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BEFORE THE 
OIL CONSERVATION CONCESSION 

A p r i l 16, 19^6 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 

-it -X- -it it -it -it -it- -X- -it -X- * -X- -X- -it -it -it -it -it -ic -it -X- -it -it -it -X-

In the matter of the application of Phillips ) 
Petroleum Company for an order granting approval ) 
of the Jest Ranger Unit embracing 1̂ 20 acres, ) 
more or less, i n Township 12 South, Range 3k ) 
East, Lea County, New Mexico. ) 

) 
Applicant, i n the above-styled cause, seeks an ) 
order granting approval of i t s unit agreement } 
for the development and operation of the West ) Case No. 1057 
Ranger Unit consisting wholly of State of New ) 
Mexico lands and embracing A l l of Sections 23 ; 
and 26, w/2 m/h Section 2k, NW/L Section 2$t ) 
Township 12 South, Range 3h East, Lea County, ) 
New Mexicoj said agreement having been entered ) 
into by Phillips Petroleum Company as operator ) 
and the Texas Pacific Coal and Oil Company. ) 
-it -x -x- -;t -x- * -* -x- -it # -it -it -x- -it -x- -it -it -it -it -it -it -it it -it -it -X-

3EF0RE: 

Warren VJ. Mankin, Examiner 

TRANSCRIPT OF HEAR EG 

EXAMINER MANKIN: The next and last case on the docket today is Case No. 

1057, which is the application of Phillips Petroleum Company for an order granting 

approval of the West Ranger Unit, embracing 1,̂ 20 acres, more or less, i n Township 

12 South, Range 3h East, Lea County, New Mexico. 

• MR. JONES: The appearances for tne applicant, Phillips Petroleum Company, 

are A. M. Schiemenz, Charles F. Keller, R. B. Johnston, and Carl a. Jones, a l l of 

McHand, Texas. Mr. Examiner, we would f i r s t l i k e to introduce the applicant's 

Exhibit No. 1, the executed original of the proposed unit agreement. Now a copy 

of that is attached to the application as an exhibit. I f i t i s agreeable we would 

like permission to withdraw the original after the hearing. We have other copies, 

i f you would l i k e for us to furnish other copies to the Commission. However, the 

application contains as an exhibit, a f u l l y executed copy. 
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MR. MJSKXIN: You wish to withdraw t h i s f u l l y executed copy and put i n i t s 

place the one that was previously submitted with your application? 

K i . JONES: Yes, s i r , i f that i s agreeable and any other copies that you 

might desire. But we would l i k e , i f i t can be done, to have the executed o r i g 

i n a l back. 

HR. NUTTER: We w i l l need an executed copy, however, 

MR. JONES: Yes, well there i s an executed copy attached to the application 

and we have any number of other executed copies that you might need, i f you want 

more copies. 

MR. MANKIN: Just one w i l l be sa t i s f a c t o r y . 

MR. JO-.EH: We introduce that then as applicant's Exhibit No. 1. We also 

introduce as applicant's Exhibit No. 2, the executed o r i g i n a l of the operating 

agreement f o r the West Ranger Unit. We likewise, i f i t i s agreeable, ask the 

Commission to substitute f o r t h a t , at the conclusion of the hearing, an executed 

copy of that agreement, and to withdraw the o r i g i n a l . 

Wi, NUTTER: We don't actually need a copy of the working agreement, a l 

though we would l i k e to have one, i t does not have to be executed. 

MR. JONES: A l r i g h t , s i r , w e l l , we w i l l introduce then, and leave with you 

an executed copy because a l l of the copies are executed. 

MR. MAi-iKTN: Then, we w i l l take from the application as submitted, the 

copy of the unit agreement as executed, but not the o r i g i n a l execution, but 

merely a photostat of that , and mark that Exhibit .o. 1 and a copy of the working 

agreement w i l l be marked as Exhibit Mo. 2. I s there objection to entering these 

two e x h i b i t s , Nos. 1 & 2? I f not, they w i l l be so entered. Proceed, Mr. Jones. 

A. M. SCHIEMENZ 

called as a witness, having f i r s t been duly sworn, t e s t i f i e d as follows: 

By Mr. Jones : 

0. Mr. Schiemenz, you are employed by P h i l l i p s Petroleum Company, as i t s 

Division Geologist i n Midland, Texas, i s that correct? 
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A. That's righ t . 

Q. And i n that position, you have under your supervision Lea County, New 

Mexico ? 

A. Ye s. 

Q. Nov;, Mr. Schiemenz, I believe you have not previously qualified and 

te s t i f i e d before this Commission as an expert witness, is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. I wonder i f you would then outline for the benefit of the Examiner and 

the Commission your education and work experience and qualifications as a geologist, 

please, sir? 

A. Four years of bachelor science study at Texas Western College, graduated 

i n 19U8, went to work for Phillips Petroleum Company at that time and have been 

employed by Phillips Petroleum Company ever since. I have been i n the Midland 

Division of Phillips Petroleum Company since 1950, which Lea County is under the 

jurisdiction of the Midland Oivision. 

MR. MANKIN: Qualifications are acceptable. 

Q. Mr. Schiemenz, are you familiar with the proposed unit plan of the West 

Ranger Unit which i s the subject of this application? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. Are you familiar with the unit agreement which has been executed and 

here offered i n evidence as the applicant's Exhibit No. 1? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Have you made any study of the area which is the subject of the pro

posed unit agreement and of the proposed .vest Ranger Unit. 

A. I have. 

Q. In connection with that study, Kir. Schiemenz, have you prepared a map 

of that area and the unit area? 

A. Yes. A seismic geophysical map has been prepared of the unit area. 

Q. was that map prepared under your supervision and direction? 



A. I t was. 

Q. Vie then o f f e r i n evidence as the appl icant ' s Exhib i t No. 3> the s t ruc

ture map r e fe r r ed to by t h i s witness. 

HR. MANKIN: Do you desire to have t h i s 

MR. JONES: Yes, s i r , I o f f e r that i n evidence as the appl icant ' s Exhibi t 

No. 3. 

Q. Now, w i l l you explain again how tha t map was prepared, Mr. Schiemenz, 

and what i t shows? 

A. The map was prepared by geophysical methods on a r e f l e c t i n g horizon 

which we have every reason to believe i s Devonian i n age. 

Q. when was that seismic survey made? 

A. Approximately a year to a year and a h a l f ago. 

Q. Nov;, w i l l you state f o r the record, the wells .-.'hich have been d r i l l e d 

w i t h i n the v i c i n i t y of the proposed West Ranger Unit and what horizon they wer e 

d r i l l e d . 

A. Tne shallow tests i n the immediate area have been as follows: The Lowe 

No. 1 Skelly State i n Section 22, 12 South, 3k East, t o t a l de. tn 5780 i n the 

Glorieta. The Mascho No. 1 Tide Water State i n Section 18, 12 South, 3h East, 

t o t a l depth 5175 i n San Andres and the Holmes No. 1 State i n Section 18, 12 

South, 3k East, t o t a l depth 2200, possibly Rusler i n age. The deep test shown 

on the p l a t area i s the Sunray-Mid-Continent No. 1 East Ragley Unit i n Section 

9, 12 South, 3h East, which was at a t o t a l depth of 13,150 feet i n the Devonian 

and was plugged back and completed from the Wolfcamp. 

Q. A l r i g h t , now the only Devonian test then that has been d r i l l e d anywhere 

i n the v i c i n i t y of that i s to the north? 

A. As shown on the p l a t , yes. 

Q. Is i t your opinion that the structure map which i s i n evidence as 

Exhibit Uo. 3 i s the best information available at the present time as to the 

possible structure of the Devonian formation and the proposed West Ranger Unit 
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and i t s vicinity? 

A. That is our belief, yes. 

Q. Now, based upon that information, is i t or not your opinion that the 

proposed "west Ranger Unit contains substanitally a l l of the productive formation 

i n the Devonian according to the information now available? 

A. Yes, that's true. 

Q. And does the proposed unit area then embrace substantially a l l of the 

geological feature which is shown on Exhibit .o. 3? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Are you familiar, Mr. Schiemenz, with the d r i l l i n g obligation imposed 

by the unit agreement? 

A. Yes. 

Q. M i l l you state b r i e f l y what is the projected depth? 

A. 13,100 feet. 

Q. Is i t your opinion, according to present information that that w i l l 

constitute an adequate test of the Devonian formation? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is i t then your opinion that the d r i l l i n g obligation imposed by the 

unit agreement w i l l constitute, according to the information now available, an 

adequate test of the formation, Devonian formation that i s , in this vicinity? 

A. Yes, we believe so. 

Q. Is i t or not your opinion that the proposed unit plan, for which approval 

is heresought, w i l l promote the conservation of o i l and gas and better u t i l i z a t i o n 

of reservoir energy in the Devonian formation, and thereby prevent waste? 

A. Yes, we believe so. 

Q. Do you have an opinion as to whether or not the un i t agreement i n 

evidence here as appl icant ' s Exh ib i t No. 1 , w i l l permit the area to be operated 

and developed i n the in te res t of conservation c f o i l and gas and the prevention 

of waste thereof? 
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A. We feel that i t w i l l , yes. 

Q. Do you have an opinion as to whether or not under the proposed unit plan 

and the proposed unit agreement, the State of New Mexico, as royalty ox-mer, w i l l 

receive i t s f a i r share of the recoverable o i l and gas i n the place and area? 

A. Yes, we think they w i l l . 

Q. Now realizing f u l l well of course that this is a decision which ultimately 

must be made by the Oil Conservation Commission and by the Commissioner of Public 

Lands, is i t or not your opinion that i n other respects the proposed unit plan 

and the unit agreement i s to the best interest of the State of New Mexico? 

A. Yes, we think i t i s . 

Q. Noes the Examiner have any questions of this witness? 

MR. MANXIN: The only question I have i s , i s this a l l state land? 

A. Yes, i t i s a l l state land. 

MR. MANKIN: I notice from your prospect map chat tnere is some lands i n 

Section Ih and Section 35 that are not contained within the unit which I believe 

are likewise State Lands, are they not? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MANXIN: Those were not included i n this proposed unit? 

A. i*Io, tiiey weren't. 

MR.. MAS KIN: And yet i t appears that your structure as you have picked i t 

here is more r e a l i s t i c and does not include the acreage i n IJ4 and 35'. What was 

the reason that i t was not contained i n the proposed unit? 

A. We feel that the bounds of the unit outline as snown on the enclosed 

plat here is substantially within the bounds of the top closing contour of the 

structural interpretation and that i s the area which we think is most potentially 

productive i n this immediate area. Ne can show no closure on the west side of 

the picture. 

MR. VNNKIN: But there is seme closure i n Section l h , Is there not? 

A. Mo, Sir, there is no closure i n Section l i t . 
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MR. MANKIN: I see. So that i s as r e a l i s t i c picture as you can pick at 

t h i s time without further development? 

A. That's correct. 

MM;. HOTTER: There i s approximately a kO-acre t r a c t i n Section 2$, however, 

that i s w i t h i n the closure, i s that correct? 

A. We f e e l possibly, yes. 

MR. NUTTER: However, the unit agreement does provide for the expansion of 

the unit area at a l a t e r date i f deemed advisable. 

A. Trial's correct. 

MR. NUTTER: Mr. Schiemenz, another question I have, you stated that your 

proposed depth of t h i s w e l l was about 13,100. Now would that be a point 200 feet 

i n t o the Devonian? 

A. That would be approximately 200 feet i n t o the Devonian. Our estimated 

top of the Devonian i s 12,900. 

MR. NUTTER: That's a l l I have. 

MR. JON'S: I might mention that we intend to bring out by the next witness 

that a l l of the r o y a l t y I s common school lands. 

MR. MANKIN: I s there further question of the witness i n t h i s case? I f 

not, the witness may be excused. Did you wish to enter Exhibit No. 3 i n evidence? 

MR. J0NN3: life wish to enter Exhibit No. 3 now. 

MR. MANKIN: I s there objection to entering Exhibit •lo. 3 i n t h i s case? 

I f not, i t w i l l be so entered. ( 

CHARLES F. KELLER 

called as a witness, fir&having been duly sworn, t e s t i f i e d as follows: 

by Mr. Jones: 

Q. You are Charles F. Keller? 

A. That i s correct. 

Q. And you are employed by P h i l l i p s Petroleum Company as i t s Division Land 

Nan i n Midland, Texas? 
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A. Yes, s i r . 

Q. As such, i s Lea County, New Fexico, under your supervision? 

A. I t i s . 

Q. Are you familiar with the proposed West Ranger Unit which is the sub

ject of this application? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. As a matter of fact, you negotiated the agreement with the other inter

ested parties,is that not correct? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. Who are the working interest owners within the proposed unit area? 

A. There are only two. Phillips Petroleum Company and Texas Pacific Coal 

and Oil Company. 

Q. Now, have both of those working interest owners executed the agreement? 

A. Yes, they have. 

Q. Who owns the royalty within the oropsed unit area? 

£ State of New Mexico. 

Q And to which fund does i t belon> 

A. The Common school land fund. 

Q. A l l of i t belongs to the 

A. That is correct. 

c Has the proposed unit agreement been presented to the Co:-rmissioner of 

Public Lands asking his approval? 

A. Yes, i t has. 

Q. To your knowledge, has he acted on that yet? 

A. No, he has not. 

CN ,.111 you read into the record the lands which are included within 

the proposed unit area? 

A. A l l of Section 23 and 26, the W/2 NW/ii of Section 2it, the N,»/U of 

Section 2$, a l l i n Township 12 South, Range 3h East, Lea County, New Mexico. 
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Q. Now does the unit agreement provide f o r expansion and contraction of 

the proposed unit area? 

A. Yes, i t does. 

Q. However, the only provision f o r contraction i n the un i t i s i n the event 

of f a i l u r e or loss of t i t l e f or some reason, i s that correct? 

A. That i s tr u e . 

Q. Are you f a m i l i a r with the form of other unit agreements which have 

recently been approved by the O i l Conservation Commission and by the Commissioner 

of Public Lands? 

A. Yes, I am. 

Q. Now, p i t h necessary changes, because of the d i f f e r e n t lands, does the 

proposed Nest Ranger Unit Agreement contain substantially the provisions which 

have been approved and required by the i l l Conservation Commission and by the 

Commissioner of Public lands f o r similar u n i t agreement? 

A. Yes, i t does. 

Q. Now does the proposed unit agreement preport to contain any provisions 

which would r e s t r i c t the O i l Conservation Commission i n i t s statutory duty of 

regulating the unit area and regulating production from the unit area? 

A. PO, i t does not. 

0. Who i s designated as operator of tne unit? 

A. P h i l l i p s Petroleum Company. 

Q. Now, do the provisions of the Unit Agreement give the unit operator 

ample authority to carry on a l l operations and development of t ie unit area which 

are necessary for i t s purposes subject, of course, to the applicable rules and 

regulations of the Commission. 

A. Yes, i t does. 

Q. I n your opinion, Mr. Keller, w i l l the proposed unit agreement and the 

uni t plan promote the conservation of o i l and gas and better u t i l i z e the reservoir 

energy a n cj thereby prevent waste? 
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A. Yes, I think i t w i l l . 

Q. Does the unit agreement permit the area to be developed i n the inte r e s t 

of conservation of o i l and gas and the prevention of waste? 

A. Yes, i t does. 

Q. I n your opinion w i l l the State of lew Mexico and the common school fund 

which i s the r o y a l t y owner of a l l of the lauds i n the unit area receive t h e i r 

f a i r share of the recoverable o i l and gas i n place? 

A. Yes, I think they w i l l . 

Q. Recognizing again that the decision must be made by the Commission and 

by the Commissioner of Public La^ds, i s i t though your opinion that i n other ree

le c t s the unit agreement and the unit plan i s i n the best interests of the State 

of i-:ew Mexico and the common school fund as royalty owner? 

A. Yes, I think i t i s . 

Q. Doe;- the Examiner have any questions? 

NR. MUTTER.: Mr. Keller, I believe you stated that you haven't that the 

Commissioner of Public Lands has not acted on t h i s unit agreement as yet. 

A. Mot to my knowledge. 

MR. MUTTER: I presume though that you have obtained approval, preliminary 

approval, as to form and contents of the unit agreement? 

A. Yes, we sure have. 

ME. NUTTER: And 100$ of the working i n t e r e s t owners are committed to the 

unit agreement? 

A. That i s correct. 

MR. UUT ER: Mr. Kell e r , would P h i l l i p s Petroleum Company as unit operator 

be w i l l i n g to submit to t h i s Commission a periodic statement of progress that i s 

being made i n the unit area as to development? 

A. Yes, I am sure we would. 
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MR. NUTT P: The unit agreement contains a segregation clause, i s that 

correct? 

A. I t does contain i t , yes, s i r . 

MR. t

TCM'?'S: I have j u s t been informed that the Commissioner of r'ublic Lands 

has approved the u n i t agreement which i s the subject of t h i s application on 

March 20 as to form and content. The approval as I unaerstano i t was as to form 

and content and was a preliminary approval and i t has not been executed by the 

Commissioner but i t was approved as to form and content on March 20, 1956. That 

i s a l l o f the evidence we have to o f f e r . 

MR. MANKIN: I s there further questions of the witness i n t h i s case? The 

witness may be excused. 

MR. JONMS: Mr. Examiner f o r the convenience of the Commission and i n the 

event the Comwission sees f i t to grant the application, we have prepared a pro

posed order. 1 might point out that i n that proposed order, i f the Commission 

grants the application that we have included a paragraph 6 i n the e f f e c t that the 

agreement xaaj be executed by any parties who are not signatory thereto a f t e r the 

anproval has been given. Now that i s found i n other orders and was included f o r 

that reason. Actually, i t has been executed by a l l of the working in t e r e s t owners 

and the only r o y a l t y owner i s the State of New Mexico, so possibly that i s not as 

applicable i n t h i s order as i t would be i n others. Ne also c a l l a t t ention to the 

fa c t paragraph 5> and 7 of the proposed order were prepared on the asraaipticu that 

the Commission might approve the agreement, i f i t does, before the Commissioner 

of Public Lands signs i t . Now that probably would have to be altered somewhat i f 

the Commissioner of Public Lands executed i t before the Commission approves the 

application, i f i t does. 

MR. MANKIN: There i s no expiration date where there i s a ra d i c a l time i n 

volved here where i t would an emergency might e x i s t ? 
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F". JC"'V'S: There is a d r i l l i n g obligation. 

Kl. MANXTN: D r i l l i n g obligation by June 15th. 

FR. JOU 5: June l 5 t h . 

W.. HAMKTN: That is the only pertinent 

V'R. JONES: That i s the important date, yes s i r . 

RR. KANKIN: Are there any statements i n this particular case? I f there 

is nothing further, we w i l l take the case under advisement and the hearing is 

adj ourned. 

STATE OF NEA MEXICO ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY 0̂  SANTA FE ) 

I , Nancy Chowning, do hereby certify that the foregoing and 

attached transcript of proceedings before the Oil 'Conservation Commission 

Examiner at Santa Ee, New Mexico,is a true and correct record to the best 

of my knowledge, s k i l l and a b i l i t y . 

Dated this 10th day of May, 1956. 
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OIL OOHSEBMTIOB GO^tfSION 

April 16, 1956 
Santa Pe, New tfexico 

* # * « * * * * # * * # # # a « *- * « 
In th© matter of the application of Phillips } 
Petroleum Company for an order granting approval ) 
of the dest Ranger Unit embracing 1520 acres, ) 
nor or less, in Township 12 South, Range 31 ) 
East, Lea County, New Hsxico. ) 

Applicant, In the above-ety led cause, seeks an ) 
order granting approval of its unit agreeaent ) 
for the development aad operation of the West ) Case Mo. 1057 
Ranger Unit eonsisting wholly of State of Sew ) 
Kexieo lands and embracing All of Sections 23 ) 
and 26, w/2 m/h faction 2k, m/h Seetion 25, ) 
Township 12 Sooth, Ranfi 3k fast. Lea County, ) 
!lew Mexico; said agreement having been entered ) 
into by hillirs Petroleum Company as operator ) 
and the Texas Pacific Coal and Cil Company. 

^ * * * » * # # « •» * * 

WOKE* 

wssrren w. Fankin, fxaainer 

TRAKSCRiPT OF HKAflKG 

FIA^IKSR XAKKISt The next and last case on the docket today is Case So. 

1057, **hieh is the application of Phillips Petroleum Company for an orJer panting 

approval of the west Hanger Unit, embracing 1,520 acres,sore or less, in Township 

12 South, H«nge 3k £ast, Lea County, l^v Mexico. 

m. JOHRf-i Ths appearances for tiie applicant, Phillips Petrols OR Cowpany, 

are A, P.. Schiewsns, Charles P. Keller, K 3. Johnston, and Garl ••». Jones, a l l of 

Miilan 5 , Texas. Hr. Examiner, we wo i l i f i r s t likse to introduce the applicant's 

Exhibit Ho, l t the executed original of the proposed unit agr$es»nfc. Now a copy 

of that is attached to the application a? an exhibit. I f i t is agreeable we would 

like permission to withdraw the original after the hearing, vie hav« other copies, 

I f you would like for us to furnish other copies to the Coewisslori. Howev*r9 tha 

application contains «s an exhibit, a folly executed copy. 



M» n&KlUt Teu wish to withdraw this fully executed copy aad put i a i ts 

place the one that was previously submitted with your application? 

*H. JOMPSs Yes, s i r , i f that i s agreeable and any other copies that you 

'night desire. But MS would l ike , i f i t cas be done, to have the executed orig

inal back. 

m t MOTTSlt We wil l need an executed copy, however, 

MB. JCMMSt tes, well there i s an executed copy attached to the application 

ana1 ws have any number of other executod copies that you wight need, i f you want 

more copies* 

MR. HANKIHt Just one will be satisfactory. 

MR. JCWEM* we introduce that then as applicant's Exhibit Mo. 1. We also 

introduce aa applicant's Exhibit No. 2, the executed original of the operating 

agreeaent for the West Ranger Unit, 'we likewise, i f i t is agreeable, ask the 

Commission to substitute for that, at the conclusion of the hearing, an executed 

copy of that agreement, and to withdraw the original. 

MR, NUTTER» We don't actually need a copy of the working agreement, a l 

though we would like to have one, i t does not have to be executed. 

MB. jmWt Alright, s i r , well, we will Introduce then, and leave with you 

an executed copy because a l l of the copies are executed. 

MANKBSI Then, we will take froa the application as submitted, the 

cony of the unit a^eosnent as executed, but not the original execution, but 

s»rely a photostat of that, and aaark that Exhibit o. 1 and a copy of the working 

agreement wil l be marked as Exhibit V.Q. 2. Is there objection to entering these 

two exhibits, Sos. 1 4 2? I f not, they will be se entered. Proceed, Mr. Jones. 

A. H. BQi.i^m,ifi: 

called as a witness, having first been duly sworn, testified as follows: 

By Mr. Jones* 

C. «r. £chle»en3, you are employed by Phillips Petroleua Company, as i ts 

Division Reologirt in Midland, Texas, is that correct? 
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••. That's right. 

C. And in that position, yon have under your supervision laa County, .Sew 

^exioo ? 

'« les. 

Q. HOK, Sr. Sohieasns, I believe you have not previously qualified and 

testified before this Coraeiseion as an expert witness, i s that correct? 

A. Ye». 

C. I wonder i f you Mould then outline for the benefit of the Examiner and 

the CosnRission your education and work experience and qualifications ae a geologist, 

please, s ir? 

Four years of bachelor science study at Texas v-estera College, graduated 

in 19L8, went to work for Phillips Petroleuw Co«p»ny at that t im and have been 

employed by Phillips PetrolsUB Company ever since. I have been in the Midland 

Division of Phillips Betroleum Company since 1950, which Lea County is under the 

jurisdiction of the Midland Division. 

MR. **AfffCrUi Cualifications are acceptable, 

C. f'lr. Schiewens, ar© you familiar ,«*lih the proposed unit plan of th® West 

Hanger Unit which i s the subject of this application? 

JU Iter, I aa. 

Q. Are you familiar with the unit agreeaent which has been executed and 

here offered in evidence as the applicant's Exhibit Ho. 1? 

k. Yes. 

4. Have you made any study of the area which is the subject of the pro

posed unit agre^went and of the proposed west Hunger Unit. 

A. 1 have. 

C. In connection %dth that study, te*. Sohiewms, have you prepared a map 

of that area and toe unit area? 

A. Yes, A seismic geophysical saap has been prepared of tm unit area. 

C. *as that map prepared under your supervision and direction? 



A. I t was, 

C. thsn offer In evidence as the applicant's Exhibit ho. 3, tha struc

ture seep referred te by this witness. 
HR. HANKINt T3o yoa desire to have this — 

vm. JGSRSi Yes, s ir , I offer that in evidence as the applicant's Fxhibit 

Mo. 3. 
Q. How, will you explain again how that mp was prepared, Hr. ScM»*«nm, 

and vhat i t shows? 
A. The ssap was prepared by ^ophysical methods on a reflecting horiaoa 

which we have every rearon to believe is Devonian in age. 

C. ;.'hcn was that seismic survey made? 

A, Approximately a year to a year and a half a*o. 

c. New, «1U you state for the record, the wells aich have been drilled 

within the vicinity of the proposed * » t SmBer Unit and what borisor. t«.y **r • 

drilled. 

A. The shallow tests in the immediate area have been as followsi the Lowe 

Mo. 1 Skelly ftate in Seetion 22, 12 South, 3» ««»t, total depth 5780 in the 

Glorieta. The Hascho Ho. 1 fide *>atar State in Esctlon 18, 12 South, 3t East, 

total depth $175 in Saa Andres and the Holmes Ho. 1 State in Section 16, 12 

South, 3L Bast, total depth 2200, r^ssihly "ueler in *«P s h o w l 

or, the plat area is the Sunray-nd-Continent No. 1 East ?***l*y «nit ln Section 

9, 12 South, 31 Sart, which vss at a total depth of 13,1*0 feet in the Devonian 

and was plugged back and completed fro* the Wolfcaap. 

C. Alright, now the only Devonian test then thet has been drilled anywhere 

in th© vicinity ©f that is to the north? 
A. HS shown on the plat, yes. 

C. Is i t your opinion that the structure map which is in evidence ac 

Fxhibit So. 3 is the best infer.- ation available at the present t i » as to the 

possible structure of the Devonian formation and the proposed West Ranger Unit 
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and Its vicinity? 

A. That is ow belief, yes. 

Q. Stow, based upon that information, is i t or not your opinion that the 

proposed West Hanger Unit contains substanitally a l l of the productive formation 

in the Dsvonian according to the information now available? 

A. Yes, that's true. 

Q. And does the proposed unit ares t sen embrace substantially nil of the 

geological fenture which is shorn on Exhibit :.o. 3? 

A. Tee. 

0. Are you fass&ll&r, Mr* Sohieswna, vith the drilling obligation imposed 

by the unit agreement? 

A. Yes. 

Q. K i l l you state briefly what is the projected depth? 

A. 13,100 feet. 

C. Is i t your opinion, according to present information that that wil l 

constitute an adequate test of the Devonian formation? 

A. les . 

C. Is I t then your opinion that the drilling obligation imposed by the 

unit agreement will constitute, according to the information now available, an 

adequate te*t of the formation, Devonian formation that i s , in this vicinity? 

A. Yes, we believe so. 

C. Is i t or not your opinion t <at the proposed unit plan, for which approval 

i s heresought, wi l l promote the conservation of o i l and gas and better utilisation 

of reservoir energy in the Devonian foration, and thereby prevent waste? 

A. les, we believe so. 

Q. Do you have an opinion as to whether or not the unit agreement in 

evidence here as applicant's Exhibit No. 1, will permit the area to be operated 

and developed in the interest of conservation of o i l and gas and the prevention 

of waste thereof? 



A. We feel that i t will, yes. 

Q. lb you have sn opinion as to whether or not under the proposed unit plan 

and the proposed unit agreement, the State of Hew Mexico, royalty owner, will 

receive its fair share of the recoverable oil and pis in the place and area? 

A. I®a, w* think they will. 

Q. Now realising full well of course that this is a decision whieh ultimately 

must be made by the Oil Conservation Commission and by the Commissioner of Public 

L«*Eds, is i t or not your opinion that in other respects the proposed unit plan 

and the unit agreement is to the beet interest of the state of Sew liexico? 

A. Yer, we think i t IP. 

Q. oes the Fataminer have any questions of this witness? 

m . MAWCIUi The only question I have i s , is this a l l state land? 

A. Yas, i t is a l l stats land. 

••;R. HftHUHi I notice fron your prospect « ; vh»t t;iere is SOPW lands in 

Section Ih md Section % tlmt are not contained within the unit which I believe 

ar© likewise State Lands, are they not? 

a. Yes. 

MR. RAŜ XMs Those were not included in this proposed unit? 

A. Mo, they weren't, 

m. HASKXflt And yet i t appears that your structure a? /ou have picked i t 

here is more realistic and does not include the acreage in lk and 35. :«hat was 

the reason that i t was not contained in the proposed unit? 

A. K« feel that the bounds of the unit outline as suown on the enclosed 

plat here le substantially within the bounds of the top closing contour of the 

structural interpretation and that is the area which we think is most potentially 

productive in this immediate area. We can show no closure on the west side of 

the picture. 

m. MAHKXSI But there le some closure in amotion Hi, is there not? 

k, Sir, there ie no closure in Section l l * . 
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IMt I m%, SO that is realistic picture m you rsan pick at 

* ihout ftrther development? 

<$A* what»n ©errsoi, 

30T?r»t There i s approximately a to-aers tract ia Section 25, however, 

within the closure, i s that correct? 

A, We f* #1 possibly, yes. 

MR. WfTERt However, the unit agroeaent does provide for the expansion of 

/ unit area at a later date i f deemed advisable. 

. That's cor rec t„ 

HR. HOTTERi Hr. Schiemens, mother question I have, you stated that your 

proposed depth of this well was about 13, UO. Sow would that be a point 200 feet 

Into the Devonian? 

A. that would be approximately 200 feet into trie Devonian. Cur estimated 

top of the Devonian is 12,900. 

MR. WJrrSRt That's a l l 1 have. 

m. J0&F ?» I might mention that we intend to bring out by the next witness 

that a l l of the royalty i s common school l&ids, 

MH. M-'KDti Is there farther question of the witaaas in diis cmtm? I f 

not, the witness may be excused, rid you vdsh to eater Inhibit So, 3 in evidence? 

*• wish to enter Exhibit No» 3 now, 

MS, KsMKlUs Is there objection to entering fxhibit So. 3 in this case? 

I f not, i t will be so entered, 

Gtti&U£ F. KSDUBR 

called as a witness, f iat having been duly sworn, testified as follows* 

by Mr, Joness 

Q. Iou are Charles F. Keller? 

A. That i s corrsot. 

Ci. And you are employed by Phillips -etroleum Company as i ts Division Land 

Man in Midland, T»xa»? 
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A. tea, s i r . 

Q, As such, i s Les County, New Mexico, under your supervision? 

A. I t i s . 

C, Are you familiar with the proposed West Sanger Unit which is the sub

ject of this application? 

A. Yes, I am. 

0, s a Bsatter of fact , you negotiated the agreement vi th the other inter

ested parties,!® that not correct"/ 

A. That is correct. 

C. Who are tbs working interest owners within the proposed unit area? 

ft. There are only two. Phillips Petroleum Company and Texas Pacific Coal 

and Oil Company. 

0. Now, have both of those working Interest osiers executed the agreement? 

A. Y«s, they have. 

C. *ho owns the royalty within the propsed unit area? 

A. State of Sew Mexico. 

C. and to whieh fund does i t belong? 

A. The Common school land fund. 

C. All of i t belongs to the —~— 

A. That i s correct. 

C. HSP tho proposed unit agreement been presented to the Corsaissloner of 

Public tends asking his approval? 

A. Tee, i t hap. 

t . To your knowledge, has he acted on that yet? 

A. No, he has not, 

C. i l l you read into the reeord the lands which are included within 

the proposed unit area? 

A. Al l of Seetion 23 and 26, the w/2 uw/h of Section 2b, the m / l of 

Seetion 2$, a l l i n Towehip 12 South, Range 3h East, lea County, stew ^xtco . 



t . Xow does the unit agreement provide for expansion and contraction of 

the proposed unit area? 

A. fee, I t does* 

c. However, the only provision for eontraotion i n the unit ie in the event 

of failure or loss of t i t l e for some reason, is that correct? 

&, That is true. 

0. Are you familiar with the fora of other unit agreements which have 

recently been a proved by the f?il Conservation Commission and by th© Commissioner 

of rublic Lands? 

A. Tes, I am, 

C, 1th necessary ehangss, because of the different lands, does the 

proposed "«e*t Ranger t'nit Agreement contain substantially th© provisions which 

havp been spr roved and required by the Oil Conservation Commission and by the 

Commissioner of Public landa for similar unit agreement? 

A. YeR, i t does. 

Q. Sow does the proposed unit agreement preport to contain any provisions 

which would restrict the Oil Conservation Commission in it s statutory duty of 

regulating the unit area and regulating production froa the unit area? 

A. **io, i t does not. 

C, Who is designated as operator of toe unit? 

A. Phillips Petroleum Company. 

Q. How, do the provisions of tha Unit Agreement give the unit operator 

amrle authority to carry on a l l operations and development of t « unit area which 

are necessary for i t s purposes subject, of course, to the applicable rules and 

regulations of the Commission. 

A. les, i t does, 

C. In your opinion, Mr, Keller, will the proposed unit agreement and the 

unit plan promote the conservation of o i l and gas and better utilise the reservoir 

energy and thereby prevent waste? 
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A. I M , I think i t w i l l , 

G. Does the unit agreement permit the area to he developed i n the interest 

of conservation of ©il and gas and the prevention of waste? 

A. fss , i t doss. 

q. In your opinion w i l l the State of °»ew Htxieo and the common school fund 

which i s the royalty o-fer of a l l of t-se lands i n the unit area receive their 

f a i r share of th© recoverable o i l and gas i n place? 

A. Ys;-, I think they w i l l , 

0, Recognising again that the decision must be made by the Cooroisaion and 

by the ...orsr!ii'<ci->f»r of Public Lands, is i t though your opinion that i n other res

pects the unit agreement and tne tsi i t plan i t 5 In the boat interests of the State 

of 'lew HB^IOO and the- common school fund as royalty owner? 

A. Te?, I t i l n k I t i s . 

C. 'be« the Examiner have any questions? 

M . HtJTTMs Mr. Seller, I beliave you stated that you haven't — that the 

Gommlssloosr of Public Lands has not acted oa this unit agreement as yet, 

k, Not to my knowledge, 

MP. NUTTSlii 1 preawme though that you have obtained approval, preliminary 

approval, a? to form and content® of the unit agreement? 

A, les , we sure have. 

MR. t̂JTTFT*: And lOOf of the working interest owr,ers are committed to the 

unit agreement? 

A, That i s correct. 

MR. WT/SRt Mr. Keller , would Phil l ips Petroleum Company as unit operator 

be w i l l i n g to submit to this Co isission a periodic statement of î rosgrssF that is 

being made i n the unit area as to development? 

k. Tea, I am sure we would. 
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, • ? / » unit agreement contains a segregation clause, is that 

i does contain i t , ye?, s i r . 

oc' 

JOMFS: I have ^ust been informed that the Commissioner of ublic Lands 

ved the unit agreeaent which is the subject of this application on 

i as to forws and content, the approval as X under®tawf It was as to form 

Atent and was a preliminary approval ar̂ d it has not been executed by the 

^mlssionsr but i t was approved m to form and content on March 20, 1956. That 

Is all of the evidence ve have to offer. 

m, mWCWi Is there further questions of the witness In this ease? The 

witness may be excused. 

MR. J$mst Mr. Examiner for the convenience of the Commission and in the 

event the Cow&ssien sees fit to ayant the application, ise have prepared a pro

posed order. I might mint out that in that proposed order, i f the Commission 

grants the application that wo have included a paragraph 6 in the effect that the 

agreement may be executed by any parties who are not signatory thereto after the 

approval has been given. Stow that is found in other orders and was included for 

that reason. Actually, i t has been executed by all of the working interest owners 

and the only royalty owner Is the State of i*ew Mexleo, so possibly that ia not as 

applicable in this order as it would be in others. *e also call attention to the 

fact paragraph ? and ? of the proposed order were prepared on the assumption that 

the Commission might approve the agreement, if it does, before the Commissioner 

of Public Landa eigne i t . Sow that probably would have to be altered ao ma what i f 

the Commissioner of Public Landa executed It before the Commission approves the 

application, i f i t does. 

m. MA Mini i There is no expiration date where there ia a radical time in

volved here where i t would — an ©nergeney might exist ? 



There i s a d r i l l i n g obligation, 

m , mjZXUt D r i l l i n g obligation by Jam 15th. 

MR, J0»*5t June lS th . 

MR. MANKIN* That is the only pertinent 

•vR, vKli-"'-! That i s the important date, yes s i r . 

VK. ?^ ;:KIKJ Are there any statements i n this particular ease? I f there 

is nothing fur t i e r , we w i l l take the case under advisement and the hearing ia 

adjourned. 

5TATE OF &V MEXICO } 
) ss. 

:CUNTY OP SANTA PF } 

T, Nancy Choking, dr» hereby cer t i fy that tlvn foregoing aisd 

atta~hed transcript of proceedings before tho O i l onaervatlon Conmission 

Examiner at 'anta Fe, New Mexl ;o,is a true and correct record to tne best 

of my knowledge, s k i l l and a b i l i t y . 
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