BEFORE THE OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION
OF THE &TATE OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE MATTER OF THE HBARING
CALLED BY THE OIL CONSERVATION
COMMISSION OF NEW MEXICO FOR
THE PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING:

CASE No. 1941

APPLICATION OF JAL OIL COMPANY
FOR EXCEPTIONS TO VARIOUS PROVI~
S8ICNS OF ORDERS R-520, R-967, AND
R-1092-A FOR 3 WELLS IN THE JAILMAT
GA8 POOL, LEA COUNTY, MNEW MEXICO,

ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

BY THE COMMISSION:

This cause came on for hearing at 9 o'clock a.m. on
April 13, 1960, at Hobbs, New Mexico, baefore the Oil Conserva-
tion Commission of New Mexico, hereinafter referred to as the
“Commission." B
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HOW, on this __> day of April, 1960, the Commission, a
quorum being present, having considered the testimony presanted
and the exhibits received at said hearing, and being fully
advised in the premises,

FINDSs

(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 the applicant is the ownmer and operator of the

following~described wells in the Jalmat Gas Pool, lea County,
New Mexico:

Dyer Well No. 3, SE/4 NE/4 of Seetion 31,
Township 25 North, Range 37 East

Owens Well No. 1, 8W/4 sW/4 of Section 21,
Township 25 South, Range 37 East

Watkins Well No. 2, SE/4 NE/4 of Section 35,
Township 24 South, Range 36 Rast.

(3) That according to the testimony presanted, each of
the above-described wells makes a considerable amount of water,
the Dyer Well No. 3 approximately 35 barrals per day, the Owens
Well No, 1 approximately 40 barrels per day, and the Watkins
Well No. 2 approximately 250 barrels par day.

{4) That all of the above-decoribed walls wara +ha
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subject of an Bxaminer Hearing in Case No. 1779, heard Octcber
7, 1959, after which hearing the said Dyer Well No. 3, which
was subject to eomplete shut-in for being more than six times
over-produced, was exempt from complete simt-in and the opewator
was permitted to make up this well's over-production by produs-
ing it st a monthly rate not to exceed 75% of the well's current
allowable or at a rate not to exceed 75X of the well's average
monthly allowable for the precveding six-month proration period,
whichever was greater,

(5} That at the time of the aaid Examiner Hearing the
said Owene Well No. 1 and the said Watkins Well Mo, 2 were
substantially in balance. Since these two wells were not
subject to shut-in for over-production, it was the opimion
of the Commission that no relief was nacessary.

(6) That the latest gaa production figures show that the
Owens Well No. 1 is under-produced rather than over-produced and
thus it apparently needs no relief.

(7) That the said Watkins Well No. 2 is approximately
twelve times over-produced amd, under the pwovision of Order
R~520 and Order R-967, is subject to complete shut-in until
such time as it becomes less than six times over-produced.

(8) That due to liquid problems, the applicant should be
permitted to produce the said Watkins Well No. 2 at a monthly
rate not to excead 75% of the well's current allowable, or at a
monthly rate not to exceed 73% of the well's aversge monthly
allowable for the preceding six-month proration period, whichever
is greater.

(9) That due to liquid problems, the aspplicant seeks an
order cancelling the over-production incurred by sach of tha
subject wells and exempting these wells from the requirements
of an Annual Deliverability Test. 1In addition, the applicant
requests that these wells be exempt from prorationing as it is
now practiced under the Jalmat Gas Pool rules.

(10) That the said Watkins Well No. 2, which makes a
substantial amount of water, is being produced without a free-
piston or pump-jack installation, even though applicant's
experience with other wells in the same genaral avea has been
that such mechanical devices are useful in kesping water un-
loaded from well bores.

(11) That the water produced from the sajid Owens Well Ne. 1
is being lifted by means of a firee-piston installation. Sush an
installation requires that the water be lifted by gas produstion,
and if the gas allowable assigned to this well is insufficient to
keep the water unloaded from the well, the operator could install
a pump-jack to accomplish this purpcse.
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(12) That a pump-jack has recently been installed in the
gaid Dysr Well No. 3 and the evidence does not establish that
this installation is inadequate to keep the water unloaded from
this well.

(13} That a pump-jack installatiaa operates independen
of gas production and, from an engineering standpoeint, there
appears to be no reason why such an installation, if properly
sized cannot keep the formation clear of water, while keeping
the gas production at a level within the gas azlwabk aseigned
o the well.

(14) That the applicant has appaxiatly mﬁs no study orx
investigation to determine where the water produced by the
subject welle is coming from. Purther, the amzinmt has
apparently made no study to determine whethsr remedial work
¢an be performed in oxder to shut off the water production.

(15) That the applicant has not made a study to determine
whether or not it would be feasible to produce the wells in such
a manner as tc keep the formation clear of water and then re-
inject the amount of produced gas which is in excess of the
allowable assigned to well.

{16) That according to the applicant's testimony as to
the recoverable reserves underxlying the traets dedicated to
each of the subject wells, the applicant should be willing to
perform the remedial work nacessary to alleviate thase water
problemz, or to install such mechanical installations zc axe
necessary to keep the formation clear of water, since such
work would apparently be economically feasible.

(17) That 160 acres is dedicated to the said Dyer wWell
Ko. 3, 80 acres is dedicated to the said Owens Well No. 1, and
40 acres is dedicated to the said Watkins Well So. 2, so that
even in the event that the production from one or more of these
wvells is lost due to water encroachment, which event should not
occur if the coperator makes evexry affort to prevent it, there
ghould be no ultimate loss of gas from the Jalmat Gas Pool,
inaspuch as one well in this Pool will efficiently and econom-
ieally drain 640 acres, and the gas undsrlying the tracts
dedicated to each of the subject wells presumably would be
produced from offset wells,

{(18) That in regard to certain of the applicant's walls,
a re-dedication of acreage would be feasible and could result in
an increase of the per well allowable.

{12) That to cancel the over-production which the subject
walls have thus far incurred would iﬁpai: the goxrelative rights
of other operatore in the Jalmat Gas Pool, and to permit any
wall to congsistantly produce more gaz then 4g assicned as an
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allowable to such well in accordance with the proratioa formila
for the pool would impair the correlative rights of other opervs-
tors in tha pool.

(20) That since the allowable assignad to wells in the
Jalmat Gas Pool is dependent in part upon & wall's caleulated
dsliverability zs determined by an Annusl Deliverability Test,
the subject wells should not be exempt from such teat. pra-~
sumably the reasom for the applicant's request that the subject
wells be exempt from Deliverability Test is so that thay will
Bot have to be shut-in prior to the pre-flow perxicd. This

shut-in perxiod ean and should be dispensed with by allowing

the applicant to use the highest of the shut-in pressurses of
the four nearest wells in the Jalmat Gas Pool in €aking the

Deliverability Test on each of the subject wells.

(21) That the applicant has failed to establish any
compelling reasom why the Commissicn should axempt the subject
walls from gas prorationing, an action whish would bas a radisal
departure from prasent Commission policy and which would have
far-reaching effects.

(1) That the applieation of Jal 0%l Company for an order
sxempting the following-desgribed wells in the Jalmet Gas Pool
from gas prorationing, and for an order canselling the over-
mmticm incuired hy sach of the said wells and Mpt 4

them from deliverability tests be and the same is hered: Mx

Dyer Well No. 3, 88/4 KE/4 of Bection 31,
Towmship 25 South, Range 37 Bast

Owens Well Ho. 1, SW/4 swW/4 of Section 21,
Township 25 South, Range 37 Bast

Watkins Well No. 2, SE/4 NE/4 of Sestion 35,
Township 24 Scuth, Range 36 East

all in lea County, New Mexico,

(2) That the operator ke and the same is heredy authorizsd
to compensate for the over-production imcurred by the said Waikins
Well No. 2 by producing it at a monthly rates not to excesd 735% of
the wall's current allowable or at a nonthly rate not o excesd
78% of the well's average monthly allowabls for the preceding
six-month proraticn period, whichever is greater,

(3) That in taking the Annual Deliverability Test on
éach of the above-describad walls, the ocperator be and the
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game ls hersby authorized to use the highest of the shut-in
pressures of the four nearest wells in the Jalmat Gas Pool,

7 DONE at 3anta Fe, New Maexico, on the day and year herein-
above designated.

OIL COHSERVATION COMMISSION

FLL T

BURROUGHS, Chairman

asx/




