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BEFORE THE 
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 
April 10, 1963 

XAMIN2R HEARING 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Application of Continental Oil Company for 
authority to conduct interference tests, 
Lea County, New Mexico. Applicant, in the 
above-styled cause, seeks authority to shut-
in one Oil Center Blinebry well on i t s 
Meyer B-4 Lease, Section 4, Township 21 
South, Range 36 East, Lea County, New 
Mexico, to observe pressure behavior and to 
transfer said well's allowable to other 
wells on said lease for a period not to 
exceed 90 davs. 

) 

} Case 2784 
) 

FÊ ORE: Daniel S. Nutter, Examiner. 

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING 

MR. DURRETT: Application of Continental Oil Company 

for authority to conduct interference tests, Lea County, New 

Mexico. 

Mr. Examiner, we have received a l e t t e r requesting that 

this case be continued to the next Examiner Hearing in A p r i l . 

MR. NUTTER: The case w i l l be continued u n t i l the next 

Examiner Hearing in A p r i l , and readvertised. 
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF BERNALILLO ) 

I , ADA DEARNLEY, Court Reporter, do hereby c e r t i f y that the 

foregoing and attached transcript of proceedings before the New 

Mexico Oil Conservation Commission at Santa Fe, 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 . 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have affixed ray hand and notarial seal 

this 22nd day of A p r i l , 1963. 

My commission expires: 

Juno 19, 1963. 

Notary Public-Court Reportasr 

»-Seyy^.ttet ths tongolns i s 

New ^ ^ o ^ Q n t o n ^ ^ - - ' ^ m i n e r 
"ct„ion Commission 
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BEFORE THE 
OIL CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 
A p r i l 24, 1963 

EXAMINER HEARING 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

(Continued from A p r i l 10, 1963 Examiner Hearinq) 
Application of Continental O i l Company for auth
o r i t y to conduct interference tests, Lea County, 
New Mexico, Applicant, in the above-styled 
cause, seeks authority to shut-in a l l wells i n 
the Oil Center-Blinebry Pool, Lea County, New 
Mexico, for approximately 7 days to achieve 
s t a b i l i z a t i o n , to leave one well shut-in for a 
period not to exceed 90 days to observe pressure 
behavior, and to transfer the allowables and 
make-up underproduction from the shut-in wells. 

CASE 2784 

BEFORE: Elvis A. Utz, Examiner 

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING 

MR. UTZ: Case 2784. 

MR. DURRETT: Application of Continental O i l Company 

for authority to conduct interference tests, Lea County, New 

Mexico. This case was continued from A p r i l 10, 1963, Examiner 

Hearinq. 

MR. KELLAHIN: Jason Kellahin, Kellahin and Fox, for 

the Applicant. We have one witness I would l i k e to have sworn, 

please. 

(Witness sworn.) 

JACOB LAVINE 

called as a witness, havinq been f i r s t duly sworn on oath, t e s t i 
f i e d as follows: 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KELLAHIN: 

Q Would you state your name, please? 

A Jacob Lavine. 

0 By whom are you employed and i n what position? 

A Senior Production Enqineer, Continental O i l Company, 

Eunice, New Mexico, 

Q Have you ever t e s t i f i e d before the O i l Conservation 

Commission? 

A Yes, s i r . 

MR. KELLAHIN: Are the witness 1 q u a l i f i c a t i o n s accept

able? 

MR. UTZ: Yes, s i r . 

Q (By Mr. Kellahin) Are you f a m i l i a r with the applica

t i o n of Continental O i l Company i n Case 2784, Mr. Lavine? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Would you state b r i e f l y what's proposed? 

A I t i s the application of Continental O i l Company for 

permission to conduct an interference test i n the O i l Center-

Blinebry Pool and to transfer the allowables for twenty wells 

durinq the tes t period. 

(Whereupon, Applicant's Exhibits 
Nos. 1, 2, and 3 marked for 
ide n t i f ica t i o n . ) 

Q Referrinq to what has been marked as Exhibit No. 1, 

would you i d e n t i f y that exhibit and discuss the information shown 
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on i t ? 

A Exhibit No. 1 is a location and ownership p l a t showinq 

the O i l Center-Blinebry Pool in Lea County, New Mexico, Sections 

3 and 4, and recently Section No. 9. The top allowable wells 

are shown c i r c l e d in solid red. Wells which have a producinq 

capacity below top allowable are shown i n qreen, and one well 

with a penalized excess GOR is shown in the open qreen c i r c l e . 

The pool l i m i t s of the O i l Center-Blinebry Pool as currently 

defined are shown outlined i n blue. 

Q Did you say i t also included a portion of Section 9 

presently, i s that correct? 

A Yes, s i r , Sinclair has completed a well i n the Northeast 

Quarter of the Section. 

Q Has that been included w i t h i n the defined l i m i t s of 

the Oil Center-Blinebry Pool? 

A No, s i r . 

0 But i t is the O i l Center-Blinebry w e l l , i s that correct 

A Yes. 

Q Are you f a m i l i a r with the testimony and the exhibits 

that were presented in Case 2727 which resulted i n Order No. 

R-2408? 

A Yes, s i r . 

MR. KELLAHIN: At th i s time, i f the Commission please, 

we would l i k e to o f f e r in evidence the record and exhibits 

offered in Case 2727 i n the interest of savinq time in t h i s case. 
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This is the case which resulted i n a temporary 80-acre order 

for the O i l Center-Blinebry Pool. I believe that i t w i l l save 

time i f we j u s t incorporate i t into the record. 

MR. UTZ: That was the entire subject matter of t h i s 

case, 80-acre spacinq? 

MR. KELLAHIN: I t adopted f i e l d rules for the O i l 

Center-Blinebry Pool, but in the main i t was 80-acre spacinq, 

yes, s i r . 

MR. UTZ: The record w i l l include as part of the 

record i n this case the record i n Case 2727. 

Q (By Mr. Kellahin) Would you state b r i e f l y what was 

attempted to be shown in Case 2727? 

A In t h i s case i t was attempted to show and prove by 

the cross sections across the pool that the producinq zones in 

the main pay can be correlated from well to w e l l , and i t is 

indicated to be continuous over the entire pool area. I t was 

also shown by pressure build-up curves that a well should 

drain i n excess of 80 acres. 

Q What was the outcome of that case? 

A Order No. 2408 established 80-acre d r i l l i n q and spacinq 

unit s . The rules, however, were temporary and contemplated 

review of the case aft e r a period of one year, or durinq January, 

1964. 

Q What is the purpose of your proposed interference 

test as suqqested i n this application? 
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A The test is to be conducted for the purpose of further 

establishing that a well in the O i l Center-Blinebry Pool w i l l 

e f f e c t i v e l y drain in excess of 80 acres. 

Q How do you propose to do this? 

A We propose to shut in a l l wells i n the pool on a qiven 

date, hopefully May 1st, for a period of approximately seven 

days. The pressure buildup w i l l be observed i n the Continental 

Meyer B-4 Well No. 19 durinq the shut-in period. This shut-in 

period is for the purpose of achievinq pressure s t a b i l i z a t i o n 

in the reservoir, and we believe t h i s should be accomplished i n 

that time. 

At the end of the shut-in period, the bottom-hole 

pressure w i l l be measured in each Continental well capable of 

flowinq, and t h i s w i l l be noted by a bottom-hole pressure bomb. 

Upon completion of the bottom-hole pressure measurement, each 

well in turn w i l l be placed on production at the assiqned allow

ables. Well No. 19 is proposed to be l e f t shut in and i t s 

allowable transferred to other wells on the lease. The s t a t i c 

bottom-hole pressure in t h i s well w i l l be observed frequently 

durinq the producinq test period in order that the readinqs can 

be recorded. 

Q How lonq do you propose to continue the test? 

A Our calculations indicate that the drawdown in Meyer 

No. 4-19 should be observed w i t h i n s i x t y days a f t e r production 

is resumed. This is based on Iimited'reservoir data and could 
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possibly be in error. Vie propose that i f the pressure decline 

has not been observed at the end of s i x t y days, we ask that i t 

be continued for another t h i r t y days to f i n d a measurable pressure 

drop. 

Q What do you mean by a measurable pressure drop? 

A I mean a decline of s u f f i c i e n t maqnitude that there is 

no question of bomb accuracy. A minimum of one percent, and pre

ferably one and a half percent should be observed to be certain of 

our r e s u l t s . Since the reservoir pressure is in the v i c i n i t y of 

approximately 2200 p s i , we hope to observe the decrease i n 

excess of 35 p s i . 

Q W i l l i t require t h i s period of 45 to 60 days for the 

pressure to be affected by production from o f f s e t wells? 

A We hope that, or our calculations indicate that a 

measurable pressure drop w i l 1 be observed somewhere in the 

v i c i n i t y of ten to f i f t e e n days a f t e r the production is resumed. 

In addition to the transfer of allowable from the 

shut-in w e l l , you indicated that you want to transfer allowables 

between wells. Why do you want to do that? 

A We l i k e to do t h i s so that the test can be conducted 

without loss of current revenue due to temporary loss of allow

able from the observation welt. Also, because the hiqher w i t h -

jdrawal rates w i l l hasten the reduction of pressure i n the 

; observation w e l l . 

How do you propose to allocate the production amonq 
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the wells? 

A We propose to withdraw the same amount of o i l from 

the lease as i f the interference test were not to be conducted. 

This involves tr a n s f e r r i n g the allowable of the observation 

well and the allowable for the marqinal w e l l , No. 23, durinq 

the seven-day shut down period. I t may be necessary for other 

operators to transfer allowables, and i f they desire to do so 

i n order to avoid loss of current revenue, we urqe the Commission 

to qrant t h e i r request. 

Q Referrinq to what has been marked as Exhibit No. 2, 

w i l l you i d e n t i f y that exhibit and discuss the information shown 

on i t ? 

A Exhibit No. 2 is a tabulation of the wells in the O i l 

Center- Blinebry Pool showinq the A p r i l allowable, d a i l y and 

monthly; the proposed May and June d a i l y and monthly allowables; 

the proposed withdrawal rates for the producinq days of the 

months of May and June, and the allowable for the two-month 

period compared to the normal allowable for that period. 

0 Now the allowables here appear to be pre t t y uniform, 

is that correct, for the month of Ap r i l ? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Are these proposed allowables as you would chanqe 

them for the subsequent months non-uniform? Referrinq back to 

the e x h i b i t , i f you'll notice that the A p r i l allowables are 

p r e t t y uniform, aren't they? 
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A Yes, they are, a l l the wells havinq 84 bopd allow

able except Meyer B-4, the Meyer B-4 No. 23. 

Q Are you tran s f e r r i n g your allowables i n the same 

fas hion? 

A No, s i r , we are not. No. 23 is a marginal well and not 

capable of makinq up i t s allowable durinq the period of seven 

days. Well No. 21 is completed in the lower Blinebry, some 

200 feet below the main producinq zone from which a l l other wells 

in the pool produce. This well is not in pressure communication 

with the main reservoir. For these reasons, no allowable is 

beinq transferred from the observation well to either of these 

wells. 

The allowables from Mo. 19, plus 9 bopd in May 

from Well No. 23, have been pooled and then re-allocated to the 

remaininq wells in proportion to each well's measured Productivity 

Index. This d i s t r i b u t i o n is shown in Column 4 for May and 

Column 6 for June. 

Q What do you mean by the Productivity Index? 

A Productivity Index i s the number of barrels of o i l 

per day which can be produced per pound drop in bottom hole 

pressure under s t a b i l i z e d flow conditions, barrels per day per 

psi pressure drop. 

Q Is this measured by a bottom hole pressure bomo? 

A Well, i t ' s a production test with a bottom hole pressure 

bomb in the hole, which qives s t a t i c conditions and a drawdown 
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durinq flowinq period. 

Q Why do you propose to allocate the allowable in propor

t i o n to this Productivity Index? 

A F i r s t , i t provides more nearly a common flowinq bottom 

hole pressure which w i l l provide a uniform pressure d i s t r i b u t i o n 

in the reservoir durinq the test period. Secondly, i t w i l l 

hasten the occurrence of a measurable decrease in bottom hole 

pressure in the observation w e l l . 

Q What's the siqnificance of Columns 8 and 9 on your 

Exhibit No. 2? 

A Column 8 shows the producinq rate i n barrels per day 

that w i l l be required to produce the assiqned allowables durinq tiie 

24 producinq days i n May remaininq a f t e r the seven-day shut-in 

period. Column 9 shows the producinq rate in June which is the 

same as the assiqned d a i l y allowable. 

Q Then there would be a substantial difference in pro

ducinq rates between May and June i f this schedule were not 

followed? 

A That is correct. I t would also be necessary to produce 

the wells at a rate greater than 125 percent of the allowable 

durinq May. 

Q The d a i l y averaqe allowable i n May, spread over 31 days 

is considerably less than the d a i l y allowable i n June, is that 

riqht? 

A Yes, s i r . This would, i n e f f e c t , be carryinq over to 
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June that portion of the allowable not produced in May because 

of the seven-day shut-in period. This is more favorable than 

merely reallocating each month's allowable between wells i n 

that a constant producinq rate i s achieved throughout the test 

period. I t does involve, in e f f e c t , a make-up-allowable e f f e c t . 

A constant producinq rate durinq the test i s very desirable. 

Q Referrinq to what has been marked as Exhibit No. 3, 

would you state what that is? 

A Exhibit No. 3 is a tabulation supplemental to Exhibit 

No. 2 in the event i t ' s necessary to continue the test durinq 

July or the additional t h i r t y days. The f i r s t three columns 

are i d e n t i c a l to those in Exhibit No. 2. The remaining 

columns show the proposed July allowable i f the test is con

tinued to that month. 

Q Then Exhibit 3 is merely showinq the a l l o c a t i o n to 

the i n d i v i d u a l wells as you did on Exhibit No. 2? 

A Yes, s i r , with the additional t h i r t y days. 

Q What i s the distance from the proposed observation well 

to the nearest producinq well? 

A The nearest well is about 1700 foot, but i t is a 

| low P.I. w e l l . The nearest hiqh P.I. well i s approximately 2,000 

s feet. 

I 
! U What is the radius of an 80-acre c i r c l e ? 

A l,0b4 feet. 

Q What's the distance from the center to the corner of an 
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80-acre square? 

A 1320 feet. 

Q I f you can detect a s i q n i f i c a n t pressure drop i n the 

observation w e l l , you w i l l have proven that a well w i l l drain con. 

siderably more than 80-acres i n t h i s reservoir, i s that correct? 

A Yes, s i r . As a matter of f a c t , i t would indicate a 

drainaqe area of 208 acres. 

Q Do you fe e l that a f a i l u r e to note a pressure drop in 

the shut-in observation we l l w i l l indicate that one well w i l l not 

drain 80 acres i n the O i l Center-Blinebry Pool? 

A No, i t would mean that i n a drainaqe area of 208 acres 

the observation time was i n s u f f i c i e n t to detect a measurable 

pressure drop. We are confident that a pressure drop would be 

observed in time and we expect to observe one durinq t h i s t e s t . 

Q Have you already observed any decline i n i n i t i a l pres

sures in successive completions? 

A Yes, s i r . We had a recent completion, Meyer B-4, 25, 

and on the 13th of t h i s month the pressure was calculated to 

be 2124 psi subsea depth at minus 2300, which i s some 125 pounds 

less than the o r i q i n a l pressure of the reservoir. 

Q Then in your opinion w i l l t h i s interference test merely 

add additional evidence that one well w i l l drain 80 acres i n this 

reservoi r? 

A Yes, s i r , that i s correct. 

Q Are the other companies operatinq in the reservoir 
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cooperating with you in carryinq on t h i s test? 

A We fi n d in Sinclair's recent completion, the Adkins 

No. i l , i t i s producing only at a rate of 10 barrels per day of 

o i l and approximately 25 barrels of water, and i t ' s some 3,000 

feet southeast of the observation w e l l ; and i f they do not wish 

to shut t h e i r well in because of i n a b i l i t y to make up the allow

able, then we w i l l have no objection to t h i s whatsoever, or i f 

the company's o f f s e t operators do not wish to comply with t h i s 

interference t e s t , they would not be under any obligation to do 

so. 

Q You mean the shut-in period to comply with the i n t e r 

ference t e s t , the seven-day shut-in period? 

A Yes. 

0 I f , for example, Gulf f a i l e d to shut t h e i r well i n , 

would that In your opinion i n t e r f e r e with the interference test? 

A Well, i t would create a pressure drawdown in the reser

v o i r . However, i f the production rate in t h e i r well was kept 

constant, then i t would be a constant decline i n pressure or a 

s t a t i c decline in pressure and i t would have the same ef f e c t 

as i f the well were shut i n . 

Q So long as they keep i t on a constant production rate? 

A Yes. 

Q Do you anticipate they w i l l cooperate with you to 

that extent? 

Yes, they have n o t i f i e d us they w i l l . 
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Q Were Exhibi ts 1, 2, and 3 prepared by you or under 

your supervision? 

A Yes , s i r . 

MR. KELLAHIN: At th i s time I would l i k e to o f f e r i n 

evidence Exhibits 1, 2, and 3. 

MR. UTZ: Without objection, Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 

w i l l be entered into the record in t h i s case. 

(Whereupon, Applicant's Exhibits 
Nos. 1, 2, and 3 admitted i n 
evidence.) 

MR. KELLAHIN: That's a l l the questions we have on 

d i r e c t , Mr. Utz. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. UTZ: 

Q Mr. Lavine, you intend to shut in your No. 23 Well? 

A Ye s. 

Q For the seven days? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q That well has a producinq a b i l i t y of what, 40 barrels, 

about 40 barrels ner day? 

A Ye s , s i r . 

Q And the No. 12 Well of Gulf's, t h e i r B e l l Ramsey Well, 

has a producinq a b i l i t y of about 40 barrels per day? 

A Yes, i t ' s a penalized GOR w e l l , yes. 

Q I t ' s a hiqh GOR? 

A Yes, s i r . 
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Q And the Si n c l a i r Well which i s about to be completed 

is around a 10-barrel a day well? 

A Yes, s i r . I t w i l l be noted that Well No. 20,Meyer 

B-4 No. 20 is outside the Pool l i m i t s , and t h i s i s an oversiqht 

on, oh, I don't know whose part i t was, but i t ' s been applied 

for to be included i n the Pool. I t ' s the second well d r i l l e d 

i n the Pool, and we can't quite understand why i t hasn't been 

included. 

Q I t ' s your desire to include that well i n t h i s i n t e r 

ference test? 

A Yes, s i r . The application is made to extend the 

Pool l i m i t s to include this w e l l . 

Q A l l of your wells are on the same lease, i s that true? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Did Gulf concur with you in your request for 80-acre 

spacinq? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q And did Sinclair? 

A I believe so, yes, s i r . 

Q I t would be unusual i f they didn't? 

A Yes, i t would. 

Q Now i t ' s your desire to t r y to s t a b i l i z e the f i e l d 

pressure-wise before you s t a r t conductinq your interference test? 

A Yes, s i r . 

0. How can you s t a b i l i z e the pool unless a l l wells are 
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shut i n for a s u f f i c i e n t lenqth of time? 

A We do hope that everybody w i l l cooperate and shut t h e i r 

wells I n; however, the s t a b i l i z a t i o n that we hope to have, the 

pressure in No. 19 w i l l be stable i f any wells are l e f t producinq 

and t h i s producinq rate i s a constant rate. The pressure draw

down affected by the producinq wells w i l l be constant i n No. 19. 

Q Even thouqh i t miqht not be quite as hiqh as e q u i l i 

brium? 

A Yes, that's true. 

Q Do you know how easy i t w i l l be for Gulf to have a 

constant producinq rate for a seven-day period? 

A We have been n o t i f i e d by Gulf that they w i l l shut 

t h e i r wells in i f they w i l l not be penalized or have a loss of 

product!on. 

Q Yes, I know they have n o t i f i e d you of that, but I 

don't believe you answered my question. Do you think Gulf can 

s t a b i l i z e their w e l l on exactly 40 barrels a day or close to 40 

barrels a day for a f u l l seven-day period? 

A No, I'm not sure that they can. 

Q And i f they don't, then i t w i l l a f f e c t your proqram 

somewha t? 

A Yes, s i r , i t w i l l , 

Q On Exhibit 2 I notice that you have no allowable for 

your No. 25 well -- yes, I have found No. 25 now. Why is that? 

A Well, i t was reported on the 13th of A p r i l top allowable 
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well of 84 barrels a day on recent t e s t . I'm not sure that the 

well w i l l make i n excess of 84 barrels a day, and therefore we 

w i l l probably request that the well be permitted to produce at 

84 barrels a day throuqhout the test and possibly the loss of 

production from t h i s well w i l l be made up in the other wells durinc 

the seven-day shut-in period. 

Q In other words, you are requestinq about the same thinq 

that Gulf did. I f we require them to shut in t h e i r No. 12 Well 

t h e y ' l l want the No. 11 to make up i t s production for the seven-

day period? 

MR. KELLAHIN: I think, i f the Examiner please, what 

Gulf is proposinq is that the higher GOR well be treated as a 

top allowable well so that the allowable can be made up from 

i t without penalty. 

MR. UTZ: In other words, to allow the No. 12 Well to 

produce, to make up i t s allowable? 

A Yes, s i r . 

MR. KELLAHIN: That's r i q h t . I think that's what Gulf 

is proposinq. 

MR. UTZ: I see. 

Q (By Mr. Utz) To be treated as a non-exempt well for 

a period of time lonq enouqh to make up i t s allowable? 

MR. KELLAHIN: Yes. 

Q (By Mr. Utz) The allowable l o s t , I presume, would be 

seven times 40, 280 barrels? 
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Y e s . 

MR. KELLAHIN: Yes. 

Q (By Mr. Utz) Now in the matter of transfer of allow

ables, i s that shown on your Exhibit No. 3? 

A Transfer of allowables durinq the 30-day additional 

period i n excess of 60 days. Exhibit No. 3 is the July allow

able, i n the event that the test should be continued i n excess 

of 60 days. 

Q Oh, your May and June are shown on Exhibit No. 2? 

A That is correct. 

Q Column 8 and 9 would be the proposed producinq rates 

for each of your wells? 

A That's correct, durinq May and June, 

Q This volume, would that -- w e l l , l e t ' s analyze i t a 

l i t t l e b i t , 19 w i l l be shut-in, 20, 21, 22 w i l l produce allow

able for other wells and the seven-day make-up, i s that true? 

A I t w i l l produce for the seven-day period plus the loss 

of allowable in No. 19. 

Q And your 23 is your marqina1 well? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q 24 and 26 w i i l also overproduce? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q And i t ' s your proposal that Gulf w i l l overproduce t h e i r 

No. 11 as well as t h e i r No. 12? 

A That is correct. 
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to make up the seven-day allowable? 

A That's correct. 

Q By the end of June you would have made up a l l t h i s 

back allowable, wouldn't you? 

A Yes, s i r , except for the loss i n the event i t has to 

be carried over into July, n a t u r a l l y the loss i n production from 

No. 19 w i l l s t i l l have to be made up i n the other wells. 

Q Yes, I understand that, providinq your interference 

test would qo throuqh? 

A Ye s , s i r . 

Q In your opinion, do you think you can complete t h i s 

interference test in 60 days? 

A In my opinion, I feel certain that we can. However, 

t h i s i s , l i k e I said before, based on the best available data 

and which is sometimes inaccurate, and we hope, we feel that i t 

w i l l be e f f e c t i v e in 60 days. 

U Would i t be your recommendation that the order include 

some administrative approval for an additional 30 days i f neces

sary? 

A Yes, s i r . 

w What means do you propose to use for rneasurinq your 

bottom hole pressure on your No. 19? 

A We plan to run a bottom hole pressure bomb as often as 

possible, as often as the equipment is available, which w i l l be 
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approximately, no less than twice per week. 

Q And how lonq w i l l you leave the bomb i n the hole? 

A Only lonq enouqh to take s t a t i c bottom hole pressure. 

Q Under the assumption that the pressure is stabilized? 

A No, s i r , under the assumption that j u s t to measure a 

pressure to see i f i t has drawn down. We w i l l probably, in the 

lenqth of time that we leave the bomb i n the hole, we'll prob

ably qet no drawdown in that short a period of time. However, 

durinq a week's time we'll probably show some effects of draw

down . 

Q In your opinion w i l l t h i s pool s t a b i l i z e i n seven days? 

A In my opinion, yes, s i r . 

Q And ju s t p r i o r to puttinq a l l your wells back on pro

duction, you w i l l take a bottom hole pressure in No. 19? 

A Yes, s i r . 

0 Is that the only well you intend to take pressures on? 

A No, s i r . Vie plan to take pressures on a l l the wells 

that w i l l be shut-in except for No. 3, which has a pumpinq uni t 

on i t and rods in the hole. A l l of the Continental wells, I 

miqht mention. 

Q Gulf or Metex has no -- don't propose to take bottom 

hole pressures, then? 

A We haven't requested that they do, no. 

MR. UTZ; Are there any other questions of the witness? 

MR. KELLAHIN: I would l i k e to brinq out one thinq, i f 
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I may. 

BY MR. KELLAHIN: 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

Q Mr. Lavine, you say in your opinion the pool w i l l 

s t a b i l i z e in seven days. W i l l you continue to keep i t shut in 

u n t i l i t has stabilized? 

A We wouid l i k e to keep i t shut in u n t i l the pressure 

has s t a b i l i z e d . 

Q In other words, then, you would say i t miqht be more 

or less than seven days? 

A Yes. 

0 The chances are that you would qo the f u l l seven days, 

would you not? 

A Ye s, s i r . 

0 In the event you had to keep i t shut in lonqer than 

seven days, that would a f f e c t your proposed a l l o c a t i o n of allow

able shown on Exhibits 2 and 3? 

A Ye s , s i r. 

Q In other words, that is an example of how you propose 

to make the a l l o c a t i o n , and not necessarily the all o c a t i o n that 

you miqht make, is that correct? 

A Yes, s i r , that's correct. 

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

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. UTZ: 
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Q How w i l l you determine that your 19 or other wells 

are b u i l t up and have reached s t a b i l i z a t i o n ? 

A When we have no increase in pressure, which probably 

we w i l l have to determine that with two to three d i f f e r e n t 

measurements to be certain that the pressure is s t a b i l i z e d , and 

i f the pressure remains constant over these two or three days, 

then we'll assume that the pressure is s t a b i l i z e d . 

Q You don't intend to take pressures every day? 

A Yes, s i r , on the shut-in pressures, yes, we do. 

Q You do. 

A When I mentioned before about twice a week, I meant 

durinq the interference test or the shut-in period of 19, 

rather than the t o t a l shut-in period. 

Q My understandinq is correct, i s i t not, that you 

intend,even durinq the interference period,that you intend to 

transfer the allowables to wells around No. 19 i n order to have 

a faster reaction? 

A Yes, s i r . I f y o u ' l l notice on Exhibit 2 that No. 26, 

we propose to allocate most of the production, or a qreater pro

portion of the production of 26 to No. 24 based on the P.I., 

to e f f e c t a qreater drawdown in a shorter lenqth of time. 

Q No. 26 is quite a ways away from your No. 19, i s n ' t i t ? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Where is your No. 24? 

A Northeast of No. 19, the northeast location of 19. 
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MR. UTZ: Any other questions of the witness? 

MR. DURRETT: Yes, s i r , I have a question or two. 

MR. UTZ: Mr. Durrett. 

BY MR. DURRETT: 

Q I'm not sure jus t what wells are qoinq to be affected 

and how. Now the Commission has received some communications 

from various o f f s e t operators, and I want to read portions of 

these communications to you and ask you i f t h e i r wells are qoinq 

to be affected. Vie w i l l qo throuqh each one i n d i v i d u a l l y . 

We have a teleqram from S i n c l a i r , and they state that 

they have no objection to your application provided the i n t e r 

ference tests do not include S i n c l a i r leases. Didn't you state 

that the Si n c l a i r well In Section 9, in the northeast corner 

of Section 9, is n ' t that qoinq to be part of i t ? 

A No, s i r , i t w i l l not be shut i n . 

Q W i l l not be shut in? 

A No. 

Q And you don't propose to make that part of the test? 

A No, s i r , we do not, 

Q We also have a very lonq communication i n the form of 

a l e t t e r from Gulf O i l Corporation, and I ' l l j u s t b r i e f l y run 

throuqh some of the points they raise and discuss those with you. 

They state, concerninq t h e i r Easely State Well No. 8 located i n 

Unit A of Section 5, 21 South, 36 East, " i f i t i s mandatory that 

a l l wells be shut-in for the pressure build-up period, then Gulf 
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objects to t h i s part of the application." Now I think you 

stated i t wasn't mandatory, didn't you? 

A Yes, s i r , we are not makinq i t mandatory. 

0 But you do propose that t h i s Easely State Well No. 8 

would be included? 

A No, s i r , the l a t e s t information I have on t h i s well 

is tnat i t is not completed and they are not re a l certain they 

can make a completion, and i f i t is a completion then i t w i l l 

be a marqinal w e l l ; and i t ' s a lonq distance from No. 19 and we 

w i l l not even be concerned about i t with the interference test . 

Q Proceeding on with t h e i r communication here, they 

state: "We believe that any order issued approvinq Continental's 

application should provide that a penalized well i n addition to 

top allowable wells w i l l be allowed to produce i n excess of the 

125 percent maximum rate as specified by State-wide rules." 

Now I believe you t e s t i f i e d concerning t h i s hiqh GOR well that 

you would be inclined to have i t produce i n excess, didn't you? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q And that should answer t h i s objection? 

A Yes, s i r . 

Q Their f i n a l statement here concerns your Exhibit No. 2. 

They state that they note"that Gulf loses 16 barrels of allow

able, as indicated i n Columns 10 and 11. This apparently i s 

caused by droppinq f r a c t i o n a l barrels when calculating May and 

June d a i l y allowables. I t is recommended that any order w r i t t e n 
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should provide each well w i l l receive an allowable equal to i t s 

normal monthly allowable for the period of May and June so that 

the above loss w i l l not occur." I'm not sure I understand that, 

so I wish you would comment on i t . 

A Well, I'm in complete aqreement with them on that. I 

feel that t h i s i s a proposed schedule and the purpose of i t is 

to produce only allowable production and not i n excess of allow

able, and any manner in which the of f s e t operators or Continental 

should wish to produce t h i s allowable so that i t does not exceed 

125 percent of production should be permitted to produce in that 

manner. 

Q Well, I have the fee l i n q that they are actually t a l k i n g 

here about the mathematical computation. 

A Yes, I think that is true, that i s where these 16 

barrels came from is from the f r a c t i o n a l amount,rather than round 

inq o f f to .4, roundinq o f f to .3. 

Q But your application Is that they be allowed to make 

th e i r allowable up and not more than that? 

A Ye s, s i r . 

Q And not less than that? 

A We don't intend to dict a t e t h e i r producing methods 

whatsoever, and at the Commission's d i s c r e t i o n , they should so 

word i t that the production should be made up i n such a manner 

that w i l l not exceed 125 percent of allowable, reqardless of 

how they do i t . 
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MR. DURRETT: Thank you, Mr. Lavine. I think that 

w i l l answer my questions. 

BY MR. UTZ: 

Q Well, i t c l e a r l y i s n ' t your proposal to allow any wells 

to produce more than 125 percent of t h e i r allowable? 

A M No, s i r . 

MR. KELLAHIN: I f the Examiner please, I think there 

miqht be a l i t t l e confusion here. We do propose — 

MR. UTZ: Is t h i s d a i l y allowable or throuqh the month? 

MR. KELLAHIN: We are t a l k i n q about the allowable per 

well and the allowable is qoinq to be transferred to these wells, 

so the e f f e c t i s qoinq to be that an i n d i v i d u a l qiven well w i l l 

be producinq in excess of 125 percent but i t w i l l be producinq 

an allowable that came from another w e l l . There w i l l also be 

production in excess of 125 percent per day under the proposal, 

as I understand i t . Is that correct, Mr. Lavine? 

A Yes, but throuqh the lease or throuqh the month, we 

w i l l not have to produce over 125 percent allowables. 

Q (By Mr. Utz) For the lease or for the well per month? 

A Per well per day. 

Q You w i l l ? 

A Well, y e s , s i r . 

Q But per month, no? 

A No, s i r . 

Q Do you know what the drive mechanism is for t h i s pool 
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yet? 

A No, s i r , I think in the testimony presented i n which 

80-acre spacinq was qranted, i t was determined that i t was a 

depletion type drive, but we're not prepared to answer that ques

ti o n on the exact drive mechanism at a l l . A material balance 

w i l l be run very shortly to determine whether the water drive i s 

ef f e c t i v e . 

Q How hiqh a rate do you intend to produce any one well 

on a d a i l y basis? 

A Let's see, the top well w i l l be 141 barrels, 140.8, 

which is No. 24. That's almost 150 percent, I think. 

Q I t w i l l be a l i t t l e over 150 percent? 

A Yes, s i r , and the same applies to No. 26. 

Q You think that rate of production w i l l be injurious 

to the reservoir? 

A No, s i r . The P.I. was quite hiqher than that, or I.P., 

excuse me. We have no coninq of water or excessive GOR. 

MR. UTZ: Any other questions? I f no other questions, 

the witness may be excused. 

(Witness excused.) 

MR. UTZ: Any other statements in t h i s case? 

MR. KELLAHIN: I don't want to make a statement, but 

I would suqqest that as soon as the shut-in period has been 

determined and the amount of the allowable to be reallocated has 

been established, that Continental furnish the Commission with 
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a new schedule patterned on th e i r proposal i n t h i s case, which 

would be similar to our Exhibit Mo. 2 but based on the actual 

figures and on a monthly basis which would avoid t h i s 16-barrel 

proposition. Continental at that time w i l l be w i l l i n g to do 

that, in the event the Commission sees f i t to approve the 

all o c a t i o n and the application proposed. 

MR. DURRETT: For the record, i f the Examiner please, 

I do want to state that the Commission has received a teleqram 

from Pan American stating that they support the application i n 

th i s case. That w i l l be placed In the Commission f i l e s . 

MR. UTZ: We have prett y well covered Gulf's and 

S i n c l a i r ' s ? 

MR. DURRETT: Yes, s i r . That was covered i n Mr. 

Lavine's cross examination. They w i l l also be in the f i l e i f 

anyone wants to see them in t h e i r e n t i r e t y . 

MR. MONTGOMERY: Randall Montgomery for Metex, and 

we support Continental's application in p r i n c i p l e and are happy 

to cooperate in any manner that w i l l assist in acquiring the 

test. However, as intimated in the testimony and by the ques

tions of the Examiner, we say that t h i s i s only one tool and 

w i l l not necessarily indicate that one well w i l l not drain 80 

acres regardless of what the information i s , i f the information 

is negative. That's a l l . 

MR. UTZ: Are there any other statements? I f I may 

ask Mr. Lavine one more question, these pool l i m i t s shown on your 
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Exhibit No. 1 are the present pool l i m i t s ? 

MR. LAVINE: Yes, s i r . 

MR. UTZ: As of today? 

MR. LAVINE: As of Friday. 

MR. UTZ: I don't think we have extended anything since 

Friday. 

MR. LAVINE: Vie 11, i t i s possible that No. 20 w i l l be 

extended by today. I talked to the Commission in Hobbs the other 

day and they said that they w i l l get af t e r that immediately 

because I t was an. oversight and the well has been c l a s s i f i e d i n 

the O i l Center-Blineory since completion. 

MR. DURRETT: That wouldn't be o f f i c i a l u n t i l we 

have a hearing on i t as far as extending i t . 

MR. LAVINE: I see. 

MR. UTZ: So then a l l the wells that you propose to 

put i n t h i s interference program would be a l l wells inside the 

present, pool l i m i t s plus your No. 20? 

MR. LAVINE: Yes, s i r , that is true. 

MR. UTZ: Any other questions? Any other statements? 

MR. MONTGOMERY: Randall Montqomery. One point I 

f a i l e d to mention, Mr. Examiner, also in Continental's schedule 

i t included Metex Supply would be shorted 11 barrels. We would 

appreciate your takinq that under advisement also. 

MR. UTZ: I have an idea that the Hobbs proration office 

w i l l see that you qet your 11 ca r r e l s . The case w i l l be taken 
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under advisement. 
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