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SE/4 Section 12 
SE/4 & N E / 4 Section. 13 
SE/4 & N E / 4 Section 24 

Township 16 South, Range 34 East 
Lots 3 & 4 , E /2 SW/4 Section 7 
Lots 1, 2, 3, & 4, E /2 N W / 4 & 
E/2 SW/4 Section i s 
Lots 1, 2, 3, & 4, S/2 N W / 4 , & 
E / 2 SW/4 Section 19 

Caae No. 1023 

BEFORE: 

War r en W, Mankin , Examiner 

TRANSCRIPT GF HEARING 

E X A M I N E R M A N K I N : The next case is Case 1023, the appl ica t ion of S inc la i r 

O i l and Gas Company, f o r an order granting approval of the proposed Searran Unit 

Agreement i n Lea County, New Mexico . 

M R . W E B B : M r . Examine r , I am Lay to j . 'Vf-bb o i F o r t Wor th . I would 

l i k e to make a b r i e f statement f o r the r e c o r d . 1 have one wi tness , M r . L a r r y Seaman, 



our Division Geophysicist, So have sworn in . Tne proposed Seaman Unit contains 

1522.05 acres located in. Township 16 South, Rang® 33 East and Township l o 

South8 Range 34 East, It is a l l state land. There are four leasehold owners, 

namely Sinclair who ia the unit operator under the agreement, and Cities Service 

Oil Company, Skelly Oil Company, and Shell Oi l Company. The unit agreement 

has now been completely signed including the over-r iding royalty owner who is M r . 

Ear l Levick of Roswel! and be has drawn his signature up and the unit agreement 

has been approved by the Commissioner of Public JLands, State of New Mexico, on 

February l y , 1956. 1 might state that this unit agreement follows in substance the 

fo rm of agreements which the Commission has approved before. As I said, I have 

one witness, M r . Seaman 

Lj^RRY SEAMAN 

Called as a witness, having f i r s t been duly sworn„ testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

By MR. WEBB: 

Q. One fur ther statement that I would like to zr-ake is that the over-r iding 

royalty owner is under Sinclair 's---one of Uncial r 's leases and I do not at this time 

have an executed copy ol the consent but i f they care for an executed copy, I w i l l 

furnish the Commission with i t just as soon as we cars. 

State your nan e please. 

A. L . O. Seaman 

Q. Where do you live M r . Seaman ? 

A. Fort Worth. 

O. And by whom are you employed? 

A. Sinclair Oil and Oas Company 

Q. And in what capacity are you employed ? 
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D i v i s i o n Geopnystcxst. 

Q. In your pos i t ion as D i v i s i o n Geophysicist i n the F o r t Wor th o f f i c e do you 

have charge of geophysical explora t ion i n Mew Mexico? 

A . Right . 

Q 

_A 

Q 

Q 

A 

And thats a l l of the State of New Mexico , is that r i gh t s i r ? 

No, not the West half , 

Of Lea County, New Mexico? 

Yes. 

Have you ever t e s t i f i ed before th is Commiss ion? 

No. 

O. I f you w i l l state b r i e f l y your education and experience and background 

f o r the Commiss ion , please. 

A . I graduated f r o m Oklahoma Un ive r s i t y i n 1925. I worked f o r Shell O i l 

Company before going to w o r k f o r S inc l a i r , i have worked f o r S inc la i r f o r 29 years . 

Q. And your work wi th S inc la i r has been wi th geophysical explora t ion 

p r i m a r i l y , is that c o r r e c t ? 

A . P r i m a r i l y , since geophysical w o r k started and exc lus ive ly since geo

physica l w o r k s tar ted i n the United States. 

Q. M r . Seaman, you are f a m i l i a r wi th the area covered by the proposed 

Seaman U n i t , are you not? 

A . I a m . 

Q. I t covers land out of Township 16, Ranges 33 East and 34 East? 

A . Thats r i g h t . 

Q. Have you had occasion t o - - - m a y I ask yon this question. Have you or has 

there been accomplished under your supervis ion a geophysical survey of this area? 



Q. And by whom was that geophysical survey made ' 1 

A . A contract company, M , ' f . Geophysical Company. 

Q. And approximate ly what date was this done ? 

A . I would say tha middle of 1954. 

Q. And what method of geophysical survey was 

A , Ref lec t ion seismograph. 

Q. Would you b r i e f l y explain to the Examine r and to the Commiss ion the 

exact type of survey that was conduced i n th is area ? 

A . Roughly, this area has an slevatica of about 4150. Our detai led se i smic 

w o r k , the density of con t ro l was approximate ly around every sect ion. "We d r i l l e d - - ~ 

our average shot hole depth was around 240 feet . Our average powder charge was 

f r o m 50 to 75 feet . The spread length on our geophone was 1760 feet on each side 

of the shot point . We used 24 place SIE equipment at 18 geophones per t r ace . That 

covers the mechanical deta i ls . 

Q. Was the resu l t of this geophysical survey posi t ive or negative? In other 

words , were you able to get a pic ture ? 

A . Yes . We had apparently good records i n this a rea- -not the best, but 

f a i r l y good. 

Q. And the resul ts of that survey--have you tanen the resul ts and in t e rp re t ed 

them and placed them on a se ismic r e f l e c t i o n contour map? 

A . Yes . 

Q. A n d , I hand you what has been marked applicant 's Exh ib i t No. 2 and ask 

YOU what this ins t rument is ? 

A . This i£ a contoured r e f l e c t i o n seismograph map and i t is contoured i n t i m 

The t i m e element the re , i f you w i l l notice on the top of the contour is 1. 680, thats 
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cne f ecoad and 680 thousands of s gtcond. That is the time that it took the seismic 

wave to go f r o m the surface down to the top of the Devonian and back to the sur face , 

Q. Excuse me. This map was made by you or under your superv is ion , 

is that c o r r e c t ? 

A . Yes, The contour i n t e r v a l there converted to feet or t i m e , i n other 

words , converted to feet on what you would c a l l a sect ion of this map is 7S feet 

plus or minus . We determined that f r o m knowing the veloci t ies of the se ismic 

waves i n this area. The p ic ture as a whole has approx imate ly 250 feet plus or minus 

c losure , the i n t e rp re t a t i on vac w i t h the f au l t on the east side and the s t ruc ture being 

on the downthrow side of this f au l t and a p o r t i o n of the c losure being con t ro l led by 

chat n o r m a l downthrow fau l t . 

Q. M r . Seaman, your i n t e rp re t a t i on of this se ismic r e f l e c t i o n survey which 

you have placed on the ownership plat f o r the uni t area , the unit area outl ine is 

shown i n green there , would you say that the uni t area does or does not embrace 

substant ia l ly a l l of what you consider the Devonian geological fea ture to be i n th is 

p a r t i c u l a r area? 

A . Yes , i n our experience w i t h the geophysical s t ruc tures i n New Mex ico , 

I would say that we fee l l i k e we have ve ry w e l l covered what would be Devonian 

produc t ion , i f we get Devonian product ion . 

Q. And do you fee l that the size of the Devonian s t ruc tu re as you i n t e r p r e t 

there , that a unit operat ion such as we have proposed here would be benef ic ia l 

i n the indus t ry and -would prevent wa*te and promote the best u l t imate r ecovery of 

o i l and gas ? 

A . Yes . 



M R . MONTGOMERY: M r . Seaman, does the unit provide f o r expansion 

or the reduct ion i n the size of the uni t? 

A . Yea. 

M R . MONTGOMERY: And I d idn ' t understand f o r sure i f you said that this 

was co r r ec t to plus or minus 75 feet . 

A . Yes , plus or minus 75 feet as near as we can t e l l f r o m our ve loc i ty 

con t ro l i n this par t of Lea County. 

M R . MONTGOMERY: Did yon state how many feet o l c losure you had? 

A . I would say250 plus or minus . 

M R . MONTGOMERY: Thats a l l I have. 

M R . M A N K I N : Any other questions of the witness? 

M R . W E B B : For the purpose of the r e c o r d I would l ike to introduce applicant 's 

Exhib i t 1 and 2, Exh ib i t 1 being the executed uni t agreement and Exhib i t 2 being the 

ownership plat showing the uni t area outl ined i n green on which has been superimposed 

a r e f l e c t i o n contour map. 

M R . M A N K I N : I have one question, I don' t know whether M r . Seaman can 

answer i t or you can answer i t . The segregation clause has that been provided i n this - -

A . Yes , s i r . The segregation clause has been prov ided , I be l ieve , by the 

usual f o r m . I w i l l state what i t i s . I t is a complete segregation w i t h the p rov i so 

that a d r i l l i n g w e l l w i th -on land embraced wi th in the lease, whether w i t h i n o r 

without the area w i l l hold the en t i re lease. Otherwise i t is complete ly segregated. 

M R . M A N K I N : So that p a r t i c u l a r segregation clause was has been approved 

by the Commiss ione r of Public L#ands which o r d i n a r i l y requests such a 

M R . W E B B : Yes, i t is the clause which the Commiss ioner r equ i r e s . 

M S . M A N K I N : And he has approved i t as such? 

M R , W E B B : On Feb rua ry 19th, I bel ieve. 
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M R . M A N K I N : A r e there any f u r t h e r questions of the witness ? 

M R . W E B B : The o r i g i n a l loca t ion as shown i n the unit agreement is shown 

to be 660 feet f r o m 

M R . S E A M A N : F r o m the South and East l ines of Section 13, 16 South, 

33 East . 

M R . W E B B : A l r i g h t f i n e , Thank you. 

M R . M A N K I N : Is that a change f r o m the o r ig ina l ? 

M R . W E B B : That was the o r i g i n a l locat ion and upon survey i t was determined 

that that f e l l 3 feet of f of state highway r igh t of way. Is that not c o r r e c t , M r . Seaman? 

And i t was changed and I a m advised with the consent of the loca l o f f i ce of the C o m 

m i s s i o n . I don' t know that f o r sure , but I was advised to 580 f r o m the South-

M R . S E A M A N : I understood "-SO 

M R . W E B B : 550 f r o m the South and 66C f r o m the East . 

M R . M A N K I N : I t was changed 110 feet to c o n f o r m w i t h 

M R . W E B B : Yes. 

M R . G U R L E Y : That was pa r t of the unit agreement, was i t . Wel l d i d the 

agreement state where the we l l was tc be-

M R . W E B B : Yes, s i r . And perhaps I had bet ter introduce photostatic copies 

of the w i r e s f r o m the var ious non-operators agreeing to the change i a loca t ion . 

M R . G U R L E Y : You received pe rmi s s ion f r o m a l l of them d id you to that 

e f fec t? 

M R . W E B B : Yes , inc luding the o v e r - r i d e r s and a l l . 

M R . MANKIN: I have one other question. What is the 1 am sure that the 

appl ica t ion and agreement states the depth of the w e l l , but f o r the mat te r of the 



record here what wis the proposed tepth to properly test ths Devonian? 

MR. WEBB? Its tor flmi, or essentially it k in? fluid is tht Dfvouian 

not to exceed—-----

MR. SrAMAM: 14.5 or 15 

MR. WEBB: I w i l l check---its to a depth sufficient to teat fu l ly the 

Devonian forrrat ion or to 14, 750 feet which ever is the lesser depth. 

MR. MANKIN: Alr ight s i r . Is there any further question of the witness ? 

1 believe you previously entered Exhibits 1 through 

MR. WEBB; Six, 

MR. MANKIN: Did yoti ask that the last Exhibit be entered? 

MP. WEBB; Yes, I woxsld l ike tor the purpose of the record to enter 

Exhibits three through six. 

M r i . MANKIN: Is There objection to the entering of Exhibits 3 through 6? 

I am not sure i f we entered one and two, but i f we didn't, is there objection to that? 

If not Exhibts 1 through 6 w i l l be so entered. Is there farther question of the witness? 

If not, the witness xnay he excused and w i l l take the case under advisement. 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
} s s 

COUNTY OF SANTA TF, ) 

I , Joan Hadley, do hereby cer t i fy that the foregoing And attached transcript 

of proceedings before the New Mexico Oi l Conservation Commission Examiner at 

lt> bbs, New Mexico, is a true and correct record, to the best of my knowledge, 

sk i l l and abi l i ty . 

Dated at Santa Fe, Kew Mexico this 21st. day of March, 1956 
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