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THE TEXAS COMPANY L8

Ll L 138 EAST 42% STREET
NEW YORK {7, N.Y.

UOUQYUO C.LONS
- PREBIOENT .

ey 3let, 1956

r: Warwick M.: Downing .
824 Equitable Buil " L
Denver 2;- colorldo . :

; luy 23rd; with
probhu 1n' the Rangely 01l
We deeply appreciate the
you-as. chumn and the other members
“taking in an effort to bring about
the eonnrvation problcu in this ricld

10 The '!'on- CO-pa.ny
_has endeavored to oonduct its produeing operations in
most efficient manner and has always cooperated to -
; tmost with other operators to promote and adopt
oundenginesring and field operating practices whic
~serve to-prevent the’ (uuip.tion of: reservoir pressure’.
and result in seeuring tho ux.t.-\n ultmto ncovcry of
011 and gas. 5 : ) oy

We wish to point out that The Texas co-pany has
at all times worked dil tly and sincerely for a single
fieldwide unit for Rangely, as we are fimmly of the
opinion that only on this basis can the field be operated
efficiently and for the full protection of eorrelative
rights. In our efforts to effect a single fieldwide unit,
we have in the past made substantial concessions below
what we consider to be our fair equity in the fieldwide
unit,

It 1is sincerely hoped that at the hearing on
June 25th, the operators and the Commission can declide up- |
on a practical plan concerning Rangely and that it will

T O

A
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lead toward a final single fieldwide unitization of the

area. You may rest assured that The Texas Company will
continue to cooperate to the utmost im this effort.

8ineerely yours,





STANOLIND Q1L AND GAS COMPAN\
" CASPER, wwnmc ‘
June 12, 1956

i g

Re: Reduction in Ces Production
Rangsly Pield

YEMORANDM

Mr C. J. Christensen
Building

Dear Sir:

The following leases are high gas-cil ratic producers and have
been cut back as shown belowp

L. N. Hagood ®p¥, Rattery I 2783 BOPD to 2263 ROPL
L. N. Hagood ®A", 6 Battery II 939 BOPD to 856 BOPD
S. B. lacy 1525 BOPD to 12¢x BOPD
Staffer ®mj® 600 BOPD to _410 ROPD

Total 5847 BOPD to 477 BOFD
Production June Production
B0 %) MCFD R

5347

10,500 1800 14850 74900 1600

Approximate reduction in gas flare should be 2,700 MCFD by ~utting
oil from 19,000 to 18,000 BOPD.

Production the first 7 days in June was cut from 13,809 to 17,28!
BOPD with a decrease in flare from 7100 to 6350 MCFD. The actual reduc’.on
in flare was less than expected for the fellowing reasons:

1. Lacy #3 wvas not shut in until June 5.

2. West side compressor down 15 hours for an additional total flare
of 1500 MCF.

1. Plant tender reduced 6~1~56 from 130 to 125 MCFD per well.

4. About 200 BOPD of the oil cut was from M. B. Larson ®A", a low ,as-

0il ratio lease.

Yours very truly,

3C - Mr. P. A. Gruver Jo C. McCarthy

¢ - Now lsstallimg limer for gas shut off in Lacy ¥o. ).

7. Larson 3 3 and 5.





THE SHARPLES OIL CORPORATION eiL =
SULTE 1601 ~ 1560 BROADWAR CONSERVATIGN CUwmISSION
PLEASE ADDRESS REPLY TO DENVER 2, COLORADO

THE CORPORATION
ATTENTION OF THE WRITER

gy

i

MAY 2 41956

May 18, 1956

The 0il and Gas Conservation Commission
of the State of Colorado

11624 Blati Street

Denver, Colorado

Attention: Mr, Art Jersin, Director of Conservation

Gentlemen:

The notice dated May 16, 1956, of Hearing in Cause
No. 2, to be held Monday, June 25, 1956, has been received by us,

In that notice a request is made by the Commission
that the operators in the Rangely Field reduce their production
of 0il 10 percent "pending a decision on the Rules and Regula~
tions," and requesting that the Director be notified promptly
whether this request will be complied with,

Recently The Sharples 0il Coxporation, by virtue of
its having performed re-working operations at considerable ex-
pense to us in excess of $80,000, has been able to increase its
production rate in the Field, Despite our increased production,
however, we have been unable to maintain our competitive posi-
tion with the increases in production that the large operators
in the Field have effected,

In view of our substantial expenditures and the fact
that we feel that our competitive position in the Field would
be further hurt by such a reduction, The Sharples Qil Corporation
will be unable to comply with the request of the Commission to

cut its production in the Field 10 percent,

This decision on our part is fortified by the open~
ended time during which such compliance would be called for,
Although the Hearing is to be held on June 25, 1956, we have no
way of knowing when "a decision on the Rules and Regulations™
would be forthcoming,

Yours very truly,

THE SHARPLES OIL CORPORATION
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Mre Warwiik M, Downing - Page Two 6,711 /5.,

develep inmpromise Propesals towards a reasonable and fa;r
basis for unitizatton, 1 state frankly to you that ir my
“oiatan a sinple fjeld~wide unft is the only desirabile
basis, and such a untt wjil] not come into being unt;i o
Ra 9t sperater (o the Field takes a fair and reascnable
"PeSitioan in unitization negotiations,

I join you n ychr hope that something constructive wjll
came from the Hearing to be held on June 25, either by way

of a fair and reasonable order for the Field, or some
approach to unfitization, .

R Yours very truly,

THE SHARPLES OIL CORPORATION

v

Samuel Butler, Jr,
Prosidepti'





Sranpanp O Cosrany I

(twntama) -

010 S8ouTH MICHIGAN AVENUR

CiicAGo wo, TLLANOIN

June 7, 1956

O ITRIOR,
PHESIDENT

Mr. Warvick M. Dowming
Attorney At lLaw

824 Equitadle Building
Denver 2, Colorsdo

Dear Warwick: s R A TR

Referring to your letter of May 22, 1956, our Company sgrees
“with “you ‘'on the meed for unit operatiom and advanced: comservation .- - .
practices at Ramgely. We hope these can be effected before long. -
producisg subsidiary, Stanclind 01l and Gas Compamy, will continaue
X ntinly mrd thon onds: I und.rouad that. Sunoliud .

; :
ratica and sdvanced cmcmtlu ‘Cor Rangely.” Btasolind wor cd
hard {n helping the Commission formulate rules and initiste gas’

mjection there. They actively supported the Commission i the suit

Ahe rirst of ‘this year. It -seems to me that this may have been &
60d thilg because : L}u"opon&.m ALe WOV ‘producing their propertie
more’ in line vith their MER thaa ia the past. “This should improve .
By itization me:the sev producing rates furaish bett.e:
ylrdltlck Afo%ludxilskﬂn *ﬁ’htin vorth of px-oportln in the: ﬂold

"8tanolind 011 and Oas Coxpany has alvays boon ready to
L attend meetings and vork cooperatively toward unitising the field
... and utilizing advanced conservation practices. Their record {s eecond
-~ "’to mone 1a this respect; I kmow they vill comtiaue to vork hard and
_ cooperatively toward those ends. I am sure the problems facing the
Cormissiom {m Ramgely cam be salved by vorking vith them and the
other operators.

Stanclind {8 mow studying poesible field rules for
comsideration at the Jume 25 hearismg. As to further umitizatiom.
efforts, it appears that iaitistive actiom by the major operator
1s needed before other operators cam be expected to remev their
sctivity in this directioa.

Yours truly,
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7 - 'PROGRESS REFORT oN ENTRADA aas.
T - STORAGE -EXPERIMENT
. , ~ -z RANGELY FIELD, comm

Py mu comxssmn =

V~i_f »7 ) Pursuant to this Commission's request as contalned in
"fits ﬂotice -of Hearing, Cause No. 2 dated May 16, 1956, for a
- repart ‘on-the Entrada inJection experiment, I am appearing here
5 in,ﬁehalr er—The Texas Company and Union Pacific Railroad Company,
At the hearing before this Cemm155ion on November 21, 1955, The
- Texas'eempany and Hnion Paeifle preposed such an experiment and

'",,,suhseqaently'the Commissien issué ~1ts Order No, 2-27 dated

quvemb:r 22, 1955, which authorizeé experiments directed toward
ascertu!ning the feaslbility of gas Injection into the Entrada
femt:tun. - . ™ ey

- At‘thé‘N9vember 1955'h€i§1ng, Mr. Mattson of The Texas
Goﬂpiay‘set forth the Tellowing three objeetivea of the proposed
”wr Eﬁtraﬁa Bas sterage experiment'r'f

SR T - To determine the ‘rate at which gas oan be injected
~-inte the Entraéa reservoir and the reservolr pressure be-
iz#aéiar»attenéanﬁito such ga® injection.
t'7§;’ To determine whether or not the injected gas will
—a&;& iu'tﬁé reservéir,

3.' To determine whether or not this injected gas can

be reproduced, -

The first ebéective has been accomplished to the extent

‘that‘za! 1njeetion inte the Entnaéa in ene well has actually been
;agq;;ined at rates up te 22.8 mi%lion cuble feet per day, and
>pyesknre survéis té date indicate that Injecting a total of approxi-

whether or nee ihe’gas will stag in the reservoir and be reproducible--

--we are more than ene-raurth of the way along in our proposal to in-
Ject approximately h,G billien,eﬁhic feet of gas and two back [low
tests have recovered gas with no water. Information obtained to
= 1dé§§; hltheughfadmittedly not conelusive, indicates that the gas
‘iill stay ié the reserveir and that the majority of it will be re-
7prbdﬁeiblen Phis information, which is presented in this report,
!nggnts continuation of thi#“gas’storage experiment.
“Phe storage test has been conducted using only the Texas-
U.P. Well 70-32. This well is skown on Exhibit I--a map of the
| Raﬁgély Fleld shawing contours dérawn on the fop of the Entrada
ponosity.
. 'Notige'of intention was filed with the Commission on Janu-
_ary 10, 1956, to re-enter the téﬁporarily abandoned Texas-U.P. Well
56-32 to recomplete it as a gas injection well in the Entrada,.
- Appfeval by the Diréctor of ﬁhe Cbmmission was obtained on January
16 195é and- work on this well wes commenced on January 23, 1956,

) When the Texas-U.P. Well 70-32 was temporarily abandoned
-in May 1954, an intermediate string of 10-3/4 inch easing, which
had been set st 3812 feat and cemented with 550 sacks of cement,
wasrlaft in placs° Upon re- entering thls well cement plugs were
drilled out, a 7-inch liner was hing in the 10-3/l4 inch casing at
3750 feet axténéing down to 1185 Feet, and the liner was cemented

~with 110 sacks of agésht. The Iiner was perforated with 4 jet shots
‘per foot over a ten-foot interval 3837 to 3847 fest) at the top of
7  the Entrada poreéiﬁy; Report of wérkrdone was filed with the Com-

. ;:g;ssiop on Merch 13, 1956. .

’ 7,buring the-period Febriary 20 to 27 tests were made to

S Vdsﬁerﬁinér;ater prod&etive'eapﬁcity of the Entrada through the
,tgn-foot interyal of perrbraéiopao Pressure drawdown was determined

- for water flow rates:over & rangg of about 800 to 3700 barrels per

averags prodﬁéiif&ty'Ihdex_qagwﬁijculated to be 18,7 barrels water
/'pér day per pound drawdown -in ﬁﬁ;ﬁbm hole pressure, Static bottom
ﬁelé pressure was tqgﬁd to be 1918 pounds.

7 ‘Gas injeetion into the Entrada was commenced on Merch 1f,
1956, into these same perforations from which water flowed on test.
W?ﬁjééﬁion has beenwméde through éfx/a inch 0.D. tubing with packer
”;seé at 38167, 7
A ‘Daily injection rates, pressure and cumulative injected

volume are shown on Exhibit II. Referring to Exhibit II, it will

~--_ be noted th&t for the first week injection rates did not exceed

—h.&rﬁillionrcnbie Péot per déy,gidﬁsurf&ce injection pressure
reached 1776 pounds. By the'eﬁd;of the second week the injection
rate was 1 million cubic feet per day with a surface pressure of |

1966 pounds. Injeéction rate was-gradually inereased and during the
tenth week of injeéffan averaged 22.8 million cubic feet per day
wiqhiah everage surface presgurs of 2230 pounds, With the exception
of arthreé—day'shut=in (Aprii 7 to 10) gas injection was continued
over ﬁ perioéﬁapptaximéting two and one-half months.

" wAw of-May 28, when thé-injection well wss Shut in for
?r&ssure,sﬁrveg and baek floy'ieseing, a cumuletive volume of 1.186
Billion cublc feet of gas haé beéh‘injected. After being shut in
_for sever days the Qéﬁfom hole pressure opposite the perforations
was 1970 pounds, “and ;ﬁe shuﬁ-ih:sﬁrface pressure was 1760 pounds.,

inIlo;ing the seveﬂ;aay shut-in period, the well was
: brcaucea under restricted flawwbnlJune L. It produced 3,075 million
;ubié feet of gasrln,éSVhourg at 8n average rate of approximately
,é.B million cubic feet of gas ?;;”day with an average surface back
préssure of 1731 pounds. ¥o water was produced during the test.
B On-June-§ thé well was shut-in and remained shut-in for
seven and two-thirds days. ?reés?re surveys made during this period

show +that the reservoir pressure stabilized at 1956 pounds. This

=3 -

-daytiffrdm ;he"ﬁ#téﬁiéao@ﬂé;iéh%fates'and pressure data thus obtained,

',ﬁ;ﬁforma%ioﬁiinéinaﬁeéigééﬁwtﬁ%{ggf'1njection of 1,183 billion cubic
feet of g;s'hgs;iésﬁlted’i#;gé ;;£}ease in reservoir pressure of 38
© pounds., 7 o 'i; B

7 The second restricted flow test was begun on June 13.

- 1F1$w£hg at an averdge rate of é;?Emillion cubic feet per day for

a pef%ed,of 26,hduf§; the ‘well produced 2,959 million cubic feet of

',Tgaéiwith an average surface back pressure of 1733 pounds. No water

‘=was produced during the test.

' f‘ " B On June 1k, injection Qf gas into the Entrada was begun

—sga;n at s rate of 895 million cubic feet per day with 1981 pounds

sérface pressure. . Cumulative volume of gas injeeted through June

1& was 1,189 billion cubie faeto

= Restating eonclusions thch may be drawn at this time:

1. -Gas inigction into the Entrada can be effected at
rates of 20 to 30 million cublic feet per day with nominal
"’;“ipjéctiankprpss;}eso .

201'Thefeiia nothiﬁgrﬁéiindicate that the Entrada is an
ineompétént gas storage ngsgpyoir in the area’of the injection
VVWQllo dn'the gpntrary, the-data thus far obtained lead us to
5é1iévefﬁhat the'Entréda is=a competent gas storage reservoir,

: 3. The'gés storagérexggrimenb is progressing satis-
-factorily éﬁd should be éon€1nued to permit more positive
conclusibgs as tQ'competéﬁcé;af the Entrada as a gas storage
_reservoir and as to the abilfty to reproduce gas stored therein.

Wa;p?éﬁcsg to continuéiinjection of gas into the Entrada

in the Texas-U,P, Well 70-32 at rates in the renge of 20 to 30 mil-

,'1ion cubic feet per day. Subject to the limitation of shut-down

time-for préssure surveys :backrfiow tests and possible remedial

Awerk it is anticipated ‘théat mors positive conclusions can be drawn

within the next six mcnthso

— We.~ Pequest that thia statement be accepted-as the first

%hree-msnths report on’injection,cf gas into the Entrada in the

. Mexas-U.P. Well 70-32.
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My

The following statement was filed with the 0il and Gas Commission at a

Statement Reparding 350 BOPD Qil Limit

Rangely Hearing July 14, 1955:

We very definitely do not favor any decrease in total field oil productien
as there is a market for the current rate of Rangely production. It should be
recognized that if Rangely loses any portion of its market, such might then be
forever lost to other states, to the detriment of the State of Colorado. In order,
however, to facilitate administration of control on gas production, and, as an
aid in pret.ec;ting correlative rights, we feel a top individual well oil limit of
350 barrels of oil per day should be established by the Commission, Such a top
limit on daily oil well rates will provide an efficient rate of production and

will not restrict the total field oil output.
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¥. 0, PRIOR,
PHESIDENT

STaANDARD O1n. CoMpPaANY

(INDIANA)

910 SouTH MICHIGAN AVENUE

CHICAGO 80, ILLINOIS

June 7, 1956

Mr. Warwick M, Downing
Attorney At Law

82k Equitable Building
Denver 2, Colorado

Dear Warwick:

Referring to your letter of May 22, 1956, our Campany agrees
with you on the need for unit operation and advanced congervation
practices at Rangely. We hope these can be effected before long.

Our producing subsidiary, Stanolind 0il and Gas Company, will continue
to work cooperatively toward these ends. I understand that Stanolind's
operated production in June has been cut about 1,000 barrels per day
from that in May; this will reduce our gas flare considerably.

As you know, Stanolind has been a strong supporter of unit
operation and advanced conservation for Rangely. Stanolind worked
hard in helping the Commission formulste rules and initiate gas
injection there. They actively supported the Commission in the suit
brought by others against required gas injection. They worked hard
and cooperatively toward unitizing the field, compromising mumerous
times. The average gas-oil ratic of Stanolind-operated production
is much lower than that of the other major operators, Very little
gas was flared fram Stanolind leases until the last few months, and
recently another compressor was installed to inject wet gas and reduce

gas flaring.

The competitive situation in Rangely has changed materially
since the California Company increased their field output starting
the first of this year. It seems to me that this may have been a
good thing because the operators are now producing their properties
more in line with their MER than in the past. This ghould improve
prospects for unitization as the new producing rates furnish a better
yardstick for judging the relative worth of properties in the field.

Stanolind 0il and Ges Company has always been ready to
attend meetings and work cooperatively toward unitizing the field
and utilizing advanced conservation practices. Their record is second
to none in this respect; I know they will continue to work hard and
cooperatively toward those ends. I am sure the problems facing the
Commission in Rangely can be solved by working with them and the

other operators.

Stenolind is now studying possible field rules for
consideration at the June 25 hearing. As to further unitization
efforts, it appears that initiative action by the major operator
is needed before other operators cen be expected to renew their
activity in this direction.

Yours truly,

ol

[

THE SHARPLES OIL CORPORATION

SUITE 1001 - 1700 BROADWAY
PLEASE ADDRESS RESLY TO DENVER 2, COLORADO

THE CORPORATION
ATTENTION OF THE WRITER

June 11, 1956

Mr, Warwick M. Downing
Equitable Building
Denver 2, Colorado

Dear Mr, Downing:

I have received your letter of May 29, 1956, and this
reply to you was delayed by my absence from the city,

Everyone interested in the Rangely Field recognizes the
concern that you have over the production of the

Rangely Field. As you know, the position of The Sharples
0il Corporation in the Field is completely different

from that of any other operator. Since our interest is
relatively small, and a substantial portion of the lands
we operate are located on the structure, our gas problem
from purely a volume viewpoint has been made far more
acute in maintaining our oil production than that experi-
enced by other operators,

Yevertheless it has been our position, and we still believe
that we have not operated our properties wastefully, either
under the statute or according to the common understanding
in the industry, You of course recognize that being the
smallest and only independent operator in the Field, we
have had little choice as to the method of our operations,
but must necessarily try to follow the conduct of the
larger operators in the Field,

Many times testimony at the various Rangely hearings has
been to the effect that the flare should be viewed in the
light of circumstances and not just as an absolute amount.,
The present flare is not a flagrant amount considering the
magnitude of the daily oil production,

With regard to the past efforts to unitize the Field,
Sharples has not caused negotiations to break down, For

the past ten years I have personally attended all unitization
meetings and have on a number of occasions attempted to

Mr, Warwick M, Downing - Page Two 6/11/56

develop compromise proposals towards a reasonable and fair
basis for unitization, I state frankly to you that in my
opinion a single field-wide unit is the only desirable
basis, and such a unit will not come into being until the
ma jor operator in the IField takes a fair and reasonable
position in unitization negotiations,

I join you in your hope that something constructive will
come from the Hearing to be held on June 25, either by way
of a fair and reasonable order for the Field, or some
approach to unitization,
Yours very truly,
THE SHARPLES OIL CORPORATION

Yot /LT

‘Samuel Butler, Jr,
President

£UGUSTUS C LONS

THE TEXAS COMPANY
135 EAST 42> STREET

NEW YORK 17. N.Y.

May 31st, 1956

-

Mr. Warwlck M. Downing
824 Equitable Building
Denver 2, Colorado

Dear Mr. Downing:

Thank you for your letter of May 23rd, with
reference to conservation problems in the Rangely 0il
and Gas Field in Colorado. We deeply appreciate the
personal interest you as Chairman and the other members
of the Committee are taking in an effort to bring about
a solution to the conservation problems in this field.

We wish to assure you that The Texas Company
has endeavored to conduct its producing operations in
the most efficient manner and has always cooperated to
the utmost with other operators to promote and adopt
sound engineering and field operating practices which
serve to prevent the dissipation of reservoir pressure
and result in securing the maximum ultimate recovery of
oll and gas.

We wish to point out that The Texas Company has
at all times worked diligently and sincerely for a single
fieldwide unit for Rangely, as we are firmly of the
opinion that only on this basis can the field be operated
efficiently and for the full protection of correlative
rights. In our efforts to effect a2 single fieldwide unit,
we have in the past made substantial concessions below
what we consider to be our fair equity in the fieldwide
unit.

It is sincerely hoped that at the hearing on
June 25th, the operators and thé Commission can decide up-
on a practical plan concerning Rangely and that it will

-2«

lead toward a final single fieldwide unitization of the
area. You may rest assured that The Texas Company will
continue to cooperate to the utmost in this effort.

Sin ely yours,

4
(/547~ .

e

Tue CALIFORNIA CoMPANY

800 THE CALIFORNIA COMPANY BUILDING

New ORLEANS 12, LOUIsSIana

June 1, 1956

H. C. TEASDEL

PRESIDENT

Mr. Warwlick M. Downing, Chairman

Colorado 0il & Gas Conservation Commission
82l Equitable Building

Denver 2, Colorado

Dear Mr. Downing:

We have given careful study and consideration to your letter of Mey 2k,
in which you comment on the Rangely situation and request our cooperation with
the Commission and other operators in resolving the problems which exist there.
We share with you the conviction that something should end can be done to improve
matters and that the ultimate vital step in this program is unitization.

As the record will show, we have always strongly supported conservation
in Colorado. May we remind you that we intervened on behalf of the Commission
in the suit against it under the 1951 statute; unfortunately, the decision in
this case was adverse, thus invalidating the order requiring total gas injection
for the Rengely Field.

We worked diligently in the preparation and promotion of & sound conser-
vation statute. Further, we and our partners are the only Rangely operators who
have comsistently advocated an order limiting oil and gas production. Thus, it
appears to us that your suggestion about cooperation among operators lays the
issue squarely in the laps of the other parties.

Our position is unchanged; we believe that an order such as the one we
sponsored in the 1955 hearings, or one similar to it, will minimize waste both
above and under ground and will substantially restore equities. Moreover, such
an order, in our opinion, is not subject to successful attack. We feel, as you
do, that it would be highly desirable for the operators to cooperate in present-
ing & workable order for Rangely at the June 25, 1956, hearing, and we have high
hopes that such will be the case. But, if it is not, may we ask that you stand
f£itm ih your .conviction of the need for regulation.

You state in you letter: " . . . it seems logical that whether or not
the operators will propose s practical plan upon which they bave agreed, the
Commission will be compelled to issue & new order . . " We urge you to act
along these lines in the event the other operators are still opposed to a reason-
able order for the Field.

You again suggest that steps be taken to negotiate unitizetion of the
Field. One of the basic reasons why we have advocated so strongly an order
1imiting gas and oil production in the Rangely Field is that, as we have pointed
out frequently, production must be equalized and inequities minimized by such
action before unitization stands any likelihcod of success, particularly where

Mr. Warwick M. Downing
June 1, 1956
Page 2

the royalty owners are concerned.

You comment with alamm about the substantial increase in production from
the Field. As to our part in this, we have been compelled to raise our production
to its current level, and this is why: Believing that our operations conformed
with the soundest engineering practices, we maintained a moderate rate of produc-
tion until mid-1955, which kept our percentage of withdrawals from the Field rather
low.

The result was that (1) last year under the succession of emergency and
temporary orders which you issued and during the protractéd hearings, we were
"frozen" at thet low percentsge; (2) the other operators clearly implied that we
were unable to produce any more, in spite of our proteststions to the contrary;
and (3) in all unitization negotiations, our share was invariably tied into that
artificial percentage. Consequently, we have increased our production and are
able to raise it even higher. However, in view of the forthcoming hearing, we
will defer any further increase over and above commitments which we have made to
date.

All of the above leads to our urging the following two-point plan:

(1) The Commission, regardless of whether or not the operators agree
among themselves, should issue an order limiting oil and gas pro-
duction, which will equéalize production and will minimize physical
waste and the abuses of correlative rights.

(2) We will make every effort to develop & unitization program for the
Field, btut, in order for this to have a chance for success, it is
absolutely essential that the above step be taken first.

We wish to assure you of our unwavering belief in good comservation and
express our sincerest hopes that the Rangely situation will improve. You have
our full support in thig program.

Yours very truly,

/f/fwé’/

cc: Mr. T. S. Petersen
Mr. C. L. Pickett

Sranpary; Ui, Comeany or CALIFORNIA

225 BUSH STREET « SAN FRANCISCO 20 » CALIFORNIA

T S PETERSEN June 8, 1956

FHES DENT

Mr. Warwick M. Downing, Chairman

Colorado 0il & Gas Conservation Commission
824 Equitable Building

Denver 2, Colorado

Dear Mr. Downing:

‘ Thank you for your letter of May 25, which I was
very pleased to receive,

We, of course, are fully aware of the seriousness
of the situation in the Rangely Field and the need for the
most advanced conservation practice. We are hopeful that the
hearings scheduled to start on June 25 will result in a pro~
gram that will permit an equitable and efficient operation
of the Field. Your concern and desire to have the industry
settle its disputes on a basis of mutual give and take is
fully appreciated. On the other hand, however, when honest
differences of opinions and objectives result in a stalemate,
it is necessary for some unbiased, objective body, such as
the Commission, to issue a program to be followed. Should
this situation arise during the hearings, we are fully in
accord with and recommend for your approval the program out-

¢ lined by Mr. H. C. Teasdel in his letter to you of June l.

You were very thoughtful to apprise us of the situ-
ation and to solicit our comments, for which we are most ap-
preciative. You have our sincere hope that the hearings re-
sult in a positive and beneficial program, and you can be
assured of our full support.

Sincerely yours,

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY

WILLIAM REINHARDT
VICE PRESIDENT

422 WEST SIXTH STREET
LOS ANGELES 14, CALIF.

June 5, 1956

Mr, Warwlck M, Downing
Chairman

Colorado 0il & Gas Conservation Commission
82k Equitable Bullding

Denver 2, Coloredo

Dear Mr, Downing:

I wish to thank you for your personal letter to me of May
2k, 1956, expressing your concern over tke increasing gas flare at
Bengely and your bope that the Rangely operators will te sble to

unitize the Fleld through a broader and more generous consideration
of all problems involved,

You are fully aware, I am sure, thkat Union Pacific from
the begirning has been a strong supporter of, and has always direct-
ed 1ts efforts toward the unitization of Rangely Field as a sirgle

unit,

We have made & pumber of proposels to the Rangely opera-
tors, but unfortunately one major operator has mmirtained such an
unreasonable, unyleldirg position thet our efforts have bveer to no
aveil, Also, we now understend tkaeit minor interests, asscciated

. with thie major operator, refuse tc consider field wide unitizatior;
this degpife the fact that 1t hes been agreed by all operators that
such unitlzation is the proper and most efficient way to operate tre
flelg, ’

Union Pacific is willing at any time to meet with the otter
Rengely interests and again attempt to work out a mmtually agreeable
plan for the unitization of Rengely as & single unit, I cannot help
but foel thet if all tke other interests would cecme to such a meeting
with a willingnegs to compromise, & satisfactory plan ceuld be agreed
upon; however, if the adavant position which certain interests have
taken 1s not modifled, any suck meeting would vte a complete waste of
time end effort for all concerned, Perkaps your letter, being sent
as it was, to the top officlals of sack of the operators in Rangely,
will engender a spirit of compromise,

- w

I wuld like to point out at this time that while it is
true that the flare of gas at BRangely hae incressed subestantiaily
during the past six months, the flare from the joint Texas-Unien
Pacific properties has been so small as to be of no meterial con-
sequence, We could have produced a substantislly greater amoumt of
oil than we did, but such would have meant an increage in the amount
of gas flared, Therefore, we maintained approximately the same dally
average production for the six month period ending April 30, 1956,
as we did during the six months preceeding that period. I make a
point of this as it seems to me that it would be grossly unfair if,
because of the failure of other operators to comply with the Com-
mission®s desire to avold flaring gas, the Commission were to issue
an order penalizing an operator who had made an earnest and effective
effort to aveid such flare.

I appreciate your taking the time to write me & personal
letter with respect to the Rangely probtlems, and I assure you that
you and the other members of the Commission will have the utmost co-

operetion from Unionr Pacific,

Very truly yours,

Wz, Reinhardt

CC- Mr. Edward G, EKnowles, Denver, Colorado
Hr, Lee S, Osborre, Los Angelesg

PHILLIPS PETROLEUM GOMPANY

BARTLESVILLE,OKLAHOMA

PAUL ENDACOTT June 1, 1956

PRESIDENT

Honorable Warwick M. Downing

Colorado 0il & Gas Conservation Commission
1162% Elati Street

Denver 4, Colorado

Dear Judge Downing:

Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of May 24, 1956.
I want to assure you that the Management of Phillips Petroleum Company
is aware of the situation at Rangely and is anxious and willing to
take any reasonable approach toward a solution to the problem, con-
sistent with the interests of both the State and the Company. Our
Legal and Production Departments have been instructed to prepare for
presentation at the June 25 hearing a proposed set of practical and
fair rules for production of oil and gas in the Rangely Field.

We agree that unitization is to be desired. The largest
operator in the field prepared a 2-unit plan which was unacceptable’
to all the other operating interests. A single-unit plan unanimously
agreed to by all of such other operating interests was rejected by
the largest operator. There isn't much the owners of minor interests
can now do in the absence of some sign of interest on the part of the
larger owners. Please be assured that responsible representatives of
Phillips Petroleum Company will be present at any meeting called by
the larger owners to again attempt to unitize the Ran Field.

Very truly youts,
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H.C.BRETSCHNEIDER
FIRST NATIONAL BANK BLDGC.
DENVER 2, COLO.

July 5, 1956 i
CONSERYATIUN COMMISSION

JUL 6 1956

br. F. K. Van Tuyl
1207 = 16th Street
Golden, Colorsdo,

Dear Van:

inclosed is a memorandum of suggestions for "Report of
the Commizaion® for the Hangsly order, which I heve prepared.

There 1s one suggestion I wish to add which would be
on the last page of the arder and which I forgot to include in this
memorandus, This suggestion is that in the order thers should be a
paragraph It is Further Ordered* which would cell a hearing at sone /
not toc distant date, say Octover 1, 1955, to review the cperations
in the Rangely Field at that time. Naturally, I am assuming the
three months will give them time to ses how the order works out.
Also it might have a daterring affect on any operator filing s suit,
providing the hearing would be short of ninety days. The thought
here is there might be a posychological effect in setting a date
specifically for a rehearing so that the operstors would fesl we )
would make revisions if necessary. There is some reason for this,
in that the field has been opersting since November without an i
order and now we are trying to provide an order which would more |
drastically adjust the operations than would have been the case
had we been sble to issuo an order laat November.

¥r. Downing has asked for s hearing on Monday morne
ing at 10 o'clock, &t which time this memorandum will be discussed,
Of course, I understand you will be pressnt but do not know whether
Hr. Eames. or My, Dillom will be there. It may not be necessary
for thea to coma for the discuseion, Anyway, I sn sending a copy
to them so that 1n case we have difficully in agreeing on some
point they will be informed up to date.

I think everyone should feel free to criticime these
suggestions. I have discussed them with Sam and Art, who both say
they have no suggestions for changes, but that may not be true after
they read the memorandum more carsfully and think over the situation
in the light of what Jerain may write for the order.

I bave not prepared 8 list of Findings., Jersin will
do this or maybe we csn do it after the meeting Monday.

HCBk

-la

Everyone realizes that unit operation is the goal which we all
seek but everyone does not understand that certain steps must be taken
before that goal can be reached., It isn't entirely fair to criticize
the operators for being unable to "get together® or charge them with
lack of “cooperation”. Under our free enterprise system "cooperation®
is sometimes classed as "combination in restraint of trade*, which is
illegal, when defined by the Courts under some of our Anti-Trust laws.

MEMORANDUM

Attached is a tentative copy of Order No. 2-28 of the Commission
which is the result (except as to one sentence hereinafter referred to)
- of the long, careful and sincere efforts of our Director and his staff,
our Legal Department, Van Tuyl and the writer, after the Rangely hearing
on June 25th, This order is now under consideration by the Commission.
A serious question has been ralsed as to the effect of the sentence
"It is the intent of thls order that no well shall flare in excess of
35,000 cubic feet of gas per day®™ appearing on the last page of the
order and under-scored. This provision was proposed by the Chairman
but questioned by our Legal Department, Engineering Department and some
of the Commissioners. The particular objection to this provision is that =
it practically destroys the order which is based upon engineering data ’
and common practices of the industry, If the Commission wished such an
order it would not need to provide all the technical details as des-
cribed in the six pages of the order. For this very reason the Come
mission was unable to agree on an order for Rangely last November.
Hence, the field has been operated since that time without any formal
order. The unfavorable resulta obtained during this period are shown
on the ®Report of the Commission® contained in the order.

while the Commission has more or less blamed the operators for

their inability to operate the field without waste or abuse of correla-
tive rights, some blame may be attached to the Commission for not
issuing a formal order on a reasonable basis., The same condition

. existed last November and has continued to the present time. At any
time after that date the Commission had opportunity to issue an order
but could never do so because of the position maintained by our Chairman
on this particular point. Therefore, the Commission must take some
responsibility for what happened since November, 1955.

we are now in the same position which prevailed then because
some of the Commissioners refused to approve this particular provision,
due 16 its overriding effect on the order as a whole. It seems reason-
able to assume that'under current circumstances, the field can be
operated on a reasonable basis, considering the impending sale of gas
to the Pacific Northwest Pipeline Company; the 600 to 1 gas-oil ratio
with a top oil limit of 300 barrels per well per day; the restrictive
provisions as to wells producing with a gas-oil ratio of 20,000 cublc
feet per barrel of oil produced, and the other restrictions contained

therein. SOUZEBAYLION CONWIETA

There has been some misinformation afloat conceraning opeia‘t:toxzv‘_"__
of the Rangely Oil Field which some day will be corrected § ot
the purpose of this memorandum to discuss those matters begais

- involves a lengthy discussion. However, it is important t B
the Commission could have issued a workable order last Now '.'.. e
eight months of valuable time have been lost and now we an
with the same problem or dilema.

This matter concerns not only everyone interested in Rangely and
the State of Colorado, but members of the Commission and staff who have
been working so diligently and conscientiously toward the orderly opera-
tion of the field and perhaps the first step toward unit operation
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June 8, 1956

Mr, Warwiek M. Downing, Chairman

Colorade 01l & Gas Conservation Cemmission
824 Equitable Building

Denver 2, Colorade

; == _Thank you ;fo,xA' ;your letter of May 25, which I was
ery pl ased to receive; e o

ur y aware’of 1 L
of ‘the=ait tion:in ‘the Rangely Fleld and the need for:the
ost advanced conservation Practice.” ‘We are hopeful ‘that th
hearings scheduled to start on June 25 will result in a pro-
gram that will permit an equitable and efficient operation
of the Fleld., 7Your concern and desire to have the industry
settle its disputes on a basis of mutual give and take is
fully appreciated. “On the -other hand, however
i ferences of -opinions and objectives result in .stalen
t is necessary for some unbiased, objective body, such a
-the Commission, to desue a program to be followed o

his ‘situation arise during the hearings, we are fu.
gcord ‘with and ‘recommend OT ‘your appreval the program ut=

ined by Mr. Ho Co Teasdel in his letter to you of June ]

- 3 You were very thoughtful to apprise us of ‘the situ-
~.-atien amd to solicit ur cemments, for which we ars most ap-

.. preciative. " You have our singere hope that the ‘hearings re-. ey
““sult in a positive and beneficial program, and you can be B
ssured of our:full SUPpOrt,. ... S By ok i ¢

Ey o 3

Qihéorolf ""‘;





WARWICK M. DOWNING .

ATTORNEY AT LAW
824 EQUITABLE BLDG. DENVER 2 ”I”l" I"
00800015

KEVSTONE 4 @271

e | FETONE I eene June 14, 1956

¢

Mre. A. J. Jersin, Director

Colorado 0il and Gas Conservation Commission
1162% Elati Street

Denver, Colorado

My dear Art:

I am enclosing a copy of the letter I sent to the top men of each
of the 5 Rangely operating companies. I also enclose you herewith a
copy of the replies I recelived from them.

I wish you would kindly send each member of the Commission a
letter for me as follows:

"Herewith is & ecopy of the letter I sent to the top men of each of
the Rangely operating companies. I attach hereto a copy of replies
from each. There 1s nothing particularly confidential in the letter
I sent, but I think the replies are more or less confidential. At
any rate, please do not divulge them.

"While these replies sll sound very nice, they probably mean
very little. However, I think we bave accomplished the point desired,
namely, that the top men in each of the companies would be made
fully cognizant of what 1s necessary in Rangely, and have no d oubt
made it clear to the men at the local level their personal wishes
in the matter, which beyond question, are favorable, It is, therefore,
pos:ible"that‘onr letter to the top men may bring very. excellent
results,

Sincegely,

WARWICK M. DOWNING
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F|R§T NATIONAL BANK BLDG-
DENVER 2, CcOoLO.

July 16, 1956

Hr. sarwick He Downing
quitable suilding

Jenver 2, Colorado f\\

Lear narwhek:

Am sorry it will ve impossitle for we to abtend a meeting of the ‘\‘\ \-/\
Commission which I understand you are ayranging for gumes time toamorrou. \_\’/
The reason for this is that my asoneinelaw, Al Thomas, is in the hospital

and according to prestnt plans will be operated upon tomorrow, Tuesday.

I have to go out thers thiz efterncan for a consultation with the doctora

anii ve on hand tomorrow.

I do not beliove 1t is necessary for me to elaborate on what this
aemorandua contains., I have discussed il with all of the Conmissloners and

aumdmmmoxncwmlocpyotuwnr.ammd“.‘r.ainan” N
8o they too will have my point of view and figures in writing. ,; )

I have a copy of Mr. Torry's lettar to Jersin, dated July 1lith, |
and have noted carefully what he stated. I can unisrstand why he could :
sey that he sew nothing perticularily objectionable to the 35,000 cubic
{eat per day per well for flare restriction. I beliave if he asaw Art

ais and read my momorandus he would not he wo positive

mammmmwmumnmmmmnormmumm
tha order will be very harmful becsuss it practically invelidates ths
effactive parts of the order.

Uns resson [ sugeested we Lneluwde in the order a provision calling
a hearing for Uctober lst =as to glve the Comsiusion an cyportunity to
review our order sz of that particulsr tise and to give the operators an
opportunity to adjust their plons to sult the order. ilso we should not
forget, that when the gas 13 sold to the pipsline compeny thers could e
a maried change in tho results we have been expariencing {or the past
veveral months.

I hear tho Compdesion 1s bedng erdticized Tor 1 inakdliity to
alfter & lagse of so much tiae since lovenger,
tarding proovess towar: nnlld plang,

agree on an erder, especially
oS, and I oan swe ths dola; is e

SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS

The inclusion of the controversial sentence under the caption
ugrdert of the Order No. 2-28 is undoubtedly control as to all the other
provisions in that portion of the order, and having the effect of in-
validating and practically destroying the order. It is a control
provision.

It has been suggested that this controversial sentence to
removed from this portion of the order and transferred to that part
of the instrument classified as "Report of the Commission™ or under
#¥indings". A transfer to either one or voth of these sections does
not remove the detrimental effect of the provision as now included in
the tentative order; rather it tends tc confuse the issue, because if
it is included under either or both of the above quoted headings, why
does it not also appear in the formal part of the order, under the
caption "Order"., How can the Commission make such a finding or de-
claration and not include the same statement in the enforceable portion
of its order. The Court could find that since the Commission de:lared
its "intent" the effect would be the same. This provision should not
be in any part of Order No. 2-28

H.C.B.
July 13, 1956.

o low

Al BCCRCEIC DBSERVATION

The estimated toftal gas production under temtative Order
Uoe 2222 13 162,000 *of

The following figurss in ixample "A*" were taken {rom tihe
charts of the Califorda Company and Stanolind, filed with the
Copmlasion at the June 25th hearing. These specific itens are
marked x and reprezent the data ror igrch when the total production
of gas was 14l wlllion cubic fos

XAVELD tav
i I

Aapogition of the gase
Fual, sales and shrinkage aversged x 28 600 “cx

Injected inte sabar x 7€, 500
Injectad Into “ntrada x 1o,000 ¢
Total 115,500
dalance to ts accounted for 51;,’-00 Jef
SXAMPLE ©p®
Sur own calculations ere as follows:
stimated production 4h2,000 fef
deduction for injection W00 Mol
Jeducticn for use ete 25,000
Total 155,000 et
Sglance to ke sccounted for Z:COO &
SXAMPLE #C#
Total gas produced during May 1956 (high month) 152,578 [ef

Jeduct amount of gas which will be
saved by restricting the production of gas
Srom wells producing 20,000 cubic feet per

barrel, as provided in the proposed Jrder 2-25 10,775
Total L2203 s

Gas injection, based on the record and

past experisnce 80,000 4ef

Gas - Fusl, sales and shrinkage 28,000 ¥

Uas injected into Intrada (est.) 16,000
Total 118,000 el
Zalance to be accounted for 2,213 ¢

‘lone of the above examples tale into account ay sas io te sold to
Mcilfic dorthwest #ipeline vesinning in August, 195, wivch has uesn reporied
to he anyvhere from 135,000 el to 26,000 el Haily. 0%, therefore, seems
falr to assuma that the flare zas «ill be within reason and comparatively
saall aftor the pipeline sales bopin and operators hlawe had tims to adjust
thalr oporations to the new order. 7The abows tabulations show diilerent
resulis. Ixample "A" representa whet hagpened-in Xarche. xsmple 5" reprow
sents the mexieamn of what say happen under the propogsed order., Yost of thias
dirference can Lo acccunted for by the increased production sincs darche
‘xample C* represerts what tho result would have been had Jrder o. 2-23
veen in effect. in May,

e

Anyway you lock at the problem which now confuses the issue, and
nes bean doing so since Yovesber, 1755, we are arguing about 16 million
cubic feet of gas, more or logse L you mdcht aay cur whole ddscussion
ravolves arcumsi 35,000 cuble fect amcioun Ulare per uell per day. at's
look at the doilar and cents value of tie situation.

To swmariss the avove caples, doduct fran each exampio 14,000
e, representing approximately 35,000 cubie feet per well lisdi, and we
see the Tollowing regult.

ser -ell Jonoy
Falue of sossible
Tiare Gas

wver and “ayond
the 35,000 sel

Xl Zef Afference .or sell idmit.
Jxampls A" 21,560 laess 16,000 5,500 el R N
ixample HBY 36,000 " 16,060 20,000 2.5L
“xgple “C" eh,213 ¢ 16,000 8,213 1e22

35,000 eubic feet per well per dey 5 T# per Y Cubdc Feel equals . 2.4u per .ell

inder our order the well will nruwduce 200 tarrels of 2il daily
which has a value of : 2L0.0u por elL

It seems ridiculous Sfor all of us to spend 50 zuch time and erfort to
save anywhere Srom Sl¢ to 2.9k on a well which Lu producing 'EL0.CC per day.
2.54 veprasauts about 1/) of 1% of the woney value of one welll

HeCode

July 10, 19%

H.C. BRETSCHNEIDER
FIRST NATIONAL BANK BLDG.
DENVYER 2,COLO.

ir. faul d. Torrey
705 Lamar Soulevard
Austin 3, Texas

Lear Mr, Torrey:

I have received copies of your letters dated July 1llth and
13th, the former addressed to Mr. Jersin and the latter addressed to
Hr. Jdowning. I did not intend to write you particularly but perbaps
now mightbe a good time for me to do so.

I feel that your letter to Mr, Jersin was a very good
statement. I thought then that there were some pertinent points
concerning the matter which you did not know and could not have known
unless you spent more time here.

Now I see by your letter of the 13th to Mr. Downing that
in order to reply to his request for a positive statement about the
effect of Order o, 2-28 on production of flare gas you will have te
devote more time to a detailed study of the record. I can appreciate
this and I feel that il you do so you will agree with the positien
taken by idr. Jersin in his report. I have not had an opportunity to
study it because I have been out or the office due to the illness of
my son=inelaw who had a serious operation yesterday.

I should say now the particular point, about which there
has been so much discussion since November, 1955, has prevented the
Commission from issuing a new order on Rangely. I have stated to
dr. Yowning and others that this delay has greatly interferred with
an orderly operation of the Rangely Field and has retarded the con-
sideration and action concerning unit operation.

Yesterday we had a meeting. It was somewhat of a knock
down and drag out affair. The Commission voted to issue the order
as written after deleting the sentence concerning the 35,000 cubic
feet {lare gas per well per day and changing the date for a re-hear-
ing to September 25th instead of October lst. The latter was on Mr.
Jownding's insistence without any explanation of what he gained by
five days less time.

I think, perhaps, I should also say ir. Uowning voted
against issuing the order and three of the Commissioners who were
present voted for issuing the order. Une other Commissioner, who
was not present, would have voted for it had he been able to be here.
Thus, ¥r., Uowning has proven to me and others that he still is and
has been the champion obstructionist as to an order on Rangely and
that he still desires to continue 3some type of activity which could
interfer with the careful consideration of unit operation for the

field.

H4r. Paul D. Torrey
July 18, 1956

Page 2.

I am not writing this letter to draw you into our controversy
here. He has a faculty of being critical of people, especially engineers
who do not agree with him. Yesterday, without reading or studying
Jersints report, he ariticized it ummercifully and unjustly. ‘when you
come to Uenver on the 20th you will have an opportunity to learn more
of the situation and if Yowning desires to have you go into the matter
further I am sure everybody will be agreeable. However, if that should
be the plan it might be advisable to defer whatever your judgement may
te until the review hearing on September 25th or thereabouts. No one
was particularly agreeable to September 25tL because of the lack of time
to study the problem and also September 25th will te the day on which
our office will receive the results of operations for August. I am
sure you agpreciate that the engineers will have no opportunity to study
the figures on the same day they are received and give any safe report
concerning what has happened or make constructive suggestions for changes
in the order. None of the Commissioners were particularly in favor of
this short period of time but rather than argue any further we acceded
to that provision of the order.

I trust you will appreciate that this letter is written by
one who holds you in high esteem and has great faith in your opinions.

Sinspféi&/yaurs,
t§?§%237 \/ééﬁ;zégz;fii;CA/n:/;jt:>
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WARWICK M. DOWNING
ATTORNEY AT LAW

824 EQUITABLE BLDG. DENVER 2
1

{ kEysTONE 4 8271
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¢ AESIDENCE KEYSTONE 4 3834
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o e Yaa Turi,
l°0? - 1ita ot.,
Colisn, Calcrad In ra: Rangely

ary -~

¥ lear Doeclor:-

Pollowing wy lebtiar to you or "aa:erla:, I had g
confarencs today with Mre. Teasdel, »resident of ihe Calllorals
Comoany, aad fr. Plekett, tiue lorcal mana:er, Faey are both
oraatly alszmed cencernilaz tre oroductlon rats [rom Fangolye

43 statad la zy lebiar of 'sauw““aj, the 2.1 oro-
duetiosn isa risen frea acout <Z,020 bils. e day to 93,200 Bils,
at oressnt, and the flsre from about },030,090 sue fta. a day to
30,920,300 cu. ft. a day. Thney provhssy that 1L acthling ls done,
the flaras msy double or treble balors long.

They alse sdvise thelr comps=ay has not made any deal
#ith tae -i9e llne comnany, and st ~reasnt Acesatt 11taﬁ so bo
d). The r=2azan is the comolicatian artsing from the Fedsral lat-
.rel lias Law, bogetiar xita S Issling tast the jas Lz ruen 30rs
valuable injsctad into thne resarvolir than to =mell it at 7 centes or
therasbouts,. As & astiar of fact, Yr. Teasdol sxprsased nlwmeell

vers sty o 2

}

1y that sarlous wsste ls teln: committed In ths fleld,
both weste of oll and jas,

I 50ld tiaem we exvdscinsd to nave a neerling so Lne
asraal 2 v nh in earnssy lna Tasir request thab we
should £ mesgures o orevsnt wnzti tlew conaldsr
saricus wazete In tre [leld.

T wight add taat I heve talksd Lo T oe o
T suess all of thea, sl I oam satlslies sthat all of %
regret the present westeful nractices 1n tie fleld, and all o
I am surs are much more inclined to unitizatlion than aver cef
It ite zny suess that they would 21l be ;lad for us to make a
sarvation order, btut of this I av ot sositive.





WARWICK M. DOWNING
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t MEYSTONE 4 @271
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May 24, 1956
PEZRSONAL ATTENTION OF

¥r. ¥illlam Reinhardt, Viece President
011 Development, Unlon Pacific Hallroad Company
422 tost 8th 3Street

Los Angeles 14, Californie
¥y dear M¥r. Reinhardt:

The importance of the matter has prompted, and I ho ustify
thia letter to you personslly., I am reforring to the -asege ozé‘ 01l -
and gas in the Rangesly 011 and Gams Field in Colorado, ASs you une
doubtedly know, last November, the 01l and Gas Conservation Commiasion
of Colorado, of which I happen to be Chairaman, ended sll centrols
over the Rangely Field because there was such a wide difference of
opinion between Opsrators as to means of effective contrel, and
particularly to give the OUpsrators sn opportunity to work out their
problems themselves. e also hoped that developments would lead %o
more definite steps for a unit operation which everyone recognizes
would be the 1deal basisz for operating the Rangely Fileld,

Since that time, almost aix montha have elapsed. The
situation has not improved, but has deteriorated, Produection has
increased from about 65,000 bvarrels %o 80,000 barrels a day, and
the gas flare has increased from about 7 million to about 50 million
cubic feet per day, It seemas the Opsrators are now involved in a
serious competitive situation which will i{ncrsase the gas flare and
the production to a point beyond its present dasis, whioh could, if
it has not already done so, damags the reservoir and violate correlative
rights of the Overators and some of their underlying interests,

Under present operating conditions, sach Opsrator is endeavoring
te recover as much oil gs posaible to the best inkereats of thelp
respective companias., This 1s being dene under the direct superviaion
of the loeal repressntatives. The time has now eceme that this matter
must be solved by the top men in each Company. The men with the powez
to compromiss end who have the power to put into effect the principle
that Industry must solve its own problems by ltself, whioh wmeans give
and take, and never to appesl to pudblic authority to settle such
prodblems.

I would remind you that the differences that have arisen have
been of opinion, and suggest sach operator should zive sredit to the
opinions of all the other operators, I am sure that each compeny will
gain Car more by unitization than it will lose if such compromiss be
had,e 1Rangely, being a large fleld, needs the most advanced conssrvation
practice,

The purpose of this letter is to direet your attention to a
serious problem which confronts our Gommission, Our Commission, as
you know, has a responsiblility, but the Operators alsc have a responsgi-
bility, not only to protect the interest of the State under the
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Conservation Statute, but also to protsct their own Interests, I
think the time hae coms when you should take some personal interest in
preventing waste in the Hangely Field.

&t the hearing on June 25th we expect to witness an attitude

of ocoopesration among the Overators, to the end that a practical plan
can be dacided upon concerning Rangely, and that such a plan will be a
step toward final unitization of the whole esrea. Although I em not in
a position to apesk for the Commisalon as a whole, 1t seems loglcal
that whether or not the opsrators will propose a practical plan upon
which they have agreed, the Comnission will be compelled to issus a new
ordsr on the Rangely Field, because it appears that sonditlions as they
are now cannot continue.

The unfavoradls reaction of Senator Case's Senats spesch,
followed by the veto of the gas bill by the President, has smphasized
the purpose of the Industry to settle among thomselves on the principle
of "give and take", all controversies with public suthoritiss, and
concerning conservation problems, Certainly, our Commission will do
ovarything possivle to aveld any such controversy.

I have written this seme letter to emch of the top officials
of the Operators in the Rangely rield, and have sent a covy to your
locgl representative, It will be vary much appreciated if you would
take serious thought of thils letter, and of course, I would like to
have & reply, with whatever observationz you care to make at thls t ime,

Sincerely,

FARWICK ¥, DOTHING

[i-5F vd
cc = ¥r, Bdward G. Knowles, Denver, Colo,
Mr. Los Osbhorne, lLos Angeles, Calif.














I

PHILLIPS PETROLEUM GOMPANY

BARTLESVILLE, OKLANOMA

PAUL ENDACOTY June 1, 1956

PREBIDENT

Honorable Warwick M. Dewning

Colorado Oil & Gas Conservation Commission
11625 Elati Street

Denver 4, Colorado

Dear Judge Dowming:

Receipt is ackmowledged of your letter of May 24, 1956. .
1 want to assure you that the Mansgement of Phillips Petroleum Company
is avsre of the situation at Rangely and is anxious and willing to
take any ressonable approach toward a solution to the problem, con-
sistent with the {nterests of both the Stste and the Company. Our
Legal and Production Depsrtments have been instructed to prepare for
presentation at the Juns 25 haaring a proposed set of practical and
fair rules for production of oil and gas in ths Rangely Field.

We agree that unitiszation is to be desired. Ths largest
operator in the field prepared & 2-unit plan which was unacceptable
to all the other operating interests. A single-unit plan unanimously
agreed to by all of such other opersting {nterests was rejected by
the largest operator. There isa't much the owners of minor interests
can nov do in the absence of some eign of imterest on the part of the
larger owners. Please be sssured that responsible representatives of
Phillips Petroleum Company will be present at any meeting called by
the larger owners to agsin attempt to unitize the Rangely Field.

Very truly yours,





a- 98
TR X

CONTINENTAL OIL COMPANY -

LEGAL DEPARTMENT

DENVER 2, COLORADO
A, T. SMITH

GENmRAL ATTORNEY May 28, 1956

J. D. YOORHEES
R. C. HAWLEY

J. R. BERMINGHAM
C. R. HAMPTON

F. E. RADLOFF
ATTORNEYS

0il and Gas Conservation Commission
State of Colorado
11624 Elatl Street

' Denver, Colorado
Re: 1IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTI-
GATION TO TAKE MEASURES TO
PREVENT WASTE OFOIL AND GAS
IN THE RANGELY FIELD, IN THE
STATE OF COLORADO.
Gentlemen:

In reply to your request in the Notice of Hearing
sent to us in regard to the above entitled cause, this
is to advise you that in view of the fact that Continental
0il Company only has one well producing from the Weber
Sand in the Rangely Field, which well at the present
time 1s only making twenty-five barrels of oil with
considerable water, per day that we do not desire to

. reduce our production ten percent. It is our feeling

that due to a steady decline in production in this well
that any additional reduction would hasten the time
when the well would be uneconomical to operate.

Yours very sincerely,

Qe

R. C. Hawley, Attorney

RCH: el

cec: Mr. Wayne Glenn

P1 ONEERING I N PETROLEUM PROGRESS S 1 NCE 1875
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UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY

4232 WESY BIXTH STREET
LOS ANGELES 14, CALIF

Junt 5, 1956

T WILLIAM REINHARDY
YICE PRESIDENT

Mr, Yarviek X. Dewniag

Chairasa

Colerado 011 & Ges O-urnun Comminslien .. -

825 BEquitadle Buildiag o
2, Oolorede

24, 1956, aprvesing yeur consers over the
Bangoly asd yeur hepe that the Aamgely eperaters wi
mitise the Field thrvugh & Vreader snd

u.u---mumm.t.m
ris tovard the witisntien of Meagely Mt

¥ hnmsn-hrd”dohmhauopn-
" ters, but unfertwmately eae majer sperater has maintained suwch s
warsasonadle, wayielding position that our offerts heve been to me
vall, "Alse, ve nsv widerstand that miner interests, associated

th $his mnjor eperater, refuse te consider field wide waitizatien;
16 dogpite the faes that 13 hag been agreed by all eperaters that.

‘suck waltizasion: h m m«r M ‘e’ c“tdnt‘w io o)on.n ‘the

flad.

St el

B Uniea Pacifie 1- vulh‘ at l-: uu to meet vith the other
= Rangely iaterests sad agnin attenpt to work out a mutmally agreeadkle
- plan for the unitisation of Imsgely as & single uait, I ocanmet help
T wat feel that 4f all the other interests would ceme te wuch & mesting
“with & willingness te compremiee, & satiefastory plan ceuld de agreed
wpeai hewvever, if the adsssat pesitien vhich ocertain imtereste have
o taken 1s net medified, aay swch asetiag weuld deo 2 complete waste of
“$ime and effort for all cencerned, lerhaps yeur letter, being sent
- a8 1t was, to the top efficials of sach of the eperaters iz Raagely,
. \Auw.mﬂtﬁe‘mdu. .

R R R R R ED o R S PP e
e e L

fiEe AN
_:e.uo of the failuee ¢

sients dosire te X Commissieon were %o faswe
- R ¢ A mmnmtmdnenn,ﬁ
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WARWICK M. DOWNING
ATTORNEY AT LAW
824 EQUITABLE BLDG. DENVER 2 ¢ t
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Pirst NnSiomsl Bank Jding
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June 15, 1956

Memo to: H. C. Bretachneldsr
F. M. Van Tuyl
W, A, Dillen
Prescott Eames

Mr. Downing has askod that I send you 2 copy of the letter which
he aent to the top men of each of the five Rangely o] ting companies,
with coples of the replies received.

letters, which are as followst

*There is nothing particularly eonfid
but I think the replies are wore o, nfidential. ~ At any
rate, please do not diwvulge th \

While these replies all smmd(y
little, However, I think we ha
namely, that the top men in each
fully cognizant of wha!
made it clesar to the
in the matter, whi

fore, possible that ) 1
excellent results.™' \ )/

companies would be made
Rangely, and have no doubt
their personal wishes
favorable. It is, there-

/’/ ‘A:
M /l e J. Jersin, Director.
s ,
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PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY e
pﬂﬁ&ﬁvm:ﬂ;u wwﬂﬁsﬁ(m

BARTLESVILLE,OKLAHOMA

PRODUCTION DEPARTMENT Ha.y 25’ 1956 EARL GRIFFIN

GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT
L. E. FITZJARRALD

MANAGER JACK TARNER
TECHNICAL ADVISER TO MGR

H. 8. KELLY
CHIEF ENGINEER

In re: In the Matter of the Investigatlion to Take Measures to
Prevent Waste of 0il and Gas in the Rangely Field, in the
State of Colorado - Cause No, 2

Mr, Warwick M, Downing, Chairman
Colorado 0il & Gas Conservation Commission
‘ 1162} Elati Street
d Denver 4, Colorado

Dear Mr, Downing:

The Commission's notice of the June 25, 1956, hearing in the
above matter requests the operaters to voluntarily reduce their production
of oil from the Rangely Field by 10% pending a decision on the rules and
regulations to be considered at such hearing, conditioned upon all of the
other operators agreeing to do likewise,

The notice does not specify the base rate to which the 10% reduc-
tion is to be applied,

Phillips Petroleum Company is in this position., As a result of
a program of remedial work it increased its rate of production frem less
than 4000 barrels per day at the first of the year to approximately 6500
‘ barrels per day by the middle of April, Because of refinery requirements
we at that time reduced production to 5425 barrels, the current rate. This
is a reduction of more than 10% of the prior rate and more than 10% of what
the properties can produce todsy, z

Phillips therefore feels that it is already in compliaace with
the Commission's request,

In our opinien, the remedial work has not only inereasedsthe
current capacity of the wells to produce but will result in a substantial
increase in the total ultimate recovery at more efficlent gas-oil ratioes
and was in the best interest of conservation. A further reduction of 10%
applied to our present reduced rate of production would result in a rate
30 low that the expenditures for the remedial work would not have been

It's Performance Thot Counts
FLITE-FUEL — TROP-ARTIC

Mr, Warwick M, Downing
May 25, 1956
Page Nos 2

Justified, It would also require us to maintain the existing disparity
between the present temporarily reduced producing rate and that of other
operators.

We believe and hope that under the circumstances the Commission
will agree that Phillips is already in compliance with the request of the
Commission,

Very truly yours,

L. B. Fits)




