
BSTOB? THS 
OIL COHSSfiVATION COMMISSION 

SANTA 32, SSV MEXICO 

April 16, 1953 

CASB 529; Ia the matter of the application ef the Oil ConserTatien Commission 
upon i ts own motion f o r aa Order revising Bile 401, gale 403 aad Hole 1121 
ef the Commission's Bales aad fiegulations to provide fo r gas well testing 
Procedure applicable te gas wells completed i a Saa Juan, l i e Arriba, aad MeKialey 
Counties, Hew Mexico; aad pro rid lag fo r a For* C-122-A te oe used i a repe rtiag 
the results of sueh tests* 

ELVIS A. UTZ. 

having f i r s t "been duly sworn, testified as follows. 

By: H£. SBAHAM 

Q,. Will you state your name and discuss the matter? 

A* My name is XL via A. Utz, Engineer with the Oil Conservation Com

mission. It might oe well to aake a brief states eat as to why the Commission 

has te change Boles 401 aad 402 aad 1121. These rules state that we shall 

have a 4 poiat back pressure test which is aet possible ia the Saa Juan Basiat 

due te peculiar reservoir conditions ia that area, * the regular 4 peiat test 

is not practical. 

Therefere, a committee was appelated te study the situatioa aad this 

report et exhibit is the result ef that study whieh has beea carried oa over 

the past several months. 

The report that was mailed out by the committee ea March 19, 1953 was 

received by the Oil Commission, I presume, as a recommendation from the Commit

tee - - there has beea some changes made siaee that report has come to the 

Comais8ioa office* I aa wondering if the Commission would like for me te 

peiat out those changes e r not. 

MR* SPUfiBlSRi Tea. 

A* It might be less confusing for eeae people* Under A, I assume 

everyone has a copy, - - under Section A, types of test required by Hew Mexico 

Oil Conservation Commission, the entire f i r s t paragraph has beea added* 

Under Section B, Part I* Paragraph 1, subparagraph (b). I have added 



"aad tubiag pressure" Or "aad tubiag" rather* 

Under subparagraph 3 of Sectioa B, we hare added "existiag pipe liae Pres

sures permitting". Incidentally, before we go furtheri I*d like to call youy 

atteatiea te the fact that pages 4 and 5 are misauabered. TOVLT should be 5 aad 

5 should be 4. 

Oa the top of page 3, the formula as set out, typigraphical e r rer 

that formula should be set out in brackets with the Ita pewer, - — designated. 

I hare added - - we hare added under the formula the definition ef *C". The 

coefficient i s determined froa ONS Committee report No. 3* 

Under Part 4, we hare added aa exceptiea fo r the Barker dome Dakota stor

age area which sets out the test fo r that area. 

Under ~ - well, all ef Part A and B under Sectioa 4 io aa addition. 

Under Section 5, the Pennsylvania formation, the entire Section 5 has 

beea changed aad added to. 

VOICE* Hot paragraph 1. 

A* That's right. Vith the exception ef paragraph 1, initial potential 

test. 

Under the general instructions fe r taking deliverability tests ef gas 

wells ia San Juan Basin, Part 1, Conditioning Period, line 4 after Pressure, 

we have not added here but I will read ia "existing pipe line pressures permit

ting'. 

VOICE: What page was tbat - - I mean, what wordsT 

A. After the words "sevea-day shut-ia pressure11 • 

VOIOXs Where is that? 

A. It's oa page five - - what is numbered page 4 ea your sheet under 

Conditioning Period, paragraph 1, liae 4, after"sevea-day shut-in pressure". 

Under paragraph 4 ea that same page, we have added aa explanation ef 

the general flow formula. 

On the recommended form, last page, C-122-A, we propose to call i t 

that - - down 1, 2, 3, - - - the 8th liae, I have added a place fe r meter 

runs size, Orifice else, type ef chart aad type of taps. It wasn't on tho 

Original aad further dowa ia the observed data, I have ommitted meter rua 



lime &iameter and orifice diameter - it's a duplication* I have alee added a 

liae fer flowing temperature - meter run temperature* 

^hat is all the additions ia addition te the Original rep©rt. I might 

add ia - - as a recommendation the Commission could consider that ia the f l r s t 

paragraph ef A, page 1, instead ef using "theoretical" we might use "calculated" 

deliverability. 

I beliere that's a l l that I hare* 

Ms* GRAHAM; DO you recommend the adoptioa of these jules ef the Gommis-

slea for that area? 

A* les, I do* A let ef time has beea spent en this and I beliere it is 

the best possible test that caa be formulated at this time. Later oa, we might 

find something better* 

MR* MENCHER: Hamilton Meaeher representiag Kingsley-Lecke Oil Company* 

I would like te be en record for the company aad the company's geologist and 

superintendent, Mr. JVaak C. Barmes, te the effect that he has watched very 

closely the committee and the recommendations aad is ia sympathy with them* 

aad recommends that they be adopted* 

MR* SPURRIHR; Anyone else? 

MR. UTZ. I would like 

MR. SFURRDBR; Excuse me. 

MR* UTZ: I would like to present a copy of this iate the ease* 

MR. SPSRRIXR: Without objection, it will be received* 

MR* HOLLIS; V. T. Ho 11 is , SL Paso Natural. I l Pace is in agreement 

with this exhibit aad it 's the best procedure as we see l t new* 

MR* SPUfiRlEfij Anyone else? 

JUDGE FOSTER; We'd like to offer something in this ease. 

MR. SPURRHRS All right. 

having first been duly sworn, testified as fellows; 

PI JOT EXAMIHATIOH 

<4. State your name, pleaseT 
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A. Charles V* Binkley* 

CL Be you reside la Ba rtlesTille, Oklahoma? 

A. Yes, sir* 

CL Ap* you employed oy Phillips Petroleum Company? 

A. Yes, sir* 

CL la what capacity? 

A. I aa the chief production engineer ef the natural gas departneat* 

CL You hare testified before before the Commission, hare you not? 

A. Yes, sir* 

CL And you hare found te be qualified? 

A* My qualifications passed the last time* 

Cl* Mr* Biakley, directing your atteatiea here te the proposed rule which 

has been suggested, and - - do you hare a copy of it theret 

A. No, sir* I didn't get a copy* 

3,. On page 1 there, under A, de you find anything there that would be 

objectionable? 

K There are several A's ea that page, are you referring te tha snail 

a under Part 3? 

CL I'm referriag te capital A ea page 1 here that says Type ef Test 

Required by the Hew Mexico Oil Conservation Commission* Ape you looking at 

the saae thing? 

A. Yes* I see it new* The word "theoretical" deliverability is net 

understood* I am opposed te the use ef the word theoretical* Mr* Utz sug

gested that the word be changed te "calculated"* I thiak that i s a much botter 

word* 

CL How directing your attention te subdivision 3 under B, testing Pro

cedure, do you find anything objectionable ia that paragraph? 

A, Yes, sir* I de* 

CL Will you state what i t is? 

A. Ia the third sentence ef subdivision little a, the additlea ef the 

words "existing pipe liae pressures permitting" invalidates the eatirc seateaee* 



I worked all last year aad up until the present time with this testing commit

tee and the purpose of that sentence as i t was Originally Written aad I would 

like to read the way i t was Originally Written - - "All production during the 

twenty-seven days must he at a working well head pressures net in excess ef 

seventy-five percent ef the previous seven days shut in pressure ef the well"* 

That Is the way i t was left by the testing committee* 

The purpose of that is te miaimizo error ia the deliverability test 

results* The figure ef seventy-five percent was agreed upon after consider

able discussion and I think it's a very fair figure* If ne percentage in 

excess ef seventy-five percent i s used* the OrrCr ia the deliverability teet 

results as outlined here will be en the order of minus - - plus o r minus tea 

percent, which is a reasonable errOr* I * existing pipe liae pressure* per

mitting i s added to that sentence, i t can well be possible that we would 

test at as much as ninety percent in such situatlea where the pressure would 

be ninety percent ef the previous seven day shut ia Pressure* In such case, 

the errer can be as high as plus o r minus thirty percent* The committee deemed 

that toe high an err©r so I am suggesting that the words "existing pipe lias 

pressure permitting" be stricken and the Original wording ef the committee 

used* 

Ia the Proposed rule? 

K Yes, sir* 

Q* How, let me ale you, are there any ether objections that you see* 

Take the initial potential test* 

<*. Well* I have never had a clear understanding ef the purpose ef the 

initial potential test* I aa very hopeful that by the ead ef this year Phillips 

Petroleum Company will have sufficient information te convince the Commie si oa 

and the operators that a back-pressure test caa be applied te wells in the Saa 

Jaua Basin. This three-hour test - - opea flew test - - has beea applied te 

a few of our Mesaverde wells which we have completed* Ve have approximately 

four wells completed and ia at least tve ef these wells, we have very definite 

a vl donee of the onea flew Creatine a caving condition in ene well - - completely 



fi l led the veil here vith cavings before ve had tine te r aa the tubing* 

In ether words, without erer hering production f r o« the veil* ve reconditioned 

it te get the tubing down inte the formation* 

i i s a result of the open-flew test? 

A. We think ae. Ve think we hare very conclusive evidence te that* 

It isn't a new thiag at a l l . The Bureau ef Minos, Monograph 7, which defines 

the net hod ef taking baek-pressure tests was primarily developed te eliminate 

the caving condition in many wells that resulted frea a twenty minute open 

flew. Veil, now, the diAronco between twenty minutes and three hours is of 

ne consequence, but it 's mighty important to me ia releasing al l the pressure 

oa six or seven hundred foot ef open hole that's beea shot allowing the pres

sure back away from the immediate well bora te eluff eff shale and reck late 

the hole. I think that the three hour test is a damaging test aad will be ex

pensive to the operators ia reconditioning. 

In other words, i t ' s wasteful, isn't it? 

A. Yes, sir* It's wasteful* 

<*U What would you suggest? 

A* I have suggested to the committee that a back-pressure test be used 

te determine the initial potentials* 

CL Bo you think a back-Pressure test is a feasible method in the Saa 

Juan Basin? 

A. Hot in the form the Bureau ef Mines presented in the Monograph 7 

several years back, but there is a modification te that method that I am con

fident is applicable* 

CL What modification ef that method de you propose? 

A. We call l t a constant-time test e r a short-pcried flow test, similar 

to the flow after flow test that ie recommended presently by the Sow Mexico 

Commission rules* 

CL Is that a three point test? 

A* It may be three Or more* Chtfte eftea i t is advisable te have a 

four point test* 
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CL Is this a wasteful method? 

A. It aay o r aay aet be* Under seme testing conditions, the test earn 

be made iate the pipe liae* Other timee, a small amount of gas must be vented 

late the a i r . 

CL What is your rooommeadatiea then? 

K I f there is a real aeed fo r such a test, I have agreed te ge along 

on the thing until such time as our engineers can pr©ve that there is a back

pressure test that is applicable. At that time, I hope te eliminate this 3 

hour open test* 

Ci* Is there a need fo r this type of test ia the field? 

A. I do not know* We can operate without one. 

CL Y 0 U don't know the situation of other operators? 

A. He, I don't* I understand some of them use the three-hour open 

flew teet te as a guide o r an index to the meter settiags aad gatheriag 

systems. 

CL Then you would say that i f it's necessary to take the test, you 

are aet objecting to i t but you think that they caa provide a better test* 

A. Yes, sir* 

Aad you're hopeful that you will be able te present a better test 

method before toe long to be used in the field? 

A. I'm certainly working on i t and I*m hopeful. 

CL Aad your concern here then is simply net te get this nailed down 

too tight at this time. Is that your peiat? 

K Well, I feel that all the rules, including the deliverability test, 

are of a tentative nature but I am in agreement that it's about the best set ef 

rules we can have at this time* 

CL At the present time? But there are seme suggestions that you want 

to make with respect to the rules in the future* Is that right? 

A. I think so* 

CL How do you regard this proposed annual deliverability shut ia pres

sure test? 



A. I consider that a reliable test te determine what a well will 

preduce late the pipe liae during the last week ef the twenty-seven day 

flew period« I think it's a reasonably stabilised delivery rate aad ths 

deliverability test lies - - and the deliverability se dotorainod will be 

a reasonably stabilized deliverability. 

Q. Teu f lad aay ef the Proposed rales oa annual deliverability aad 

shut ia pressure test lacking in deflnitemess - being definite enough? 

A. Veil, ah 

<i. A little vague o r indefinite? 

A. It isn't definite and it really wasn't a function of the committee 

as I see it te specify how the test would be witnessed aad reported. The 

committee has done it 's work, I think. But ia addltiea te that, I think it 's 

highly neeess&ry that the Commiesioa have a representative te witaess deliver

ability tests. 

<4* The proposed rule deeam't provide for that? 

A. Ho. 

Q. 'And there is ne prevision in the rule fo r a Cemmiesiea representative 

te witness these tests? 

A. Hot that I knew of. Aad certainly net ia the exhibit oa Case 529. 

Bo you think lt advisable? 

A. les. We have beea through that in other etates and it's definitely 

advisable. That is fe r the Protection, I might add, ef both the Cemmiesiea sad 

the operator* Aay complaint, in ease the capacity test would be used ia aay 

Proration allocation, any complaint of an operator could net be defended i f 

the test had net been witnessed by the Commissi oa aad we think that's very 

essential. 

Q,* Why do you think i t 's essential? 

A. Veil, accident - - ah, error* are unconsciously made through un

trained personnel - - sometimes they're made ea purpose - - a little extra 

allowable - three o r fou r million feet on three e r four wells a months - -

sometimes helps. I think everybody is inherently honest en the thing but it 's 



~ « we're seen it ia other states where i t has happened aad we're had te retake 

then and Just te threw the thing open up there in the mountains• to ne just 

wouldn't he the proper approach. It's really desired te hare a test that has 

seme significance. 

CL Aad one that the Commission could r*ally rely en? 

A. les. sir* 

Q,. Be the rules her* Pre ride for deliverability for the new rules t 

A . Yes, s ir . 

Do you think that's a sound feature in the rulest 

A. Yes, sir* 

i*. On calculating delivorabillties? 

K Yes, sir* Only in a ra#* - by rar« eeiacldeaee could you measure 

the delirerability directly* 

<L Hew, in the rules, there are a number ef provisieae ia there te the 

effect that you notify the Commission in advance as te the time ef taking these 

tests - - the delirerability tests? 

A. I haven't been able te find such provisions. 

Cl, Would you recommend that they provide such previsions? 

A. Yes* 

Cl* And the rule provides that oae operator may witness the test ef 

another operator* 

A. The rules are silent en that point but I think all operators should 

have the privilege, at any time that anyone knows that a test is goiag on aad 

he desires, fo r some reason or another * to witness the teet that he have the 

Privilege to do so* 

*4* Bo you think i t would be desirable te include sash a statement la 

the rules? 

A* I could i t could eliminate seme controvory and would be advisable* 

Cl* How, do you find any ether objections te the Proposed rules that I 

haven't mentioned* 



A. There wi l l be some difficulties come up but I can't object te then 

at tho nomeat. I think not* That I hare ne ethe r objections of any conse

quence. 

CL. Vith respect to these charts i a the rules he re, i s there any 

provision as to when they're to be seat out? 

A* Ho, sir* The rule says that they wil l be furnished the Commission 

upon request. 

CL Well* de you think that the rules ought te be changed se that 

operators would send them in - - -

K I don't see how the Commission caa cheek the test aad fiad out that 

the previsions for testing have beea complied with and ebtaiaed the necessary 

data the last week te calculate the test without having four weekly charts* - -

furnished them* 

CL Would you suggest that the rubes be amended in that respect? 

A. Tea* sir* 

CL And what prevision do you have i a mind which would be sufficient 

te cover that situation? 

A. 7rom the completion ef the test by the operator* with the under

standing that the Commission witness had beea there the last week ef the test, 

the Commission should be notified and furnished the charts with the operator! 

own calculations of the test results* 

CL. And the Commission may thea determine whether the results ef the 

teet 

\ That's right. I think the Commission wi l l want te calculate the 

test aad see that they agree with the results aad make i t an off ic ia l record* 

CL. You recommend that the rules be amended ia that respect? 

A. Yes, sir* 

JUDGES JOSTZR: I believe that's a l l . Unless therela something I have 

forgettea. 

A. Bo* I think you remembered ene that \ had fo rgottea. 

(Laughter) 



MR* SPIBEIEE: Does anyone else hare a question of thia witness? 

Mr* MasoaT 

MR* MASON: Mr* Binkley, do you thiak that 1ke need fo r seeiag tha 

tost an operator night want te see if he could get a litt l e nore preduc-

tiea* There is ae Proration system up there new* I dea't see how they 

could unless the pipe liaes are gore ral ng their take* 

MR* BIHELET: Well, there's a tendency for an operator to waat te hare 

better delivery capacity at the high side i f he has aay desire at al l * Be 

aay want to sell his properties* Actually, I'm thinking of the possibility, 

of eeurse, if the Commission would take this data fe r a couple ef years and 

then proration would come in and i t might be that delirerability would be a 

factor i * some way e r another* At that time, i f i t were desirable te hare 

delirerability a factor* I think i t would be better for everyone concerned 

te hare a deeeat set ef tests than seme that had just been haphazardly taken 

aad thea thrown back in the files* 

MR. SPUBRIER: Anyone else? If not, the witnees may be excused* Are 

there any other comments in this case? If not, we will take the ease under 

advisement. We'll ge on te Case 530* 

STATE Of NEW MEXICO ) 
) 

COUNTY OP SANTA FI ) 

I hereby certify that the foregoing and attached transcript ef hear

ing in Case 528 before the Oil Conservation Commission en Apj.il 16, 1953, 

at Santa Pe, is a true recer* ef the same te the beet ef my knowledge, skill 

and ability* 

DATED at Santa Pe, this 1st day of May, 1953* 

Audrey Bear ickaen 

Hy commission expires September 20, 1955* 


