and 12 located,
respectively, in Units Gaand B of Section 33, Township 16
South, Range 30 East, Square Lake Pool, Eddy County, New
Mexico. Applicant seeks autheority to dispose of water
produced by said wells in unlined surface pits located

in the vicinity of said wells.

CASE 4418: Application of Texas Pacific 0il Company for amendment of
Order No. R-3200, Lea County, New Maxiwso. Applicant, in
the above~styled cause, seeks the amendment of Order No.
R-3200, which order authcrized the applicant to institute
a waterflood project in the South Eunice Pcol, Lea County,
New Mexico, by the injection of witer through six wells
located in Sections 5, 8, and 9 «f Township 22 South, Range
36 East. Applicant seeks authcrity tc delate the six wells
authcorized in said Order K-3200 and substitute therefor six
other wells located in said Secticns 8 and 9,
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CASE 4419:

CASE 4420:

CASE 4421:

"~CASE 4422:
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Application of Billings, Keyser and Kennedy for a non-
standard gas proration unit, Eddy County, New Mexico.

- Applicant in the above-styled cause, seeks, in exception

to Rule 104 B I, approval of a 320- -acre non-standard gas
proration unit comprising the NW/4 of Section 2 and Lots 1,

2 and 3 and the SE/4 NE/4 of Section 3, Township 22 South,
Range 26 East, Eddy County, New Mexico, said unit to be
dedicated to a wildecat gas well to be drilled in the NE/4 NE/4
of said Section 3.

Application of Xplor Company for a dual completion, authority
to gas-1lift oil production, and to flare gas, Lea County,

New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks
approval for the dual completion (conventional) of its
Cleveland Well No. 1 located in Unit G of Section 23, Town-
ship 12 South, Range 32 East, Lea County, New Mexico, in

such a manner as to produce oil from the East Caprock-Devonian
Pool through 2 3/8-inch tubing and gas from the Pennsylvanian
formation within one mile of the East Caprock-Pennsylvanian
Pool. Applicant further seeks authorityyto'USe a portion of
said gas to gas-1lift said oil production and to subsequently
flare said gas in exception to Rule 404 of the Commission ' T
Rules and Regulations. _- '

7

o

Application of Phillips Petroleum Company for creation of a
new oil pool, special pool rules therefor, and redesignation
of the vertical limits of the Ranger Lake-Pennsylvanian Pool,
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
seeks the creation of a new pool for the production of oil
from the Bough section of the Pennsylvanian formation for its
Phillips West Ranger Lake Unit Well No. 1 located in Unit C
of Section 26, Township 12 South, Range 34 East, Lea County,
New Mexico, and for the promulgatlon of special .rules there-
for including a prov1$1on for 80-acre spacing and proration
units, with vertical limits of said poel te be the interval
from sub-sea datum -5671 feet to -6016 feet as found in said
Well No. 1. Applicant further seeks the contraction of the

“vertical limits of the Ranger Lake-Pennsylvanian Pocl to that

interval from sub-sea datum -6080 feet tc -6230 feet as found
in its West Ranger Lake Unit Tract 2 Well No. 1 located in
Unit P of Section 23, said township  and range..

Application of Atlantic RlChfleld Company for amendment cf
Order No. R-3588, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the
above-styled cause, seeks the amendment of Order No. R-3588,
which order authorized the dispcsal of preduced salt water
into the Yates and Seven Rivers formation in the perforated
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Case 4422 continued -

CASE 4423:

CASE 4410:

and open-hole interval from 3110 feet to 3300 feet in

the Sinclair ARC Federal Well No. 1 located in Unit ©

of Section 9, Township 20 South, Range 33 East, West
Teas Pool, Lea County, New Mexic¢o. Applicant now seeks
authority to dispose into said zones in the interval from
3010’ feet to 3300 feet.

Application of Union 0Oil Company of California for compulsory
pooling, Roosevelt County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the
above-styled cause, seeks an order pooling all mineral in= .-
terests down to and including the San Andres formation under-
lying the N/2NE/4 of Section 20, Township 8 South, Range 38
East, Bluitt-San Andres Associated Rool,'Roosevelt County,

New Mexico. Said acreage to be‘dedicated to a well to be
drilled at an orthodox location in the NW/4 N§/4 of said
Section 20. Also to be considered will be the cost of drilling
said well, a charge for the risk involved, a provision for the
allocation of actual operating costs, and the establishment

of charges for supervision of said well.

'SFonfinued from thé August 19, 1970 Examiner Hearing )

pplication of Major, Giebel & Forster for compulsory pooling,
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-ityled cause,
geeks an order pooling all mineral interests underlying the
SE/4 of gection 28; Township 25 South, Range 37 East, Crosby-
Devonian Pool, Lea County, New Mexico, said acreage to be.
dedicated to a well to be drilled in said quarter section. Also,
to be considered will be the cost of:drilling said well, a
charge for the risk involved, a provisica for the allocation
of actual Qperatihg costs, and the establishment of charges for
supervision of said well.
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Application of Billings, Keyser and Kennedy for a non-
standard gas proration unit, Eddy County, New Mexico.
" Applicant in the above-styled cause, seeks, in exception
to Rule 104 B I, approval of a 320-acre non-standard gas
proration unit comprising the NW/4 of Secticn 2 and Lots 1,
2 and 3 and the SE/4 NE/4 of Section 3, Township 22 South,
_ Range 26 East, Eddy County, New Mexico, said unit to be
dedicated to a wildcat gas well to be drilled in the NE/4 NE/4
of said Section 3.

Application of Xplor Company for a dual completion, authority
to gas-1lift oil production, and to flare gas, Lea County,
New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled ¢ause, seeks
approval for the dual completion {conventional) of its
Cleveland Well No. 1 located in Unit G of Section 23, Town-
ship 12 South, Range 32 East, Lea County, New Mexico, in
such a manner as to produce o0il from the East Caprock-Devonian
Pool through 2 3/8-inch tubing and gas from the Pennsylvanian
formation within one mile of the East Caprock-Pennsylvanian
Pool. Applicant further seeks'authority to use a portion of
said gas to gas-lift said oil production and to subseauently
flare said gas in exception to Rule 404 of the Commission
Rules and Regulations.

Application of Phillips Detroleum Company for creation of a
new oil pool, special pool rules therefor, and redesignation
of the vertical limits of the Ranger Lake-Pennsylvanian Pool,
Lea County, Mew Mexico. Appllcant “in the above-~styled cause,
seeks the creation of a new pool for the production of oil
from the Bough section of the Pennsylvanian formation for its
Phillips West Ranger Lake Unit Well No. 1 located in Unit C
of Section 26, Township 12 South, Range 34 East, Lea County,
New Mexico, and for the promulgation of special rules there-
for including a provision for 80-acre spacing and proration
units, with vertical limits of said pool to be the interval
from sub-sea datum -5671 feet tw -6016 feet as found in said
Well No. 1. Applicant further seeks th: contraction of the
vertical limits of the Ranger Lake-Pennsylvanian Pool to that
interval from sub-sea datum -6080 feet tc -6230 feet as found
in its West Ranger Lake Unit Tract 2 Well No. 1 located in
Unit P of Section 23, said township and range..

Applicaticn of Atlantic Richfield Company for amendment of
Order No. R-3588, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the
above-styled cause, seeks the amendment of Order No. R-3588,
which order authorized the disposal of preduced salt water
. into the Yates and Seven Rivers formation in the per forated
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The following cases will be heard before Elvis A. Utz, Examiner, or
Daniel S. Nutter, Alternate Examiner: ’

CASE 4415: Applicaticin of Depco, Inc. for a waterfleood project,

Eddy County, New Mexico. ~Applicant, in the above-styled
) ( ~ - Cause, seeks authority to institute a waterflood project

i " by injection into the Grayburg. and san Andres foermations
through 6 wells located in Sectieons 27, 33 and 34, Town-
ship 18 South, Range 28 East, Artesia Pool, Eddy County,
New Mexico. -

. CASE 4416: Application of Robert L. Parker Trust for a waterflood ¢
w“ erxxf‘?;{él Project, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-
' © Styled cause, seeks authority to institute a cooperative
waterflood project in the Langlie+Mattix Pool on its
George L. Erwin Lease by the'injecgign of water through
its Erwin Well No. 2 located in Unit' L of Section 35,
Township 24 South, Range 37 East, Lea County, New Mexico.

o

N

CASE 4417: Application of J. Cleo Thompson for an eXception to Order
No. R-3221, as amended, Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant,
in the above-styled Cause, seeks an eXception to Order No. = 7,
R-3221, as amended, which order prohibits the ‘disposal of
\ j water produced in conjunction with the production of oil
s : SRR o on the surface of the ground in Lea, Eddy, Chaves, and
. : ! Roosevelt Counties, New Mexico. Said exception would be
' />/ L for the applicant's Evans Wells Nos. 9 and 12 located,
ST respectively, in Units Goand B of Section 33, Township 18
South, Range 30 East, Square Lake Pcol, Eddy County, Rew
Mexico, Applicant seeks authority to dispose of water
produced by said wells in uvnlined surface pits located
in the vicinity of said wells.

CASE 4418: Application of Texas Pacific 0il Company for amendment of
Order No. R-3200, Lea County, New Mexica, Applicant, in
the above~styled cause, seeks the amendment of drder No.
R-3200, which order autherized the applicant to institute
R a waterflood project in the South Evnice Pool, Lea County,
[ New Mexico, by the injection of water thrcugh six wells

o located in Sections 5, 8, and 9 of Township 22 South, Range
~ ) . 36 East. Applicant seeks autherity to delete the six wells

~ authorized in said Order R-3200 and substitute therefor‘six
other wells located in said Sexstions 8 and 9,
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September 2, 1970 - Examiner ‘Hearing Dockét No,.20-70

Case 4422 continued

CASE'4423:
Q()ﬁ/\///
i 30

CASE 4410:

and open-hole interval from 3110 feet to 3300 feet in

the Sinclair ARC Federal Well No. 1 located in Unit O

of Section 9, Township 20 South, Range 33 East, West -

Teas Pool, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant now seeks
authority to dispose into said zones in the interval from e
3010 feet to 3300 feet. ~ ‘

Application of Union 0Oil Company of California for compulsory
pooling, Roosevelt County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the
above-styled cause,. seeks an order pooling all mineral in=-
terests down to and including the San Andres formation under-
lying the N/2NE/4 of Section 20, Township 8 South, Range 38
East, Bluitt-San Andres Associated Pool, Roosevelt County,
New Mexico. Said acreage to-be dedicated to a well to be
drilled at an orthodox location in the NW/4 NE/4 of said
Section 20. Also to be considered will be the cost of drilling
said well, a charge for the risk involved, a provision for the
allocation of actual operating costs, and the establishment

of charges for supervision of said well.

(Continued from the -August 19, 1970 Examiner Hearing ) _
Application of Major, Giebel & Forster for compulsory pooling,

Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause,
seeks an order pooling all mineral interests underlying the

SE/4 of Section 28, Township 25 South, Range 37 East, Crosby-
Devonian Pool, Lea County, New México, said acreage to be :
dedicated to a well to be drilled in said quarter section. Also, -

‘to be considered will be the cost of drilling said well, a

charge for the risk involved, a provision for the allocation
of actual operating costs, and the establishment of charges for
supervision of said well.




T

-5 e
NN Hareeante)

<
-..‘?r.,a-:‘g.‘

ElA 0

METRY

e ety

.
ey e

~
LA TR
.1 i-va-;,‘ °"a‘

%=

Lo

|

Talpart

e

& Dass

(Famhmeet

Aoty

oo § il o o',”:,.':;;;" Tes,
v 1e.ervr 4%d o3 A 114 N EPS] ] ” )
. o? o
_fl Y i$3 |‘ T s
o el o LRI SR
o? ‘f 3 . ) LR ey L (s::sl‘.jo* Suek'esCe
Hi S ianghe < LR AN Coynpp | & Segep
i ,‘T‘H aulf =
2\l 3
i\ #0%
R\

0%

__‘_l 2 -E —
£ Paye Nad, .;-,.?Tex’ﬂgu Pazi4

ot Q?.;‘ f

o3rsee

o
~.7v'u7‘ -

i Hrrrt
i S\c i
fo vl
§
v
i o
- 1 Uain Ye\
i"-!: . ;~,_"Z,' fese d d
!
| o [oxs, b
i ool oo CRLInc atef e
. ‘o3 i ] 0] arisem™ N . A
II: s ) | s (en:m . & ity (Iydt [ (foc:!f/ fr-".—;._ o< :5;. Py
Humb'e 5 fas ”’*-“'cp,q‘ Ps) o CRA -IPg hv . v i
: 1L LX) A ¢
‘li . - (S aimn Ny # 1 M2P r\cefc)Lg ol "\. \ !nc.,e‘:. !-‘ ” Lt mee
4 g Teserye 'u . l A Vgl corlien s S 8]
2 ; . 0{} tcr/:m "I;Ien P YU w as .
b i “AMere weyp T e G e e b e B0 B L leertien [t W;SL‘!, [ "__.‘f_""" Ay 5
) ; ] o' . o’ o' wo;,vo
. X ? Yo . Norof Aston” ICortsHi¥, .
o Ederes, L, -3 L el o e
L(.'_s‘ A Ztatepneg “LZQ-‘{
s KR g M D e Sureey I
x: B2 b4 S : ¥
- L B C i ; Solor 04 | atwateral
V ! Erena G Il ; togise oI "
{ oyl i P, S 5
. } A A > i of ' ! 1 Corlsen -“ Hanry :ashe;-ﬁx;,,
! o L Z vs
h tortaren 3 Q 8 F Nerrissn Sur Clode & o ~per S.r (,yJ' '?’_"r Sur (c‘ ”,
: SarFor ¢ 3 7 PR
Py <- Cehf Possn) o! lL O Pec ki)
o f" : 'nt“_‘rD[R\ Apco <. d Yuﬂeco ‘!a
'*_j o' Sinrey i vy v Bt
| .‘nuh-\c!l ...C_’AIQ}%CQ‘-T"
A f “enpn - Tex ch:ﬁc
. ’ ) ot U"vcﬂT-- \at oy o Urian Tex, PErs 't
3 Gz ts per | o Qésft:ae 3 0 u:o:hs G'VDabbs G"‘f",‘z’
* Tex Pcc.'u- Tev, °cc1ﬁc f I?h Pa—»ﬂc 28,7
& A’ﬂ""’rc’- uBpP L6 ‘!cnbc e v
Sares UrienTey WMot ¢ C ’
lpnu‘ HSF oty
- . s! L111 = sy - &
Agwury Q{)l ora 3. 2' !Y‘ L' q’"li T'ISQCCEQAIE: i
fcre ' Ernrstts e I A op
-‘.:ur—»w \’_ = bl\ rnp-— rl,”‘r{[i’!_’ e\ st
. 2
;‘u [.I.::s 2 3-C Arerads phgt

061724

\Sropaerd

&
s

LY

3

IR P SO pyp—

tesey
rers Fornsmacth® i e Lo, 12 l S, e
us \\ ‘e recs hgE2LET] ¥( 42 afe LY
A L regle 518 Clyde N. Ceo,
1 I Y N S
txacs 1 € %5cnzel g Tevace
' senetl Gy Arvaradn T',”,’l""

u s

Y "

= Vateriy {'m’.’é’.’,qA,.Ji vs CROSBY PIELD R tran
';'P.;g;.-;‘ A'::-}u;’do LEA COUNTY I\TEW MBXICO -'—'—‘

s.mh____i_‘dj-’_' Union
Sittes i suany Oil Co. P/o Acreag( ey
g.-é',f.'.'? ?),;y : ,,0 '-.____/ I.eased Acreage o' f’;';
s o

'.'« MHEBEP (HUP

'ﬁ_55;q NCRE

Rt LT

L T

Columbion Corbon

H,u Perhmir berpnsaser
02¢ ”(_-3 !
“Liute

(1]

——————
t Pssa s:l!gafo\j

PROJECT D07

ey
-

Io,

oy, -
Ny r




. (R .
}
1 ]

MAJOR, GIEBEL & FORSTER

R. 0. MAJOR, oroLOGIBT
A, F. OIEBEL, pPETACLEUM ENOINLER
YRED FORSTER, JR. uxaiNesx

11280 YVAUGHN BUILDING + 913 « MU 4-7121
MIDLAND, TEXAS 79701

ACREAGE REQUIRED TO BE FORCE POOLED

UNLEASED MINERALS

37.5 “acres J. M. Richardson Lyeth, Tr., Munroe Longyear 3/8
Lyeth and Onez Norman Rooney
’ B i ./." < ,l P o
.00438 acres Anna Gebhardt (deceased) ~-vvivr ™ 12.5/42,976 of 1/4
00175 acres Edward F. Nicolin SeestotroT 5/42,976 of 1/4
.00350 acres Adam Arnold (deceased) .-l - T 10/42,976 of 1/4
.02730 acres Republic National Bark of Dallas - (R 7 i - 78/42,976 of 1/4
.01680 acres Flora G. Sarkisian 48/42,976 of 1/4
37.55373 -acres
LEASED MINERALS WITH NO POOLING AGREEMENT
s 2,50000 acres Patrick Leonard 1/24
s | 2.50000 acres Timothy T. Leonard 1/24
3‘ .00560 acres J. Franklin Zouck 16/42,972 of 1/4
C .01400 acres Harry L. Jones et al | 40/42 ,972 of 1/4
.00175 acres Joseph Wesley Gallaher 2nd - " 5/42,972 of 1/4
00175 acres Charles T. Gallaher 2nd 5/42,972 of 1/4
5.02310 acres :
MINERAL INTEREST ELECTING TO JOIN
.03500 acres Max R. Chudy _ 100/42,976 of 1/4
RECAPITULATION
UNLEASED MINERALS : 137.55373
LEASED MINERALS WITH NO POOLING AGREEMENT 5.02310
TOTAL ACREAGE ELECTING TO JOIN : .03500
TOTAL ACREAGE REQUIRED TO BE FORCE POOLED 42.61183 ACRES

BEFORE EXAMINER UTZ
CIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
e EXHIBIT NO, " 2em
CASE NO. Yo 1

A B SN e S e S -




raan stusecuay  STUBBEMAN, MCRAE, SEALY, LAUGHLIN & BROWDER

TOM SEALY

BOYO LAUGHLIN i ATTORNEYS AT LAW ]

e avidied MIDLAND SAVINGS BUILDING . AREA COOE 915
M.9.8ACWOER,JR. - - ese2-isie

:AL“Q C-BEARDSLEY P.O0.B0X 6720

w.Ff PENNEBAKER

DURWARD W.GOOLS8Y MIDLAND, TEXAS 79701
AECTOR CANNGN

Wi, M.COTTON i
JAMES L.PARDUE

JAMES G.NOLAND

ROBERT J,COWAN

ROBERT K-HUOSON

MILTON 4.BANKSTON

ROBERT C.BLEOSOE

CHARLES L:TIGHE

RUSH MOODY, 48

HARRELL FELD

RICHARD T. nnouom:

WHN.C.HORRO

JAMES V. HANRETT, JR.

ALVIN WALVOORO» JR. JUJ.y 27, 1970

Major, Giebel & Forster ' .
Vaughn Building '
Midland, Texas 79701

Re: Tltle opinion on oil and gas leases from WM. COOXK ET AL.
; insofar as said leases cover the following described land
in Lea County, New Mexico:

T-25-S R-37-E N.M.P.M.

Section 28: SE/4

containing 160 acres, more or less, ONLY. at depths
below 4,000 feet below the surface of the land.

Gentlemen:

ABSTRACTS EXAMINED

From inception to July 20, 1970, .at- 8:00° A. M.

DESCRIPTION OF LAND

. The SE/4 Section 28 and the NE/4 Section 33 as containing
320 acres were patented to George W. Shahan on February 24, 1920,
by patent recorded Volume 1, page 460.

ENCUMBRANCES , -
None. ) | -

RIGHTS-OF-WAY

ﬁone shown.
TAXES
All taxes are shown'paid for 1969 and prior years.
FEE TITLE

Surface Estate:\

Not known, since the abstracts examined did not cover the
surface. : ,

Subject to the o0il and gas leases thereon which will herein-
after be tabulated, we find record tltle to all of the minerals to
be vested as follows:




Mineral Estate:

Elks National Foundatlon e —— - ———— 1/40
_Shattuck SChoOl —~—-merrr s e e 1/40
Boys Clubs of. America -=---mmmmmmmmmm—me—m oo e 1/40
New Mexico Boys' Ranch, Inc. ===~===--—c-w——e—--- 1/40
Regénts of the University of New Mexico --—------ 1/49
Robert J. Leonard ~~-=--—mcemcecceca e r— e e 1/24
Patrick J. Leonard ~--—=-—=-~=reccmcmcmoeee e 1/24
Timothy T. Leonard ~=---=-=—-m-c-eocmmccmecmeo—a 1/24
Sally Saunders Toles —-——==——=- ————————————————— --—= 1/24
Sue Saunders Graham ——---r—mer—cccccc———————— e 1/24
Elyse Saunders Patterson —-—-==-m-=wc---- o o e e e e 1/24
J. M. Richardson Lyeth, Jr. and Munro
Longyear Lyeth as joint tenants ~—--—-=——o-—-—-- 3/16
Onez Norman RoOney ====-=—-=—feimecceecmmeeaea~e 3/16

The follow1ng mineral interests are fractions of 1/4,

fractlon having a denominator of 42,972 of 1/4:

Major, Giebel & Forster Page Two July 27,

Wrightsman Investment Corporation —--------- 40,267/42,
R. B. Mitchell ----=~mwe- —————————— e e 1,059/ "
J. Franklin 2Zouck —~=--—=c—memmmmcm e . 1le/ "
Andrew M. Taylor --=-———-—--emeecec—me e m e lo/ "

The Sheridan Family Trust - cCatherine A.

Sheridan, Cornelius B. Sheridan and

Olga Fetuch, Trustees -—=—-=cememcmeecaa- 78/
Anna Gebhardt --=-=~--—-=w- et 12.5/
John F. Corvino and Rita M. Corvino, his

wife, as joint tenants with right of

survivorship --—-=-vememmm e e - . 32/
Mrs. Frank P. Sullivan (4/10); Mrs. B. B.

Wehling (2/10); Mrs. Jeanne C. Gallion

(2/10) and James W. Sullivan (2/10) -==--- 27/
Edward F. Nicolin ~--—--cmmcemcccr e 5/
Miss Ida Miller —-=——-emmcmcmo e e 5/
Ieila C. McConnell ~——v——rmmmrmcmre e e 200/
Josephine Radue -——~-——--—mmmmmmme e 32/
Harry L. Jones and Isabel Jones as jOlnt

tenants with right of survivorship ~----- 40/
Elmer G. Johnson =~-—--—ermmcec e - 5/
Normarth Corp. —-—-=———-ememecrc e 12/
‘Mrs. Carrie Gidwitz —-—=~-=eev ———————— 50/
Joseph Wesley Gallaher 2nd ------—--—=-=--= 5/
Charles T. Gallaher 2nd =-~-=v-—=ro—————-——- 5/
Rose P. Feltman -—=-—-e—mmecrc e 78/
E. M. Edwards CO, ==—=-=mmmmmrm e 32/
Edward Mitchell Edwards --—-—--=—=c—mmee——e—-- 25/
Delia B. Edwards ------ - 15/

~Robert C. Eble ~-==-—---mmeemmmmm e 49/
David Cohen =~=—===scemmmm e e e ‘ 1c/
Max R. Chudy --—---=~—--=~m—m—mcmmmmm e 100/
John L. Brady -----—-—-=~-—wem—cmm e m 10/
Robert G. Bradshaw -~-=~-—wmme—me—ee e 16/
Howard W. Bradshaw -~—-——--=cemommeme e ' 16/
Ellis Rudy -----=--— e e 113.5/
Gordon G. Berg ——=————mmmc e e 10/
Adam Arnold —=-----rmm e 10/
Ella Mattimore ~-=--memmmrcm e - 10/ .
Norma Meta Sanders =~-———--===-=w—em—omm—o- 10/
Republic National Bank of Dallas, Trustee - 78/
Flora G. Sarkisian ~~=—==er—comemmm e e 48/
Nell Evans, a widow ~-—---cemmmmmmemmc e 93/

W. B, Trammell -—-e--—meoeme— o - 388/
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EXISTING OIL AND GAS LEASES

A Lease -~ Cerring all of the oil and gas in the land covered thereby

Dated: " ‘September 30, 1927

Recorded: Volume 8, page 201, Records of lLea County
Lessor: Wm. Cook and his wife Lucy Cook ‘
Lessee: Forest E. Levers o '
Land Covered: S/2 s/2 N/2 SE/4 and S/2 SE/4 Section 28,

T-25-S, R-37-E, N.M.P.M., containing 100
v acres, more or less
Primary Term: . Ten years
Royalty: 1/8 on o0il and gas

‘Record Owner of A

Lease: - Union 0il Company of California only as to
depths below 4,000 feet below the surface

B Lease - Covering 1/40 of the oil and gas owned by lessor °

Datead: June 24, 1968

Recorded: Volume 258, page 740, Records of Lea County
- Lessor: : - New Mexico Boys' Ranchy Inc.

Lessee: Minerals, Inc.

Land Covered: - Purports to cover all of the SE/4 Section 28

but it is believed that this lease effecylvely
covers only the North 60 acres of the SE/4

Primary Term: Ten years
Royalty: 1/8 on o0il and gas
Depository Bank: First State Bank, Socorro, New Mexico
Delay Rentals: $4 per annum
Record Owner of B
Lease: Minerals, Inc. only as to’ depth below 4,000

feet below the surface

PITLE REQUIREMENTS

1.

At a time when Phillips Petroleum Company owned two leases
together covering 3/4 interest in the minerals in the North 60 acres
of the SE/4 Section 28, said Phillips Petroleum Company ahd Woodiey
Petroleum Company (predecessors in title to the present owner, Union
0il Company of California) entered into a communitization agreement
communitizing the dry gas and associated liquid hydrocarbons only in
all of the SE/4 Section 28 from all depths below 4,000 feet below the
surface. This agreement is dated August 2, 1955, recorded Volume 102,
page 133, Miscellaneous Records. We have been advised that the unit
produced gas for a very short time and the well was then plugged and

- abandoned many years ago. Phillips has released of record its two

leases which were committed to the unit. The communitization agree-
ment did not specifically provide that it would terminate when the

gas well ceased to produce, but contains language that indicates that
it might continue so long as any of the leasés committed was still in
force and effect, and it is to be noted that the Union lease tabulated
above as A Lease is still in force and effect. We require that
Phillips and Union enter into a stipulation and agreement relative

to said communitization agreement to the effect that said agreement

is no longer valid and that neither will claim any rights under same.
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2,

This requirement Qdeals only with the mineral interest owned
by W. B. Trammell, being 388/42,972 of 1/4. This interest was con-
veyed by Standard 0il Company of Kansas to The National Bank of
Commerce of Houston and Morgan J. Davis as Trustees under three

. separate trusts, one for Thomas Stephen Trammell under agreement
dated October 6, 1949; one for W, B. Trammell, Jr. under agreement
dated October 5, 1943; and one for Sue Trammell, also dated October
5, 1943, as amended. We have never examined the trust indentures and

L we require copies of these trust indentures to be certain that the
i ‘trustee had authority to sell.

3.

; This reyuirement concerns the mineral interest owned by R. B.
- Mitchell, being 1,059/42,972 of 1/4. This interest was conveyed to

f said R. B. Mitchell by Gail Whitcomb by deed dated March 5, 1965, in
i which his wife, if any, did not join. If Gail Whitcomb had a wife as
of the dates he acquired his various interests (seven separate inter-
ests commencing in 1949), she had a presumptive community interest,
and we reguire a correction deed from Gail Whitcomb, joined by said
wife, or proof that he acquired all of his interests as separate
property. ‘

4.

, . There should be secured from Minerals, Inc. a release of the
0il, gas and mineral iease described as B, above, inSofar as said
lease covers the South 100 acres of the SE/4 Section 28 at depths
below 4,000 feet below the surface. S . ; o

Sl

Further, if you are going to deal with this interest insofar
as it covers theNorth 60 acres of the SE/4 Section 28 at depths below
; ‘ 4,000 feet below the surface, proof should be furnished of .the prcpe
o payment of all delay rentals under the lease.

e St e

5.

v The abstract indicates that Wrightsman Investment Corporation
is claiming a mineral interest in this land, and we have assumed that
it is the interest to which Wrightsman Petroleum Company has recerd
‘ title. We must be furnished with proof that the interest formerly

- owned by Wrightsman Petroleum Company is now owned by Wrightsman
; Investment Corporation.

; 6 L]

_The Mullen Foundation was at one time claiming an interest in
the minerals in this land, and executed an oil and gas lease on the
shallow rights (above 4,000 feet) and also assigned all of its interest
described as being 5/42,972 of 1/4, to Ellis Rudy. Nothing in the
abstracts examined by us showed any title in The Mullen Foundation
and therefore we have not given effect to the deed to Ellis Rudy.
Before we can give effect to the deed, proof must be furnished that
The Mullen Foundation had a title which it could convey.
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7.

“Hylah G. Sullivan executed an oil and gas lease on the shallow
rights above 4,000 feet indicating that she claimed a mineral interest
in this land. We have shown Mrs. Frank P. Sullivan as a mineral owner

and we are assuming they are one and the same. An affidavit to this
effect should be furnished.

8.
In connection with a portion of the interest owned by Ellis
Rudy, the interest being 5/42,972 of 1/4, we must be furnished with
proof that the interest owned by Elizabeth S. McKee passéd to Robert
R. McKee and Ernest W. McKee. We examined in the abstracts a deed
from Dorothy C. McKee as sole beneficiary under the will of Robert R.
McKee, and Erxrnest W. McKee, Jr. and Robert F. McKee as beneficiaries

under the will of Ernest W. McKee, which deed conveyed the interest
to Ellis Rudy. : :

COMMENT

There are a great number of irregularities in the title to
many of the small interests listed above, concerning which we are
not going to make-formal objections. By "small interests," we mean
any of the above mineral interests which are less than 100/42,972
of 1/4. These irregularities consist of titles based upon affidavits-
of intestacy and heirship and titles based upon wills which have not
been probated in the State of New Mexico, each of which is a technical
objection to the title under New Mexico law. Also, in a number of
instiances, we have not examined trust agreements under which grantors

in a number of deeds have operated, but in‘almost every instance, the

trustees were banks, and it-has been our experience that trust instru-
ments under which banks operate are almost invariably satisfactory.
Also, a number of these interests passed under deeds from men not
joined by their wives, if any, and their marital status not being

'shown. In the majority of these latter deeds, it is recited that

the grantors were residents of states which do not follow the com-
munity property system. Under these circumstances, we feel that ‘it
is probably a reasonable business risk to assume that the interest
involved was the separate property of the grantor. Similarly, with
regard to wills which show to have been executed and probated in
states not followirng the community property system, we have not
raised any requirement with respect to the possibility of community
interest of a spouse. We believe that the insignificance of the
interests involved would justify your assuming the risk.

Respectfully submitted,

STUBBEMAN, McRAE, SEALY, LAUGHLIN & BROWDER

: . By: ’ _
- Fred M. Cassidy
FMC:db ’ . ,




: PHILLIPS COPPER 41
; v LEASE . ynyT J, SECTION 28-255-37E
' POOL __CROSBY DEVONTAN POOL

OIL |.gAS AT ' % 0IL GAS WATER %
, MONTH M%%H %ﬁ%‘?{ GOR WATER MONTH | MONTH MONTH | GOR WATE
YEAR | 1963 ‘ - _ YEAR| 195 j 1
- JAN 93 46,167 - JAN - 23 -
FEB 10L 27,169]. - ~ FEB - - -
MAR | 160 52,660 - MAR] - 1,164 -
APR 142 36,808 - APR - 8,940 .
MAY by | 25 739 - MAY] - 218,558 270
JUN - 26,606 - . JUN - 18,21 | 2719
JUL ] 27,905 - JUL - 26,960 _ 270
AUG 1k 6,172 - ' AUG - 21,035 279
SEP 119 | 25.6L0 - SEP] - 23,305 1,705
OCT 332 |__77.86 - _ ' OCT - 31,773 1.650
NOV 240 58,719 - NGV - 23,994 1,426
_DEC 187 86,925 - ~ DEC - 12,305 1,380
YEAR'| _196L | - : _ - YEAR|_1968
. - |L__JAN 131 62,865 - - JAN ~ 5,162 : -
P + | FEB 213 69,662 - FEB - 132 | -
: MAR 28Lh 1 95.218 - MAR - 70 -
__APR 239 88,963 - APR - . 50 1,406
MAY Lo 1 18,900( - MAY - 78 -
JUN 136 | k1,942 - ) JUN - - 15 -
JUL 275 [ 96,640 - ! JUL] - - -
AUG 242 75,900 - i AUG - 51 - .
-SEP 272 77,106 - , ) SEP - 12 - {Cumulative )
0oCT 26k 83,127 - ' 0ocCT - 29 | - (8,212,166 NCF)
NOV | " o011 | a3,827 - NOV - - -
DEC 25k | 159,239 - : ) DEC - - -
.. - . U} YEAR| 1965 . YEAR| 1969
S L JANT 35T ) 105,793 - JAN] - =
Q. |__FEB 129 77,105 - .. FEB| - -
MAR 57 33,871 - - MAR| - - -
1oAapr] 11 b 7aL] - APR - ~ - -
. MAY 106 50, 669 - ' MAY| - -~ -
- JUN 30 15,828 - i JUN|{ P&A |6-11-69
JUL 3L8 2L 210 - JUL
AUG 671 63,0771 - TAUG
- SEP 123 49,193 - " SEP |
QCT 132 | 48,036 - OCT
NOV | 113 k7,827 - NOV
DEC 12 9,723 - DEC
YEAR | 1966 | YEAR -
Jan |~ -1  k,599 - : JAN do VN ey |
FEB - 1,366 = ' FEB BEFOREIEAANSI RO —
. MAR hnd 3;103 - MAR Ny BN araiNidw AN if"‘-:‘“ L AR
- |__APR - 5,167 - - APR i A R
' HMAY - L. shé - i ] MAY i Foartiovr Ny S Y
-l JuN - 3 LSk - '1' JUN Cher mo | 4440
‘1 JUL - 3,537 - JUL } R R
‘1 -AUG | - 3,920 - _ ' AUG -
‘| _SEP - 3,031 - A ' SEP
H__ocT - o3 - 1 OCT ' ' ,
NOV - 633 - , NOV ' CASE NO. _44/0
DEC ~ 352 - DEC FXHIBIT NO. 5

Avgust 19, 1970




2

-

Juo @ ¥

1

BEFORE THE

OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSTION OF NEW MEXICO

Core 27670

APPLICATION OF MAJOR, GIEBEL , o

& FORSTER FOR AN ORDER FORCE Vet K

POOLING THE SE/4 OF SECTION A

28, TOWNSHIP 25 SOUTH, RANGE n £
: 37 EAST, LEA COUNTY, NEW MEXICO My

Come now Major, Glebel & Forster and apply to the 0il
b Conservation Commission of New Mexico for an order force
ﬁ pooling all interest in and under the SE/U4 of Section 28, -

Township 25 South, Rangev3f‘East, N.M.P.M., Lea County, New

Mexicc, and in support thereof would show the Commission:

1. Applicant is the owner of the right to drill and

o L

develop the above described tract, and proﬁoses to drill a
well to a sufficient‘depth to test the Devonian formation at

approximately 8,250 feet.

2. Under the provisions of the orders of the Commission,

o
a standard driiling and prorstion unilt consists of 160 acres.

comprisingwé gd;éfﬁméﬁtal quarter-quarter section.
‘;_; »>§ 3. The south 100 acres of the SE/4 of the section is
covered byynumerous leases which do not contain pooling clauses,
and despite diligent ;fforts on the part of applicant, appli-
cant has been unable to obtain voluntary pooling agreeméﬁts
covering these leases.

i, Applicant has acquired, or is acquirin—- leases cgvéf—
ing the North 60 acres of the SE/4 of the section, which leases
é contiin a pooling clause.
| 5. There are numerous fractional interests, some of which
% e were derived in part from dissolution of Standard 0il Company

of Kansas, and it has not been possible for applicant to obtain

- ' DOCKET MalizD DOCKET MaAlLED

e
. e R P . .
Date Tl 7Y b S ~7C

O e e
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voluntary agreements from numerous owners of these small
fractional interests, despite diligent effort.

6. Applicant proposes to drill a well on said unit, as
stated, and in order to recover its just and equitable share
of the oil and/or gas underlying its acreage, it is necessary
that said SE/U of Section 28, Téﬁnship 25'South, Range 374East,
N.M.P.M., be pooled by order of this Commission in order that
a standard 160-acre unit may be formed. |

WHEREFORE applicant prays that the Commission set this
application for hearing before the Commission or before the
Commission's duly appointed examiner and that after notice
and hearing as required by law, the Commission enter 1its order
pooling all of the oil and gas mineral interest, including
royalty interests, in and under Section 28, Township 25 South,
Range 37 Eaét, N;M}P.M., Lea County, New Mexico.

Applicant further prays that the Com~ ..slon designate it
as operator of said unit, and make suiﬁable provision for
recovery of its costs incurred in the drilling, completion,
supervision and operation of said well from any non-consenting
owners , and including a suitable risk factor for the risk
involved in the drilling of a well or wells on said tract, to
be recovered from-any non-consentling owners share of productidn,
together with provision for the recovery of the costs of opera-
tion of said well and supervision thereof and such other pro-

visions as may be proper in the premises.

Respectfully submitted,

MAJOR, GIEBEL & FORSTER

By X b. X q,Ll.uL

lahin and Fox
Box 1769

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
Attorneys for Applicant
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IN THE MATTER OF THE HEARING
CALLED BY THE OIL CONSERVATION
COMMISSION OF NEW MEXICO FOR
THE PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

APPLICATION OF MAJOR, GIEBEL & FORSTER
FOR COMPULSORY POOLING, LEA
NEW MEXICO.

CASE No. _4410
Order No{_R-;j££Z;éz§

-
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COUNTY,

' ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

BY THE COMMISSION:

September 2

This cause came on for hearing at 9 elckeck a.m. on
, 19&70 , at Santa Fe, New Mexico, before Examiner

Elvis A. Utz .

NOW, on this day of Septembef ' 19670 , the Commissioq,
a quorum being present, having considered the testimony, the recor
and the recommendations of the Examiner, and being fully advised

|

in the premises,

FINDS:

- (1)  That due public notice having been given as required by
law, the Commission has jurisdiction of this cause and the subject

matter thereof.
Major, Giebel & Forster .

(2) That the applicant,

seeks an order pooling all mineral interests in the
of

Crosby-Devonian Pool underlying the _SE/4

Section _28 , Township 25 MoobX pange 37  WeBE ypy.
South East

Lea County, New Mexico.

- ... (3) That the applicant has the right to grill and
a.ou402¢1a.1h&bJEJL¢66¢y¢hJ2ﬁzuv 'ﬁh*22~ehLG~J7905}ﬁit

to—dritl-a—well—in-the—~—8d-  of said Section _28 to the
Crosby-Devonian =~ Pool.
— | A
prorati

(4) ThéEythere are interest owners in'the proposed

unit who have not agreed to pool their interests.

1%19 That to avoid the drilling of unnecessary wells, to

dan
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.-mineral interests, whatever they may be, withitr—sa %
o WIS ElY, S EI4SE/, ahedusavy y P P Y Y

- T
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interest in,p&iﬂ:uu&t the opportunity to recover or receive with-

‘ 3 .
out unnecessary expense his just and fair share of the gas in said

pool, the—eﬁbéee%-apél&cabien—eheu&d~bé7:gp*e¥0d~b¥_pnaling;a&4
- C«r&dg Lrvovien AraR

(ﬁ) @ That the appllcant“g;hou 3‘/1)3 cfgsxgnated the operator
of the subject well and unit. |

CQ)ETT That any non-consenting working interest owner should
be afforded the opportunity to pay his sharecof'éétimated well
costs to the operator in lieu of paying his share of reasonable
well costs out of production. |

(/0)487 That any non-consenting working interest owner that
does not pay his share of estimated well costs should have with-
held from production his share of the reasonable well costs plus
an additional 2.3 % thereof as a reasonable charge for the risK
involved in the ‘drilling of the well.

(7(){5# That any non-consenting interest owner should be
afforded the opportunity to object to the actual well costs
but that said actual well éosts shquld be adopted as the
reasonable well ‘costs in the absence of such objection.

(71)@:0% That following determinatidn of reasonable well costs,
any non-consenting wofkihg interest owner théflhas paid his share
of estimated costs should pay to the operator any amount that
reasonable well costs exceed estimated well costs and should

receive from the operator any amount that paid estimated well

costs exceed reasonable well costs.

/C?C)&t7
(_Iy (#¥) That $_m_ per month should be fixed as a reasonable

charge for supervision (comkbined fixed rates) for the subject
wéll: that the operafor should be authorized to withhold from
production the proportionate share of such supervision charge
attributable to each non-consenting workiﬁg interest, and in
addition‘thereto, the owerator should be authorized to withhold
from production the proportionate share of actual expenditures
cequired for operating the subject well, not in excess of what
are reasonable, attributable to each non-consenting WOrking

4 o e L
incerestc.
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escrow to be paid to the true owner thereof upnon demand and proof
of ownership.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

(1) That all mineral interests, whatever they may be, in

the “Crosby—Devonian Pool underiying‘the _j!E@é
Wiz SEIY, SEMNSER), ok SI2 NEIY SESy |

of Section 28 _, Township _ 25 3¥WXXK pange 37  WR=RK, NMPM,
South T East s

Lea County, Néw Mexico, are hereby pooled to form a ¢ -

3 .

acre gas proration unit to be dedicated to _&__.,‘MM g

i Aol b Zol 2 ¥ -
(2) That Major, Giebel & Forster is hereby designated
the operator of the subject wellqand unit. |
(3) That -the operator shaii furnish the Commission and each
known working interest owner in the subjéct'unit an itemized
H i,& - schedule of estimated well costs within 30 days following the
”OE T g -

- : ' date of this order.
s D - (4) That within 30 days from the date the schedule of
estimated well costs is furnished to him, any non-consenting

working interest owner shall have the right to pay his share

of *esfimated well costs to Ehe operator in lieu of paying his
shére of reasonable well costs out of pro&uction, and that any
such owner who pays his share of estimated well costs as provided
above shall remain liable for operating costs but shali not be-
liable for risk charges.

(5) That the operator shall furnish ﬁhé.Commiséion and each
known working interest owner in the subject unit an itemized

uschedule of actual well costs within 30 days following completion

of the well; that if no objection to the actual well costs is
received by the Commission,aﬁéﬂﬁhe Commission has not objected

within 60 days following completion of the well, the actual well




i\ | receive from the operator his

-4-

1 costs; provided however, that

costs shall be the reasonable wel

if there is an dbaection'to actual well costs within said 60—day'

period, the Commission will determine reasonable well costs after

public notice and hearing.

(6) ‘That within 30 days fbllowing determination.of xreason-

able well coste,any nonfcohsenting working interest owner that hagd

paid his share of estimated costs in advance as provided above

shall pay to the operator his pro rata share of the amount that

reasonable well costs exgeedzestimatedi'well costs and shall

pro rata share of the amount that

estimated well costs exceed reasonable well costs.

(7) That the operétor is ﬁéféﬁy'aufhdiiied'té“wiﬁ‘hold'the

following costs and charges from production:

-(A) The prparata share of reasonable well costs

attributable to each non-consenting working

interest owner who has not.paid his share of

froﬁ the

estimated well costs within 30 days

date the schedule of estimated well ccsws_fj‘ _

T'ﬁ?‘;&ﬁ;&p’g:;fx';_r——,,';.-rg‘::».v:g-,:v_rv,a:,—tw e

3 (9)—_That $ wpe: month is

‘ hal overhead for

horeby fixed as 4he reason—~

L »chWUP _
T able/eost= =operating the subject well, and the operaterx—is




;'reasphép;e well costs exceed :estimated well costs and shall

‘. lreceive from the operator his pro rata share of the amount that

4=

costs’éhall be the reasonable well costs;‘proVided howeverx, that
if there is én objection to actual well costs within said 60¥day
period, the Commission'vi;l determine reasonable well costs éfter
puBlic notice and hearing.

{6) That within 30 days foll§§ing determination:of reason-
able well cqstg,apy non;conseﬁting working interéét gﬁner that hag

paid his share of estimated costs in advance as provided above

shall pay to the operator his pro rata share of the amount that

estimated well costs exceed reasonabl¢ well costs,
(7) That the operator is hereby authorized to withhold the
following cost; and charges from production:

(A) Thg pro-.rata share of reasohable well costs
attributable to each non-consenting working
interest owner who has net paid his share of
estimated well costs within 30 days from the
date the schedule of estimated well costs is

furnished to him.




(B) As a chérge for the risk involved in the drill-
ing of the well, Zé % of the pro.rata share
of reasonable well costs attributable to each

non-consenting working interest owner who has

~

not paid his share of estimated wel;xcosks
withih 30 days from the dape‘the schedule of
“estimated well costs is furnished to him.
(8) That the operator shall distribute said costs and
charges withheld from prodﬁctéon to the parfies who advaﬂced

the well costs.

[ OO, 5 _ ' . :
(9) That $ fASZWEr month is hereby fixed as a reasonable

charge for supervision {(combined fixed rates) for the subject
well; that the operator is hereby authorized to withhold from

production the proportionate share of such supervision charge

- mttributable to each non-consenting working interest, and in

addition thereto, the operator is hereby authorized to withholé
from productionkthe proportionate share of actuél,eX@éhéitures
required for operating the subject well, not in excess of what
are reasonable, attributable to each hdn—cénsenﬁing working

interest.



escrow agent w1th1n 90 days from the date of this order.

entry of such further orders as the Commission may deem neces-

sary.

above’ des1gnated

-5

hereby authorized to withholgd from" productlon the proportionate |

B

share of such cost attry utable:gg\ea’h non-consentlng working

T e \
;Jltszﬁmuzil;_“__ T

- __Aﬁ

(10) That any unsevered mineral interest shall be considered

e

a seven-elghths (7/8) working interest ang a one-eighth (1/8) roy-
alty 1nterest for the purpose of allocatlng costs and charges under

the térms of this order.

(11) That any well costs oxr charges which are to be pald out
of product;cn shall be w1thhe1d only ‘from the working interests'
share»of production, and no costs or charges shall be withheld
from prcduction attributable to royaity interests.

(12) That a;l proceeds fromgproéuction from the subject well
which‘are not disbursed for any reason shall be placed in escrow
in Lea -~ county, New Mexico, to be paid to the true owner

thereof upon demand’and proof of ownership; that the operator

shall notlfy the CommlsSLOn of the name and address of sald

{(13) That jurisdiction of this cause‘is retained for the

DONE at Santa Fe, New Mexico. on the day and year &

¢

et s Tt




