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BEFORE THE 
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 
November 2, 1960 
Examiner Hearing 
Case No. 2115 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Ap p l i c a t i o n of James G. Brown & 
Associates f o r permission to commingle 
the production from two separate leases. 
Applicant, i n the above-styled cause, 
seeks an order p e r m i t t i n g i t t o commingle 
the Saunders-Permo Pennsylvanian Pool 
production from the f o l l o w i n g portions 
of the f o l l o w i n g State leases: 

E-8334, NW/4 SE/4 of Section 9 
E-7353, SE/4 SE/4 of Section 9 

Township 14 South, Range 33 east, Lea 
County, New Mexico. 

BEFORE: 

E l v i s A. Utz, Examiner 

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING 

MR. UTZ: The next case w i l l be 2115. 

MR. MORRIS: A p p l i c a t i o n of James G. Brown & Associates 

for permission commingle the production from two separate leases. 

MR. KELLAHIN: Jason K e l l a h i n & Fox, Santa Fe. We w i l l 

have one witness I would l i k e t o have sworn. We represent the 

Applicant. 

(Witness sworn.) 

JAMES A. WARREN 

ca l l e d as a witness, having been previously duly sworn, t e s t i f i e d 
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as f o l l o w s : 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KELLAHIN: 

Q W i l l you st a t e your name, please? 

A James A. Warren. 

Q And by whom are you employed and i n what p a r t i c u l a r ? 

A James G. Brown & Associates as Production Superintendent. 

Q Are you a petroleum engineer? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Have you previously t e s t i f i e d before the Commission as 

a petroleum engineer, and were ycur q u a l i f i c a t i o n s accepted? 

A Yes, on several occasions. 

MR. KELLAHIN: Are t h i s witness's q u a l i f i c a t i o n s s a t i s 

factory? 

MR. UTZ: Yes. 

Q (By Mr. Kellahin) hr. Warren, are you f a m i l i a r w i t h the 

a p p l i c a t i o n i n Case 2115? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Would you state b r i e f l y what i s proposed i n t h i s applica

t i o n ? 

A I t i s simply to commingle the production of the Line 

Stake No. 1 Well i n the northwest quarter of the southeast quarter 

of Section 9, 14 South, 33 East, which i s on State lease E-8334, 

and the production from the Line Stake A No. 2 located i n the 

southeast quarter of the southeast quarter of Section 9, 14 South, 
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33 East on State lease E-7353. 

Q Now, r e f e r r i n g t o what has been marked as E x h i b i t No. 1, 

would you discuss the information shown on t h a t Exhibit? 

A E x h i b i t 1 shows the locations of the two wells i n ques

t i o n , and the surrounding ownership of the acreage. 

Q Is the l o c a t i o n of the proposed tank b a t t e r y shown on 

the Exhibit? 

A Yes, indicates the tank b a t t e r y by the l i t t l e square that 

i s approximately s i x hundred f e e t east of Well No. 1. 

Q Now, t h i s i s on two separate leases, i s t h a t correct? 

A Yes. 

Q They are both State leases? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Is the lease ownership common throughout? 

A Lease ownership? 

Q Yes, s i r , working i n t e r e s t . 

A Yes, the working i n t e r e s t i s the same f o r each w e l l , 

i Q Is the r o y a l t y ownership the same f o r each well? 

A Royalty ownership i s the same, which i s State-owned land 

on which we have a l e t t e r from the Commissioner of Public Lands i n 

t h a t regard. 

Q Are the b e n e f i c i a r i e s the same? 

A The b e n e f i c i a r i e s , the schools i n both cases. 

Q And you say you have a l e t t e r from the State Land 

i Commissioner? 
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A Yes, s i r . 

Q Do you know whether a copy of t h a t was forwarded t o the 

O i l Conservation Commission? 

A I t was addressed t o the Commission, dated October 7th. 

Q And does t h a t l e t t e r approve the commingling of the 

production from the two separate leases? 

A Yes, s i r . I t states t h a t the lands described are owned 

by the Common Schools and permission i s hereby granted f o r the 

requested commingling. 

Q Would you o u t l i n e , f o r the b e n e f i t of the Examiner, the 

i n s t a l l a t i o n which you propose to make f o r handling the production 

from the two leases? 

A Well, we have presently i n s t a l l e d at the l o c a t i o n shown 

on the p l a t one ordinary tank b a t t e r y , two f i v e hundred-barrel 

tanks, and one t r e a t e r , and I have not prepared any sketch or 

d e t a i l of what we proposed t o do. Of course, we would go accord

ing t o what the Commission would require i n regards t o a d d i t i o n a l 

t r e a t i n g equipment and metering cf the production from one or both 

w e l l s . 

Q Now, are the f l u i d c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s the same f o r the two 

wells? 

A Yes, s i r . Do you want t o know approximately how much 

they produce? 

Q Yes. 

A Prpspnt. production of the No. 1 w e l l , i t i s 
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approximately 100 b a r r e l s of o i l per day and 40 b a r r e l s of water, 

and about 145 mcf gas per day. The l a s t t e s t on the No. 2 w e l l , 

which was j u s t r e c e n t l y completed — on the f i r s t of October --

was on the day when i t was producing 210 b a r r e l s of o i l per day, 

approximately 100 b a r r e l s of water per day w i t h 2 50 cubic f e e t , 

2 50 mcf gas per day. 

Q Nov/, do you know what the current allowable is? 

A Current allowable i s 12 5 b a r r e l s per day. 

Q Then the No. 1 w e l l , would you consider i t commercial? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Are both these wells on a pump? 

A No. 1 w e l l i s on a conventional pumping u n i t ; No. 2 w e l l 

j u s t l a s t week has been put on Cobe h y d r a u l i c pumping equipment. 

Q And No. 2 i s a top-allowable w e l l , i s i t not? 

A Yes, s i r . At the present time i t has — i t flowed f o r 

approximately three weeks and, of course, we j u s t have about four 

days' production since the Cobe i n s t a l l a t i o n was completed and 

during which days i t produced approximately 130, 130 t o 132 b a r r e l s 

per day. 

Q Were both of these wells completed i n the same producing 

i n t e r v a l ? 

A Yes, s i r , t o the best of my knowledge, and t o a l l 

appearances they are from a common source of supply. 

Q And what i s t h a t source: of supply? 

A The Permo-Pennsylvanian zone, appearing at a depth of 
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9900 f e e t i n t h i s area. 

Q What i s the g r a v i t y of the o i l being produced? 

A Gravity ranges, over the past several months, have been 

from — w e l l , from 40.5 t o 43.9, corrected. 

Q Now, i s t h a t g r a v i t y the same f o r both wells? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Then there would be no change i n the commingled product 

as t o g r a v i t y of the f l u i d s involved? 

A No, s i r . 

Q What d i s p o s i t i o n i s being made of the gas, Mr. Warren? 

A To date, the gas has been vented, but we have signed a 

contract w i t h Warren Petroleum Corporation and they expect t o 

s t a r t c o n s t r u c t i o n of the gas l i n e w i t h i n the next two weeks. 

Q Now, w i l l the gas production be separately accounted f o r 

from the two wells? 

A Yes. 

Q There w i l l be no commingling of gas? 

A No, s i r — as we presume t h a t would be required. 

Q W i l l the i n s t a l l a t i o n you propose enable you to account 

f o r the production from the i n d i v i d u a l w e l l s accurately? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Are you w i l l i n g to make such meter t e s t s , or other t e s t s , 

as may be required by t h i s Commission? 

A Yes, we are. 

j Q Have the o f f s e t t i n g owners approved t h i s a pplication? 
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A Yes, we also have l e t t e r s from the o f f s e t t i n g operators, 

which were addressed t o the Commission, Lion O i l Company, the 

A t l a n t i c Refining Company, Texaco, each of which have r e g i s t e r e d 

no o b j e c t i o n and approved the commingling. I believe the Commis

sion has the o r i g i n a l o f those l e t t e r s . I also have a copy of a 

l e t t e r from Cosden Petroleum Company, as a non-operating p a r t -

owner on both of these w e l l s , i n which they state t h a t they concur 

w i t h our a p p l i c a t i o n t o commingle. 

Q Was E x h i b i t No. 1 prepared by you or under your super

vision? 

A Yes, s i r , under my supervision. 

MR. KELLAHIN: I would l i k e at t h i s time t o o f f e r i n 

evidence E x h i b i t No. 1. 

MR. UTZ: Without o b j e c t i o n , E x h i b i t No. 1 w i l l be 

entered i n t o the record. 

MR. KELLAHIN: That i s a l l the questions I have, Mr. Utz 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. UTZ: 

Q Is your No. 2 w e l l a top-allowable w e l l , you say? 

A Yes. The l a s t four days i t produced a 130 to 132 

b a r r e l s per day, since i t was put on Cobe equipment. I t j u s t went 

on production w i t h the Cobe pumping equipment l a s t Friday. 

Q The allowable i s 120? 

A 125. 

Q Just barely i s , then r i s n ' t i t ? 
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A Well, i t i s at a r e l a t i v e l y low pumping r a t e f o r the 

Cobe, we f e e l , but we have not found out yet whether i t w i l l pro

duce more. 

Q Did you have any conversation w i t h the State Land O f f i c e 

as t o metering these leases separately? 

A No, s i r , I had no conversation other than — 

Q I t i s your i n t e n t i o n to meter them separately? 

A Well, i t i s my i n t e n t i o n to meter them. I f i r s t would 

propose t o meter the o i l and gas f o r the No. 2 w e l l , and by making 

whatever t e s t s are necessary t o be sure t h a t the meter i s checking 

out w i t h tank gauges t o provide the production on t h a t basis, but 

i f i t would be required by the Commission, or the State Land 

O f f i c e , why, we would meter the production of both w e l l s . 

Q Well, what was the production, again, from the No. 1? 

A Approximately 100 b a r r e l s a day of o i l , 40 b a r r e l s of 

water. Do you want the gas, also? 

Q No. 

MR. UTZ: Are there any other questions? 

THE WITNESS: I might add, we were t a l k i n g about the 

f l u i d s produced by both w e l l s . I might say t h a t the water, since 

both wells produce water, the analyses i n d i c a t e t h a t i t i s also 

the same, apparently the same source of supply. 

Q (By Mr. Utz) I t i s your i n t e n t i o n — are you going to 

separate the gas and o i l and water on the No. 2 lease, your 73 53, 

i before you t r a n s p o r t i t t o the common battery? 
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A Well, we would i f required. 

Q What was your proposal" 1 

A What I had i n mind was s e t t i n g a l l the t r e a t i n g equip

ment at the same l o c a t i o n . Of course, i f i t i s required t o 

separate on the No. 2 l o c a t i o n , we are already set up doing t h a t 

on a temporary basis and would leave i t there i f i t i s p r e f e r r e d . 

Q Well, i f you had one, i f you separated both on one lease 

would you have two separators? 

A Yes, s i r , two separators w i t h two t r e a t e r s . We do have, 

of course, the s a l t water disposal problem. I t would help to have 

t h a t at the same l o c a t i o n , also. The water from both t r e a t e r s 

would go t o the same tank. 

MR. UTZ: Are there other questions of the witness? I f 

not, the witness may be excused. 

Are there statements i r t h i s case? 

The case w i l l be taken under advisement. 
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF BERNALILLO ) 

I , LAWRENCE HOLMES, JR., C e r t i f i e d Shorthand Reporter, do 

hereby c e r t i f y t h a t the fo rego ing and attached t r a n s c r i p t o f 

proceedings be fo re the New Mexico O i l Conservation Commission a t 

Santa Fe, New Mexico, i s a t rue and c o r r e c t record to the best o f 

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

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have a f f i x e d my hand 

day o f November, 1960. 

I do hereby certify that to* f«r»foln« is 
a compic.s raocid c' the proaeedijga in 
the Skuihinei' hjajAtvgpS Qtsje to..J3L.U..ST% 

heard £y j i g ^ ^ j f e ^ ^ l : . / ^ k L n ' 
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I N D 3 X 

WITNESS PAGE 

JAMES A. WARREN 
Dir e c t Examination by Mr. K e l l a h i n 
Cross-Examination by Mr. Utz 

2 
7 

E X H I B I T S 

NUMBER OFFERED RECEIVED 

Ap p l i c a n t 1 s 
E x h i b i t No. 1 


