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B ; CASE No. 3373

A OmaNmR-ﬁdjé

IN THE MATTER OF THE HEARING CALLED BY THE "

OII. CONSERVATION COMMISSION ON ITS OWN MOTION /“ f

TO CONSIDER AMENDMENT OF RULE 301 OF THE COM- ﬁ;/;/

MISSION RULES AND REGULATIONS. . éﬁ7\ ‘////f
&

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

BY THE COMMISSION

This cause came on for hearing at 9 o'clock a.m. on
€ o &, ™

January 2& |, 1566 , at Santa Fe, New Mexlco, before Examiner

Elvis A. Utz

NOW, on this day of February , 1966, the Commission, a
quorum being present, having considered the testimony, the record,
and the recomriendations 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.

(2) That Rule 301 of the Commission Rules and Regulations
should be amended to authorize the Secretary-Director to exempt
pools from the annual gas-0il ratio test requirements and to order
annual o0il production tests in lieu of gas-o0il ratio tests.

(3) That adoption of the proposed amendment to Rule 301
of the Commission Rules and Regulations will enable the Commis-
sion to more efficiently and effectively administer the laws of
the State of New Mexico concerning the prevention of waste and

the protection of correlative rights.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

/\i N T
(1) That Rule 301 of the Comwission Rules
s i % o o R
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and Regulations
{,:».-~ H . el
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| i
is hereby amended by addition of the following paragraphs:
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“(e) The Secretary-Director of the Commission shall have the authority
to exempt such pools as he may deem proper from the gas-o0il ratio test
requirements of this rule. Such exemption shall be by executive order
directed to all operators in the pool being exempted.

(f) The Secretary-Director shall have the authority to require annual
productivity tests of all oil wells in pools exempt from gas-oil ratio
tests, during a period prescribed by the Commission. An oil well pro-
ductivity survey schedule shall be established by the Commission setting
forth the period in which productivity tests are to be taken for each
pool wherein such tests are required.

(g) The results of productivity tests taken during survey periods shall
be filed with the Commission on Form C-116 (with the word "Exempt" in-
gerted in the column normally used for veporting gas production) not
later than the 10th of the month following the close of the survey
period for the pool in which ‘the well is located. Unless Form C-116

is filed within the required time limit, no further allowable will be
assigned the affected well until Form C-116 is filed.

(h) In the case of special productivity tests taken between regular

test survey periods, which result in a change of allowable assigned

to the well, the allowable change shall become effective upon the ' |
.date the Form C-116 is received by the Proration Department. A spe- |
cial test does not exempt any well from the regular survey.

(i) During the productivity test, no well shall be produced at a rate
exceeding top unit allowable for the pool in which it is located by
more than 25 per cent. No well shall be assigned an allowable greater
than the amount of oil produced on test during a 24-hour period."

! (2) That jurisdiction of this cause is retained for the
entry of such further orders as the Commission may deem neces-

isary.

N

L

; DONE at Santa Fe, New Mexico, on the day and year herein-
%above designated.
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January 26, 1966 Examiner Hearing

CASE 3369: Application of Texaco Inc. for salt water dispgsal, Lea County,
New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks authority
to dispose of produced salt water in the Devonian formation
through perforations from 10,604 to 10,780 feet in its State "BOY
Well No. 4 located in Unit M, Section 13, Township 11 South,

Range 32 East, Moore-Devonian Pool, Lea County, New Mexico.

CASE 3370: Application of Shell 0il Company for an exception to Rule 8 of
Order No. R~2065 and to Rule 301, San Juan County, New Mexico.
Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks an exception to
Rule 8 of Order No. R-2065 and to Rule 301 of the Commission
rules and regulations to permit discontinuance of individual gas-
011 ratio tests in its Carson Bisti-Lower Gallup Pressure
Maintenance Project, Bisti-~Lower Gallup 0il Pool, San Juan Courity,
New Mexico. Applicant proposes to report gas production and
ratios on a unit-wide basis rather than individual well GOR data%e

CASE 3371: Application of Midwest 0il Corporation for an unorthodox oil well
location, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above~styled
cause, seeks authority to drill its Harris State Well No. 1 at
an unorthodox location 660 feet from the South line and 1980 feet
from the West line of Section 29, Township 13 South, Range 34
East, Nonombre~Pennsylvanian Field, Lea County, New Mexico.

CASE 3372: 1In the matter of the hearing called by the 0il Conservation Com-
mission on its own motion to consider the amendment to Rule 104 F
of the Commission rules and regulations to provide administrative

/ procedure for the approval of an unorthodox location necessitated
///// by recompletion of a well previously drilled to another horizon.

“,ff CASE 3373: 1In the matter of the hearing called by the 011 Conservation Com-
mission on its own motion to consider amendment of Rule 301 to
provide executive authority for the Secretary-Director to exempt,
for good cause, certain pools from the annmal gas~oll ratio test
requirements; further, the Secretary-Director could, where
necessary, order annual cil production tests in 'lieu of gas~-oil
ratio tests.

CASE 3374: In the matter of the hearing called by the 01l Conservation Com-~
mission on its own motion to amend Rule 302 of the Commission fules
and regulations to eliminate the requirement for calibration of
bottom~hole pressure test bombs prior and subsequent to each pres-
sure test,
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DCCKET: EXAMINER HEARING - WEDNESDAY - JANUARY 26, 1966

3 A.M. - OCIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION CONFERENCE ROCOM,
STATE LAND GFFICE BUILDING, SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO

The following cases wiil be heard before Elvis A. Utz, Examiner, or Daniel
S. Nutter, Alternate Examiner:

CASE 2720:

(Reopened and continued from the January 5, 1966 Examiner Hearing)

CASE 3365:

CASE 2366:

CASE 3367:

CASE 3268:

In the matter of Case No. 2720 being reopened pursuant to the
provisions of Order No. R-2397-B which continued the criginal
order for an additional year, establishing special rules govern-
ing the production of oil and gas wells in the Double-X Delaware
Pool, Lea County, New Mexico, including classification of wells
as gas wells when the gas-liquid hydrocarbon ratio exceeds 30,000

to one.

Application of Humble 0il & Refining Company for a unit agreement,
Eddy County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above~styled cause,
seeks approval of the North Cedar Hills Unit Area comprising
approximately 8,500 acres of Federal, State and Fee lands in Town~
ship 2C South, Range 28 East, and Township 21 South, Range 27 East,
Eddy County, New Mexico.

Application of Coastal States Gas Producing Company for a pilot
pressure maintenance project, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant,
in the above-styled cause, seeks authority to institute a pilot
pressure maintenance project by the injection of water into the
San Andres formation through three wells in Sections 15, 21 and
33, Township 9 South, Range 33 East, Fiying "M" San Andres Pool,
Lea County, New Mexicoj; applicant furtheér seeks rules governing
said project inecluding a provision for administrative appreoval
for the conversicn of additional wells to water injection.

Application of Penroc 0il Corporation for a non-standard oil pro-
ration unit and an unorthodox locaticn, .Lea County, New Mexico.
Applicant, in the above-styled cause, seeks approval of a non-
standard ¢il proration unit comprising the NE/4 SW/4, N/2 SE/4,
and 5W/4 SBE/4 of Section 7, Township 19 South, Range 32 East,
Lusk~Strawn Pool, Lea County, New Mexico, said unit to be dedi-
cated to a well to be drilled at an unorthodox location for said
pcol 660 feet from the South line and 1650 feet from the East
line of said Section 7.

Applicaticn of Standard Oil Company of Texas for a v terflood
expansicn, Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the above-styled
cause, seeks authority to expand its Maljamar Waterflood Project,
formerly the Leonard Nichols Maljamar Waterflood Project, by the
conversicn to water injection of ning wclls lccated in Sections 3,
4, 9, 10, 11 and 15, Township 17 South, Range 32 East, Lea County,
New Mexico.




NEW MEXICO OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

STAFF EXHIBIT A, CASE 3373

PROPOSED AMENDMENT, RULE 301

RULE 301. GAS-OIL RATIO AND PRODUCTION TESTS A

Section (a) No change
Section (b) No change
Section (c¢) No change

Section (d) No change

Add Sections (e), (f), (g), (h), and (i)

(e) The Secretary-Director of the Commission shall have the authority
to exempt such pools as he may deem proper from the gas-0il ratio test
requirements of this rule. Such exemption shall be by executive order
directed to all operators in the pool being exempted.

(£) The Sccretary-Director shall have the authority to require annual
productivity tests of all o0il wells in pools exempt from gas-oil ratio
tests, during a period prescribed by the Commission. An o0il well pro-
ductivity survey schedule shall be established by the Commission setting
forth the period in which productivity tests are to be taken for each
pocl wherein such tests are required.

(g) The results of productivity tests taken during survey periods shall
be filed with the Commission on Form C-116 (with the word "Exempt" in-
serted in the column normally used for reporting gas production) not
later than the 10th of the month following the close of the survey
period for the pool in which the well is located. Unless Form C-116

is filed within the required time limit, no further allowable will be
assigned the affected well until Form C-116 is filed.

(h) In the case of special productivity tests taken between regular
test survey periods, which result in a change of allowable assigned
to the well, the allowable change shall become effective upon the
date the Form C-116 is received by the Proration Department. A spe-
cial test does not exempt any well from the regular survey.

(i) During the productivity test, no well shall be produced at a rate
exceeding top unit allowable for the pool in which it is located by
more than 25 per cent. No well shall be assigned an allowable greater
than the amount of oil produced on test during a 24-~hour period.
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January 24, 1966

A. L. Porter, Jr., Director

N. M. 0Oil Conservation Commission
P. O. Box 2088

Santa Fe, New Mexico

Re: Case 3373

Dear Pete:

After you called the other day, I gave the matter of ad-
ministratively exempting pools and wells from taking GOR tests
some thought. To date, in this district, wells have been ex-
empted in pools when they became part of a waterflood project.
Pools have been exempted when they have become 100% marginal
and the amount of allowable affected by high GORs was no more
than a barrel a day in the pool. These limits are not neces-
sarily my recommendation and represent only what has been done.
It would seem that the district office should present a list
of pools annually to the Secretary Director, which pools the
district office feels should be exempt from taking GOR tests.
Here 'I would use 100% marginal and 100% noneffective GORs as
guide lines. The district office or the Secretary Director
would notify the operators in the affected pools and, if no
cbjections were received, would approve the list for exemption.
GORs could be required on any well in one of these pools which
subsequently was able to produce top allowable. Individual
wells could be exempted by application of the operator. Appli-
cations could be based on, the type of drive mechanism, sustain-
ed production below a certain percent of top allowable for the
pool, GOR history or a graph showing production and time.%: GOR.




-2~ January 24, 1966

A. L. Porter, Jr., Director

N. M. 0il Conservation Commission
P. O. Box 2088

Santa Fe, New Mexico

The operator would notify offset operators of his application..
The district office should also be able to recommend individ-
ual wells for exemption. Annual oil production tests, in lieu
of GOR tests, should be required in pools or leases having top
allowable wells which otherwise could be exempted as noted a-

bove.

In this same connection, I would like to see our statisti-
cal equipment set up to "tag" leases which have produced too
much casinghead gas as well as too much oil. The district office
could take this information and require GOR tests on the offend-
ing leases if they 4id not balance out in a period of time, say

3 to 6 months.

OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION

LA

R. L. Stamets
Geologist

RLS/bh




BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF REYW MBXICO

CASE No. 3373
Oxéiear No. R-3036

IN TAB MATTER OF THE HEARING CALLED BY THE

OIL CRIEERVATION COMMISEION OW ITS OdN MOTION
TO CONSIDER AMBNDMENT OF RULE 301 OF THE COM-

I MISBION RULES AND REGULATIONE.

ORBER OF THW COMMISSI

|| BY TI3% COMMISSIUN:

This cause came on for hearing at 3 o'clock a.m., on
January 26, 1966, at Santa Fe, New Mexico, bafore sxaminear
Elvis A, Ute.

NOW, on this__9th day of Februwary, 1966, the Commission,
a guorum being pxesont, having considered the testiwony, the
racord, and the racommendations of the Bxaminer, and being fully
adviged in the premiges,

FINDE s

(1) That due public notice having been given as required by
law, the Commission has jurisdiction of thie cauge and the subject
matter thereof,

(2) 7That Rule 301 of the Commission Rulas and Regulations
should he amended to authorige the Secretary-Lixector to exempi
pools from the annual gas-oll ratio test requirements and to order
annual oll production taests in lieu of gas~oil xatio tegts.

(3) That adoption of the proposed amendment to Rule 301
of the Commiesion Rules and Regulations will enable the Commis-
gion to more aefficiently and effectively administer the laws of
tha State of New Mexico concerning the prevention of waste and the
protection of coxxelative rights,

IT XIS THEREFORE ORDERED:

(1) That the name of Rule 301 of the Commission Rules and
Regulatione ds hereby changed to "GAS-0IL RATXO AND PRODUCTION
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; CASE No. 31373
; Oxder No. R-3036

| TERSTS" anc! said rule is haereby amended hy addition ¢of the following

jentry of such further oxdexs as the Conmission may desm neces-
| BArY,

paragraphaz

"{(e) The SHecretary-Diraector of the Commission
shall have the authority to exempt such pcols as he way
deam proper frowm the gas~oil ratio test requirements of i
this xule. 8Such exewpiion shall be by executive order ’
diraectad to all operators in the pool being exempted.

{f) The Sscretary-Director shall havs ths
authority to require annual prxoductivity tastes of all oll
wells in pools exempt from gas-0il ratio tests, during a
period prescribed by the Commission. aAn oil well pro~
ductivity survay schecdule shall be established by the ,
Commission getting forth thu period in which productivity :
teatn are to he taken for each pwol wherein euch tests are
zaqgquirad,

(g9) Ths results of productivity tests taken
during wurvey pariods shall be filed with the Commission
on Form C-116 (with the word "“Exempt” insz2rted in the
column normally used for reporting gas production) not |
later than the 10th of the month following the close of ‘
the survey period fo.: the pool in which the well is
located. Unless Form C-114 ig £filed within the required :
time linit, no further allowable will be assigned the
affected well until Foxm C~116 is filed.

(h} In tho case of special productivity tests
taken between ragular test survey periods, which result in
a change of allowable assigned to the wall, the allowable
change shall becoms effective upon the date the Form C-116é
is received by the Proration Department. A special test
doaes not. exempt any well from tha regular survey.

(i} During the productivity test, no well shall
be produced at a rate exceeding top unit allowable for the
pool in which it is located by more than 25 per cent. No
wall shall be ansigned an allowable greater thap the amount
of oil produced on test during 2 24-hour period.”

(2) 7That jJjurxiazdiction of this cause is retained for the
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DONE at Banta Fe, Yow Masdico, ov the day and year heraein-
above degignated.

BEANE OF NEW MEXICC
QLY COHSBRYATION COMMISHION

, Chailrman

P -

GUYTOW B 1HAYS, Mewber
J e |

“ P $ e
Pt e e TG

A. L. PORTER, 4r., Mewber & Secretary

el

emr/




pace 1

T |

T

g BEFORE THE
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% ganta Fe, New Mexico
; January 26, 1966
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5 i o EXAMINER HEARING
[ quon= .
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T2 B % | 1N THE MATTER OF: )
o f & )
SR in the matter of the hearing called by the )
o ¢ 32 0il conservation Ccommisgsion on its own g

5] w . . i . . . )
S S motion to consider the amendment to Rule ) 3372 3373;
i . : ‘ , 3373
e 2 104F, 301/, and 302. ; CaseNo3374
i N o ¢ e
a» ¢ & ; (Consolidated.)
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BEFORE:

Elvis A. Utz, Gas Engineer

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING
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MR. UTZ: Case 3372, 73 and 74 will be consolidated

for purposes of the testimony and a separate order will be

written on each egégg:Jh;%e first case is a matter called by

2
9
H
z
8
»
8
= 8
> 3 §8 the 0il Conservation Commission for amendment of Rule 104F.
= % 3%
o : 23 Case 3373 is called by the 0il Conservation Commission on its
<%, 5 3z
[ ] = 2“"
=2 £ 37 | own motion for an amendment to Rule 301. Case 3374 is called
as % 3g *
“rg g by the 0il Conservation Commission on its own motion for an
DO ; g
== & g% | amendment to Rule 302.
=T
om. & &£% (Witness sworn.)
as S .82
PR, x o
— g e, DANIEL S. NUTTER, a witness, having been first
22 £ g3
b4 4 . . .
E; s 9% duly sworn on oath, was examined and testified as follows:
[ n . g
z . . s
2;‘ 5 gg MR. NUTTER: Mr. Examiner, my name is Dan Nutter,
= I 5% '
= : gg I'm Chief Engiueer for the 0Oil Conservation Commission, I'm
a> §§ go
= 5 == going to testify today in these cases relative to the

amendment of three rules. They are consolidated for purposes
of testimony.

The first case, Number 3372, is a proposed amendment
of Rule 104F, to provide that administrative approval could
be given on unorthodox locations for two reasons; for
topography as well as the recompletion of a well previously
drilled on another horizon if the well was drilled at an
orthodox location for such original horizon.

Rule 104F provides that the Secretary-Director of the

Commission shall have authority to grant an exception to the

well location requirements of Sections "B" and "C" of Rule

104 without notice and hearing where application has been




dearnley-meier
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filed in due form and the necessity for the unorthodox jocation

is based on topographical conditions. That's the only reason
that unorthodox jocations can pe approved. Now, particularly
gince Rule .04 as amended about 2 year ago to provide for 320
acre spacing and proration units for gas wells in Southeast

New Mexico. 1f they were completed in formation of pennsylvania

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO
QUERQUE, NEW MEXICO

ALBU

Age oY deepeX with gpecific well locations required for those
wells, the need for administrative approval of unorthodox

locat:ions for those gas wells has become apparent when wWe have

« PHONE 243-6691 ¢

1092
L BANK EAST ¢ PHONE 256-1294 ¢

old oil wells reentered OY old wildcat wells reentered which wer

drilled at gtandard locations as wildcat oil wells.
The rule as I propose it, as shown on staff Exhibit

"a" in Case 3372, provides for administrative approval on

1120 SIMMS BLDG. * p.0. BOX
1213 FIRST NATIONA

topography . as well as recompleted wells., I would like tn

go on record at this time as to recommend that the wording here,
where it says. "Oor the recompletion of a well previously

drilled to anotherx horizon," would be entered as also including

a well projected to another.horizOn.~~So if we have a well

which is projected at a‘ standard jocation for the Gallup

Formation in Northwest New Mexico, it's projected as an

o0il well in a standard oil well location, and then is

subsequently deepened to the Dakota. That administratiVe

approval can pe given to this well which might pe at an unorthodox

location on the Dakota. I wouldn

e
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construed to give a case to a well given a horizon as an oil

3

% and gas well and is completed in that horxizon and opposite of

g what it was projected. This would be to prevent subterfuge in
gf g gg calling a well an oil well and drilling an oil location when
h;;‘ g S; you know which formation and you really know you're going to get
%g % gé a gas well,
o g
Z; § ;? So I think it's projected to a horizon but completed
_;ﬁ) g §§ to the opposite hydrocarbon to which it was originally dedicated
gé. é %g That the provisions of Rule 104 that would require a hearing
;; g gé before the unorthodox location could be approved, would still
.éé g §§ remain in effect.
jé; ; é% The rule furtherxr proposes as shown on Exhibit "A",
g; % %% that Plats be sent in accompanying the application showing
- & =

the wells completed on the offsetting tracts as well as the
proration spacing unit for which the unorthodox location is
sought. All operxators of proration or spacing units ofifsetting
the unit for which the unozthodox location is sought shall be
notified of the application by certified or rxegistered mail.

I believe that there's a possibility that we
would want to consider a little bit different terminology
here and to eliminate the necessity for notifying all of the
offset operators. This is essencially something that we will

want to study before writing the rule, but 7 would .like to go

- e,y N
on record as suggesting that consideration be; ' =n to reducing

the number of notices to operatcia; to require notir.is to
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those operators who are being crowded, in effect, and not
require notice being given to an operator on the back side of
a subject proration unit when you're moving away from him,
and not to him, so I would suggest this. I believe that's
all I have to say about rule 104F at this time.

Moving on to the proposed amendement of Rule 301.
Rule 301 at the precent time requires gas~oil ratio tests on
newly completed wildcat wells and annual gas-oil ratio tests
on wells in pools which have not been completed from gas-oil
rétio tests by the Commission.

MR. PORTER: Mr. Examiner, at this point you said

you already stated what this next proposal to the amendment

SPECIALIZING IN: DEPOSITIONS, HEARINGS, STATE MENTS, EXPCRT TESTIMONY, DAILY COPY, CONVENTIONS

1120 SIMMS BLDG. @ P.O, BOX 1092 o PHONE 243.4491 o ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO
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-is. It's already in the record but I believe we should go
back to rule 104 and maybe ask if there are any quéstions
concerning this rule before we léave that.

MR, NUTTER: Very good.

MR. UTZ: Are there questions on the proposed
change to Rule 104F?

MR, PORTER: Apparently not,

MR. UTZ: I have some correspondence in all three

cases but since it pertains to more than one I'll read that at

the termination of the testimony. You may proceed to 3373.

MR, NUTTER: This is a proposed amendment to Rule

301. As it is presently written it requires gas-oil ratio B
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tests to be taken on newly completed wildcat oil wells and

also on all 0il wells in pools not exempted by the Commission.
These are required annually. The only means of exempting a
pool from gas-oil ratio tests at present is after notice and
hearing.

The purpose of this amendment is to provide executive
authority to the Secretary- Director of the Commission to exemﬁt

pools as he may deem proper from the gas-oil ratio tests
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224 required of Rule 301, I suggest no changes in "A", "B",

;; "c" and "D" of Rule 301, The title of the Rule would be

.gg changed. Instead of ;eading Gas-0il Ratio Tests, it

jé; would read Gas-Oil Ratio and Production Tests. We would then
gg add "G" and "H" and "I" providing the Secretary-Director

-

could exempt certain pools; that he would also have the
authority to require annual productivity tests of all pools
exempt €from the tests; and set up a procedure wherebv an
annual survey for productivity tests would be taken or
published by tﬁe Commission as it is presently by the Gas-0il
Ratio Tests.

As you know, once a year the District Office puts
out the schedule listing the months in which the various pools
in that district will be included in the GOR surveys, and the

tests are to be taken during the prescribed months and reported

to the Commission. I would invision that once this amendment

i nd
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has taken affect that the annual list would also have a
productivity survey schedule rather than just a gas-oil ratio
schedule. The difference of these two types is of course,

the GOR. You measure the o0il and gas and determine the

GOR, and in the productivity test no tests would be necessary.

This is in the interest of saviang effort and cost to the

EXPERT TESTIMONY, DAILY COPY, CONVENTIONS

operators. There are certainly some pools where GOR tests
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Paragraphs “G", “H", and "I" are similar to "B",
*C" and "D” of the current rules, and relate to the
type of tests, the manner in which reported, and the
consequences of not making and reporting a test, Only three
relate to the productivity tests, whereas "g", "C" and "D"
relate to the GOR tests.

I think the rule is fairly well self-explanatory
but I'll be happy to answer any questions.

MR, UTZ: Any guestions? Proceed,

MR. NUTTER: Before proceeding I might add it has

been our thought relative to Paragraph "E" of that rule, that
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the district offices, maybe on an annual pasis, would make
a survey of the pools in their district and advise the

secretary-Director of the pools which should be exempt.
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strictly on a puLl-wils haaig rather than an’ individual

‘ well.

The next proposed amendment 1is amended on Rule 302,

which is the rule requiring subsurface pressure tests on new
wells as it's presently written. However, the paragraph

goes on to discuss reqgularly scheduled tests on designated

pools, sO actually "on new wells" should be stricken from the

title.

A year or SO ago when we were revising our forms,

the old bottom hole pressure test, Form c-124, stated that

I
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the bottom should be calibrated before and after each test.
So we looked it up in the rule and sure enough the rule

required the bottom be calibrated prior to and subsequent
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underlined. That is the only change on this rule. I don't

know how you're going to know if the bottom is calibrated

to ensure its accuracy. I presume that a p;udent bottom

operator will take his survey and bring his bottom back into

the lab and check it out. Also, any prudent operator is

going to calibrate his bottom if he's dropped it or in

any way subjected it to abuse that might affect its accuracy.
This is within the discrepancy of the operator,

and the operator paying him or interested in good results.

This is pretty much of a thing that should be left to their

discretion.
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MR. UTZ: Are there questions?
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may be eligible for exemption, however in some cases these
wells should probably be tested on the productivity tests.
It's just something that you would have to look at and see
what the range of allowables in a pool is. You would have
. to see what tge range of GOR is, what the trend of GOR that
this pool has been in; GORs are low but it's a pooi with
such characteristics that it should be high tomorrow. We
shouldn't exempt that pool and the tests, But if the GORs
in a pool are going in opposite directions, they have been

high and we've started waterflooding, and the GORs come down,

then it may be time to exeinpt the GORs and take the
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productivity tests.

MR. SPERLING: Would you contemplate that the

action should be initiated by the Commission, or operator,
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out, but if the operator in the pools would take it up with
the district office, then it would be included in the
! . information to the SecretaryéDirector.

MR. PORTFR: Mr. Sperling, for the record, there
have been two hearings that I recall in the past for the
purpose of exempting certain pools from the requirements of

the gas-oil ratio tests. Lists of pools were prepared by the

staff for the Commission, and a Commission witness appeared
and testified along the same lines that Mr. Nutter has

talked about here this morning.

Generally speaking, the purpose has been to exempt
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those pools wherein the requiring of gas-oil ratio
tests would serve no purpose. And, of course, the Commission

has to use some discretion in that matter.
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in this?
MR. NUTTER: I don't invision that he would
have to exenipt this pool in his order each year. It would
be a one-time order and then it would get on the productivity
test schedules and stay there until such time as conditions

change and he had looked at it again and decided this

pool should go back on a GOR test. The GORs are going up.

{0

MR. PORTER:  Generally speaking, Mr. Christy, ther

are a lot of stripper pools which will average a barrel or

two or three barrels a day and we get gas-oil ratio tests

in with a notation "TSTM" which means "to small to measure".
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However, these gas-0il ratio tests are costly, particularly
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% to the small operator who must hire a tester to go out and
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§ do that, and if it serves no purpose it might as well be
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declined in the pool, and there is--appears to us no reason

why the tests should be made.

Is there any provision in-your proposed amendment
of Rule 301 whereby administrative approval might be
obtained in a situation of that sort? I'm not thinking
so much of our present case, but of cases on down the line
where pressure maintenance projects are being conducted in
unitized areas and we know we have quite a few in New Mexico

that are in this category where administrative approval for

the discontinuance of the test can be authorized.

MR, NUTTER: No, sir, there isn't, for this reason.
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You take a pool like~-you say you're not talking about your

case this morning, or this afternoon, but it's a very good

case at point. You take a long pool like a business type
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c.: 3 §3 pool where your case is being concerned. Now, the West end
Ty 38
z
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§ by the injection of water the GOR is low enough that they
probably have reasonable grounds for seeking this case on
the docket. But then you go farther to the East and you've
got some pretty high GORs. Unless you can do it on a pool
wide basis I don't think you should do it. And for a given
well or operator, I don't think any well in any pool should

be exempt from a GOR test unless notice of that exemption

has been given to every operator in the pool. And when you

start having to notify every operator in the pool it hecomes

very burdensome and cumbersome,

In Rule 506, I believe it is somewhere, but it
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requires that if you're going to ask for that daily

exception you must notify every operator in that pool. 1t
might work in amall pools put for large pools it's not
practical, we thought about this but we thought it would
complicate the rule and we put it on a pool pasis entirely.

MR. MORRIS: It's contemplated a hearing would be
required to consider exemptions?

MR. NUTTER: Every unitized area comprising less

o PHONE 243-6691 ¢ ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO
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than the whole pool, yes: sir.
MR. UTZ: Any other questions?

MR. PORTER: 1 would like for the record to restate

p.0O. BOX )

that the statements that 1've made were merely observations,

not testimony.

1213 FIRST NATIONAL BANK EAST

1120 SMMS BLDG. *

MR. UTZ: I have two telegrams in the files. These
telegrams relate to all three cases. One from Pan American,
W. B. Gisham, wherein he supported the amendments and

further reconmends that--well, he says:. "We recommend that
offset operators pe notified of administrative application
for approval of unorthodox locations necessitated by
recompletions of wells previously drilled t0‘other'horizons",
and, vpurither we recommend that all other operators in a
field be notified of an application for exemption from gas-
oil ratio test requirements“.

Another from Amerada, R. L. Hocker, wherein he

I
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supports the provisions for all three groups. Are there

2
o
g any other statements?
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notice only to the offset operator being crowded.
It would appear possible, for example, that a well that
could be moved over to the eastern side of the unit would Lave
an adverse effect on the north and south operators without
necessarily crowding them. And to put such a provision in

the rule would introduce a judgment factor, and notice to

all of the offset operators is certainly not unduly

burdensome.

MR. UTZ: Are there other statements: The witness

may be excused and the case will be taken under advisement.

(Whereupon, a recess was taken.)
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