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CEATIMEN: Cood morning, Ladies and centlemen,
my name 1s Alan Levin. I'm Director of the State Programs
Divisions Cffice of Drinking Water, Environmental Protectio:
fgency, ‘Tashington, 2.C. I will be serving as your Chairma:
for today's hearing.

The first individual I'd like to introduce this
morning is ¥s. Fran Phillips, Assistant Administrator,

Fegion VI, here in Dallas of the Environmental Protection

™

Agency. ls. Phillins.

FRAN PEILLIPS: Good merning. Welcome to Dallas
Az Alan said, mv name is Fran Phillips, and I am the newly
apcointed Assistant Administrater for EPA Region VI. I'd
like to welcome vou to this sublic hesring on behalf of
Ms. 2delene Harrison, the Recional Administrator, who is no
able to be with us this morning.

I am very vleased that this, the first puklic
hearing on EPA's Proposed Underground Injection Control
Program,is being held in Regicn VI. I think it is appropri
ate that the hearinags start here. As you may know, our 5
State Region consisting of Zrkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico,
Oklahoma and Texas, contain ¢ rrez: numbker -I th=2 under-

grouné iniection wells which are covered by these provosed

regulations. Ve have estimated that more that 60,000 injec

O

tior wells exists in Region V7. 1Included in this figure, a
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mcre than 1/2 of the naticn's total of so~called Class One
injecticn wells. ©2ur 5 States rroduce nearlyv 70 percent of
the nation's deomestic o0il, activities associated with this
production such as reinjection of brine, advance recovery
methods and the netrochemical industry, are major users of
injecticn wells. In addition, Recion VI counts for 55 oer=-
cent of the solution mining of salt, nearlv all fresh sulvnhur
mining wells, and 30 percent of active uranium leachinc
oferations. Lach of these activities ;s closely associated
with tihe use of injection wells.
4

tlow, alsc, I wculd like to say that I am very

cleased that we are having the public hearing here today 1

Dallas, the first public hearing that EPA has held since

@3]

President Carter's energy anncuncement and energy message

last night. e spoke of a crisis in confidence and our
inability to perceive realitv. You know I think that's true.
ile bicker and comrlain and noint the finger. One week kig
0il is the culvrit, the next week bic government, we never
put the blame on ourselves. I agree with the President that
Dart cof the solution to this problém is the ability to accert,
not aveocid, responsibility. 2According to President Carter, we
are now embarkinc on a massive »nrogram of energy conservation
and enercgy self-reliance. That is a realitv. In this effort,
we will be balancing energy concerns with environmental

concerns. B3ut we can't forget that environmental concerns




‘-

1 indeed, environmental resnmonsibility, is also a reality.

2 Is we receive oublic comments today, I'm going to
3 ask the listeners in the audience, tne commentors and ILPA's
4 Fegulation Yriters tec accept both responsibilities as reali
5 It's really time to chance our attitude now, ancd start

6 working together toward solutions to our »rcklems if we are
T going to avoid this crisis in cenfidence. To this end, I

8 would like to pledce the suprort of our Regicnal Staff, lyr
9 Xnudson, ¥ater Division Director-where are you lMyron-and

10 Linda Tucker who i3 in Sharge of our Underground Injection
1 Control Program for the Region,tc assist you as we work

12 together. Thank ycu very much.

13 R CEAITIIAN . Thank vou Fran. The next thing I'c
14 like to do is introduce our Panel. Am I coming throuch all
15 right? Can vecu all hear me? Okay, cood.

16 2o—mr—Ffar—right—isMr—Samlorckas,—he'ls—the

17 Trogram lanager of the Hazardous ilaste State Program, Stat:
18 Program Sranch, State Programs and Resouce Recovery Divisi
19 Office of Solid “aste, EPA, Washingteon. Sitting tc :Ar.

20 lorekas' left, to my right, ilr. fark CGordon, he's an attor
21 with the Office of General Counsel, EPA in Washington. At
22 ry far left, is XYr. David Schna>f, he's an attorney with t
23 Permits Division, Gffice of I'nmforcenent, EPA in Washington

24 Sitting next to XMr. Schnapf is Xr. Paul Baltarw, he's the

25

Deputy Director, State Programs Divisien, Office of Drinki
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iTater, Tnvironmental Frotection Zcency, Washington. To my

irmediate left is lr. !lvron Tnudscn, he is the Director of

the 1Tater Divisicn, ETA Regicn VI here in Dallas. At another

table tc my far right are a number of EPA Staff neonle, and

since I don't know them all, I would like for them to please

stand and introduce themselves.

LIVMD2Z TUCKER: I'm Linda Tucker, Ghief of the Yater

Suvply Branch, Pegion VI, Dallas IFA.

DWIGET HOENIG: I'm Dwight Hcenig, I am a Geologist

here in Region VI, Water Supply Branch.

ERLECE ALLEN: I'm Trlece Allen, ¥Water Supsgply Branch,

CHARLES S8LVZR: I'm Charles fever, Fnvironmental
Ccientist, Epecial Assistant to *Mr. Levin in Washington.
DAN DURZZS: Dan Durkas with the Hazardous Waste

Program, Washington, D.C.

IL, STAUFFER: I'm CGil Stauffer, Fazardous aste
Program, Washingtocn.
CHAIRMAN: Ladies and c¢entlemen, this hearing

concerns Part 146, The Technical Criterion Standards, for t

Safe Drinking Water Act. Ve are nere to receive comments

he

on the renronosed reculations. e are not here to debate the

reculaticns but to listen to public comments.

Regulation setting that impacts ceoples lives is

-

a
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"

very 3erious an@ complex matter, anéd as a result, we also
consider the public's comments verv seriously. Some of vov
may recall that these regulations were initiallvy prowosed o
2ugust 31, 1976. At that time, we received a volumincus

corments on the regulations. The public plaved a great =ar

"I

in developing the nackage that is out on the street todav.
2s a result of the public's comments, rerhaps some of the
comments of the seorle in this rocm, PA has underccne 3 ve
cf study to try to refine and make these regulations more
respyonsive to the wublic's needs. We have hired 4 contract
who have worked diligently on these regulations. A3 a resu

of that effort, these regulations have been changed signifi

cantly so that once again we are revropcsing them so the

)'(_)'

ublic may have an o»nportunity, once acain, to comment. Ir
addition, these regqulations do go hand in hand with the LP?
effort to consolidate procedural regulations under a numbe:
of its permit »rograms. Those hearings will be held tomor:
Eowever, just so you can focus on today's hearinc
the regulations under Part 146, the Underground Injection
Contrel Reculations, were reproncsed on Afpril 20, 197¢. Tt
Consolidated Permit Reculations were onroposed on June 14, :
Very briefly about the Consolidated Permit FRegulations, Pal
122 is the Procrammatic Description and Reguirements where
EPZ as n»rimerv enforcement resvonsibility. Part 123, desc:

what an acceptable State Procram will be. The aprroval pre
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and how EPA intends to oversicht the State programs. Part
124, concerns permanent issuance process and public nartica-
pation. Fart 146, which is the rart we will be discussing
today once again are the Technical Criterion Standard for
the Underground Injection Contrcl Program under the State
Drinking Water 2ct.

Mow, there are scme over-lapse between Tart 146
and Parts 122,3, and 4. That was intentionel for the sake

=

of comprehensibility since the Underground Injecticn Control
Tegulations were reproposed in advance of the Consocolidated
Regulations. CFowever, when the regulations are promulgated

and final, those recuirements will e consolidated and there

will be a single set of recgulations if thincs go well.

In crder to insure adeguate public particination
and that the »oublic is inforred about the recgulations, there
mav ke one or two of vou in the audience that may not have
reacd Part 14C yvet. In that unlikely event, we wvant to make
sure that vou do understand what is in these regulations.
€c, therefcre, I have asked this mornineg !Mr. Paul Baltav,
the Deputy Director of the State Programs Divisicn, Office

of Drinking Water, to give vou about a 20 to 25 minutes brief

ing before we bagin our formal hearincgs. lr. Paltar,
MR, PAUL DALTAY: Thank vou. v job 1is to give

veu a guick over-view of what is contained in the UIC program

as it is currently proposed as cf a»ril 20.
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) "
g 2s Zlan said for those of you who have tzken the
trouble to De thoroughlv familar with these regulations,
I ask vour forbearance, I will try not to be that long or
boring.

The legislative mandate for the TUnderground In-

iection Contrel Trogram is contained in the

N

afe Drin

w

-
3
o]

Yiater Ict of 1974. Ilost of rou also probably kncw that that
Zct was amenced in 1977, and at that time Congress essential
reaffirmed the mandate that gave us the basic Zct. What

the law basically regquires is that =

)

£ pnromulgate minimal
naticnal recuirements zand that such requirements do a number
of things. First of 211, the reaquirements that ZP2L is *o

vromulgate are tc insure State Programs whichh will nrchibit

he subsurface implacement of fluids through wells unless th

J

are authorized, no unzuthorized wells. Bevond that bhasic
Vmission, there were a number of srecial things the law re-
guired the national minimum regquirements to do. First of
all, such reguirements that EPAX set were to try to avoid

disrurting 2xisting affactive State Programs. Suchh minimal

o

requirements were to take geolocic, aydrolcgic and historica
variations into account. Finally, such national minimum

requirements were to avoid interfering witlhi or impeding with
all the cas zroduction unless necesszary tc orotect undergrou

scurces of drinking water

Uncder the leciglative mandate F°A was alsc tc list
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‘"~

1 llstates, which in the judarment of the Administrator, required

2 [[TIC rrogram. That ijudgmen* was not tc term on the guestion .
3 lla report card or vhether we thought the states wvere doinc a

4 |lgood job or a baé job. That question of needinc a pregram

5 llterms on a question of the degree of denendence cn undercroundc
6 sourcés of drinking water, and on a variety of factors which

7 ||attempt to measure ir a surrogate form the degree of threat

8 |(|or pctential threat to that resource.

9 As cf the 19th of June, ©P5. has novw listed 4L states
10 ||in jurisdicticn as reguiring a UIC Program. <Cur current intan-
11 jlticn is te list the remaining jurisdictions b7 May of next vear
12 ||The major reason why we nave accelerated the schedule of list-
13 iing the states, during the course cf wri lpc the Consolidated
14 |ISeculations, it became clear tc us taat the ﬁazaréous Waste

15 jj¥lanagement Program which pctentiallv, at least, contrcls some
16 llos the same vractices was going to come on line much more ranid
17 |lthen our criginal intentions nhasing in the UIC Program. This
18 |lraised the vossibilitv of allowing in some states, at least, a
19 |mpossibility where hazardous waste disposal would be forbidden
20 Jjunder the terms of ICFR, DLHut that undergrcund injection would
21 {not ke controlled and vou would, in fact, create a loochole or
22 |leven a rositive incentive for peorle to disgose of undergrcund.
23 ||To =aveid that 2ossikbility, we have now tried o match up the

24 lltime in which these twoc controls would come in unparallel.

25 Cnce a state nas listed, accordinc to the legislation,
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the state has 270 days +o <Zevelopn a »rogram with which it

the nrimacy for imzlemrenting tihese regulations. That 270

aa

mav be extenced for ancther 270 cdays. The law also stipulat

tnat TPA may apnrove a prograrm in whole or in wart. 3y whic

is meant that either all thez types of wells controlled by

(D

regulaticons would be contrelled by the state, and it will

wrimarv responsibility in implementing those coltrels; or

state could chocse tc take resveonsibility for contrel of

certain tvwvaes of wells, IPR would promulgate a tyoe cf or

to control the wells that the state did not zontrol. If

stata chcoses not to narticisate in the vrooram, of 1f its

aoplicaticn is nct armproved, then under the law EPA must

sromulgate a UIC program for the listed state. There is

th

ct
vy

rogr

als

a grant program »rovidad for in the law to susnort the state

(¥9]

imolementation of nrimarv enforcament resmonsibilitw,

Taking this lecgislative mandate, EP: developed =2

-

se

of ragqulations rojosed cn A»ril 20th, where the fundamental
g Ph el = ’

)

injection but to try to assure that the injected fluids

0]

where they are suprose to stav. There are several tarrs

concent was one of containment, basically to try to permit

tay

llere which night be worth menticoning. One of these is that

a test of containment, the reculations now offer the terrm

the micraticn of £luids into undercround sources of drinking

water. This is a change frcm the earlier sroocsal and comme

is reacuested in the »rsarmble on that ccncent on the test of
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c¢o vou tell wvhestaer endancerment c¢f a Jdrinking water source
cccurred.

The rzqulaticns also Dropose a definition of under-
ground zource of drinking water and again, comment has been

recuested in the preamble cn that definition.

Fundamentally, wihat we've said as a general rule,
anvihing which is currently in use as a source of drinking
vater, or anvthing which is capable of vielding water with

fewer then 19,300 parts wer million of total dissclved solids

jat]

should z2lso be cdesignated as a »nrotective undercround source
drinkinc water. However, 1f the aguifer 1s not in use,

and if it meets one of three conditions, it i3 o¢il or mineral
cr gecthermel energy »roducinc, it is located in such a fashiof
that it is imoractical or dis-economic to use that water, or
if it is alreadyv contaminated in some other fashicn that aquifeF

eed not be designated as an underground source of drinking
water, Comment is again recuested on that rroposed definition

in the ragulati

-
0
o3
0]

That concerct of containment that I speak of is to be

tion of techno-

)

acnieved in the regulaticns throuch the applic
logical resguirements, tasically cocd engineering nractices
opliad by class of weld to the sidinc cornstruction creration
and aovandonment of these practices.

Thers is a zrovisicn in the vroposed reculaticns which

r

337 that, if migration of £luid still occurs even after all of
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these requirements have beern aprlied, the director, the
reronsible official Zor the wmrogram, mayv apply additional

reculrements including the closing of the well

-~

{4
h

migraticn

is still occurrin

AL

Let rmie quickly turn tc the basic pro
what are sone of these thincs thaf we are talking about? e
loocked at a number o poscsible ways of contamination and tric
to fashicn various kinds of restrictions c¢r controls to meet

the variocus matihwavs of contamination. First

(¢]

£ a2ll, one
way in which these fluids can sscape into the environment is
throuch faulty well construction itself. To meet this pathw:
we have pnrorosed a conceprt of mechanical integrity which
basically says that tha well has to be scund in construction
and there cannot bhe significant migraticn in between the outs
casing and the well bore. Comments have again been regueste«
in the preamble on this specific anproach, the test that we
suggest in demonstrating mechanical integritv as the over-al
concept.

fnother rathwav 2% contamination is nearby wells.
Once the nrescure, the incremental uvressure in the injection
zone 1is created there is a nossibility of forcing either nat.

fluids cr injected f£fluids hack un out of that ar=a through

man rmade conduits. The ccnceot of meetinc this i1z rowosed
as the area ci review vhich mav be done either as set as a

flap 1/4 mile cr other aribitrary distance, or it mayv be

)
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cetermined on the basis of a mathematical escuation. Once th:
area of reviaw is described, the wells which penetrate, thes:

mayv be abandonzad wells or active wells, which penetrate the

injection zone within the area of review must be looke

4
\,

av.

If those wells are faulty or could serve as condults for the

oressurized ligquids to come up, some avproprizte corrective

+

action must be taken. Comments again are reguested on this

1

annyroaca.

Third rossible wvay in which vou could have £luids
move into underground sources of drinking water is tarougn

“aulty or fractured confining layers. Eere there is a varis

h

of sighting reguiremeants, control of injecticn voressure and
various other crerating recuirements.
£ further wav in which contamination could cccur is

»

through the direct injection either into or above the drinki

e

16

17

138

19

20
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water source. 323asically, we couldn't imagine very ruch to'z
about this sngineering practices ancé essentially there is a
ban cr a phase out suggested for these kinds of practices.
Finallv, ancther zathway is the lzteral diswvlacemne:
cf fluids, and here again a variety of sighting ccntrols,
controls on injection pressure and monitoring reguirements
are aprlied. There is comment sought especially with regar
this f£if+th class of zrea, because in order to micik up all o

the wells we can,bv latarzl diszlzcement creats some

'

ind cf contamineticn, ve also extenced the scope of cove



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

} 1R

of these regulations for onlv those wells which inject into

above & drinkinc water scurce te z2ll injection »ractices.

That is hignlichted for rou in the preamble and, again, comrme:d

iz requested on that extaension of 3corx

e}

e in the r=gulations

marticularly with resmect to any zroblems that might be creat=

p)

bv picking up off-shore wells.
T2t are the tools for control that the regulations
propose? There are basically 5 of them, The law savs LFA

ray set the minimum recuirements to control either throuch

4

nernits, svecific case bv case sermits, or by rales. In the

event we have »ronosed 5 tecols, Certain kinds of wells,
Class I wells, new Class II and Salt water disposal wells,
Class IITI wells must be controlled by permits. There is a

comment recuested waether we are using the vermit tool in an

aporocriate fashion.

~re variant of the permit is a concernt called ths ares

sermit, vherein if a well is operated under the control cf a

single owverator, if it is injecting into the same stratum, if

it's for the same rurdose, 1f ii's essentially of the same con=

struction, the orerator may anply f£for and cktain the sincle

area permit to cover an unlimited number of holes in the ground

1

The big advantage is that once you obtain that that additicnal

-

-

wells that meet the same criteriza of being of t

o
0
[)
o
Q
o)

!

4

]

structicn, for the same cTuroose et cetera, may b

>
¢
H
j¥i}
3
ct
®
o]

acministratively and you need not go through the formal dublic
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nearing nrocess. Comment is reguested on all aszects of the

area Termit concept.

case cf existing wells, the regulations sayv there are 5 year:

TThile a well is waiting for i1ts turn tco come up, it will be

autherized »y interim rules. There a

t3
1]
v
{—t
n
0
ge)
®
K
I
4}
o
0]
o
t
!
[
-l
(Y
n

Txisting under Class II, Class IV and Class ¥V wells are pro-

recsed to ke controlled by general rules. The rules are to
ancly essentially the game recuirements that would apply to

that tveoe cr class of well under the permnit.

ho

Finally, we have alsc recognized in certain instan

Q

it is recuired that injection be vrossible in very ruick orxrds
and go we have vrornsed tae nossibility of a temporary author
ization of two tyses. In cases where you would have signifi

cant risk to the environment, temsorary zauthorization may be

[y

given for injection. The kind of situation this is intended
to cover is, for examzsle, if you have a spill of toxic chemi

and environmentally the scundest way to get rid of that stuf

o

is to nut it down the well which could in fact accept that;
but at the moment, no such injection is autherizsd into that

well. It is desirable to be zble to have this toxic chemics

),

dispesed of through that vcarticuler well and a temoorary

Jnother situation is wher

[N
o
(]
(¥
)
O}
u
1~
(6]
t—
0]

authorization sheculsd

1

a3 overations an irretrievabls loss cf natural resources

-

in

-
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-
micht occur unless injecticn were »ossible. This is the

sacend tyse of situation in which temporarv authorization wo.

be contemnlated. 2Again, corment 1s requested on the entire

concent of temporary autiiorization whether it is too strict,or

too loose, or whether it is properly fcormula

[ ]

As I mentioned, the requirements are to be apnlied bvw

1]
0
th

classes of wells. ¥We have tried to divide the univers

nractices into five major groupings tc =2nadle us to zet reasori-

ably consistent requirerents by tyvpe of well.

Class I wells are those by definition which involve
the industrial, municirzal disposal of wraste Zcr the nuclear
storage disnosal, and by definiticn thase are to inject below

tae deenest source of drinking water in the area. Our best

Class II embraces 3ll of those classes which are

ralated to the »roduction of oil or gas,

Class III wells are =211 cf the special =rocess vells,
wihich may be either the solution mining of chemiczls or

minerals, in-situ classificaticn arnd the oroduction of geo-
thermal energy. We estimate that approximately 2,000 of those
exists as far as we know todav.

Class IV walls are ones wnich are strictly Jdefined

t

23 shallow wrells wihich inject into or above cdrinkinc water

sources whici are overated ecither v generators of hazardous
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vaste as defined under ICRZ, or are orerated by hazardous

o
n
ﬁ.
(V]

r management facilities as cdefined under TCRL. TVle
estimate that approximatel; 7500 of those exists. I should
point out that when we drafted that particular language, we
dié¢ so again to line up with the Fazardous Waste lManacement
ragulations and we were aware when wé drew that reguirement
that such a formulation could in fact ermbrace shallow wells
onerated by one of these facilities which itself, in fact, m:

not disrcse of hazardous waste. 2nd 350 a comment was put in-

lthe preamble specifically to elicit information on how cften

this would occur andéd what that varticular definition would

cause in the way of sroblems.

i)

finallv, Class V is the 2ll other wells, this erbra

-

I

-

road variety of beneficial practices like intenticnal

et
)

=2
L=

o)
U

racharce of acuifers to air conditioning return flows, agri-

cultural irrigation wells, etcetera. Our best estimate is

1
fu
ct
o
)
(D
5
(0]
o

re at least about 1/4 o0f a nillion of such »ract

To turn to the specific reguirements class by class

let me first guickly run over th2 recuirements that an»ly to

Class I, the industrial, and municioal and nuclear wells, an

M)

Class=zs 1IXI, IV and V. Classes I zand ITI are to be controll

v

Ly ocerriiz, ag I oz2if hefores. Thev are to demonstrate mecha

cal intecrity initiallv and at least once every 5 vears tier

after. The area of review must be asrlied and corrective

action must bhe taken on faultv wells within the area of revi
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Constructicn requirements are set for these wells, and the
nreamble radquest comments on the aprropriateness of these

construction requirements. aAbandonment recuirements also

ap

'

1v and there i3 a fineancial stinulation that the operator
Y z

of that well must demonstrate in scome form, not necessarily a

bend, but in some form must demonstrate financial responsibilim

sufficient to abandon the well »ronerly a2t tihe end of its
usefulness. Monitoring reguirements are applied, orderly
reporting ;equirements to the permitting authoritv ars apgplied.
I should »oint out in this regard, that on Class III in the
early 1575 »roposal we did get extensive comments, we did

nalie changes in response to those comments but cer+ain others

wa want to ccnfess one more time, and so the nreamble goes

W]

through a verv lencthy explanaticn cf the kinds of consider-

ations that we've looked at, the kinds of alternatives we'wve

thought about for Class iII, and sclicit explicit ccmments
from wou, the public, on the arpropriateness cf what we have
done so far, and what other things we micht do in the area
cf Class III. The central guestion here iIs that given the
diversity of wells waicih mav be covered by Class III whether

we have tried to span too great a diversity of wells with a
single set of controls, znd what if anything we should do about
that vroblem. If incdeed a problem exists.

Class IV wells, a2s I menticned, are titose owned or

operated either bv a generator of hazardous waste or a
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Hazardous vaste Illanagement facility. Ve cculd think of no
good engineering vractices to ardly to these wells to make

them safe i

Ha
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into or above a drinking
water source. 2 nd sc basically, the requirements are that
no nev suci wells may ke constructed, existing ones are to b«
phaased out in three vears. There are monitoring and repocrtii
regquirements for these wells, but we have chosen rot toc arncl:
either area of review or mechanical‘integrity reguirements.

First, because the constructicn cf these wells mav not

0]

be amicable to mechanical integrity tests; sacondly, since
they are being phased out in three vears, there wasn't very

much coint in rmalking veorle ¢o te the expense 1f the final

137 result was the phase out irn any case. The a2bandonment of su
4 (lwells was to ke a nart of the enforcement nlan develorved by
15 Nine responsible authcrity. Comment, of course, is rsguestad
16 our—formulaticn—ef-Clrass—T4 - T
17 Finally, on Class V vhich includes this huge cateco
18 of all other, we Zid not feel that at this garticular time
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1ad the wisdon or the knowledce to formulate adequate requir

3

one actiecn recuirement fo

Je
0}

nents for this class. 8o there

these wells which is, that anyone of ther whicik pcses a

LY

1

icant risk tc human health must receive immediate

u}
l..l.
Q
:‘J
i- h

Berend that, there is & requirerent Zor a two year assessmer

to be supervised bv thie vermitting authority; anda basea upgon



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

that a2ssessment and the recormmendation

10}
th
|._J
O
]
|_J
o}
(9]
h
]
a
(43
a
(®
3

future regulatory requirerents may be laid by EPA. There icg
a conrment recuasted both on the basic approacin o Class V,

cpronriateness, as well as the two vear assassment, is

its ac
it realistic?

for industrv, about §17,000,000 for the states. The biggest

item of ccst in there is zbout $120,000,000 for Class IV wellgs

and tiat la

H

gely estimates the alternative means of disodosal

pl
n
1]

IV operatcrs will have tc go to

‘.J

that we anticipate that C

cnce the Class IV well itese

[
th

is closed.
Let me finally turn now *o Class II wells where

virtually evervone of the things I'm going to mention-nowis——

(R

specifically identified fcr wvou in the rreamble, <discussed
at some lencth, and comments are requested in detail. The

methocd cf control that we nave ororcsed for Class

-
H
e
0]
o)
fu
<
(D

brorosed rermits for all new Class iI wells and all existing
salt water disposal wells. Ve have nropnosed that a rule fox
eristing enhance recoverv of hvdrocarben storage wells would
be asnprosriate. e felt here to some extent that there was a

greater incentive for tne operator of an enhance recovery

well to take carzs of his well and *tc make sure that it is
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approvnriately sound and 30 we felt that scme loosening of a

case b7 case verritting recuirement would be accompnlished
out an undue loss of envircnmental kenefits. lechanical
intecrity is reguired for all Class II wells. Arez of revier
regquirerment is apnlied to the new wells only in Class IT. T«
give us an odrortunity to re=think this particular judcement

we are coing tc have a mid-courss assessment 2fter the first

full vear of rrocram oreration waich will 2112w us tc look a

actual fuel data to 3ee what we are finding in terms of the
abancdoned well nroblem, and that varticular decisicn will be
reconsiderad as sart of that mid-course evaluation Ccrmment.

again cf course, are reguestad on all of these soecific item

-1
3
i

terms of casing and cementinc recuilrements for Class II,

we here, again, varied the reguirement from the other classe

lells in new injecticon fields must, in fact, protect all und
ground source of drinking water as defined in the regulation
77ells in existing injection fields whether it be existing we
or new wells, or newly converted wells, as long as they are
an 2xisting injection field, are to vrotect the nistcrical 1

if the statz has regulated, and if the state has applied som

th

orotection that an existing fields that historicsa

=

el o

[

level is azce»tatle under the way we have »rorosed it. Comm

i3, of course, requestec on that.

L]

3

th

1lv, tihe abanconment of
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raciirements are tina same as for the
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ronitoring is reguired, and annual reporting ig
regquired from the ovnerator. The total 5 vear cost estimated
for Class II wells z2lone for the f€irst 5 yvears ¢ program
operation 15 in the neighborhood of $€65,900,000, this brezks
down to sorething on tihe crder of $646,000,000 for industry
and arzproximately $15,000,000 for.states. One thinc that is
worth mentioning here is that the way thases estimates were
constructed. The contractor tried to estinate the number cf
faultv wells that would have tc have some kind of corrsciive
action taken on them. Then multiplied that frecuency by an

assumed unit cost for that =articular kind of cveration,

recementing cr whatever, so the bulk of the cost aporoximately

$427,000,900 out cf the $£665 that

5]

vas sreaking of, directly

.
= !

relates *+o the size of the anvirons

1
ct

ental prokblem. To the

-

extent that the contracteor was conservative in his assum™

an?d there are a great many meore leaky or faulty wells cut ther

the cost will be higher. To the extent that the contractor
over estimated the problem, and there are many fewer wells
that need attenticn, ths cost will not be anvwvhere near that

aigh. The contractor estimated something on the orxrder of

21,000 wells that would need some kind of acticn on themn.

[

Finallv, hzsed on TPI'c ~m <, "2 ~ave tantativel s lanlad

d

.-

(BN
s

-

8]

My

t and concludes

i

3
o]
0
h

would be scmething on the order of lcss of »roducti

9,400 barrecl

0
3
D
A
0
)
,\:
-~

vhich is a Zfraction c¢f cne 2»ercent of

3

t the pessible impact of these regulsations
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total annual outvut of anv of the states.

Let wme oguickly csneak novwv to one more item, the
relationshin to the Fazardous Waste Manacgement Program. I'v
alreadv mentiocnsd the accelerated listing of states, and
comment is requested on the states we have listed, and our
plans for listing the remainder. Basicallv, the separation
have sougiat between UIC and Fazardous Waste 1s that the
Underground Injection Control TProgram would be tihe controll
mechanisr for regulating the holes in the ground. Tc the

b3

extent that ther

(1)

are surface facilities associated with zn

undéerground injectio

fn

control oreration, which cdeals in
tlazardous waste, the surface facility generally would have t
ontain permits under the Hazardous aste Management Program.

n Uncler

all

2ut the hole in the;ground would be sukject only- to
ground Injection Control Program and the reguirements in the
UIC nrogram. In cases vhere no surfzce facilities exist but
hole in the cround still deals in hazardous waste, the UIC
nNermit will ke the only wvermit the operator must cbtain. IHc
ever, in the swnecial zection 14€6.09, the RCRA recuirements £
record lieering, repeorting and fulfillinc the manifest cvcle
are anplied through the UIC reculations to such neovle. 2ll
of this, of course, vour svecific comments are recuestad.

I think that prettv much wra>s ur what I wanted to

sav to cive you a cuick cver-view. I apclogize if I've b

Fh
0

(=3

T e ey - RS - £ " 1., - =5 - -
to0o long. Let me turn it back to the Chairman, r. Levin.
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MR, LIOVIJ: Thank vou, Paul, Ladies and gentlemen.
ecause the nrimary »urpose cf this hearing is to receilve
sublic comment, and bhecause we want to mzke zure that everv-

body who has reciztered tc sneak has a chance to do 30, wWe

will not entertain cuestiorns from the floor. However, fcr

I3

vour convenience, at the end of the day 1f thare iz sufficien
time we wvould ke hapov to resgond to factual duestions con-

cerning the regulations which would bhe off the racord znd not

o

vart of this official hearing. For that turpcse there are
3x5 cards available to vou at tae registrztion desk for vou t
jot those guestions down.

-

In addition, a guide has been torerared called = Guid

(r

s like

lcol

ry

to the Undergrounc Injectiocn Cortrcl Program. I

this. That covers in summerv Scorm averything that Mr. Ealtay

-

covered and then some; sc, if some of you fo not want to go

o

W

through the trcuble of resading the recgulations from cover to

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

cover, this guide is a pretty cood way Zor vou to get infor-
..... tlon. T hore there are still scme available

tlow for some housekeeving rules that I'd like to ta
to vou about before we get into the »nresentations., Thas room
has been divided intc smelzers and non-smeolkers, which I'm sure

vou have already discovered; with smokerg o mv left and non-

smokers tc oy rigat and I would reguest, for everyhodv's comfor

that vou woulcl adhere to thosz rules. There will be an evening

sesglon tomorrowW svening that will cover both the 146, +that's
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ne Undergrcund Injection Control Reculations that we're goi
to be talking about tcday, and the Consolidated Fermit Recu-

lations that we'll be having a hearinc on tomorrow. There

-t

will be a single evening hearing tomcrrow evening and %£ha!

e
L

session is »rimarily for those who could not attend during t

-

day sessicns. PRegistration for that hearing will begin at 7

and end at 7:30, and the hearing will begin at 7:3C in this
rCOom.

Corments received at this hearing today and other
learings that will be held throughout the country, alcng wit
any written comments will be made nart of the officizl dccke
in this rule making 2rocess.

low for vour infcrmaticn, I'd like to just review
where the additional hearings will be hzléd. The next hearin
will be in “Vashincten, C.C. cn July 23, 24, and 25, with

July 24th designated as

f¥)]

n evening 3ession as well as a day

sassion. The hearing will ke held in the HEIW fuditorium

320 Independence Avenue Scuthwest, "Jashingten, D.C. Tae
next hearing will be held on CJuly 26, 27, and 28th, with Jul

26%h also designated as an evening hearing as well as a day
hearing. That hearing will be held in Chicago at the Water
Tower Fvatt, 200 Mcrth lichican Avenue, Chicaco, Illinois.

The next hearing will be held July 30, 31, and Rugust 1lst, w
the 31s% beinc designated as an evening session. That hear:

will be held in Region Ten, 1200 &th Avenue, Seattle, Yashin
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in the auditorium.
Sore of yveou mav not be aware, but due to rublic

recuest, we have ncovw set a2 fifth hearing. That £ifth hearing

will be held on Zugust 2§, 29, and 30th, U.Eg. FPost Office
Zuditorium, Rocom 269, 1323 Stout Street, Zenver, Cclorade. In

addition to having the fiftk hearing, we have also extended

the comment period for tihe UIC Part 14€ Teculations to ccincids

el
0}
H
'. ]
(t
o J
(0}
(D]
o
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-
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with the corment pericd on the Consclicdated
wiich will now endé cn September 12, 1979.

The docket or the public record, if ycou will, may be
seen during ncrmal workinc hours in Pcom 1045, Zast Tower,
Waterside Mall, 401 M Street Scuthwest, ¥ashincton, D.C.,
that's LPA Headcquzarters.

We exnect transcripts c¢f 2ach nearing within about
two weeks following the close of thzs hearing. Transcripts wil!
be available for reading at anv of the EPA Regional Cffice
Library. 2 list of those locations is available at the
registration tatle.

Scme more rules of conduct. 2Actually, the rules of

l.l

conduct will take longer then scme of the testimonv, but I

have to go tihrougih them witih yocu. The focus of the public

nearing is on the public's resrmonsa to a regulatory proncsal
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Neculations will nct ke coverad here today.

to make comments on any ©=ort

Tegulations should do so dur

Consclidated Permit hearing,

tration desk. low

Comments directed to

ion of the Consoclidat

31
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the prorosead Consclidated

Persecns wishing

o
O
gy
o
2]
& ]
[
lax

ing the two cdavs following this

If vou are inter=ssted in making a staterment at the

vlzsase see one of cur staff =zt

havinc said that, cften times tk

vavy the regulations have bheen written it is difficult, and I

am aware that it is,
from the =2art 146. In cases
be germane to the vart 146,

it iz strictlyv a sub
vill aave to ask the soeaker

use my Judoment in that arez

This hearing is being held,

the vublic nor to define the
to cbtain the nublic's respo

them as may seen anprodhriate

to divorce the zarts 122, 123, and 124

whzre the tastimonv anpears to

I will allow that to continue.

ect that shculd be covered tcmorrcow, I

+to defer until tomorrow. I wil

not orimearily to info

(9]

ronosed reculations, but rathe

therzafter, to revise

211 major substantive comments made at tihis hearinc

and others received through

addrecsed during the

Agency resnonse to comments made by the ~ublic

¥

lished as wnart of the opream
in mind that these are natic

nalke vour comment more then

cut +the comment

srenaration of final recgulations. The

cle to the final regulations. I«

n2l azarinc there is rno necd

onca. If vou sreak tocday, vou ¢
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do not have to rereat veurself in Tashington next weesk. Wriu:

comments will be given as much weight as oral comments. ZIgat
this is not a formal adjudicatory hearing with the right to
cross examinaticn.

Member of the vublic are to present theilr views on

the regulations tc the vanel, and the panel mav ask cuestions

iivicduals ©or

na

cf in

1))

sentinc statements to clarify any ambiguity
in their prezentation. HIDowever, the speaker is under no
chligaticn to answer questions of a broader nature beyond this.
Although within the spirit of this information sharing hearinc,
it would be very helrful to the Acency if speakers would
respond to guestions. I would appreciate it as each speaker
cteos un to the rostrum that he indicates to me vhether he

will resvcond to guestions. If he forgets tc cdo so, I will

Due to time limitations, I do resasrve the right to
limit lengthy cuestions, discussions, or staterents. I will
ask thcse of you whe have mnrerared a statement vho are going

to make it orally, »lease limit vourself to 2 maximum of 10

i3

inutes. If vou Lave a written statement, I would avpreciate

Lt 1f vou weould try to summarize rather then the statement

H
0
[{]]

If vou nave a copy of rour s*tatement, nlease submit it to the
ccurt resorter before peginning vour coral wrasentaticn. IF
vou wish to subnmit a written rather hen oral statement, nlease

¥

haron Gaskin, has =2

{3

make sure the hearing coordinator, Ils.
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-
conv. s, fGaskin i3 sitting at the table and has just rais
her hand. Written ccrments will be included in their entire
into the record. If fZrom a speaker's ceomments, it arpears

that r=gulations havs been impronerly intervreted, I or anv

nanel member may offer a clarification. Perscns wishing to

make an cral statement who have not made an advance reguest

bv televhcne or by writing, should indicate their interest

5

Q)

the registration card. If wou have not indicated your inten

to give a statement at either todev's nearings on UIC Part
cr the following davs of hearing on the Conseolidated Permit
Regulations, and you decicde to do so, please return to the

registration tabkle and £ill out a card. As we call uron an

‘FC+V’QLal te make a statement ne or she should ccme upr to

the lecturn after identifyinc nimself or herself te the cour
reporter, and deliver his or her staterment. We will break

for lvnch a2hkeout 12 o'clock, ard reconvene at 1:30. Then

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

derending on our rrogress, we will either concluce todav's
session or break for dinner at about 5 c'clock and resturn.

-

T7e vvill make sure that evervbedy who wants to spezak

will have an opportunity to snezk tccav. Phene calls will b

nested on the registration tabkle at the entrance, and restro
are located outside of the main ballrccm, I believe its doun

stairs. If yvou wish to be added tc cur meiling list for f£ut

regulations cr otiher materizl, »lease lesave yo business ca
or vour name and address on 2 3x5 card at the registration
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.

Finallyr, just relax, tnis is an informal hearing, it locks

}._J

ike its cecing to be a long day. If anvbody wants to tell ar
rgcie jcke depending on the time, I will allow it.

I will now read the names of the pecrlie that I have
wiio have registerec and <esire to make a statement, in the
order that I will call upon them. If there is any error or
cver-sicht, rlease let someone at the registraticon desk know.
T apologize in advance, for any nam=s I mav misnronounced.

T™The !

[
I.J.
H
0
d.
[0)]
v
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fu
.l:‘—-l
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H
H
L
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Schnacks, Executive Vice-President,

7ansas Indererdent Oil and Gas Association; naxt, Mr. A. W

g &

Dillard, Dr. James ’iiller, Assistant Director of Environmenit

I
’

Affairz, testifving on behalf of the American “Mining Congress,

]

that's Assistant Director of Environmental Affairs, Freenort
Minerals Comwanv. Mext, Francis C. ¥Wilson, II, Chairman of
Tnvironment and Safetv Committee, Independent Petrcleum
Association of American. Fifth, My, Eerman A. Ingel, President
of East Texas Salt Water Disvosal Company; sixth, lir. James

C. Frank, Invironmental Consultant, Dupont; seventnh, ¥r. Richaxf

L. Stamets, Technical Support Chief, YNew iexico Cil Conserva-

tion Division. DNext, Mr. Zen Hanbv, Assistant Sunervisor,

Alabama Cil ané Gas Beard. Iy the way, if I'm going teco fast

[§

vou don't have to write this cown, I'll read them again. TFive
at 2 time robably. Ctave Felle,Txeacutive Directcecr, Ckishoma

Incdependent Petroleum Asscciation; next, number 10, no name but
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Panhandle Frocducers and Toyalty Owners 2Associztion; Mr. Jer
Ilulligan, Chief Solid laste and Underground Injection Sectio
Texas Desartment o "ater Resources; Ms. Babette Higgins
Vice=-President, Texas IEnvironmental Coalition; Xr. Harold
D. Wright, Chairman, HNaticnal Energv Policv Committee, Texas

Indepencent Producers Tovalty Owners Association. Mr,

4]
I3
s
)
)

Dunas, Directer oI Axrkansas Cil and Gas Commission;

I'r. James Grecc, Director of CGevernment and Industrv Affairs
3rowning, Far;is, Industries, Inc.; Mr. John G. Soule, Chie
Legal Counsel, Texas Failroad Ccmmission; Mr. Troy ifartin,
tlanager cf Tngineering, Texas Zmerican Cil Cornoration. Ile .

h

0
)

> to number 18. Mr. rles . Farmer, Petrcleum Ingineer

I
I,.J.

ssicn; ilx. 2eob Eill, Vice-rresident,

[,.J.

Wyeming 0il & Gas Corm
TISUMZA, Inc., Corxmus Christi, Texas. Iir. Clyce D. Ford
Senior Counsel, Texas Gulf, Inc., Fouston, Texas. Irno
hauviere, 2Zssistant Commissioner of Conservatiocn, Cf£fice of
Conservation. Ilir. David L. Durler, Svrervisor, Envircnmental
rffairs, Texas Uranium Operations, U.S. Stell Corporaticn,
Cecrous Christi. 1"r. ilark Pclizi, Planning Encgineer, Union
Carbide Corvcration, lletals Division, that's in, I'll try to
mronounce this name, Benavides, Texas. Cne more, Mr. J. 2.
*ndersen, lanager, Environmrental Affairs, Owen Corcoration,
Lake Charles, Louisiana.

Ve will nov begin with cour irnitial sweakexr, IMr. Don

-

Scanacke, Ixecutive Vice-President, Xansas Independent Cil ar



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Gas Acscciation, who will be followed by

dent, Permian Bazin Petroleum Association.

A, W, D

M,

YR. DOALD P. SCINMACKI: I am Don Echnacke

Topeka, ¥ansaszs, and I am ILxecutive Vice-President of

Tansas Indenendent 011l and Gas Associatio

ZIOGR was fouanded in 1937--

D, LEVIN: “r, Scihinacke, will
MR, SCHMNACTZ: T owill.

MZT., LEVIN: Thank you.

MP. SCHEMACKL: our asscciation

1937 primarily te improve the market for the crude

natural gas »nrogran, and to »romote the
gas industry in our state. e resresent

nd gas nroducers in

]
wl
(o]}
M
l.-l.
s

4
O
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a
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(e]
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Our purmcse of making these comm

vcu answer questions?

the voice

ransas.

welfare of the oil

unéed in
0il and
and
of the
ay is tc call

attention tc the »light of the small strivoper oil nrcducers in

X{ansas, and to make certain technical comments pertaining to

the nropeosed rules.

e understand the intent of ths

reason it is difficul:t for us to generallw

wa vould hcpe that a moderate posture cou

30 1t will not adverslv affect the future

that

o]

nla

1é ke taken to develo:

of tne

srmall
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October 13, 1976, where we presented a brief oral statement.
7e followed that with written comments later, and filed with
yvour Agency. Some of our objections have bheen met, and we
have still mcre cbisctions to the procedures which we will
briefly leave witl vocu.

e again call to your attention under the heading o

the Act, Legal Framework cf the Regulaticns, which states th
the provosed rules are not to interfere with or impede cil a
gas underground injection, and thet it is further meant to
mean stop or substantially delay such activity.
e continue to believe that the prowosed regulation
will stop and substantially delay injection activity in XKans
because of the detailed requirements, and economic exrcense t
implement the regulations.

Kansas has nealy 1,900 producers and »roducing enti
operating nearly 51,000 oil and gas well in 87 counties. M
of the oil produced is classed as stripper, averaging 2.7 ba
of 0il pver day. The overall prcduction ver well thrcuchout
¥Yansas is only 4 Earrels per day. Out of 1,900 Xansas rrodu
150 of these produce one barrel or less verday and many of t
down to 0.2 barrels or, vou prokakly haven't heard this bkefo
but 8.4 gallons per day. The water produced with this produ

is immense, nearly 8 times the amount of water times the oil
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1 that we croduce. We have avproximately 13,000 disposal and i~
2 || injection wells with 2,100 waterflood projects.
3 For that reason, w2 continue tc believe the regula- ‘
4 tions will stop or substantially delay oil production in |
5 Kansas, Bring on premature abandonment and rlugging, because
6 of the increased federal reculatiocn ancd expense, generally |
7 creating an atmosphere of increased economic burden not justi-
8 fving the future development of minimum producticn in our statdg
9 In that regard, and respronding to your recuest on
10 page 23748 under Zconomic Impact, to consider an exemntion
11 for small producers from these requirements, we again refer to
12 our Januaryv 12, 1977, written comments, oroduced at considerabl:
13 ) . s : - s )
expense to our Association by a competent consulting netroleum
14 engineer practicing in Xansas. This report reflects economic
15 impact date, and does justifyv an exemption for small stripper
16 operatorss
7 : ; : c s
1 e believe the exemntion should be at least limited +t«
18 . . . )
stripmper production, but remain under an approvad, recognized
19 || and established state jurisdiction which we have been doing
20 : o s W@
since 19236 in Kansas.
21 2dditionally, in face of the national urgency of en-
22 3 3 ] - - - 3 :
couraging 1increased domestic producticn to offset ocut depen-
23 - £ . Cy . .
Gency on Ifcreign crude cll import, these proposed regulations
24 . < . . . .
should be implemented only in such manner nct to disturb the
25

maximizing of the life of low productien wells typically found
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in our state. e believe the regulations should permit the
substitution of an ongoing effective state rrograms for all
or part of the federal program. This would Le the least dis
ructive and the least costly acticn that could be taken.
Certainly in Xansas, this would be done with minimal difficu
I understand the State of ZXansas will probablyv appear at a
later hearing, oublic hearing, where they will opresent their
view.

We have made, in the interest of time and the numbe
of witnesses vou have, we have prepvared througih our Environ-
mental Committee 38 technical comments that I'll just put int
the record, if the reporter will put them in the recerd, I
thaink yvou'll pick them upr and debate those in cdue time.

YIe do ask that we be permitted to update our 1977
written comments so that we can comment both on this section
anéd on the permit section which we didn't receive until just
last week, and we haven't had a chance to circulate those

around; however, we'll get those to you by the September 12t

3

eriod. e will include in that report economic justificati
for establishing an exemvnticn for minimum croduction which £
the first time vou have reacted to in your croposed rules.
¥MP, LEVIN: Thank vou, Iir. Schnacke. ?Questlions bv
members of the »nanel, nlease. l!lcne? Thank you very much.
(The following are the 8 technical ccmments offered by KIOGA

Section 146.06 irea of Review: The computation of t
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-
zone of endangering influence on Class II wells using the al--
ternative 2(C) formula seems too complex and meaningless. -

suggest this alternative be dropred.

Section 146.38 (b) Mechanical Integrity: This re-

guires a combination cf mechanical integrity tests per well.

-t

Je believe one test is all that is needed and the exbense of
more then one is not justified.

Secticn 146.22 (d) Construction Pequirements:
Zpparently, the rules reguire that cld injection and disvesal
wells must come into comovliance with ﬁhe reguirsments for
construction of new wells. In Xansas, this regquirement would
pe difficult to comply 1f not impcssible in may cases. The
rules should vprovide for cases where compliance is impossikle
so that production can continue without disruption.

Section 146.22 (b) Construction Reguirements:

e believe the number and ty»e of logs and tests should be
£lexible and left *to the discreticn of the state director.

The cost of these logs and tests are very highh and much of

these services are not r=adily available in Xansas.

Section 146.23 (k) Abandonment of Class II Wells: Te
believe the requirement for a performance bond should be left
tc discretion of the states. Ve believe the states should ke
given broad latitude in establishing one of several acceptable
plugging and abancdonment rrocedures. e anticinate small

-

onerators having difficulty obtainin erformance bond.

W
g
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Section 146.24 (b) HMonitoring Requirements: Consis
tent with cur comments of October 13, 1976, we believe weekl
monitoring is unrealistic for salt water disvosal. This she
De on a montalv basis, the same as providad for injection we

Monitoring of gravitv disnosal vells is meaningless
because this tyce of injection dces not endanger ground wate
This meonitoring recuirement should be dropped from the re-
guirements.

Section 146.24 (b) (4) Renorting Requirements: The
maintenance of the results of monitoring for three wvears is
impractical for Class II wells pecause of buying and selling
leases and the short life of these wells. The annual repcrt
reguired under Section 146.24 (¢) (1) could contain this
material.

Section 146.24(c) Overating, Moniteoring and DNeportir
Fequirement: e abhor the number of reports and the complexi
thereof. Small Kansas stripver operators, many operating out
of their homes, do not have - sophisticated staff for engineeri

and legal reporting. Manyv do not have secretarial staff and

are overwhelmed by federal repcrting reguirements at all levs

I7e ask that vou r=duce the rerorting requirements and limit

Fhem only to that which is absolutely necessary.
Mr. Levin: MNext szeaker is ilr. A, V. Dillard, Presi
fent, Permian Basin Petroleum Association, to be followed Lky

Dr . James Miller, Zssistant Director of Environmental Affairs
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Freeport lineral Company.

MR

Sadh @

L FS

A\ WJ.DILLAFPD, Jr.: Mr. Levin, thank you, and
members of the panel. As Mr, Schnacke said in view of the
number of the neople testifving, I will skip alot of this
but I do wisa this whole testimony be put into the record.

The Fanhandle Producers Association and the West
Texas 0il and Gas Association are joining us in this statement
Sc you can scratch the Panhandle Producers’ testimony.

v name is 2., 7. Dillard, Jr., I am President of the
Permian Basin Petroleum Association, representing approximately
1,500 members located in West Texas and Southeastern llew Mexicg.

I am an indenendent oil and gas operator, with
approximately 32 years of experience in drilling for, finding
and rroducing both crude oil and natural gas in West Texas,

llew Mexico, Oklahoma and llississippi.

mental Frotectiocn Agency, to carrv out and implement the intent
of Concgress, demonstrate major flaws in conception and basic
thought.

Firs, the EP2, after 4 yeais of work in this area,
has not yet detailed an existing problen. In the industry,
we know of very few problems of groundwater contamination, and

these were caused bv nractices that werza in affect 2C tec 30

P4 S

0]

vears ago. These practices wers changed through cooperative

(o7

investigatio n

problem solving by industry and appropriate

V)



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

‘-

State Pegulatory Agencies. The recent study of the IOCC shc
no active sources cf groundwater contamination from oil opro-
ducing orerations in the major producing areas. And this,
of course, 1s Texas, Cklahoma, Yew :ilexico, Louisiana and
Arkansas. I believe that rerort has been submittad to the
EPA a courple of times already.

Iet's go on toc fecticn 146 itself, and I will deal
only with Class II wells.

In West Texas, we have some water out theres in the
neighkorhood of 2 to 3,000 »pm TDS. This can be used for
livestock water, but if vou do vou've got to keepr your cattl

off the salt blccks. (Ctherwise, you are going to kill your

cattle.

Ve use some water in the neighborhocd cf 5,000 opm
TDS for irrigation purposes, but it will ruin the top soil t

you have a very good leachate system for the top soil

Local waters in our area. Midland has a well wate:
supply of 800 to 900, with a surface lake supply that ranges
in 1,500, now this is in ppm TDS. Fort Stockton well water
1,700 to 1,800; Cdessa, surface lake water supply is 1,800 t
2,300; Monahans 1is 500 to 750. State recommendations are
1,000 »pm TDE.

Bv dialysis process alone, to treat waters of 2,50(
pprr TDS to 500 zom TDS is a cost of $1.23 rper 1,000. Lakor

cost will add an additional cost of 30¢ to 40¢ per 1,000 cal
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more and this doesn't even take into consideration the cost
of the plant or the other ecuinment.

Section 14€.06. The formula set forth may be feasikb

1

L \")'
for certain arzsas, but it should be laft to the owerator to !
determine whether to use a 1/4 mile radius of review or use th%
formula. 2nd would somebody rlease exrlain to me, and I've
studies hydraulics, what i3 storage coefficient?

Section 146.07 was misnumbered as 146.01. State
regulatorv agencies, having jurisdiction of such matters, ore-
scribe to the operator what corrective action must bhe talen.
The agencies have the autiority to order suspension of oper-

ations of such Class II wells, and order corrective action

followed by inspection during, and after compnleticn cf such wor

I

and apprcval before recommencement of operations of such wells.

Section 146.08. There appears to be no need to per-

form two tests to orove mechanical integrity of a Class II
well. A simple casing-tubing annular pressure test tc some
reasonable pressure should be adeguate. Care shoulld be exercis
so that the casing of an older well is not deliberately destroy
by senseless, or stucid oressure test recuirements where
exterior corrosion or galvanic action could have weakened the
casing to a point below original specifications.

If a failure is noted in a *uking-packer-casing pressu:
test, the crerator then 2as a number of oritions in which to

locate the failure point and take corrective action.
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Section 146.08(c). The cementing information shoul

prove that no vertical migration is possible. Surface casin

cemented by pump and plug method and the circulation of ceme

o

o the surface is requirement enouch to protect potable
ground waters. The top of cement by temperature survey on 2
long string is also enough information. The other listed 1lc
are no more conclusive c¢f an adeguats cementing job than a
temperature log. Past experience in an area dictates the
cementing regquirements for any type of well.

Section 146.08(d). The administrator should ke re-
quired tc make the decision on new mechanical integrity test
within 30 days after the same is submitted to him by the
director.

s a note to the EPA. If an operator is drilling &
injection well for enhanced recovery operations, or a dispos
well for produced waters, he is usually in an area of vast
information and nast experience. Therefcre, vour additional
information reguirements are superfluous and wculd add nothi
except extra exvpense. The operator has an econcmic incentix

to ¢rill and complete either type of well with the best

Aw
o

o

nechanical integrity cossible, because it is his desire to i

knowledge and experience in this area propably far surpasses

.
o
fu
r‘-
Q
Fh

any administrator or staff member with no knowledge

(o]
|
—
'_
|..a
®

18 operations.
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Corment to EPZ at the end of 146.08, it would have
been better if the EPA had issued the technical guidelines ¢
acceptable methods for conducting and evaluating the permissinfe
test to demonstrate mechanical integritv.

Section 145.09. In the event that Congress decides
that the IEPA nust prove tinat oil production waters are hazar-
dous waste, will a Class II well be only subisct to the 40 CFR™
146 until such time?

Section 146.21. Do you propose to issue forms for a
Class II well application?

Section 146.22(d4d)(i). Directional surveys in the
State of Texas are onlyv required on those wells which are

ourposefully deviated or are in areas of known high deviations

due to abnormal formations. We use simple inclination tests

wiilch are adeguate for this, and we have somewhere in the
neighborhood of a 5 to 3 inclination variance which is all
that is allowed.

Directional surveys are just absolutely not essential
in a case such as this, unless your well's facing is mavbe on
every 2 acres or something like that, you don't have any
possibility of getting cross migration.

Section 146.22(d) (2)(i). The logging of a surface

hole before casing is run is not onlyv a dangercus situaticn,

due to the nossibility of the logging tools getting stuck and

be unable to recover same, but it is a useless and unnecessary
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expense and will not wrovide any material information not
already known.

Section 146.22(d) (2) (1i). The Texas Railroad
Commission requirement to circulate cement by the pump and ¢
metiiod on all strings of surface casing, at the dJdepth sveci-
fied by competent geoclogists of the Texas Department of Wate
Fesocurces, adeguately protects the potable subsurface waters

the State of Texas. Even these waters which are not potsz

(a1}

o
at deeper depths, that the state has designated to be »nroctec
on intermeciate or long string cementing jobs, are done by
the Commission's direction.

Other o0il and gas producing states adjoining Texas
alsc have more than adeguate rules and regulations for the r

tection cf the underground water resources cf their state.

These logs as set forth would be of absolutely no

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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I
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LY o gy [ e

o—theFP2, -or the-overator of such a well;—and are
an unnecessary added exgense.

Section 146.22 (&) (3) (1) and (&) (3)(ii). Again, let
me emphatically emphasized that in the areas of drilling Cls
IT wells, the overator has at hand a vast amount of vast inf
mation and experience, and these logs proposed by EPL are ju
not all that necessarv. Only logging that need be done is t
which the overator deems necessary for his work or informati

Section 146.22(38) (3) (1iii). Z temperature survey tc

indicate the ton of cement outside the casing is adecuate.
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use of cement bond long should be at the discretion of the

cperator. The temrerator log to determine vacker setting
deovth would be more then sufficient.
Let me comment here. The other day on PBS I had =a

chance to see a Stcck Znalyst reviewing what he thought was

going to be good stocks for buving. Eis highest recommendati -

was Slumber J. I think he had a lock at these proposed rates
before we did.
Section 146.22(e). The information, requested under

this section, is subject to some wide variations by actual

measurement or calculation and/or is subject to interrpretation |

or extrapolation that again can vary by wide nultiples. Some
of this information may have to be determined by coring, 2
very exrensive operation. ESome information mayv be available

from orevious overations in the area, but the cost to obtain

this on each Class II well is ridieunlenvs——and-of notkenefit——

The P2 should prove real need, use, value and cost effective-

ness.

Secticn 146.23 Zbandonment of Class II wells, »nart (a)

'
i

!
1
|

The rules of the Texas Railroad Commission require nrior approv

cf all plugging operations and, in general 100 percent of the
orerations are currentlv witnessed by the RRC field insvectors
This is also the case in Mew MMexico. Any addition, by other
agencies, tc these methods and crocedures are unnecessary and

totally wasteful.

i
)
1
i
i
|

i
1
“
|
i
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Section 146.23(b). The various oil and gas produc:
states currently have in place either »nlugging bonds, or
sufficient means to reach an operatecr's assets, such that
additional bonds ars unnecassary.

Section 146.24 Operating, nmonitoring and reporting
requirements, »nart (a)(l). The calculation of fracture
pressure is a somewhat inexact science and variations in thi
range cf 267 percent in our part of the country, this fractu
rating can run from a 1.2 to a .4 or .5, so that will give y
your variance there of 267 percent. No arbitrary standard c
be set down that will £it all cases. However, from a oracti
and economic point of view, the cost of high pressure inject
£luids in secondary and tertiary projects is such that every
operator checks all projects and wells constantly to assure
that the fluids are confined to the zone of interesst and not
being allowed to escape and be wasted.

Due to the character of most reservois, the horizon
permeability and »orosity is greater than the vertical. The
fore, the fluids ncrmally migrate in the horizontal easier
than they do in the verticzl. This is where ycurtconcern is
is vertical movement and not so much in norizontal.

Section 146.24(c). It is hoped that the manner of
reporting annual data will demonstrate some semblance of bas

intelligence and reasoned thought. A study of the ideaocloay

H

ethods, and forms used by the DCE for the reserves reportin
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will demonstrate a great variety c¢f things not to do. This
information can readily be cbhtained frcm current state record

Secticn 14€.25(a). v only comment there is, what
does 122.36 say? I keep getting referred back there all the
time and it refers back to 146.

Section 146.25(b and c¢)=--

MR. LEVIN: e cdo that to sze if you've really read
the recgulations.

MR. DILLAND: Five times. Section 146.25 (b and c).
The ccllaction and presentation of these maps and data will be
bota costly and time consuming to prepare, and represent
something that industry has long done on an informal basis.
This data must be confined tc public reports.

Section 146.25(d). Estimates of progosecd rates and
Dressures present no problem to industry, howaver, detailed
studies of injected fluids are undulv burdensome and serve
no useful purposes. Vhen yvou're running a secondary operation,
vou know what's going into that fluid all the time because
it's a very controlled process. If you have disposal fluids,
you know what's coming out and vrobably a one time analysis
of that watar is about all vou all would need. You wouldn't
have tec a7z 1t every montua ©r every 6 mcaillis, or anything on
that orcder, it would apnear *to nme.

Section 146.25(e and £f). The requirements provosed

under this secticn are truly burdenscme and may, or may not,
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be impossikle to ascertain and report.

Section 146.25(h). It could well be construed that
a registered engineer would have to prepare and submit the
information as reguired by the statement of the reguirements
under this section, and many independent operators are not
registered engineers or do not have one working for them. 2
schematic drawings are more than adeguate for sucin »urposes.
The industry orobably Jdoes not have the personnel available
carry cut this program and this would serve nc demonstratabl
worthwhile purpose. This requirement dces illustrate the fs
that EP2 has still not become knowledgeable about the indust
whose nurported problems it seeks to correct, and illustrate
the fact that, although industry cannot operate with a staff
lacking knowledge and exzerience, the federal government can

Section 146.25(i). Normally no formation testing
nrograms a&re run on new injecticn wells, and industry has nc
knowledge of what the Agency is thinking about here.

Section 146.25(1l). DBooks could be written on this
subject. Simply, in case of leaks, shut down, repair, and
start injection again.The Texas Railroad Commission, the New
Mexico Conservation Commission, the Oklahoma Commission, all
inspect these things. If you have a oroblem they inspmect it
and see to it that mechanically it has the integrityv that it
should have and then carries on.

Section 146.25(0). 2Already handled in producing st



52

by appropriate state agencies. Any cash bond will only furt.

’

-t
<
8y
in

1

2 slow down or stecp domestic »roducticn. Suggest the acency

3 read current newsrvapers regarding energy shortage in the U.S. .
4 todav.

5 Section 146.25(n). The statement of this regquiremern:
é makes the assumption that the applicant will construct the !
" facility, or drill and equiv the well, prior to cbtaining a

8 permit. No operator cf oil andéd gas oroperties can afford

9 to make the investment necessary to drill and eguip a well, or
10 wells, and then wait cn the typical federal agency to issue a
11 || Permit. This statement dermonstrates a complete lack of know-
12 ledge of the real economic world we live in. igain, how can
13 gechaq}ca%ﬁingegr;ty be Cemonstrated prior to comrletion?

14 Thanl vou, gentlemen. I will answer any gquestions

15 that I may be able to do sc.

16 MR. LEVIN: Thapk vou, Mr. Dillardg Members of the

17 panel, any guestions?

18 MR. BALTAY: I'm looking at 122.36, and I cuess I'm
19 || wondering why ycu were puzzled by that statement.

20 MR, DILLZRD: I den't have it in front.of re at the

21 present time, and I've been in Washington on another matter fa:
99 || about 10 days. When I read that I kept being referred back to
23 something, and I never did figurs out what 122.36 was sayinc.
2 Seems to me I was being referred back tec 146, and in 146 I

25 || being referred back to 122.36
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BALT2AY: VYou do uncderstand that 122 will lay +}
fundamental rrogram recuirements.

MR, DILLARD: Yes, sir.

L2
e

MR. BALTAY: 350 its the reguirements of who is to
apply for permits, and who may be authorized in other fashic
The definition of the content of aprlication is all
defineéd for you in 122.

MX. DILLAPD: I think I'm going to ke covering 122,
123, ané 124 tecmorrow. It did arvear inapprooriate somewhe:
because everytime I looked around I was referrinc back tc 1:
2t the time when I started all this, we did not have the 12:
23, or 24. UWe just bearly qot those in. I'm like Mr. Schn:
we just bearly got them in. Thank you. --

MR, LEVIN: Mr. Dillard, can you stay for a moment.
MD. LIVI!i: You raised a number of gquestions in you
testimonv, and rather then tried to rescond to them now, we
will reply to you in writing. For example, what is the sto:
coefficient, et cetera, we will resvond to yvou tut not at ti
time.

IT/R. DILLAPD: I appreciate it, because I tried to :
it up irn all sorts of hydraulic bcooks and I never did come

acrcss it.

[

Iif.

ZVIN: You also might want to see cone of our

technical neople here today, who, I think, can explain that
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you 2s we seea it. Thank you very much.
MR, DILLFRD: Thank wvou.
(The fcllowing 5 paragraphs are copied from lr. Dillard'w

testimony that he wanted includecd in the record.)

sk'. 01l

.

"Second, the Er2 has ignored 'degree of r
field procduced brines in no way pfesent the same dange to life
ané health as most of the common chemicals to be disvecsed of
from other industries. The fules, as promulcated, indicate
great effort to be 'fail-safe' and do not consider that a
'risk £free' society 1is nct vossible. e ccommend their worth-
while dream and laudable theoretical goal.

"Third, the EPA aprarently has little resgect for the
value of time or money. 211 design is a compromise and some
trade-offs are inevitable. IFconomics cannot be ignored, and
every activity reaches a pcint of diminishing returns, at
which the prudent operator stcps.

"Fourth, the ZPA regulations, fcr injection wells, do
not reflect the statement that the EPA has, in truth, inter-
faced with competent, experienced state agencles in either tiae

and gas producing states, or the BLM¥, who have been for

|4
-

o1
years learning about underground waters, and developing operat”
rules to protect them,

-
12

"I'ifth, the EPA has thorouchly confused people in many

{

industries by the varicus conflicts between the UIC regulaticn'

and RCTA regulations. These differances must be timely resolvs
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to prevent any increased effect on our current economic or

energy supply p»roblems.

"Sixth, the EP7 has violated Federal regulations by
setting public hearing dates prior to publication of propcse
rules. Thus, incdustry lacks adequate time to study the prec-
posed reculations and prepare testimony. Surelv, the federa
agencies should take the lead in adhering to the 'laws of th
land.'"

¥R, LEVIN: Dr. James Miller.

DOCTOR JRMEZ MILLER: My name is Jim Miller, I'm
Agsistant Director of Environmental 2ffairs, Freeport !Minera
Company.

The statement that I'm submitting todav will be on
behalf of the Emerican Mining Congfess, an industry asscciat
whica encompasses the croducers of the bulk of america's coa
uranium, metal, industrial and agricultural minerals; and th
manufacturers which supply mining industry. I'll be clad to
answer anv qguestions after the presentation, and copies of t
written statement will be submitted to £PA later on during t

week.

Today's 23C comments will address a few of the ma

‘N

1

concerns of the UIC regulations —=x+t 147, O 1437, the

N
nece

()

~
2

N

will be some over-larc of part 122. 2lthough, we will presen
those comments tomorrocw. Detailed written comments will be

submitted in September.
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The pronosed Underground Injection Control regulatic

will affect all in-situ mineral recoverv facilities which
derend uron injection wells for their operation. These vract:
come under the reculations of Class III wells. Examvles of
these tyces of operations include the solution of mining of
uranium, copoer, potash, sale, and the recovery cf elemental
sulpaur by the Frasch process. In cgeneral, in=-situ mining of
minerals is the process where fluid is injected undergrcund fox
the recovery of valuable mineral or material.

United States cepends upon this tyvne of mining for
a majority of its sulphur and sale production, and increasing
amounts of uranium, covrer and other mineral production.

zdditionally, the use of in-situ mining technigues to
develop new sources of domestic energy reserves, such as oil
shale is quickly moving out of the experimental stage. In
many cases, in-situ mining is the most economical and environ-
mental sound method of developing a mineral resource.

I'd like tc address comments to the econémic impact
given by LDP2Z. The econonmic impact of the imolementation of
the underground injection control program to operate as a
Class III well have been grossly underestimated bv EPA. The
total incremental 5 year cost to Class III regulated industries
presented in the preamble of the regulations is stated to be
between 52,000,000 and $3,000,000. These costs data were

develoved by EPA's contractor, Temple, 2ark and Sloan, and a
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report and study in the final anzlysis of cost of undercrot
injection control regulations. The =sccnomic analysis prese:

in this study of Class IIT wells was based on 2 draft of the
regulations dated August, 1977, and contains numerous assumj
which were not discussed in the vreamble by EPA. These
assumptions are critical to the accuracy of the cost of UIC
compliance for Class III industries. The incremental costs
of compliance with geothermal wells and in-situ gasificatio
is given a zero. It should be »ointed out that these indusf
will incur significant cost in complyinc with the UIC regu-
lations that are now proposed. These costs were not report
because insufficient data existed as to the nature of these
practices. Furthermore, it is assumed that current monitor:
reguirements wculd be sufficient to meet UIC standards. Eov
ever, the amount of additicnal information reqguired, that is
the mechanical integrity, logging, et cetsra, were not con-
sidered.

These raquirements will add sufficient cost to cpe:
of these wells. 2And I might make a comment, that due to the
push now for developing of alternate sources and of domestic
energy reserves, the gsothermasl and other energy reguirement

.
“h1ese reguls®

sl

are ¢oing to become more and more imlortanc.

will indeed irmact then.

The incremental cost for in=-situ uranium mining wa:

also given a zero. This cost was based on the assumption ti



"
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current state requlations governinc this pract;ce are such =«
the information now submitted to the state would suffice to
obtain a UIC permit. Yet, in the revort to the EP2A, BPS st:
"It is impossible to wredict at this time what the economic
impact would be to operators. The fact that EPA's contractc
could not quantify the cost of comvpliance by this industry,
does not mean that significant ccst will not be incurred. !
should be vointed out that informaticn regquirements of the
vroposed UIC regulations, such as well logging, and hyvdro-
geological studies, and more comprehensive then most state
requirements.

The technical recquirements of the regulations also
co far keyvond what tie state now reruires.

Maximum. compliance cost for the Frasch industry is
given as $335. This cost estimate is inordinately low fcr
Frasch operations carried out in marine environment, the
requirements for five monitcring wells will cost well over
$1,000,000, and that is a very conservative estimate.

The cost of cementing, mechanical integrity testinc
and logging has been estimated by one company to be over
$22,000,000, for tnat company.

The economic imrnact associated with the UIC regula-
tions shculd be re-examined, and refined, based on these pre
posed regulations in order that a meore accurate measure of

notential severe economic disruption to Class IIT regulatec
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Aresa vmermits. It is imperative that UIC regulation:
set up a frame work for the granting of true area permits.
It is inconsistent to allow the issuance of area wide permits
in Section 40 CFX, 122.37, and then structure the procedural
and technical reguirements of 40 CFR 146 to encompass only
individual wells. The purpose of area pvermitting is to providd
a reasonable permitting procedure in those instances whare on-
coing oserations are limited to a zarticular gecgraphical or
geological formation, ané nust have great flexibility in
drilling new wells tc maintain orderly nroduction in that
area of formation.

In operations suitable for area wide permitting, all

wells are drilled, completed,operated and abandoned using

substantially the same technicues. In these cases, regulations
recogniza that the onerator should be reguired to obtain only
one permit covering the area of operations. TIurthermore, as it
must be demonstrated that the procedure and techniques currentl
in use are pronosed for use and the operation meet the stand-
ards for approval by the administrator or director. Little is
to be gained reguiring the submission of duplicate data for
each new well drilled in the area covered by the vermit. And
I refer you to 122.37(¢).

The provisions of 122.37(c) regquiring administrativa

authorization for ezch new injection well covered by the arez
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vermit are not consistent with the oreration of realities of
Class III »rojects. [or example, Frasch projects are charac
ized by numerous short lived wells within a compact area cft
on 50 foot space. ith the necessity of commencing the re-
placement of expired wells within hours after their failure
order to maintain formation temperatures, pressures, and Dre
the irreversible loss of valuable mineral oroduction. Furtl
the location and mining design variables from the new wells
depend on the very recent characteristic of the producind
svstem. Thereby limiting the omerators ability tc provide
advance information for permitting.

The reqguirement of administrative authorization is
inconsistent with the arsza vermit concept and is counter-
productive tc its purnose. S0 long as new wells are drillecd
and operated within the rerimeters of the area wide permits,
simplenotificatiom after-drilling, giving tertinent data
would serve administrative purposes and comply with the regu
ments of the act.

In order for the area wide permitting concept to se
its intended purposes, Parts 122 and 146 rust be modified ar
se;f—consistent. This will require that Section 122.37(a) &
rewritten to reflect that once an area rermit has been issuc
no additional authorization or permit should be required fo:
the drilling and operaticn of new injection wells within the

vermitted area, excert when the new well substantially devie
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from the conditicn of the area wide permit.

Area permit application should contain the informat:. |

needed to initially »ermit the well injection practices taking

place, or to take place in *he area to be covered by the nermitl

Because of the dynamic nature of most Class I1I ozerations,
it is imvossible to specify the exact location, the number cof
wells, or where they will be drilled. The recuirement for
rapid action for replacemsnt wells orevent loss of valuable
mineral rescurces and mandates that no further authorization he
required, and that simole notification be given after the well
is drilled. This should satisfy the record keeping reguirepen:
of tne 2Zgency. ‘

- - . It mav_-also be necessary to .add definitions, such as,

existing injection srojects, new injection crojects, and in-

jection project.

n

TG 122.3(C) . The whrase, or oroject,; Sioulicbe—added
- 7 iy "] 1

to all instances where permitting drocedures are being discussel

in order that area wide permit holders are not required to -

comply with individual well permitting procedures. The

Ly |

technical reguirements of Class III in 40 CFR Part 146, should
likewise be changed to include the project concept. For examnl

146.31(c) should read, no new Class III wells, and then the

addition, or project, may begin to operate after an apnlicable
underground injection ccntrol program becomes effective. Detal

comments to be submitted later will indicate svecific additions
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and changes that should be made in the provosed regulations
allow self-consistency between 122 and 146.

Sub-classification. Class III presently includes
well injection for the mining of sulphur by the Frasch proce
solution mining, in-situ gasificaticn of fuel sources, recos
of geotherﬁal energy. Due to the widely different techniqus
anéd practices used in Class III injection wells, it is wvirt:
impossible to structure cne consistent set of regulations cc
ing all types of wells in this Class. TFor this reason, Clas
IIT should be sub-~divided. For example, for Frasch sulrhur
wells and other wells which do not inject intec an aguifer, t
is no need for a numoer of the requirements.

EPA has indicated that it is considering not requix
such projects to monitor the injection zones, removing the
requirement for the use of corrosive resistent materials,
requiring formation testing for the rroject and not each wel
and providing more flexibility in the requirement to demonst
mechanical integrity. AMC whole heartily supports such effc

On the other hand, the solution mining of uranium &
some other minerals, the mineral devosit normally cccurs in
aguifer. In such projects, it is important that the injecti
zone be monitored. Also, thousands of wells may be reguirec
successfully solution mine a single uranium ore deposit.

Requirements for well logging andéd test data should

therafore, be reduced to a statistically representative num
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which should ke retzained by the operator and made available
for inspection. This last sentence also encompasses, I think,
most area wide permitted facilities. |

Wells for in-situ gasification of fuel sources and
the recovery of geothermal 2nergy are a distinctively differen%
from either of the two tvpes discussed akove. f

It thus seems clear that Class III presently includes
avples and oranges. Sub-classification is mandatory to face
the operaticn or realities of these several industries and
prevent major unnecessary economic burdern that would result in
the premature abandonment of valuable mineral reservers, and
failure to initiate those new »Drojects so necessary for the
economic health of our country.

Information has been furnished ZPA anéd EPA's contract

cver a veriod of 3 yvears that conclusive show a strong similar-

ity between underground injection operations and Class II wells

and Class III wells. The same econcmic incentive exists in
Class III as in Class IIXI, to conserve fluid characteristics
and maintain wells in good conditicns free of leaks in order

to obtain the maximum production of minerals.

There is, therefore, also an apparent econcmic incenti

to Class ITI well operators which reduces the need fcr scrutiny
of these crerations to an elaborate syvstem of case by case
permits for existing orerations. It is submitted that existing

Class III projects should be regulated bv a rule for the life
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of the project.

It necessarily follows from the similarity of Class
and Class III injection wells, from the number of wells dril
in Class III vnrojects within a small area, and the fact that
sometimes, varticularly in salt domes, thousands of wells ar
drilled in searcih of other minerals.

Proposal nf an area a review should be avplied cnly
to new Class III injection wells. Likewise, the standard fo
casing and cementing of Class III injection wells should not
exceed the prevailing practice in a particular area or type
of formation. If the requlations were cast in such a manner
to provide discretion by tha director in thése matters, rath

thar as minimum recguirements, the local conditions affecting

such different types of overations could be adeguately addre

in the individual area wide permits; therebyv, achieve the
curpose of the act, the maximum benefit, and the minimum
economic disruntion.

Let me guickly summarize the principal comments the
EPmerican Mining Congress with respect to the regulations of
Class IXII wells. First, the economic impact of the proposed
regulations which are based on a 1977 draft significantlv un
estimate the economic imvact of these regulations on Class J

-

wells. This proposal will have major economic impact cn

operators of these types of wells.

Second, nc further rermitting or autaorization is
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needed for new wells drilled under and in accordance with an

1

|
2 area wide permit. Technical requirements of Class III wells
3 i should consider the nature of Class III operations and
4 corrective area wide permitting procedures. |
5 Third,subclassification of Class III wells is mandaw;
6 tory, so that the major differences between types of Class 11l
7 injecticn wells can be accommodated.
8 Tourth, there are strong similarities between under=-
9 ground operatcrs of Class IT and Class III wells and, there-
10 fore, an cwner's treatment of Class II wells should be cgranted
11 Class IIT wells, also.
12 Yanv of the matters brought up in these comments coul
13 be adequatelv addressed bv granting breoader discretion to
14 the director, rather then maintaining the strict minimum re-
15 guirement. The compliance with which may be either impossible
16 impractical or uneconcmical. . Thank you.. . _
17 MR. LEVIN: Thank you, Dr. Miller. Questions freom
18 the =zanel, rplease? Mr. Gordon?
19 MR. GORDON: I believe, Dr. Miller, you indicated
20 you had data on estimated cost of the proposed regulations.
21 For ekample, you mentioned a figure, I believe, of $1,000,000
22 fer Frasch mining.
23 DP. MILLER: That had to do with one site, the
24 drilling of 5 ronitor wells.
25 MR, GORDCN: Will ycu be submitting to us as part of
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-
corments svecific data on estimated cost that you've been

talking about?

D

wJ

. MILLER: These are estimates that were presentec
I believe, that individual companies when submitting comment:
to EPEZ, will furnish the econoric impact.

MR. GORDON: Thank you.

MR, LEVIN: I have a questicn. You also mentioned
your testimony thaf many of our requirements such as logging,
are more comrrehensive than what the states now recuire.
Will your company submit any additiocnal data as to which
states these might be, and what specific elements are mcre
comprehensive than the states currently require?

R, MILLER: I know that one of the »rovisions of my
company, Freeport Sulphur Company, will be submitting differ-

ences, specific differences, bhetween the current practices ar

the additional practices thatars reguired.

MR. LEVIN: Ok, thank you very much, Dr. Miller.
DR. HMILLER: Thank ycu.

¥R, LEVIN: Mr. Vilson followed by !Mr. Engel.

FRANCIS C. WILSON: I'll be navpy tc answer any
questions from the panel as thev come us.

Mv name is Tug %ilson, and I am appearing today on
behalf of the Independent Petroleum Association of America.
My capacity i1s the Chairman of the Zssociation's Invironment

and Safety Committee. I'm an officer of Wilson 0il Company,
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Santa Fe, New Mexico.

The Indevendent Petroleum Association of America is
a national orcanization with 5,000 domestic ex
of crude o0il and natural gas. We appreciate the omrportunity
to be here today and present our ceneral thouchts.

7hile,indivicdually, the companies of cur association
are not important contributors to the overall energy sunply,
but as a group, we draw 90 »ercent of all the wildcat wells
in this country, and have produced about 21alf cf all the oil
and gas produced in this country.

We feel that we ars the leading edge of our industry
and the svecific area is s0 important to our nation today,
additional supplies. ‘e are nart of the solution of the near

term energyv problem. Mr. Carter, last night, incdicated as he

had before, that the solution is three-fold, stands cn a triood.

One of the legs is alternative fuels, the other leg is conser-
vation, and the third leg is additional surplies.

If any of those legs fail, the program fails and our
country 1s in worse shape then it is todayv. %We are in the
business to do just that. Explore and produce more oil, we
own no pinelines, we refine no product, and we sell to no
consumer. %We are at the source of the pipeline. We are
anxious to find as much petroleum as this country needs, to

neet tihe demand and avoid an unprececdented vulnerability both

econonic and strategic to foreign sources.
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As a grouzn, producers are frustrated by the ongoing
fruitless attempts bv government to find political solutions
to essentially economic problems. Additional production is
the lzey to the solution to the near term, and we are the
suppliers cof that production. We are pragmatists at heart.

We've a saying in cur industry, that if it makes since try i

-

£ it works use it, if it doesn't work, tryv something else.
By accepting the chairmanship of the Environment an
Safety Committee, I hcpe to be helpful in achieving our join
goal, ©nrotecting the environment.
The industries legitimate goal is producing as nmuch
cetroleum as possible without unaccestakly damaging the en-

vironment. The EPA's legitimate goal is to protect our envi

Py

ment as much as possibla without unacceptably damaging energ
oproduction. I £feel that these two goals can be made more
compatible then they have been, and they must be for us both
be successful.

¥ith respect to the nuts and bolts tachnical commen
on Part 146 of the Underground Injection Control Prograrm, we
will submit in writing our comments and suggestions of reach
our joint objective, protecting the environment we live in |
cractices available. We do
appreciate the effort of the EPA tz make the rules and regu-

lations more workable. Responsiveness and cooperation over

the last few vears in the develoovment of the regulations is



wn

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

65 ‘

"~

encouraging, and we hope to be able tc help further the refin. -

ments.

i
:
i
i

s

As vou well know, the rules will have a serious effec
o 14

on producer's ability to do our job. We must emphasize that
large companies have staffs, and alternatives that we as in-

devendents o not have. The efforts, to date, have gone a lon:

v

I,

way towards that efficiency we both need for the success of
the program. But delays and redundancies have to be avoided.
The incdepmendent producers competitive edge is its flexibilityv,
and its ability to take advantage of quick breaking events.
The reduction of that will have a serious effect on independent
oroducers and on their abkility to find the sources of petroleum
and gas that we need right now.

There are some basic »oints that must ke emphasized,
where existing rule, that is to say, state rules are working
and »roblems are in hand and we do not feel that an overlay of
mora rules, »naper work and enforcement is necessary. The
EPA's general function is to assure that goal of »rotecting
underground water, but where there are states that have no
such rules, the ZPA can be most helpful in providing guidance,
and assistance in establishing an efficient program. We feel
that the states must have the primarv respeonsibility of

administering a workable »rogram. EPA can incr=ases its effort

to determine if the state »Drograms &o. in fact work, and where|

they do, allcw them to work.
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Well, T am not personally an engineer, the other
volunteers working on this project indicate the prorosed
logging and zlugging requirements are redundant anéd in some
places illogical. Detailed comments, as I said, will be for
coming.

Both the EPA and the o0il and gas producers are seek.
effective engineering practices for »rotaction of undergroun:
water scurces. Iile, as producers, simply cannot ke permitted
to be submerged in ceomplicated, redundant, and unnecessary
tasting and revorting reguirements.

In summary, our vnositicn is first, that where the

states have adequate rules anéd regulations for the protectio:

of subsurface fresh water, the EPA should monitcr those state

to assure continued success cf those programs.

Second, some of the rules that are proposed are larc

unneecded and unnecessarv and will be wasteful and inflationa:

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

and will definitely interfer with the expeditious prcduction
cil and cas so dasvarately needed by this company. The esti
mate loss of cnlv 9,500 barrels a days, would appear on first
blush to be highly ccnservative, but even at that, based on
current refining abilities,that breaks down to about 200,000
gallons of gasoline a day, and I am not looking forward to
explaining that to our President, and certainly not to an
independent trucker.

Let us refocus our attention on the new and cumbersc
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-
reculation but on the desire goal of using what works. You'™.
find the independent producers of this country interested.
and sugportive cf the achievement of our joint coals.
2re there any guestions?
MR, LEVIMN: Thank vou. Nuestions from the panel.
Thank veou very much, we'll lcok forward to yvour written
cormments on the regulations.
1r. Engel followed by Mr., Frank.
HEZMAN A. ENGEL: Hr. Chairman, I will answer scne
questions at the end.
For those on the staff who may not be familiar, we
did, i1s. Phillips, accent the real responsibilityv on the Last
Texas Salt Water Disposal Company was formed some 33 vears ago

with the »nrirmarv ourpose of protectinc the environment in and
= < Eo I i o

around the largest oil field in the lower 48 states of the

United States. Since inception, the Company, under—the-stricl

supervision of the Texas Railroad Commission, has injected
aporoximately six billion barrels of sale water that have been
recoverad in association with oil production industry. Curren
we inject almrost 700,000 barrels which is akout 1/4 of a
billion barrels each year, and that comes from about 6,000
:

wells that are producecd in the largest project of this tvve
of industry.

There has never, and I repeat never, been an instance

reportaed in which these operations nrave been known to cause

1

4

I L
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damage to, or mollution of, fresh water sources. 2nd if vou
want tc see what happrens 1f we just get a small break in one
of cur pipelines, or somekodv breaks it and one of them star

to leak, the Texas Railrcad Commis

0]

ion peoprle are there like
a covey guail. They just pounce richt on us and make sure w
teen the envircnment clean.

Yew to stav within your time limit, I'1ll only high-
light a few areas today and submit detailed written report
later. And these comments pertain cnly to those portions of
the proposesc requlations relating to 14€ Class II wells.

Despite the statement by the EPA in the Federal
Register of Friday, April 20th that "EPA believes this re-
proposal'represents a more flexible and workable regculatory
scheme", the reproposal imposes manv costly, ncn-beneficial
anéd duplicative rules and requlations on those state regulat
agencies, such as the Texas Railroad Commis=sion, which have
excellent pollution control Hrograms, and on these who opera
disnosal and/or injection facilities in those states. The
East Texas Salt Water Disposal Company then continues to
strenuously object tc the imposition of these regulations an
is of the opinion that the objectives of the Clean 'ater 2ct
can adecuatelyv ke accomplished if the EPA will review the
state's current control 2rograms, such as Texas, and issue
an order for those states with acdequate controls saying, "Th

State of is required to maintain a program to prc
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all underground cdrinking water socurces". That's strictly alil
we need as far as the Class II wells go.

The cumbersome comnlexity of the prorosed rules must.
in part, be attributed to LDPA's efforts to write one rigid set|
of regulations applicable for the many thousands fields, oil
and cas fields, whether they be 1,300 feet deep or 31,000 feet%

{
deep, or whether they hapren to be in Zlaska or off the coast %
of MNew zZngland. There arz just no two fields alike zand }
virtually none of the reservoirs have absolutely homogeneity l
throughout.

The same degree of evvective protection of fresh water
scurces can be attained in a much less costly and complicated
manner by providing a bit more flexibility in the decision
making role of the various state directors.

438 an illustration, more that 30,000 wells have been
drilled to a depth of about 3,500 feet in the Fast Texas Field
Without fear of contradiction, ocne can state that no new infor-
maticn of value in protecting socurces of drinking water will
be forthcoming from manv of the numerous reqguired surveys, locs,
tests, et cetera, in the drilling and overation of additional
enhanced recovery injection wells. Absolutely no new infor-

mation.

Der hars some of the feollowing specific comments will|

be useful in considering changes needed to »rovide this

flexibility to the state airectcrs. To be snecific, the
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following comments are for Part 146, Suvarts 2 and C. Ané

I do have crne guestion of the panel that I'll ask you to

ansver later, 146.03 definition and reference is made to 490

CFR 122.03, and I can't £ind a .03 in thas text anvwhere.
Part 146.22, Cconstruction reguirements. Several

of the logs and other tasts listed are certainly not needed

well develoned fields such as this or where existing systems

are in operation. For exampls, (d) (1) deviation surveys wou

certainly be adecuate in lieu of directional surveys in almc

all »rojects. And, of course, we don't even think that you

need deviation surveys.

In (d) (2) (1) Flectric logs and caliper logs in
surface hcles are certainly not needed where sufficient cdeve
ment wells have been drilled and logged.

In (&) (3) (i) Gamma ray logs are unnecessary in almo
all develored fieslds for this particular purpose. It is
suggested that the last sentence of (d) be revised as fcllow
The Director shall prescribe which of the following logs and
tests shall be reguired in each field or project, instead of
all of the follcwing.

In (e) once the information in this sub-paragravh
concerning the injection formation is a matter of record for
the directeocr, the recguired suctmission of same for each new
well is superfluous in almost 211 instances.

Tt is suggested that the following be added to
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paragraph (e): "The informaticon reguired in paragraph (e)

of this section may be included by reference if the referenc

is specific in identifying the information in question and i:c

|
|

readily available to the direct, or the administrator in caseﬂ
where IPA issues the permit."

Part 146.23 abandonment of Class II wells, paragraph

i

(b), what dces EPX mean wihen it says, operators shall assure,
through a nerformance bond or other apvropriate means the
availability of resources, et cetera?

It is suggested that the item be exranded somewhat so
that the directors as well as the operators will know what is

acceptable to TPA. There are other references made to these

14 even in Part 122, and other places; and I suggest that they

15 all be written with the same wording rather then each one

16 Pbeing-—different: B
17 Under 146.24, Operating, monitoring and reporting

18 requirements, (b) (3) mechanical integrity tests. The director
19 should have sufficient authority to utilize any one of the

20 || methods listed under 146.08(b) rather than some combination of
21 tests. These are not only costly tests, but they interrupt oil
22 croducing operations, and most of them don't tell you much

23 anvwvay.

24 From a zractical operating »oint of view, most of the
25

tests listed under 146.08(b) are utilized to isolate a leak *
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once a nroblem is already known to exist.

Part 146.25, Infcrmation tec be considered by the
director rrior to the issuance of a permit. Much of the
information required in this permif for new wells in an exis
ing project will be readily available to the director by
reference to previous rermits and other sources.

It is suggested thét the sentence in the first pars
graph, "The information required in paragrapﬁs (), (c) and
(£) of this section may be included by reference, et cetera.
ke ex»nanded to include naragraphs (&) (3), (2) ané (h) throuc
(n).

Faragraph (o), in contract to the reguirement,well
I mentioned that. I think that should be the same as in otl
places.

Yow the following brief comment, ilr. Chairman, I
have onlyv one comment witih respect to 122.37 and that's'beca
it's an intracal part of this. I'd like to make that.

Under Area Permits, 122.37(a) (1), the term within
a single well fuel project or site in a single space. That
tends to eliminate all projects when vou sav a single well
field. There are no single well fields whers vou conduct
iniection. The following word is suggested, within the sam
field (or reservoir) and within the same state. I think th
your intent bhut vou've got a single well field and there ju

isn't such a thing.
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In view of the uncertainty as to whethasr oil fields
brimes and drilling fluids will, by anv stretch of the imacgi--
ation, be classified as hazardous waste, I'll defer any relateu
comments for the apnropriate time.

MP, LEVIN: Thankx vou, Mr. Engel. 2Are there any
gquestions from the members of the panel?

This is an easy one so I'll clarify. You aza correctﬂ
122,03 was suppose tc be 122.3.

¥R. ENGEL: I Zust wanted to show you that I read it.

MR, LEVINM: I might acdd that I recall Mr. Engel's

testirony 3 years ago, and he was much kinder this time. I

E* N

might also add, that in case it is not clear, that silence ‘
cdoesn't necessary constitute acquiescence.

Mr. Frank followed by MMr. Stamets.

JAMES C. FRANK: My name is Jim Frank, and I am
employed by Dupont. 3ut today I'm apvearinag on behalf of the
Texas Cnemical Council. I am Chairman of the sub~-committee
dealing with the use of industrial disposal wells by industry.

The Council is an association of 77 comwanied with

over 62,000 employees in the State of Texas. Over half of the

nation's petrochemicals are produced by member companies in
Texas.

The Council has a long historv of cooperation with !
state and federal agencies in the furtherance of responsible |

environmental legislation andéd regulation. We appreciate tais 3
|
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opportunity to make an input into the standards setting reom
lations for the UIC rules and reculations.

The TCC, or Texas Chemical Council, has followed ti
development of the UIC rules and requlations under the Safe
Drinking %ater Act since their vroposal in 1976. Zt that t:
our concerns were primarily in the area of industrial dispos
wells, altaough many member companies were also concerned Ww:
the broader scorce of controls ccveered by the recovery of o:
and gas, leachate mining and other well related activities.
2t that time, it was obvicus to the various experts in these
fields that the regulationz vere unnecessarily extreme in sc
areas and would cause serious economic Imwvact. The [PA wise
withdraw the regulations for further study and modifications

I did want to state that the member coﬁpanies of ¢
are involved in well activities described in Class I, II,
and III. Eowever, the ccmments that I want to make are for
Class I wells, cor the industrial waste disposal wells.

During the last 2 vears, the TCC and others have
participated with EP2A in several informal work sessions to
help develop regulation which would meet the oractical and
economic objectives cf the Safe Drinking ‘Water Act. General
we believe that Class I regulaticns as currentls ~roocs3ed na
achieved these objectives and provide practical and econamic

anprocach tc protecting the groundwater witiiout an unreasonak

economic menalty to the country. Eowever, we should cgualify
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that by saying that this holds true only perhans kecause the:.
are slightly less than 400 wells in this classification. Th-
0il and gas industryv having hundred of thousands, I can agree
with their problems.

In this regard, perhaps the most important facture oI
the control strategy is th= concept of separating the wells
into the 5 classes and tailoring the regulations for each
class. e support this concept and believe it allows improved
opportunity to work out potential problems in one area, while
at the same time moving forward in tne implementation of the
nrogram in other areas.

Overall, we endorse the regulations as they address
the permitting procedures. Specifically, the two-step procedune
for existing systems, and the concept of area vermitting. Ve
also agree with nermits foxr the life of the facility with a 5
vear review regulation instead of repermitting. %e also support
the elements of an approvable state UIC program, and particulady
the concept of partial approval of a state program for the
various classes.

Concerning the various technical asgects of the re-
gulations, we believe they are adeguate and do not represent
excessive limitations. The optional methods for determining |
area of review are good; nowever, we believe the states should
be authorized to vary the radius bv regulation on the basis of

ceograchv and/or the tyve of well. We also believe that
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recognizing the potential for overlap between RCZA and the U
regulation is important, and we agree with the seraratinc
of them at the wellhead. e believe the other technical aspec
such as siting, construction, surface casing, tubing and pacil
and annular injection are acceptable.

There is some question concerning the economic impac
for Class I wells as they andp2ly to industry. ¥e beliesve the
$5,000 to $35,000 range for testing to be reasonable, althou¢
probably or the low side. However, the cumulative cost shoul
be in the range of $1,500,000 te $10,500,000 or roughtly 5
times the EPA estimate. 2As mentioned earlier, there are abotu
400 wells and if yéu just do a simple multiplication, you see
 you are off on-your numbers. - e
It also estimates the cost of remedial work at $15,0

to $100,000 to repair a well and the total impact to be

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

25

$35,000 to $200,000. This apparently assumes only two wells
in the whole nation that's going to be needing scme upgrading
Generally, most of the wells are already built the way the UI
regulations define, but we would say that 2 is too small. Th
apparently, we believe, this to be low by 5 to 1C based on
the upgrading work that is currently being done by companies
having Class I wells.

In closing, we acvpreciate the way the State of Texas
particularly the iTater Pesource Department, and the EP2 has

worked together with industry and others in the redevelopment
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of the Class I regulations. This should serve as an example

in the development of other reculations, such as those propos.:

under RCRA. “here practical solutions to real problems are

developed, and sufficient flexibility and latitude of engineering

is allowed to deal with the unique characteristics of a system
within the environment being impacted.

I would trv to answer any ¢guestions you may have.

4

D‘IR - X

EVIN: Thank you, Mr. Frank. A&Are there any

L

questions from the members of the »nanel. Iir. Baltav.

IiIR. BALTAY: First of all, could you come and speak
at all of our hearings? The serious guestion that I have is
that, you know, as vou realized that the estimates are what we
believe to be the best natiocnal economic estimates that we've
got, do you have some specifics that will hel» us refine those
numbers as we go through for the promulgation.

MR. FRANK: We cculd develop some and submit them to

MR. BALTRAY: We would appreciate any help you could
give us along those lines because we will want to refine our
national estimates.

MR. LEVIN: Mr. Morekas?

R, MOREKAS: Your »oint of comment regarding the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act regulations, would yvou
be able to put forth sroecifics. Are you addressinc to the pro-

vosed regulations or the ones that are in Parts 122 and 1237

|

|
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MR. FRANK: Basically, the approach, I think, speci
ally I think the way they subdivided to a greater extent the
areas, like in Class I through Class V, it allows industry
dealing with a special area to key in on that. In general
terms, I think the RCF2 rules are trying to solve all the
nations problems with one sgueaking set cf very complex and
very detailed regulations; and I don't think we're going to
make anyv »nrogress in the next 5 to 10 years until we deal wi
the more serious problems first and not trv to regulate ever
thing at once.

Mow that's still just a general statement, but RCRX
I think, is headed for the same type of delay and controvers
that +he UIC regulations ¢id 2 years ago. Everything was, I
believe, was an overkill, and then there was a »ractical
approacn by EPA and they backed off and peopnle who were beir
impacted were able to discuss in non-adversary conditions wi
ErA the typme of controls.

I think the Class II and Class III geople still wou
not agree with me that the UIC regs have reached that degrec
of practical approacn.

MR. MOPEKAS: I understand you are referring to the
over-all designation of hazardous waste as broad definition
instead of relying to some form of hazard classification.

MR. FRANK: Yes, rigat.

MR, MOREXAS: Okav, thark vou.
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MR, LEVIN: Thank vou, Yr. Frank,

T might addé because we are no where near half dcne of
cur list oI speakers, I ¢do not intend to call a break. ¢£o if
anybody feels that they need to leave the room, please do so |
when vou have to. I've also been asked to scratch Mr. Charles
Frarmer for today of Petroleum Engineer ifyoming Zas and 0Oil

Commission, he'll testify tomorrow.

Text speaker is lr. Stamets followed bv Mr. Eanby of

]

the Alabama 0il and CGas Board.

RICHARD L. STRMETS: Thank you, Alan.

The only Aggie storv I know is about the Aggie who %
left the State of Texas and joined the CPA Staff thereby, in-
creasinc the average intelligence level of both. (Laughter)
U until that time, I wasn't even aware that they had a Law
School Zdown there.

I am Dick Stamets, Technical Support Chief, with the |
0il Conservation Division of the State of New Mexico. Besides
that, I happen to be the Chairman of £he Environmental Protectio:

Committee of the Interstate 0Oil Contact Commission, and a

member of the National Drinking Water Advisory Council. Eow-

ever, I am here today representing my »nosition with the state.

These are preliminary comments that I am submitting

here tocday on the rerroposed regulations; and I would expect }
that our final comments when they are submitted to be scmewhat
|
|
|

more extensive, and perhaps chanced due to clarification of
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issues which we have raised at this hearinc today.

Further, due to the length and the complexities of

?regulations, we would reguest that the extension of comment

period ke made to October 15, 1979. We feel that it is in-
appropriate that EPA exvect the state 0il and gas reculatory
agencies to review and develope comments on tihis tremendous
package to all 4 sections, and vou've got to read all 4 toge
at a time when we are experiencing the highest Jdrilling rate
in years, and to do this over the summer when about half of
staff is onrn vacation nalf of the time, it is really a tremen
task and iz something that ZP2 ought not to have dumped cn u
The first three comments are in tile preamble of the
UIC Part. ile concur with EPL's two propnosals for aguifer
exemontions. e feel that the states wcrking with the Region.

offices of EPA can utilize these exemptions to raduce cost tt

-the-states -and industry while still protecting usable underg:

sources of drinking water.
We agreze that the annualus ronitoring is one of the

better methods of determining continued mechanical intecrity

n

of injection wells. However, some wells cannot be completed
such a manner as ﬁo permit such a test to be taken, and it i:
believed that flexibility needs to be provided in tais regul:
tion.

Further, we believe that it is useless to report re:

of annulus pressure data which show that there is no problem
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wita the injection well, and we certainly hope that is left
out of any £final rezulation.
Vie believe that Class III wells should be subdivided,
{
so that each one is dealt with individually. For example, geo-
thermal wells which return condensed geothermal steam, or hot
water, to the originating formation should not be subjected to |
!
the same ricorous Class III resguirements as a solution mining
well. These more progerly fit the reguirerents of Class II
wells in that they are normally drilled, nroduced, and operatad
in the same general manner.

Section 146.04. The shpaes of agquifers and how they

interfinger with, underlie or overlie mineral or oil or geo -

thermal producing horizons do not lend themselves to simple
geogranhic descrivtion such as by section, township and range.

Tor example, one may be able to define agquifer and the line
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aquifer on one side an& a non-aquifer on the other side today.
But tomorrow, the operators have to drill on the other side

of that line and develop an addition to this oil pool, so that
6 months or a year down the line, the line has affectively (
moved cver. At\fhat point, to reguire the operator to come in |
and has tc ask the state to change the stats's plan and send ;

a new set of marns off to the EPA in tashington, is really

ridiculous. Tthat we need is a definition which allows for the

situation where we have additional development which Jdemonstrate
!
!
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that the zone called an aquifer before is no longer an aquif
at that point. I think this can be done, we will be making
some proposals along that line.

Vie use the 1/2 mile area of review in the state, so
we are not going to have any vroblem with the LPA's proposal
for the area of review.

Section 146.307, vou've already got the misnumbering
there. It talks about corractive action. In lNew Mexico, we
usually take what the operators submit, review it, review ou
records and we find out which are the bad wells in our opini
and which wells need to have some corrective action taken, a
we tell the orverator, vou must do this.

Apparently 122,38, contemplates that it will be <don
in this manner, whereas 146.07 says the operator will tell u
2t the very least, vou should provide that it be either way.
We feel like the director is the one normally who 1s going tu
say who will do what. 2lso, if we do it this way--what we du
is say that now you can't inject until you get this repaired
IZf we can do it that wav then we can get rid of these compli:
schedules which have no rlace relative to Class II wells, Ti
are just too many Class II wells to set up a bunch of compli:
schedule‘and hire 500 clerks to sit theres and see that every-
body files the paper work on time to no particular use.

We noted the mechanical integrity tests, one is eno

in most cases unless you have an indication there is a vroble
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and if vou would substitute the words "one or more of the
following" for the first line of paragravh (b) of this sectic:.
we believe wvou can resclve that problem.

I'm going to skip over my comments relative to 146.12 '
and 146.13, because they are going to be essentially identical
to 146.22 and 146.23.

There seers to be an improper referasnce in Section

146.21(f) to 122.42(h). I don't think it cross checks there,

Section 146.22, the wecrding of this section seems to

pronibit the use of anvthing but newly drilled wells for injec-

Py

tion after the effective date of these regulations. While the |
wording of the section is not specific as to this pcint, the
requirements such as logging and directional survevs could not
be met, necessarily, by a well which had already been drilled.
riow the common practice of disposing of oil field brine is

nutting in a new waterflood project is to use an existing well

for injection wells. These wells are reviewed for casing,

cementing, construction and must meet essentially the same re-

gquirements as a newly drilled well. Further, new wells are

costing anywhere from $100,000 to half a million dcllars,for
wells the depth that we are talking about. Actually, we are
having quite a few wells drilled now at $1,0030,000 to $1,500,000

It would seem highlvy improper to enact reguirements that would

orohibit the use of souné old wells for injection. The open- !
!

ing paragraoh of this section aprears to reguire that existinq!

|
|
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ennanced recovery and hydrocarbon storage wells come into

L

compliance with all the requirements for newly drilled injec

wells; these being requirements for construction, operatinga,
monitoring, revorting, et cetera. 2s such wells cannot be
redrilled, recased and recemented, there is a possibility th:

some could not be in such compliance, however, if such wells
are not a threat to undergrcund sources of drinkinc water, ti

should be allowed to continue to be utilized as injection we!

EPA needs to spell this out clearly in this section of the

regulation.

In paragrapih (d) of that same section, the reguireme
for directional surveys on new injection wells borders on the
ludicrous. In conductinc numerous, literally thcusands, of
tests to determine mechanical integrity, we have never seen &
indication cf leakage resulting from the diverging holes as
anticipated by this wmaragrarh. Directional surveys should cr
be required if excessive hole deviation 1s encountered. The
requirement for logging of the surface before running of casi
again, i3 unnecessary. It can result in colawnse hole and al
kinds of problems.

In many of our oil and cas areas, there are literall
thousands of wells drilled in the same vicinity and little
significant additional data would be generated by these logs.
Division rules require the circulation of cement on surface

casing, and little valuable information would be gained by th
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provosed logging. The same would hold true for the long stri.s

or intermediate casing excent for the circulation requirement.

It is felt that the variety and tyoe of logs run should be

left to the discretion of the operator. Except in those cases
wnere the director has determined that other logs should be ru-
depending on a unigue circumstance. We do agree with the re-

i
Tuiresment that a cement bond lce or a temperature survey should

|
be run on the long string or anv vropeosed injection well if ;
|
cement i3 not circulated. SP logs have had no significant usadge
in Mew Mexico oil fields in 20 vears. EPA should spell ocut the
information that they seek to determine from such logging and
rermit the anplicant to submit that information in the best form
available to him. This might include other logs or data derivead

from other sources besides the well itself.

Section 146.23. Xost injection wells at the time they
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are to-be nlugged -retain--a considerable amount of formation
pressure and can backflow for an extended period of time.
Plugging nrocedures normally reguire that this zone be shut off

by a bridge plug with some kind of cement on ton, or by sgueeze

cementing before the well is plugged, before the mud would be

put in in this case. In such cases that we are talking about,

to obtain a solid mud column from tor tc bottom beforzs setting

this bridge plugger, before scueezing the zone, woulé be

essentiallv impossible. The regulation might be revised to
|
orovide that the injection interval shall be scueseze-cemented or

|
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otherwise isolated, and that the hold shall be f£fillad from t
to bottom and equalized with mud if indeed such a reguiremrmern
necessarv at all.

Section 146.24. Host major cil and gas producing st
have existing reporting systems for production of oil and ga
injection of water, and so forth. £ EPA now rsguires signi
cantly different reports, forms, et cetera, the cost to the
states for processing and for industry in reporting could be
increased tremendously. In New Mexico's case, a single repo
provides monthly data on production, injection, injection
-ressure, sale of o0il, sale ¢f gas, storage, and one time we
got it all.

Paragraph (b) (1) reguires monitoring cof the nature
injectad f£luids 2t intervals sufficiently frequent to yield
data revresentative cf its characteristics. IPA's comment o
Page 34277 ,—fellowing—Seetion 12214 (a){1) indicates that su
monitoring is not generally required in UIC applications. W
concue with EPA's comment in this matter and we feel that th
paragrarh, in 146, should ke correcteéd by beginning it with
the words "where approrzriata”.

Paragranh (c) requires that the cwner or operator s
be reguired to identify the typmes of tests and methods used
generate the monitoring data. We feel that this should incl

the modifving statsment "where aporopriate" or "as reguired

the director". In most instances it is cbhbvious to our field
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personnel what methods are being used and there is no need i:
just simply duplicating this information.
Section 146.25. In raragraph (b) cof this section,

the second sentence, change the word "show the number or name

and location of" to "identify and locate". You are talking

|

about the wells on the mar, most of the maps are so darn small:

that if you try to show all that information on there, the
man will be black. The ancropriate place for showing this
information is on the tabulation, and the map just needs to
identify the well as closely so that the two can tie together.

Paragraph (c) (3) talks about the chemical analysis of
the injected fluid, and we feel like we should also include
the analvsis cf any additives that are going to be included
with the injecticn £fluid.

Paragraph (f) talks about the applicant showing agqui-
fers on the application. 3y and large, he comes in and asks
us where they are, and this means that we would tell him then
he would tell us. We certainly agree with the gentlemen from
the Texas Water--Fast Texas Dispcosal Systems on that, I
thought that was an excellént idea, and I'm certainly going to
include something like that in ocur firal comments. If the
director has the information, the ap»licant can submit it by
reference, and if the director is happy with that he should be

allowed to gc ahead.

Paragraph (n) for consistency needs to have "or

'
!
|
|
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required by the directer”" at the end of the paragraph.

Paragrapn (p) should be removed from this section
entirely. This *alks akout mechanical integrity prior to
vermit. That mechanical integrity certainly needs to be shc
before injection is permitted but not kefore the permit.

The biggest thing of all, if EPA would accept ongoi
croven state programs in lieu of their minimum recuirements,
we could do this whole thing with minimum exrense to the
federal government. I know we've had this argument for a
long time, but I see no reason why EPA can't go to Congress
and say, lock now, we could do it this way and it would cost
us about half or 1/3 of what we are going to spend otherwise
and they'd rrobably give you guys a medal. And I will answe
anv guestions.

(Applause)

MR. LEVIN: It sounds like vou broucght yvour fan clul
fuestions from the panel. I have one.

In discussing the area of review, you indicated thaf
in New Xexico that you don't allow an cperator to inject unt:
he makes the correction--

MR. ST2METS: I perhavs wasn't thorough on that poi:
2 zourle of '2°7.  Cne we say no injection or no injec-
tion above avdrostatic pressure until it's fixed. It depends

cn the prokblem.

¥R, LEVIN: Is that applicable to new wells as vwell
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as existing wells?

MR. STAMETS: Well, at this pcint I would say that . .
ig essentially only applicable to new wells. Anytihing since
1977 or starting in '77.

MR, LEVIN: Let me clarify once again. If he already
has an injection well operation, do you make him shut down if
e is already injecting?

IIR. STAMETS: No. Now if we find a »roblem, we might
and in one instance, there was one well withirn the confines

of a very heavily drilled and injected area, and the new well

was simply replacing an existing well on the same 40 acre |

tract. A field investigation showed no indication of ground |

|
water contamination or any leaks, and also this was in an area;
where there was essentially no ground water, and we said to
heclt with it, we'll wait until its program comes out, go ahead.

MR, LEVIN: 2ny other dquestions from the panel?
Thank vou very much, Xr. Stamets.

MR. STAMETS: Thank vou.

MR, LEVIN: The next gentlemen is Mr. Hanby followed
by Steve Xellev,

MR. KEN HANBY: !Mr. Chairman, other members of the |

Tnvironmental Protection Agency, ladies and gentlemen, I am

Xen EHanby, Assistant 0il and Gas Supervisor, State 0Oil and Gas
Board, State of Alabama. I do not have a copy of my nrepared

talk but I will get it to the clerk before the hearing is overy
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and I will address questions.

Ey comments are directed to the proposed regulatiorn
pertaining strongly to salt water disposal wells and injecti
wells for ennanced oil or gas recovery.

0il and gas orerations in the 30 producing oil and
states in this country have been regulated for many vears by
the various state regulatorv agencies. In this respect, ila
bama, has adopted rules and regulations which include specif
recuirements for permitting of disposal wells and injection
wells for enhanced recovery. Although no two states have
identicai regulations, the ourpose of the regulaticns are th
same. With these wells, it is the intention to drill, to
complete and to operate in such a manner that the injected
fluid will not enter an existing or a potentizl water supply

This is the same purpose that vou in EPA have.

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Our regulatory staff consists of petroleum engineer
geclogists, hydrologists, civil engineers, and biologists an
cther technical people who have very important res»onsibilit
e are proud of our efforts and feel a strong responsibility
the states which we serve, and to the citizens of those stat:
and to the need to insure that at all times the fresh water
resources of our state are protected.

The results of the state regulatory efforts speak f¢
themselves. I will not go into the studies there were conduc

they have been mentioned previcusly, and EPA is very familia:
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with these. These were the studies conducted by underground
resource management and Lewis R. Reeder and Assoclates. I
was going to comment and guote from those studies which show
that pollution was evident from the o0il and gas operations in
the states studies.

Since EPA's first provosed regulations in 1976, the

regulatory agencies in the various states have insisted that

their programs work. These studies indicate that that is true.

If the proposed EPA program does not result in elimination of
nollution or possible vollution, and if it is not occurring
it will now eliminate that, then the only result will be
increased operating costs in the various states and a contri-
bution to the spiraling inflaticn in this country. __EPA has
been urged, and by this statement we are urging again that

IPA exempt from the EPA regulations, those states which can

demonstrate that they have a sound program of—admintstering——

and monitoring injection well programs.

1
|

I will make a few favorable comments since the criginql

regulations were proposed. They are better, there is more

|
i
‘

flexibility. Existing wells can be permitted by rules, permité

§

can be issued for the life of the facility, the area of review

has been modified.
Going specifically to comments on the sections in

146.04, it provides that the director shall designate as under

1
4
i
i
i
i

|
|
!
|

greund sources of drinking water, all aquifers or parts thereoﬁ

i

|
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which currently serve as sources of drinking water or which
contain fewer than 10,000 milligrams ver liter of total di-
solved soclids. Fowever, and I will comment on 122 at this
point because I think it is pertinent, it says the director
shall identify all acuifers or parts of aquifers which arxes n
underground sources oZ drinking water in accordance with the
criteria contained in 146.04; and then further states that a
aguifers not so identified shall be designated underground
sources of drinking water.

This last section aporoaches the designation of
underground drinking water sources in the reverse direction
then 146 does. Zlthough it savs it is done in accordance
with.l46. The method in 122 avpears to be an unworkable met
as 1t approaches the designation of underground drinking scu
by defining first all aguifers that are not underground drin
ing water sources. In areas of states where very little sub
surface information is available this would be practically
imoossible. If it was found that in these areas, aquifers w
not underground drinking water sources that haé previously h
been designated because of lack of information, thén the sta
program would have to go through the lengthy amending proced
before an oil and gas operator could get approval for an
injection well.

Under Secticn 146.22(d) minimum requirements for lo

and other tests are given. These requiremsnts are rigid and
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varts illogical and do not provide the states with any flexi-
bilitv. Tirst of all the requirement for directional survey:s
to be conducted on all hcles to assure that vertical avenues
for f£fluid migration in the form of diverging ncles are not
created. I assume EPA is intending for diverging holes to be
the original bore hole that has been abandoned and the well
i
has been sidetracked. Due to the normal reason for sidetrack-|
ing, that beirg junk in the hole, it would not be n»ractical

nor engineeringly sound to attempt running directional survey-

ing ecguinment in the area of a hole where junk has been lost.

If this is the intention, it appears that this discre-

|

tion in judgment should be left with the director of the statei

rrogram who could reguire that the entire junked part of the

hole be cemented 1f it was necessaryv, to prevent possible escan

of any injected fluids into fresa water agquifers; not by re-
guiring a directional survey.

Further, under this section, specific locgs or curves

are required for surface hole and any completad hole. The

intention of these regulations is, I am sure, to insure that

[eN

injections are done in suci manner that none of the injected

=

£luids can enter an underground source of drinking water. State

, "2 Alabama has

b

PP B .- PR FLI— - - = PRy a5 -
regul.ator LT2nCLSes aAave .2 5&8le Ciol=zCd

[

reguired specific well construction standards, anc monitoring

procedures fcr injection wells for years. e are not stati

3

Y

)]
o
a,
I S,

that we are opposed to having the information derived from
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logs if it is necessarv. Eowever, we do onpose these condit
whereby nc £lexibility is cgiven to the state director in mak
these judgments.

Seventv-£five percent of the permitted salt water
disvosal wells or existing wells have been from conversion o
either abandoned procducers or dry 1oles. Ninety-seven perce
of the converted secondarv recoverv wells are from ccnversio
of existing abandoned »roducers. UWith the inflexibility tha
these minimum reguirements carry, unless an existing well ha
been logged in such fashion to conform to the minipum requi
ments any use of these wells for injection purvoses would be
nrohibited. These wells have been drilled, the casing
has been set and cemented, the iogs have been run and many ©
these wells were drilled years ago when logging technigues a
available tools are not what they are today.

The construction of these wells, and their opveratic
has been aporoved by the State 0il and Gas Board in Rlabama
to assure that underground scurces of drinking water are »ro
tected. 7ith deep wells which have been drilled to 12,000 o
greater surface casing has been set at 3,000 and 6,000 feet.
In manv cases no logs were run on the surface hole; however,
there are many shallow wells in the area upon vhich ES and S
logs anave been run and these are available for the directoer
the state program tc determine the depth of the fresh wate

rescurces that must be protected. This is once again the ar
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where flexibility is needed. It shoull be left uz to the sta-
director to determine if sufficient evidence is available to
determine the devth of fresh water, and if the existing well
that could be converted to an injecticn well is proverly
constructed to prevent the migration of fluids into tane £resh
water zone. If the orperator was attempting to convert a well
to an injection well and sufficient information including logs
is not available, we woulld require this information before we

would consider issuing a permit.

There are a numoer of o0il fields in Alakamea which
would be prematurely abandoned if it became impossibkle to con-
vert dry holes or akandoned producers to salt water disnosal
wells because of a lack of the minimum reguired laws.

The require& compliance schedules may be logical re-
Juirements in ceonstruction of a »nlant or hazardous waste facili
But as we see it, it only complicates and adds additional papern
tork in vermitting Class II wells.

I know we have time limits and I am about out cf time
ané I wossibly would have additional comments today on Part

146 except that I just received Parts 122, 23, andé 24 last

Monday and these parts are extremely complex and confusing and

are totalls intervsl-atad,
"7e avprreciate EP2A's cxtension of the ccmment rzeriod
on part 146 and as !fr. Stamets said earlier, we would urgently

recquest the comment veriod on all 4 of these items be ext

(o1
)
[o

n

(l)

£
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at least until GCctobex 15tn.
Finally, to reiterate our mair comment, we urgently
request EPR to seriously consider waiving the reguirements p
vosed in the reculations for states who can demonstrate to
LCPA that our programs are adeguate in terms of compliance wi

EPA rzroceeds anc fails to

h

general regulations. TFTurther, i
allow a state to administer its own vnrogram, if deemed adequ
needless wvaster of enerqgy, money, time and Daper work will

occur. And if the rules remain inflexibilityv, unnecessary w
will ke drilled and nroduction of oil and’gas in this countr
recuced. 2And to the membar of EPA, vou are a vart of Washin
ton, and the government that President Carter was talking ab:

last night, we have been and are still trying to reach you.

Thank you.

4

MR, LEVIN: {r. Raltay?

¥MP. BALTAY: I have one point of clarification and
a question.

Your puzzlement on the way we chose to say designat
source of underground drinking water, that was motivated bv
the £inding that to make the state go through and map all the
aguifers or the base of the 10,000 zone or whatever, would b
inordinately exmensive ancé therefore, we chose to do it the
other way seeing that there is a general presumption on »rote
ing acceptance specific cases where the director chooses not

designate portion of an aguifer, is that really an unworkab.
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|

|

1 % system? Doesn't that, in fact, save you time and effort to

2 i have to svecify in detail the ones vou will not »rotect?

3 YR. FANBY: think it woulcd be easier since public

4 record in most states have the record where zcnes are producir -
5 water into the different counties. There are in »public recordl
6 the denth of the well, the aquifers have been identified bv

!

7 ; tiie geological survey. To go in and define all cf the zones

8 that are not underground sources would reguire to move into

9 areas in cases where there are mainly municipal supplies.

10 There is not evidence on enough wells in the area to deferen-
1 tiate that these are not underground sources. If vou say, theée
12 are not underground sources which, in turn, says everyvthing
13 else is underground drinking sources, then when vou move into
14 these areas then you have to mend your state vrogram. You may
15 find that you included some areas that are not underground

16 drinking scurcas.

17 M=, BALTAY: 3But then if you use the infcrmation you
18 have available to you now, you would not propose nct to

19 designate certain areas. How would vou generate the detail to
20 say this pcrtion is exempted from »rotection.

21 MZ, HANRY: We have the information in each of the

22 || counties and the aquifers that are currently producing water

23 in the state are all known. UWe feel like this would ke a

24 much easier method to avprocach it, then by coing the other

25

way and designating everyvthing that's not.
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MR. BALTAY: My other question, your major corment
on waiving state requirements would seem to imply scme sort
process wherebv EP2 or the administrator would have to make ¢
judgment or a determination of Qhat state acts we could waive
or state why we will not waive. What is your thinking on the
type of rprocess? Wnhat can EPA do, what extent would EPZ get
into the state's system and files to get the information to
make the kind of judgment?

MZ, HANBY: 77e have just had a recent =2ffort in this
manner and I will expand on those. With the MNatural Gas Poli
Act passindg FERC was required to certify gas wells but it cou
pass on to the states 1if thev supplied their method of certii
ing cf gas wells. FERC vroposecd a set and adoptad a set of
general guidelines where thev emphasized the lack of disrupti
of state programs whereby the state, using their own procedur
and their own method of gathering data, designing their own
forms to present in a narrative form, not 2,500 mages long, &
ours was something like 15 legal pages; we could ocutline our
program, what information we have in our files, how we cenersz
how a person could make an anplication according to the state
wide rules, and our notice hearings. Then how we would use t
information to make our judcment. This has been done with
minimal impact on the states, we have takan this resoensibili
I will pcint out that FERC has no money for us to dc it, we t

this on ourselves because we felt like in Going so it was a
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critical point in the industry andéd failure to do this would

mean that FEIC would certify it, and they may nct get around

to it.

1=
N
i

1R, BALTAY: Do vou, for example, foresee anv actual |
field work by EPA to assess the effectiveness of this thing?

IR, HANBY: 7@ have, for example, on every éisposal

:
well vou must suppnly us with information includineg logs, identif
|
i
|

ing the fresh water zone, your casing program, your cemanting

nrogram. You must show logs of the provosed injecticn zone,

. .. |

if vou use a nearby well, of ccurse, before you drill a well i
!

vou don't have a log on that well unless it's a converted well,

|
anéd then we have the logs available when the well was originaliy

!
drilleé. The acuiface must be identified and then in a publici
| |
hearing we would respond to that. |
MR, LEVIN: A follow-up.cguestion similarly related to
that, would you be receptive to an EPA team going into your
state and doing a survey of your state programs?

MR. HANBY: Yes, sir. ¥e would enccurage ycu to

actuallyv do that. We have supnlied our rules and regulations,

e have monitoring recguirements, monthly nmonitoring requirements

Es llex Mexico has, the operator must supply us with production)
salt water production, injection, annulus pressure reporting, !
volume injected, the zone itlié injected to, the depth. We f
have monitor wells in the fields, in Alabama and oil and ¢as

producing states these are mainly water suvcly wells that was
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were crilled during the drilling cf the wells originally.
We have agents that are in the field that monitor annulus
pressure, every well is monitored cnly once a month and more
then likely 2 cor 3 times a month he goes by, the injection
gage is on the well and we carry one with us.

MR. LEVIN: Thank you, I think vou have answered tl
guestion. Are there any other guestions from members of the
panel? r. ZXnudson?

MR. KIUDSONM: Wculd you see it.acceptable for if the
EPA approved your system, then EFA would then have those rule
and regulations would become federal rules and regulations
enforceable in Federal Ccurt also? Would vou see that as an
ontion?

MR, HEANBY: Let me see if I understénd that. If EP:

allowed us to set up and continue cur own program, would we

expect then that EP2 could enforce our regulations in Federa:

Court.

MR. KNUDEON: Right.

MR. HANDBY: If legally they can do it, I dcn't see
any problem with it. e can enforce them in the State of
Alakama.

MR, XUDSON: e do this in the =2ir >yroor=™ hers v
accept what the state rules and regulations are, then they bc
come Federal rules.

IIR. BALTAY: Ixpcund the ground rules for the state
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orogram.
MR, EANBY: That's good.
MR, BALTAY: You would feel comfortable with some lev#
l
cf EPA on site look at the procgram and taen in fact say we fee#
‘
that this is effective. |

MR, EANBY: Yes, sir, we've been saying it for 4 yvear«

|
!
and we would encourage it.

IR, BALTAY: We'll be up there.

MR. LEVIN: 0Qkay, thank you very much. The next
gentlemen is Mr. Steve Kelly

MER. STEVE XZLLY: I am Steve Kelly, Cxecutive Directo:
of the Cklahoma Independent Petroleum Association. OIPA is an
assoclation compnrised cf more then 1,050 members concerned with
and working toward the betterment of thg 01l and gas industry
in Oklahoma. It's members include individuals and coirorationsg
engaged in all aspects of the independent petroleum industry

within our state. Members of OIPZ are vitallv concerned with

nroposed federal underground injection control program which
is being discussed here today. ;

1
1

CIP2A is encouragad by the many changes the EPA has |

]

made and nrovosed technical standards for undercround injectioﬂ
|

operations over those originally proposed in 2Zugust of 1976. [
. . . . . - |
Nevertheless, we believe the Zgency has falled to i

i

answer the single most important guestion underlining the pro-

»osed UIC program as it relates to oil and ges overatiocns.

1
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vThy is the federal vrogram necessary in producing
states with adegquate injection programs alrzady in place and
operational. Procduction of crude oil and natural gas in 0kl
homa cates back over 80 years. Presently, Cklazhoma is produ
aporoximately 400,000 barrels of crude oil daily from 74,000
wells with approximately salt water production of 1,600,000
barrels.
For a number of vears, c¢il field injection and dis»
operations have been under close scrutiny and control oI the
Oklahcma Corporation Commrission. The OCC will be testifving

at your hearings in Washington.

The effectiveness cf this program in safeguarding

t

state's underground drinking water sources 1s supportec in t

study which has been mentioned previously here today. The

Federal UIC program assumes the 0il and gas production indus

S

o)
»

17
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utilizes faulty or at least less than optimal sngineexing
practices. Strict OCC rules and regulations in Oklahoma str
refutes such an assumpticn.

Furthermore, poor engineering or bad orerating tech
could lead to loss production, which no producer can afford.
While the QIPA will leave detailed comment of the soecific
Part 146 tc later written submission, we would nevertheless
to corment on a few of the recuiremsnts, we believe are
especially onerous.

First of all, the numerous lcgs and tests that are
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required before setting surface casing will be of little

ractical benefit while adding unnecessarily to the cost of

ie]

ovroduction.

Seconé, the satisfactory showing of mechanical.intengty
must be made every 5 vears. Given the hundreds of wells that
will have to meet this requirement and the associated paper
work burden, it ssems more prudent to reguire evidence of
mechanical integrity only when the facts suggest there mav be
a »reoblem nresent. Furthermore, the OIPA submits financial
responsibility provision are accented.

Cklahoma rules current szecify that overators have

$10,9000 surety on file to cover plugging of cil, gas and in-

jection wells. We do not believe the additional requirement
of a performance bond is necessary or useful.
Finallyv, th= OIPA would like to address EPA's cost

versus loss to o0il and gas rroduction figures. Perhaps, more

(D

disturbing then the actual figures themselves, is the Zgencv's
aoparent attitude that the cost while running several hundred
million dollars for the entire industry are "actually .srall
relative tec the economic potential of the cil and gas industry'

-

Most of OIPA's members are very small business oper-

ations, many consisting of only the »nroducer himself. Manv cf
our members operate marginally eccnonic oil and gas wells.
The addition of even ninimal oreratinc cost could force many cf

these wells to be shut down prematurely.
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The independent zroducer alsc plays a significant
role in looking for and developinc new sunvlies in domestic
oil and gas. A venture that is becoming increasingly expens

Cash flow is a significant concern to my membership.

Government programs whether they are state or feder

cr

hey add to the paper work endurance contest and the cost of
exploraticon and »roducticn activities have a very significen
impact on the small producer. Increase cost c¢f preduction a
a result cf this »rogram in turn, will impact negatively on
the develoément of our energy reserves.

In closing, let me state on behelf of the OIPZ that
we share the EPA's priority in protecting underground source
of drinking water. After all, most of QIPA's merbers live i
communities that have o0il field injection and disposai opeara
nearby. Nevertheless, we believe that our state currently h
adequate rules to assure our drinking water sources will be
vrotected. Ve do not believe the regulations recently »ropc
by EPA would contribute zanv additional environmental »rotec
but would have a significant adverse impact on ocur continued
ability to o»roduce and meet the domestic vetroleum supplies.

In light of these comments, we must again ask the
guestion, why is a federal program necessary in producing st
with adeguate injection programs already in »lace and overat
al? Thank vcu.

MR, LEVIN: Lir. Baltay?
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MR, BALTAY: I have several questions. With recard

tc mechanical integrity, there was a specific comment in the
preamble which said theat we had thought abcut sampling technigiz
rather than the universal mechanical integrity. Do vou have a
any help for us taere? Do vou see any »ossibility for using

their regquirement in that direction?

MR. KELLY: Ve weculd like to=--we will ke 2ddressing

that in our technical ccmments which we will be subnitting..
MR. BALTAY: Ck. 7Two noints of clarification, I've
hearéd the performance bond mentioned several times and I

think vou are aware that the statement is that scme kind of
l

financial responsibilty, bond is one possible form cof that kut

J4~

nothing in the regulations reguire a bond ver se. There is a
variety of ways in which ﬁhat financial responsibility can be
demonstrated.

The cther point that I wanted to mention very quickly,
is the ICCC studv which EPZ has reviewed. Our general conclu-
sion is that the ICCC report wasn't as helpful as we had hored
it would ke in establishing whetlhier or not tiere is indeed

contaminaticn related to oil and gas production. The central

Problem is that yvou've cot a large universe of wells out of

witicii a relatively small fraction is polluting, and the meticé—{

fa—
VY
',-l -

ology used by URM did nct have the nower to reveal that nc
of marginal statistical oroblem. fc the fundamental conclusicn

about the IOCC's study, in ocur orinion, has gcot to be that it
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really doesn't demonstrate either way. The statistical meth:
dologv just wasn't powerful enough tc show the kind of rrobl:
that we think we've cot.

MR, LEVIN: DMay I add something to that? However,
what the IOCC study did do was stimulate us to do additicnal
work, which has already begun and will continue during the
comment period.

MR, SCENAPF: I'm LCavid Schnarf with the enforcemen
grous at LPA. On this bond thing, I want .to make one »oint
clear and I think it raises another point that needs to be
made.

A lot cf you have mentiocned that the states program:
alreacy rzsguires a bond and that the additional federal bond

would be suwerflucus. I think it is our understancing tiat

the state bonds would fulfill the reguirement of these regu-

o
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lations, and that you wouldn't need to post mcre than one bo
I think that gces to a broader issue which is, we're honing
that these existing state programs will, in fact, implement
these provisions and that there will not be more than one
program in the state. We certainly hope that that would be

the case; and we certainly would not like to disrupt those

existing state programs.

u

MR. XELLY: What would you propose to do in the cas:
of the Osage lNaticn in Oklaihoma, for instance, where you don

want to have twc »roograms? The State Corporation Commission
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:
1 i no authority over the ©Csage Indian land.
2 } MR, SCHEMNAPF: In that case, we would prchably get a |
3 % program just for those Indian lands. The rest of the state, 2
4 } if they assume primacy, the rest of the state would be regulatéd
5 i under the state's program. Illow what would be particularly
6 % helpful in your comments, and in all the comments we receive, f
7 is to tell us how the existing state program differs from the i
8 federal vrogram; and what obstacles arise from yvour assuming
9 primacy. Because once the state has assumed »rimacy, all
10 injection operators have to comply with are the state rules
11 and regulations. |
12 MR, LEVIN: We are getting a little bit into Part
13 123 of tomorrow, which will discuss the recuirements for an
14 accectable state program.
15 Thank vou, IIr. Kelly.
16 Before—we—kreak-—fer—lunch,—thenetel has asked me—to
17 || mention to vecu that if vecu're eating here, and you order from
18 the menu service would be rather slow. They do have a buffet
19 which they recommend for $6.00. This is nct an endorsement,
20 | I'm just being a messanger in this case.
21 This hearing is adjourned until 1:30. Thank you.
22 (Adjourned for lunch)
23 MR, LEVIX: I call the hearing tc order, please.
24 We are ready for the afternoon session. %We're coing i
25 !

tc give you folks a break this aftsrncon. I'r not goin
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over the rules once again. You'll just have to remember wha

I said this morning. (Applause) That's probably the fi

arplause I've gotten in 3 years.

Te have had our first switch of the afternoon.
Mr. Mulligan and Mr. John Soule have switched so, therefore,
our next speaker is Mr. John Soule, Chief Legal Counsel for
the Texas Railroad Commission.

JOEM G. SOULZ: Ir., Chairman, and menbers of the »a

!y name 1is Jchn Scule, I am Chief Legal Counsel for the Cil
and Gas Division of the Railroad Commission of Texas. The
Commissioners have asked that I appear here todav and presen
comments of the Railroad Commission of Texas with regard <o
the »rowosed UIC regulations.

The Commission has scle responsibility for the pre-
vention of pollution which might result from activities
associazted with the exploration, development, and oroduction
oil, gas, ané gecthermal resources in Texas. The Commission
duties include responsibility for rpreventing pollution of su
face and subsurface waters in the state. Texas aas had an
effective underground injection control program for wore tha:
50 vears.

Orders regulating undercround injection were issued
by the Railrocad Commission as early as 1928. Those early oxn
contained casing and well completion recuirements in order tu

orotect fresh water sands and further made svecific provisio
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that the injected fluids must enter no cother formation. . Thus.

the Railrocad Commissiocn of Texas was concerned with the regu-
lation of injection wells toc ensure the protection of fresh
wvater for almost a half century before the U.S.Government or

any of its revresentative conceivad of the Safe Drinking

n

Act.

Water

{
|
i

Llmost 700,000 wells have been drilled in Texas in thj

search for oil and gas to supply a fuel-starved nation. Icre
than 200,000 cil and c¢as wells are now in »nroduction. Ilore
tnan 41,000 wells in Texas are being used for underground in-
jection in connection with the production of oil and gas.

Cver the years, there have been very few cases of a
alleged contamination, »ossikbly due to oil field owperations.
In fact, records of the Texas Department of EHeelth show only
two cases of alleged contamination over the mast 2 years.
Tae Railrcad Commissicn routinely investigates complaints of
this nature uncder its statutcrv mandate to prevent wast and
nollution in connection with the production of oil and gas.,
yWThen violaticns are confirmed, immediate remedial action is
crescribed. Our experience indicates that eliminating the
source generally eliminates the contamination itself.

The Safe Drinking Jater Act, rassed by a majcrity of
the U.S. Congress and signed by the President, recuires the
Fnvironmental Protection Zgency to promulgate reculations for

state UIC nrograms. Those ragulations are to contain minimum

|
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and I stress the word minimum, reculrements fgr the »rotecti
of drinkinc water sources. DProtection of drinking water scu
reguires that underground injection not contaminate undergro
water which supprlies or can reascnably be expected to sunnly
a public water system. The Act further »rovides that these
requlations may nct interfere with oil and gas »roduction,
unless necessary to protect underground sources of drinking
water, and mav not unnecessarily disrunt existing state
programs.

The regulations proposed by EPA are unreascnable.
adotted as provnosed, the reculations would substantially imp
the producticn of 0il and gas. They would unnecessarily dis:
a successful and effective TUIC program which has been in eff
in Texas for more than 50'years. Adoption of these rules wor
creata a severe economic burden on the American ccnsumer. Tl
rules would accelerate the current decline in oil and gas
production in the United States at a time of arproaching eco:
disaster.

The nroposed regulations do not »nrovide minimum sta:
ards for the protection of drinking water. They impose an
unnecessary, unreasonable, and extremely onerous burden on t!
producers of 0il and gas, the ultimate consumer, alrsady besc
by double digit inflation, and the state agencies charged Wit
the resvconsibility of regulation. This burden is being impos

at a critical time in our history, when a shortage of o0il anc
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gas threatans our verv existence as an advanced industrial

nation. Uhen the reculations nroposed by agencies of thne

federal covernment shculd ke striking a reasonable balance

!

between the protection of our environment and increased producdic

of our available energy resources, the IPA »rovoses to dismanu.

W

an effective and long=-lived UIC program in Texas,'and substituﬁe
for it a program of needless and costly overregulation.

The Railroad Commission will submit detailed written
technical comments prior to the September, 1979, deadline.

1,

Eowever, by way of further explanation, the following examples
of unnecessarv and burdensome regulations/are orovided.

The ccmpletion of diractional surveys on all injection
wells, as required bv the nroposed regulations, is unnecessary
to ensure vrotection of drinking water socurces.

Dlectrical locg reguirements are more cnerous than they

need to be to insure nrotection of drinking water sources.
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Fracture findling logs ar=2 costly and not sufficiently reliable

to justify their being run and submitted for all injection

Determination of pihysical and chemical characteristic
of formation £luids is not necessary to protect fresh water
sands.

The ZPA has earlier acgreed that the existing Texas

i S () B

program for control cf undergrouncd injecticn meets the require

ments of the Safe Drinking Tater Act. Yet, with these proposed

e
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regulations, making zrovision for "minimum" reguirements,
the IPA would require the Texas program to ke altered dras-
tically, increasing the cost in both time and monev, without
providing any greater orotection for cur sources of drinkinc
water.

The Railroad Commission of Texas alreadyv requires
protection of fresh water sands in connecticn with undergrot

injection related to cil, gas, and geocthermal activities.

(W= )

IP2 has gone well bevond the mandate previded bv Congress ir
the Act.

These vroposed regulaticns represent yet another 1le
of exvense to be borne by the ultimate consumer. Sas lines
will be longer. The cost of gas at the pump will increase
further, as will the cost of home heating oil. These reguls
tions are ill-conceived and ignore the Congressional mandate
not to impede the producticn of oil and gas—eor—todisrupt—
existing state underground iniection programs.

There are sensible ways our environmental regulatic
can be adjusted to take into account our energy needs. Now
the time to restore balance to our national o»riorities. The
oroposed regulations should be further revised to insure cor
sistency with both our energv and environment needs. The
Railroad Commission of Texas has written a rulebook for a

successful U

-~
@]
d
H
o
n
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would do well to Zcollow the Tex

lead.
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e

Mr., Chairman, I will be haozny to answer anv question::

)

MD, LEVIN: Are there anv quastions? lr. Baltay

MR, BALTRY: Did I hear you make refersnce that

I

Bz
has made some kind of finding of definitive statement about
the 7exas nrogram? !
ﬁi. SOULE: 1DMr. Baltav, we do nave a letter from the ‘
then administrator of the EPA, indicating at the time the Safe‘
Drinking Vater Act was being considerad by Congress, that he
was satisfied that the existing »rogram in Texas 4id satisfy

the requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act. I understand

that that is »robably not a binding oninion of the igency, but!
that nacd been expressed to the membars of Ccngress at the time
the Safe Drinking Water Act was enacted.

MR, BALTAY: You are referring to the Pickles/Trane
exchange of letters, I think the administrator was fairly care-
ful to say that as far as he knew, and that it seemed, and et
cetera..

MP. SQULE: I've been involved in writing letters likg
that.

MR. LEVIM: I have a few guestions. Ycu said you
would submit snecific comments f£for the record later on, so

if you don't wish to address to this today that is perfectly

' fine. Can you be more specific where vou can tell us where tLﬁ

prorosed 146 regulations differ from the Texas regulations,

ané in what way?
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I

MR, SCULE: I'd have some difficulty in being very
svecific. I am a relative newcomer, and as George Singletax
said several times to me tofayvy, I am the mouthriecz here tod

I would suggest those items which I outlined genzra
with respect to logging requirements and things like that, a
the areas wiich I had refersnce to. I wculd prefer o reser
until our wvritten comments those specifics, and we do hava
uncder way specific analysis. But I am assured bv cur tecani
staff there would be a significant changzs in the »xogram tha
Texas now operates.

MR, LEVIN: That is perfectly £fine, we will awailt y

written comments. 2re there anv other cguestions from the

e
)]

Thanlt vou very nuch.

I forgot to mention that cur next soeaker was to be
Babette Higgins. She 1s Vice~President of T=xas Enviroament
Coalition. I understand M¥Ms Higgins has a virus and won't be
able to be here or at least there is some chance that she mi
not; sc, therefore, I will not scratch her at the nmoment, an
we will come back to iis. Higgins later on.

Ve will move to Mr. Earrold E. ¥Wright, Chairman of
the National Energyv Policyv Committee, Texas Independent Pro-

[ e R = e e B T e 1o Ln e ‘.':01 Tosera T Tavr
L0, JTR2ls A0 TLOL, CO e L.l T T

ducers and Ic
Ralph A. Dumas.
HARROLD EF. WPIGET: !Mr, Chairman and members of the

ranel: My name 1s Harrcld E. Tiright, and

H
H

an independe
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Detroleum nroducer from Dallas. I'm also a petroleum enginee:
and Vice-President of San Juan Explcoration Company that does

business vrimarilv in the East Texas area.

I'm here todav as Chairman of the llatioral Tnexgy
Policv Committee of the Texas Indenendent Producers and Rovalty
Owners Lssociation. TIPRO is compcsed of 4,000 members who
. 13 ’ !
have an interest in Texas petroleum production. (
|
On behalf of TIPRO, I commend the IPZ for its revision
|
making more realistice the prondosed Fecderal regulaticn of
1976 intended to promulgate the Safe Water Drinking Act passed
bv Ccngress. Uithout these revisicns, there is little doubt
that a large portion cf domestic crude oil production dependent
unon underground injection would have become uneconomic, and
nillions of barrels of reserves wculd have been lost forever.
Nevertheless, our Esscociaticn still believes that the
revised regulations relating to Class II wells, which include
injection wells utilized Zfor enhanced recovery purroses, remain

too stringent and unnecessarily duplicate existing regulation,

particularly in states such as Texas, which have developed

strong anti-polluticn regquirements over the »past 15 vears

IPA has estimated that its revised regulaticns would

cost the petroleum producing industry little mors than one-hal

BT —

»illion dollars annually and would jeozardize only scme 12,9000
barrels of oil production daily. TIPRD contends these state-

ments are much too modest and tend to mask the fact that un-
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necesgsary environmental protection reguirements can result i
extremely costly burdens for the small nroducer. There is r
way to estimate how many current ané prospective secondary
recovery crojects would be eliminated by the EPA reguirement
still before us conce2rning injection wells.

There remain several valid suggesticns for change i
EPA's proposed regulations. These will be covered fully in
written testimonv by the IPAA next nronth, which will be endc
sed by TIPRC at that time. Aind, also, I would like to acknc
ledge todav that we axe certainly in a vositien to endorse
the testimony of Mr. Dillard who represents a number of clos
aszsociation of TIPPO, and we would certainly recognize the v
fine work that Ir. Herman Engel has done w;th the Fast Texas

Salt Vater Sunvly group in handling, for many yvears, the

largest known oil field in the United States under some rath

y o
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trying conditions with reinjection of watew

TIPRO finds it unreasonzble to require axpensive
directional surveys as proposed in Section 146.22. Since th
number of these, Mr. Chairman, have already been covered, I'
just going to mention them and then we will go on. I don't
like I should take a c¢reat deal cf time.

IR, LEVIM: The Chair apvreciates that.

MR, WRIGET: The logging »roblem we talked about is
rerhaps worn out to some degree under Part 146.22(4) (2) and

Where they reqguire electric logs reading spontaneous »otenti
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and caliper logs, cement evaluation logs, gamma rayv neutron
logs, and the like, we think for the most part are excess re-
guirements that reallyv do not serve the »urvose that they are
intended.

In addition, there is one other recguirement of 146.22
(e) (6) vhere there iz a requirement to dete?mine whether the
injected fluids are compatible with the fluids that now exist
in the receiving formation. We feel like that is rather un-
necessary if we know that the fluids are not safe drinking
water £luids that need to bhe protected in the first nlace.

I believe that's coing tc cover meost of the problems
we hac, and in cenclusion we strongly urge EPA to make further
revisions in the proposed regulaticns that will eliminate un-
necessary, costly and duplicatcry regquirements which threaten
exlisting and proswective secondary recoverv operations in the
field. The State of Texas has alresady shown that maximizaticn
cf 0il reserve recovery can be conducted under reasonable rules
srotacting fresh water supplies which, at the same time, »re-
serve sound economics for the oil produéer.

¥ie think that our State of Texas has done an excellent
Job through our Railroad Cormmission over the past 35 years, and
most rarticularly in the last 10 vears in protecting our fresh
water. We believe we have a workable system in this State and
certainlv we would like to commend our Railroad Commissicn for

the work they have done. We feel lilke it would certainly be
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in order for the EPR to adoprt our system to the degree that

they can as ncow carried out by the Failroad Commission.

+]

hank yvou for this oprortunity to be heard.

ME. LEVIN: Thank you, Mr., Wright. %¥ill you answex
gquestions?

MR, WRIGHET: Yes, sir.

MR, LEVIH¥: 2any cuestions frcm the members of the
ranel? I have one.

Your statement acddresses our comment on the possibi
cf exempting small producers from the regulations, we specif
ally requested a comment on that. Do you have any thoughts
about how such an exerption micht be formulated?

ME, VRIGET, Uell, I suprose as many ways as that
could be formulatad, small exemptions have been made on the
basis of nroduction cf an individual orzerator under other
circumstances. The small producer set-up, as you recall bef
the FBC set a minimum amount of gas, I tairk we havg nad
legislation that considers the number of barrels of oil;
possibly cculd consider growth dollars, there are many ways
tec do it. Probaklv on the amount of oil, I would surpose Wwc

be the more logical apnroach.

=

MR, LEVIMN: Do vou have any particular cut-off in

mind?
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MZ, SCEMAPF: VYes, this is a follow-uo question,
and I'd advise you to ask it of the former speaker. Does the
Texas “allroad Commiszion have any exemption for smail
operators or do vou know?

MR, WRIGET: No, sir, I do not believe there are any
exempticns. I think all the rules are apnlied to everyone
uniformly and the same.

MR. SCINAPF: Ok.

MR, LEVIN: Thank vou very much, Hr. Wricht.

<

-~

The next sneaker is Mr. Dumas, I taink I nronounced that right
on the third try, followed by Mr. James Greco.

FALPH A. DUMAS: I appreciate the opportunity to
come up here, I might even say that since I've keen Director
of 0il and Gas Producers (inaudikle). .

I won't bore you witih a lot of repitition here, I
would like to say a numkber of items here pinpointed to point
out but it's been gcne over by a number of the other speakers,
Mr. Dillard really came down con it. In fact, I think I could
endorsz most of the statements made here today. I won't
endorse the man from Dupont too closely, I notice he got an
invitaticn to come back before ycu reople, 11is must have been
a little bit too lenient therae.

But rather than bore you wita the various iterms that

I dc have notes on that have been touched on, we will submit

some written statements at a later date. I'é like to refine




[9)]

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

123
.-
some of those and maybe bear down on a2 little bit more then
what T have.

e would like to read into the record this little
summary that I have that I think really expresses the ocpinic
of the members of my Cil and Gas Ccmmission and the staff of
the 0il and Gas Commission.

Ve feel to impose the provosed UIC regulations on
the states that already have programs that have been in effe«
several years, and have proven that thev are effective .bv nct
having any contamination from the injection wells would be a
comnlete waste.

Our oil and gas statutes, setting up the 0il and Gas
Commission, which is 2Act 105, 1939 of the Arkansas General
Assembly reguires that the Cil and Gas Commission prevent was

To nut burdensome, costly, time ccnsuming UIC regulations 2rc

Y

posed by EPA into effect, would be creating waste and would b
in violation of the Act that puts us into the oreration of co
serving oil and gas in the State of Arkansas.

The current regulations we have are sffective in pro
tecting the drinking water sources within the state without a
cost to the overators and the regulatory agencies. Ve have
denied of have no intention of a»noplying for & grant to help u
suppnort this. We've had visits with our overators in the Sta
and tnev would rather pay more taxes to have us avoid even c&

involved in a grant program, then to have us go through the
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1 i burden cf all the bookkeeping and everything that would go
%

2 % along with satisfying accounting and everything that we'd hav-

3 to do to justifv receiving the grants. é

4 'e don't believe there would be a thing to be cained |

5 by imposing the new regulations provosed by UIC. e are :

6 already zrotecting our frzsh water in the state and we will |

7 continue to do so. So to »ut these regulations in effect woul%

8 only put a burden on our operators that we £feel is unduly

9 necessarv. We'd much rather see them swvend the mcney that they

10 will have to lay out to apply for these--to comply with these

11 burdensome regulations.

12 Cur independents make up most of the operators in the
_,_,ﬂh}? state wiFh very few majors, and they would have to go to a

14 consultant, in most cases, to get péople to even make an

15 application that could be considerad by the 0il and 3as

16 || Commission under the UTC regnlations

17 We have a 2 page advocation right now, if you'll take

18 || 10 days to process and I think our recoré will stand on its owrd.

19 || *7e do not have any contamination of fresh water bv injection

20 systems at all. £o, in spgite of r. Baltay's comments that the

21 study of the ICCC didn't rrove to them that there were effective

22 || systems in operation. %

23 At any rate, we woul@ like to continue to cperate under

24 our current system, which has proven to be effective for some ?

25 35 to 40 years, at a very minimum cost, and if we can continue
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under that operation, we can see that we need to make some

minor adjustments and we intand to do so. Eut we believe tr

[oN)

we <0 not 322 the

[eN]

our over-all syster will e effective, an

need for imposing the new UIC regulations on the operators ¢

the state itself. We are already achieving the goal of pro-

tecting the fresh water, so what the heck, what could ve coz

We ask that vou consiZer fully some method cf apnrc
ing the state systems that are in effect. Ue are open to
suggestions where we might maks improvement, we intend to
improve, and we intend to enforce them and we intend to drir
go fresh drinking water £for a long, long time. W%e will be
drinking good water a long time before we get down to that
10,000 ppm that you want us to »nrotect without fear that we
need to ¢o that far.

ith those few comments, I would ask that it ke
considered by the EPA to allow the State of Arkansas to
continue on its own method of regulation at the pressent.
I'll be glad to answer any guestions.

MR. LEVIN: 2re there any guestions? Iir. Schanapf,
I think I saw your hand first.

MP., SCENAPF: 1I'd like to ask the same cquestion I
asked the nrevious gentlemen. Does the State of Arkansas ha
any exermntion for the small qperators?

M2, DUIAS: llo, we do not.

MR. SCHNAPF: AaAnd I just wanted to ask if the basic
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mechanism that the state uses faor controlling these injection
wells, is it thrcugh a permit system, approval by rule, order,

how's that done?

1

iR, DUMAS: 1le have a permit system, 7es. 2And we

for a disposal well, or an injection well connected with
enhancec recovery overation.
MR. SCEXNAPF: Thank you.

MR. LEVI¥: Mr. 3altay?

MR, BALTAY: I wonder 1f I could draw yvou out a little

bit more in terms of specifics on your basic noint. If I hear |

vou oorrectly, ycu're saying the UIC regs would . adé nothing
tc the process, and that theyv would be nuch more costly and
burdenscme. I'm wondering if I could draw you out for scme
specific examples.

MR. DUMAS: Vell, by the increase in cost, we have an
ongeoing program. To Dut your program into effect, we would
nave tc hire additional staff, and go into a whole lct rmore
detailed bookkeeving, record keening and so forth. You are
recuiring bulky applications which will take considerable time
on our part, and the time and the cost to the ovnerators to put

these applications to us. To process them and evervthing, an

evervkbody involved, heck we could drill a million oil well look

ing for bhadly neecded crew with the monev +that would be wastad

in this manner.

have rules and regulations outlining what they must do to apdl:

!

T
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e still feel that we are protecting the water, wha
more can we do?

IR, LEVIN: ©Ok. I have a few questions. 2gain, no
to pin vou down this afternoon, we realize there mav have be
a short time for review of the regulations, »but can you
specifically state either tocdav or in the future, just what
varts of the regulaticns you f£ind as onerous burdensome that
going to increase your worlk locad that's going to cause vou t

hire adéitional »ersonnel?

MP, DUMAS: The over-all program, of course, is goii

to take alect of versonnel to go through the processing and tl

nmultitude of papers that will be required to be filed. ‘e
realize that you neonle have given us guite a bit of relief 1}
giving the director the right to judge whether or ncot he neec
additional information filad, and gave us considerable relief
there. Ve've been used to handling a 2 vage applications con
vared to what you're going to get under the UIC program, it's
going to take gqguite a few extra people to go through that mou
of paper. Probably have to hire a new janitor to dispose of
some of it.

MR, LEVIN: As long as you dispose of it safely. I
den't think we consider pawvner as a hazardous waste vet. The
other guestion I have is if ycu could get a little more spaci

about the state's regulatory procram. You have mentioned tha

vou do have a vermit program. Do ycu have an arsa of review
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recuirement wherebyv vou review abandoned wells in the vicinit:
of the injection wells?

MR, DUMAS: At present, we have a half mile radius

that we use for the area of review. 1
MR, LEVINIC: And do you actually review each well in

that half mile radius?

MR. DUMAS: No necessarily. ‘Te have a reasonably goo@

idga of how the wells are completed in the area, and 1f we could

find any well that would lead us to believe that we had a

rroblem there, of course, we would be the first ones to turn

down an annlication in that area.

MR, LEVINE: Thank vou very much. I'm sorry, just
a moment. Mr. Gordon?

MR, GORPDON: I would like to ask just one guestion,
I think you mentioned that you saw the need for some minor
adjustment and that you would be improving upon your current
state program. I wonder if you could tell us as to whether any
cf the changes that yvou plan to make in Arkansas, are based on
tiiese pvroposed regulations and if so, or if not rather, howv--
what differences there are; ancd then what kind of changes are
vou planning?

MR, DUMAS: I think some of the review of the UIC
regulations brought cut some point there that we might want to
adopt and strencthen cur existing regulations.

wa could continue operating under tha current reculations with-
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out that but we would be willing toc make some changes, I hat
to admit it, but we do sz2e some good in some of the pcints.

¥R, LZVIN: Could you state that a little louder?

MP, DUMAS: I should have turned my head, but I
really believe that there are scme points that we could imnr
after having reviewed the UIC requlations, and we will in-
cormorate those changes as time go2s by.

MR, LEVIN: Do vou intend to submit any further
written cormments that we can get some of these specifics.

MP. DUMAS: Yes, I wvill leave a copy of what I hacd
édrafted originally here, and I do intené to submit some
additional comments.

MR. LEVIN: Thank vou very much, we had to pick on
someone, ¥Mr. Dumas.

R, DUMAS: Ck, we don't mind.

MP., LEVIN: The next speaker is Mr. Greco, who will
be followed oy the long awaited Mr. Ilullican.

' Mr, James CGreco? Ok, 1e's not here. 1Mr. Jerry
Mullican, Chief, Solid UWast and Underground Injection Sectic
Texas Department cf "Jater Pesources. I know he's here. IZ
Mr. Greco comes in, would scmeone please let me know.

JEFRY MULLICAN: Thank you, ¥Mr. Chairman.

-
-
J

. LEVIN: Sorry, Jerry, can vou hcld a minute.

1

Troy Martin, *Manager of Encineering Texas Imerican 0il

Corporaticn, will be next.
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MULLICAMN:

After vou.

T
e

over enough today. weuld

nacple that Congress in its

water Act regquires the
grouné¢ injection control regulations.
gave the administrator
developing reculations
Lo nrotect underground

The

record is

that Congress intended for the states

and protéct their own ground work.

cut the intent of Congress.

activities and the develocrent of th

I will e glad to

cuestions after I finish a very brief

like to sa
wiscdon, or maybe the
nassed the fafe Drinking Vater Act in 1974.

administrator of EZPA tc nroriulgate uncders-

breoad discretionary wower in
administrator felt was
water sources.

the hearing preceeding

We, of the Texas Department of Water Rescources, would

iike to run our own program, as well as the Railroad Ccmmission

cf Water Supply for the good job, I tanink

listening andé trying to do what 1s right,

Over the last 4 anc 1/2 vears,

130

You mean now or later?

answer anv

statement. {

I think there have been alot of the regulations hashed]

y though, and remind the
lack of it,
The Drinking
In doing so, the Congress

necessary

tne act

to run their own program,

would too, as far as the activities under their jurisdiction.

I woulé like to compliment Mr. Levin and his staff of the 0£ffic

they have done in

(o))

and trying to carrv

- s
I the

've been fnllowing

uncercound injection
!
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reqgulations since January of 1975, and I still have a copny ¢

the first working vapers that were put together. It's oprett
scarey 1f vou compare it with what we have today.

I would like to endorse and support Dr. Miller's
comment; from the American Mining Congress. I believe they
are ccrpnletely arpropriate, and our written comments that wi
follow will contain much of the substantive type recommendat
that he nas recommended. As written, and I believe this has

been expressed. cartially by Paul Baltay, that the--or at
least I believe he recognized--that we can't live with the
Class III well recuirements as they are written right now.

Te couldn't promulgate our own state regulations to be consi

with those Federal requlations, because we couldn't enforce

some of the items that are impractical and even impossible.
I weuld like to ask permission, if it is all right

Mr. Chajrman, to make one statement rnga;ding item that wrill

come upr tomorrow in 123, Part 123 discussicn.

MR. LEVINM: Is it relevant to the UIC ~rogram?

MR, MULLICAN: Well, it's relevant to my derpartmant
My department's involvement in the UIC Program, and I'd like
to solicit surport f£rom the Tecple in the audience at the
hearings tomorrow.

AZ, LEVIN: Co anead'and make veour statement.

MR, MULLICEN: The prowosed 122,123, and 124 regs h

a recuirement 1n them that renalties--state's statutes--must
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nave tenalties equal to those penalties in the federal laws
both UIC sclid waste and MPDLS. I'm particularly concerned
with solid waste and underground injection, because that is my

responsibility. If anvone followed our Texas Lecgislature this

past session, I think you will know that unless there is a
change in the atmosphere of our own Legislature where they are’
;
wanting to cut rather than c¢ive, and they are not out to creat?
anymore tax=s for the citizens of Texas. In the few areas, \

cne or two areas, I think it will be entirely imncssible that

our Legislature amend our Act again to increase renalties,

for sither civil or criminal.

Our enforcement grogram in our department is a good
enforcement mrogram. Some of the suits for pollution that we
secured have been as large as anv in the United States, larger
than any that EPA has, in fact, collected. Uith our provisions
that we now nave, we won't be able to go back to the Legislatuxy
even 1f we wanted to recommend to the Legislature an incraase
in fines, criminal or civil.

So, I'm only stating that if the people in Texas won't
be regﬁlated by the state, then I think it's time for you to
sveak up and make your comments to EPR as to how well you feel
the enforcement program is now in Texas. That's all I have
to say.

¥R. LEVIN: Thank you very much, *r. ¥ullican. Will |

vou stay and answer guestions?

132,

e
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MR. BALTAY: I understand in Texas you relie on a

n

pipe line cut-off. Could you quickly describe for us how that
works, and give us an assessrent, cr your judgment of its
geffectiveness.

MF. MULLICAN: That's the Railroad Commission's

. BALTARY

(Y

Do you apprly anything like that in ;he
non-oil and gas areas in Texas?

MR, MULLICAN: Normally, when we have a oproblem we
naturallyv trv to correct that problem administratively. In
other words, you have a well problem with a possibility or
its actually leaking, we like to get it fix?d, and correct it,
and ston it richt then. Then we worxry about, in the event we
are going to sue somebody and how much we are going to get fror
them, we have the autiority to refer scmeone directly to the
Attorney General. Ve have the authority to get temdorarv
restraining orders, injunctions, and what have yocu. W¥We have
the authority to sue for criminal damages, but our authority
is not qguite as immediate as the Railroad Commissions as far
as pipelines are concerned.

MR. BALTAY: Just to clerify for the record, dces youx

department have resvonsibility fcr regulating oil wells excent

Class II? |
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: MR. MULLICAN: I'm ¢lad you brought that un, Mr.

Chairman, because I missed part of my notes here. Let me

&

clarify that our cdevartment regulates Class I and maost of th:
Class III wells, and Class IV and Class V. ¥%e are not

regulations at all with the Class II wells, and .l am svmdathe

with the o0il and gas industry and the work load that will be

-

ghe:

imvosed upon the Railrcad Commission if there is not a

£

degree of flexikility built into these regulations.

Our involvement in Class II wells is, I believe, as

the speaker pcinted out earlier, is providing recommendations

on setting of surface pipe.

MR, LEVIK: Thank you. Any further guestions frecn

the panel? Mr. Schnapf?

MR. SCHNAPF: I just have one. I think this area of

renalty 1s more appropriatelv discussed tomorrow, but I assun

18 llvou will he snbmitting more detziled comment

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR, MULLICAN: One of our general counsel will make

a statement in thi ard tcmorrow, but in ca o £ thes
statement this regard tomorrow, t se some of thes

people aren't here tomorrow, I wanted them to hear what I hac
lto sav.

.. SCEMAFDT': In making further corments, it would Xk
very helvoful for our purpcoses not only to get the general
reaction but to have more specific detail just what remedies
nave available to vou. #What fines are available under the st

law, in other words, what is it, for example $1,000 a day,
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$5,000 a2 day, that kiné of information.

MR, MULLICAMN: We will

MR. SCHNAPF: Good, thank you.

MR, LEVIN: Thank vou, Mr. Mullican. The next speake:

o A.L:.A

is Hr. Troy Martin tc be followed by Mr. Bob Hill.

TROY G. MARTIN: Mr. Chairman, my name is Troy Martin.
I am the XManager of Engineerinc for Texas american Cil Ccrpor-
ation, a relatively small opublicly owned, idland, Texas,
based olil and gas producing company. I have the responsibkbility
of determining the economic feasibility of installing Secondary
recovery and enhanced recovery prrojects. Also, I anm respon-
sible for these projects' design, implementation, and oreration
My engineering staff and I have considerabls exnerience with
inject procedures and vnrobklems related to secondary recovery
injection and disposal of croduced waters.

Protecting our envoronment from undercround water
injection pollution from Class II wells has been tha respon-
sibility of the Texas Railrocad Commission for over 40 years.
For the past 10 years, I have seen substantial improvements in
their injection and »nlugging requirements that more *han
adeguately protect the people of the State of Texas.

I sincerely believe that pollution of subsurface water
by underground injection practices is not 2 significant problem

in our state because of their efforts, as I understand vour ovn

study merformed in 1973, has shown. I am convinced that addit-
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ional, meore complicated vrocedures and regulations are not

needed and will be counter productive to me performing ny 3
which is -elimirating a significant prcblem in our countrv.
This problem is how we can increase oil and gas production 2
maximize the recovery of these vital resources.

I am convinced that mv company's efforts tc work
toward reducing the energy crisis in America today, will aga
be seriously hamnered by another goed sounding, well meaning
set of regulations that, in reality, simply use u» the resou
of experienced'teanical rersonnel and funds that we have
desperate nead of in other aresas of our business. I need to
concentrating on such things as drilling new wells, working
over existing wells, or installing secondary and enhanced re
covery »rojects. Instead, I will be bogged down in permitti
stuédving, and meriodically preparing additional unproductive
government status reports.

It would seem »rudent to continue to usz2 the expert
of our state agencies in this area, and also to minimize the
additional burden ycu are nlacing on every oil cperator in
this nation.

Specifically, Section 146 sets up concrete regulati
that the industry and the state regulatory agerncies both
recognize, should be flexible to handle svecific proklems in
specific areas. There is no need to burden the oil operatcr

witil regulations in areas where problems do not exist.



[$1]

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

'

Section 146.04 does not need to be so extreme in its
édefiniticn of potable water. At 10,000 »narts oer million tot:
dissolved solids, I believe we are protecting a rascurce that
has no »otential value to our state or nation. A reasonable *
maximum value of 3,000 to 5,000 pvarts per million is the quality
of waters we should be concentrating our »rotection on. @
Section 146.06, Zrea of Raview is attempting to 2lim-

inate anv migration of fluids from the oil »nrocducticn zene intc

a possible fresh water strata. There is little

th

lexibility in
the determination cf the area of review. A review of all wells
located in this zone of endancering influience or the 1/4 mile
fixed radius will ke an unnecessary burden for the operator.

An example is where the operator is attempting to install a
secondary project in an old, shallow cil field developed on
close spacing like 2 acre spacing, where wells are only several
hundred feet avart.

I believe that a reasonable area of endangering
influence should e based on the well density established by
the operator and the state regulatory agency. HNormally, injectio
wells in a regular waterflcod pattzrn do not exert significant

influence outside of their pattern. For pattern type waterflood

projects, a cistance somewhat greater than the distance betiween

the injector and the producer would seem to be a more reasonabll

¢

reasure of the area of influence. Tlater disvosal wells and

ceripheral water injection wells may need to be handled under an
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arbitray 1/4 mile fixed radius, but a producinc wells' drain
age radius cenerally could be tied into an injection wells
andangering influence radius.

Section 146.07 avpears to be tatally unnecessary fc
normal water injection operations. The prudent operator wil
take all necessary corrective action for any pcllution probl
e may be involved in because of the states vast authority c¢
the operator and the possibility of litigaticn for damages
caused to the surface owner's water resources.

Section 146.08, Mechanical integrity in an injectic
well should relate to preventing fluid meovement into a sourc
of drinking water and not non-drinking water zones. Casing
leaks in injection wells will almost alwavs occuxr in deep

nroducticn casing strings as a result of encountering highly

corrosive undrinkable water sections, which are located belc

almost Eiﬁajs_ielow—fresh water sections. The fresh water
section by state regulations are cased off and protected by
cement and steel casing andéd are never contaminated as a resu
of this major type cf casing leak.

Paragrapih (b) should not be reguired as a standard
regulation, dual redundant tests to prove mechanicalAintegri
Let me try that again. Paragraph (b) should not reguire, as
a standard reculation, cdual redundant tests to prove mechan®
integrity. Also, a small sampvling of weels in fields that !

experizsnced limited corrosion problems is recommended.
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Flexibilitv is stroncly encouraged in establishing state re-
guirements for mechanical integrity testing, which should be
dependant uncn the degree of casing leak problems encountered |
in an area.

Paragraph (c¢) has ro value that I can determine as the
nrevious test should conclusively show the absence of fluid '
movement.,

Item 1, well records are already available in the state

and they are available to the government and to the public.

Itme 2, cement tyoe logging programs do nct tell the

story as effectively as the Railroad Commission Pepresentative,

|

thae cementing contractor, and the drilling contractor on the

well location watching us circulate cement to the surface on

all surface casing or equivalent casing strings, wiich are set

in this state. The sworn statements of eve witnesses is more

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

In problem areas, the industry as a common practice
will measure the cement top on production casing to detesrmine
whether more or less cement should be used on subsecuent wells.
.

A reduction in the cement volume is a cost savings, while in-

creasing the cement volume may be necessary to cover potential

oroblem zones and rrevent future pcossible costly failures.

Paragraph (d) should allcw the state regulatorv agency

However, measuring the cement tops in all wells is not necessar?
i
|
!
jurisdiction over handling this ovrogram with a neriocdic review |

!
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by the administrator. In no way, should the administrator
be directly involved in avoroval of individual routine test:

Section 146.22, I beliave the state recuirements a:
more than adecuate for new construction of injection wells.

Paracraph (d) lists these additional, unnecessary 1
guirements, which will substanfially burden the operator anc
do nothing tco improve the wrotection of the drinking water
zones.

Item 1 Direction Surveys.

Item 2 Logging surface casing hole or logging cemer
tops cannot increase the protection afforded the drinking we
zones. Since cement is always circulated to surface providi
the best possible protection to the drinking water zones ths
is available.

Item 3, Logging programs below surface pipe as >ro-
rosed under Rules (i) and (ii) are totally irrelevant to the
protection of drinking water sources and shcould be totzally
omitted. These type logs should be run at the discretion of
the overator. Gamma Ray logs can be effectively, and are

-

:enerally, run inside casing after the casing is set. Zule

-

IJ-

(iii), I have previously discussed this rule under 146.08 (¢
(2), where I stated that determining the exact cement top o1
all wells in most fields is not necessary and increases the

and burden tc ccmplete new wells.

Paragraph (), Iten (1), Cbtaining oDressure measur
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ments on every new injection well would be unnecessary and
costly, since sach injection nroject has a state approved
maximum injection pressure for zll wells pernmitted to the pro- |
|
ject. |
|
Item (2) Peservoir temperature will not vary from well
to well within a project, and is standard information submitted
on each »roject request for a state injection vermit. Alse, }
a temperature survey i1s not normally included ina standard ;
suite of productiorn logs and weuld require additional invest- |

ment.

Item (3) Fracture rressure 15 not necessary to deter-

rmine on an individual well basis and requires actual measurement

during fracture treatments. Injection wells are nct fracture
treated unless absolutely necessary cdue to the high cost, and
the possible loss of 0il recovery due to channeling from the
injection well to the producing well, which can result in
tremendous oil loss.

Items (4), (5), and (6) concerning formation rock and
fluid prozerties, in my owninion, have no relavance on the
protection of fresh water sources, except in terms of possible
plugging cff of the injection well face. The maximum allowabl#

injection well head pressure allowed under each state rermit

\

is designed to vrevent the use of excessive pressures. 2Also,

I believe that this tvpe of information is much more relevant

for strata between the fresh water zones and the injection zoix

—————— )

<
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I certainlyv home that expensive coring cwmerations
are not bheing considered in these items. Also, acain, I
believe developing this tynme information on each injection
well is ridiculous and unnecessary. Ccmpatibilityv tests of
£luids on an individual injecticn well basis for all wells
in a project has never even been attempted, in my knowledce,
fcr a waterflood project.

Section 146.23, Abandonment of Class II wells in nc
wav should be cdifferent Zrom the abandonment of any well,
sroducer or injector. The Texas Railroad Commission has mor
than adeguate reguirements £or rlugging and aktandonments, wk
are strictly adhered to and witnessed by Ccmmission reoresen
tatives. This is true in all states that I have keen invclve
with. ZAlso plugging bonds are not necessary.

Section 146.24, Paragrarh (b), Cperating an exrmensi
secondaryv or enhanced recovery rroject necessarily involves
enormous amount of monitcring and informal recording of pro-
duction and injection data. Providing the government with
weekly or monthly individual injection well £luid analysis,
injection pressures, injection rates, and injection cumulati
volumes as listed in items 1 and 2 will never prevent peollut
of frest water sources.

I complement the nreparars for item 3. Dermonstrati
of mechanical integrity, I believe, is the war to i¢rove that

nigration of fluids is not occurring. Eowever, I beliasve th
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the arbitrary 5 vear interval should be flexible and determined
by the experts in the state requlatory agencies. Some problern
areas mav need more freguent testing, perhans on a 2 or 3 vear
basis and scme areas, havin¢ no corrosion problems, will never{
need testing.
Paragraph (c), Item (1), a summary monitcry resort
should address itself to mechanical integrity testing, instead

of monitoring cf individual injection well rates, cumulatives,

etc., ané should be reguired only after mechanical integrity

tests have been run.

Section 146.25, paragranh (&), item (3), and paragrapis
|

(e} ané (f) are basic data required by state agencies for the !

-initial »roject injection permit and do not change because a
new injection well is drilled. This information should not

be reguired on an individual well basis.

—
[}
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Paragraph (h), Current drilling forms requiréd by
state agencies for permitting all wells, injection, production,
and others, adequately describe the promosed well's constructijn
details, and an engineerinc drawing is both burdensome and
unnecessary.

Paragrapn (i), formation testing programs are
generally not planned, since an operator would not érill in-

jection well unless he 1s reasonably assured the formation

would take injection fluids. This is not necessary for issu-

ance of a permit.
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Paracraph (1), normal, o»rudent operating procedures
should be expected of an overator if failures occur, instead
cf reguiring any contingency plans. This is not necessary
for the issuance of a vermit.

Paracrann (p), the construction data discussed zbow:
in 146.25 (h) will demonstrate the operator's »lan for mechal
integritv. 2&ny other demonstration of mechanical integrity
would need to be perférmed after the drilling of the well an
0il operateors will not drill injection wells that, upon com-
pleticon, mav not be permitted bv a director.

Thank vou fcr this opvortunity to present niy views
the technical regulations wnreorzosed for underground injaction
control.

. LEVIM: Thank you, Mr. Martin. Any cuestions

from the members of the »anel? If not, we will move on.

Thank you very much.

Text speaker, HMr. Bob Hill, Vice=Presicdent of TISUM
Inc., Corrus Christi, Texas. I'm sure Mr. Hill will explain
what that stands fecr, follcowing Mr. Hill will ke r. Clyvde D
Ford, Senior Counsel, Texas Gulf, Inc., Ecuston, Taxas.

BOEZ KILL: Mr. Chairman, I will ke glad to answer
any questions that I can.

Merbers of the panel. Iy name is Bob Eill. I am

Vice-President of the Texas In-Situ Uranium Mining Invirnren

,.
Sy
(]
m

Association, Inc. re better known by the acronyn TISUM
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TISUIEA membership is composed of 11 companies involved in
in=-situ mining or haves expectation of being involved in the
near £uture.

Due to the time constraint, today I am commenting only
on items in CTR, 146 UIC Program that establishes »olicy or
major reguirements that are important to the uraniurm industry.

The association will submit more detailed comments at
a later cdate on these regulationg. The association believes
the regulations overall have improved since first oroposed in
fugust, 1976. For examnle, solution mining wells arzs now
nlaced in a class separate from waste disposal wells, that is
major industrial waste. FEowever, it apvears that the EPA does

not vet understand the in-situ uranium industry and how it

One of the principal differences be

r

ween in-situs
uranium mining and other processes, such as the Frasch process,
is the greater number of wells in a confined area. For example
one of the in-situ uranium operators has over 600 monitor wells
which thev sample twice a menth and overate about 1,000 »ro-
ducticn and injecticn wells. Back in 1976, I think there were
2 operators with less than a counle of hundred wells. FEope-
fully, ccmments that yvou receive con these provnosed regulations

will result in adoption of equitable regulations f£or this

industry.

I want to comment on the »reamble cf 40 CIFR 146.

- LN

y
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Subclasses of Class IIT, ¥We advocate the use of subclasses for
the different types of wells within Class III. Tﬁe use c¢f a
subclass for urarnium solution miring wells would facilitate
the develocrment cf regulations that should ke singular suitable
to this industry.

The design and use of uranium solution mining wells
are different from other types of wells in Class III. These
wells differ in greater concentrations per unit area, they are
used to recover ore f£rom an agquifer which in manv instances are
hydrologically connected to a source of drinking water; and
they recover a product that requires a state or federal
license feor handling.

The classification of wells within Class III into
subclasses would allow pfomulgation of generic regulations that
still could be specific to a subclass. An example of sukclass
regulations weculd be adoption of the concept "vermit area" for
a subclass of uranium mining wells. This adortion would
alleviate the permitting 2rocess for the use of a permit area
could be utilized for a block of wells and not on an individual
basis.

In the preamble you discussed eccnomic impact. I £ing

it incredible that EPI indicatez there troul

[o])

not be anv in-
cremental costs, vour table 5, to the uranium industry. Per-
haprs the agency is unaware that several thousand in-situ

. ]

injection wells are presently in existence. These regulations
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TISUNMEA membershin is composed of 11 comranies involved in

in=situ mining or have exvectation of being involved in the

near future.

Due to the time constraint, today I am commenting only

|

|

on items in CFR, 146 UIC Program that establishes »olicy or
major regquirements that are important to the uraniurm industry.

The association will submit more detailed comments at

—

-

a later date on these Fégulatio@s. The association believes
the regulations overall have improved since first vroposed in
tugust, 1976. For examnle, solution mining vells arz now
nlaced in a class separate from waste disposal wells, that is
~

major industrial waste. However, it apoears that the EPA does

not vet understand the in=-situ uranium industry and how it

One of the »nrincipal differences between in-situs

uranium mining and other vrocesses, such as the Frasch process,

is the greater number of wells in a confined aresa. For example

one of-the in-situ uranium operators has cver 600 monitor wells
which they sample twice a month and overate about 1,000 »ro-
ducticn and injecticn wells. Back in 1976, I think there were
2 operators with less than a counle of hundred wells. FEope-
fully, comments that vou receive cn these prornosed regulations
will result in adoption of eguitable regulations for this
industry.

I want to comment on the »reamble of 40 CXR 146.

- e

|
i
i

|

{

i
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Subclassess of Class III. VWe advocate the use of subclasses
the different tyves of wells within Class ITZI. The use c¢f a
subclass for uranium solution mining wells would facilitate

the develocment cf regulations that should ke sincular suita

to this industrw.

-]

th

e design and use of uranium solution mining wells
are different from other tyres of wells in Class III. These
wells differ in greater concentraticns »er unit area, they a
used to recover ore from an agquifer which in manv instances
hydrologically connected to a source of drinking water; and
they recover a product that requires a state or federal
license for handling.

The classification of wells within Class III into
subclasses would allow pfomulgation of generic regulations t
still could be swnecific to a subclass. An example of subkcla
regulations wculd be adoption of the concept "permit area" £
a subclass of uranium mining wells. This adortion would
alleviate the permitting =srocess for the use of a permit are
could be utilized for a block of wells ané not on an individ

basis.

In the preambls you discussed eccnomic impact. I £

it incredible that ZPI indiczt=3z there tculd not be anv in-

0y

cremental costs, vour table 5, to the uranium industry. Pe:
hars the agency is unaware that several thousand in-situ

injection wells are presently in existence. These regulatic
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as nronosed wrould add a consicderable cost to each well. OCne
example of tne added cost would be the reguirement of the
installation of a continuocus monitoring device on each well,

to which, incidentally, we obiect.

Because of the great number of wells involved in

in-situ uranium mining, these regulations cculd be excessively

expensive. Manv of the uranium dewncsits are small in size and

annot sugpert anv unnecessarily burdensome requirements. Ve
believe that we can »ropose monitoring svstems which adecuatelw
nrotect tile environment and will not be overly axrensive. We
would like to see these requirements have the flexibility to

vermit us to use cur technical cagabilities in attempting this

tvce of mining on small uranium deposits.

Xealistically, the regulations are »roposed will add 4
sicnificant financiél burden to the uranium industry. Time
delays caused by many of these regulations can be just as costﬂ_
as hiring additional cersonnel or adding new equipment which
these reculations will require. Ve belisve the IPZ has not
done its homework on assessing the economical imcact on the
uranium solution mining industry.

In Section 146.04, Underground Sources of Drinking
Water. This section requires the director subject to the
approval of the administrator to designate all acguifers as a
scurce of drinking water 1f theyvy rresentlv serve as sources

-

of drinking water with sevaral excepticns. Eased cn the
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exceptions, uranium solution mining could occur in an aguife

if

-1

t is "mineral, oil or geothermal enerqgy nroducting”.
Certainly uranium oxide i1s a mineral. Aalso, 1f the aguifer
so contaminated that it would be technoleogically impractical
to rencder it f£it for human consumption, it would nct be
designated a source of drinking water. Here, again, most
aguifers from which uranium is produced are high in radicac-
tivity exceeding tiz2 drinking water standards.

This section does bring up 2 very important questic
1, Must all agquifers that are socurces cf drinking water be
designated prior to the processing of permit applications?

2, Once all of an aquifer is designated a drinking water sou

can vrart of this be declared a non-source as new infcrmation

",

develops? The regulations in regards to these questions

should be written so there is clear understanding of the int
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Ind—it—is—veryimportant—to—individuats—with—the miningop—
erations.
Mir. Chairman, I want to comment on 122.37, ifrea

Permits, this has been brought up earlier today. The concer
cf vermitting an area in lieu of individual wells is practic
by the Texas regulatory agency for solution mining. It is a
cractical methed for an ongoing operation where numerous we
are to be drilled and completed in an area. 3ecause of the
erratic nature of the ore body denosition, it is impossible

determnine the exact location of an injection well prior to
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sequential development of the field.

An area nermit concept is vital to uranium solution
mining. It is doubtful that the uranium in-situ industry
could survive were it forced to apely for permits for indi-
vidual wells kecause of the delav in permit processing. Mr.
Mullican seers to concur witih that in his testirmony.

In view of.the importance of the area permit concent
to the uranium industry, w2 recuest that the option of its
ugse sheculd not rest with the director, but instead with the
operator.

These reculations in Part 146 are far too srvecific.
They lack the flexibilitv needed for practical application.
Too often the regulations state "as a minimum", then list a
series of requirements. Because every injection operaticn is
different in some resvect from all others, it is difficult to
determine minimum reguirements.

In-situ uranium mining is a new technology and develon-
ment. There are many new and different techniques being studigd
Any regulaticns that are adoprted should permit the continued
develovment ¢f new methods. The regulations shcould te
flexibility so that the operator may utilize his expertise and
knowledce in processing, mining and monitcoring syvstems which
are suitable to the specific intentions at the site being minad
if the site nas different ceclogic and engineering sarameters.

=

It is not prudent to scecify engineering and geoleogic reguire-
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ments vithout allowinc £lexibilitv for considering differenc
between sites and states.

We pronose that the regulations must De more gener:

(O]

in nature for all types of injection. The operator must has
the use of more alternatives in the completion and operatio:
the project. Certainly the regqulations need more flexibilif
as relatad to well construction, monitoring and revorting
requiremants.

The objective c¢f the regulations under Part 145 is
srevent the degradation of sources of underground drinking
water, and the agency should no lose sight of this objective
in oroposing these regulations.

MR, LEVIN: Thank you, Mr. Eill, would you rzmain f{
gquestions, nlease?

MR, BEILL: Yes, I will.

MR, LEVIYN: ZIZny guestions? Mr. Baltay.

Mn, BALTAY: I have 2 cuestions. If vou will recal
wa made guite a to do in the nmreamkle about the use of the
exemption for o¢il or mineral producing aquifer zortions

AR, EILL: Yes.

MR, BALTAY: It has been argued to us during the
develooment of the regulations that once yvou be designate oz
exenmpt from drotecticn of a portion of an acuifer, vou may b
no way of »reventing anv other disposal into that agquifer

nortiecn, toxic waste, hazardous waste, whatever, and so we
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recuestaed svecific comments there on ways of limiting the
exemptions so that production would not be disructed but that
vou would not be opening this up as an alternate waste dis-
posal sink. I wonder if vou've got some helz that you could
give us along those lines.

MZ. HILL: I don't have todayv, Mr. Baltay, but it's
a very interesting »oint and it's a very critical »oint with
us. e will in our ccmments go further into this it has been
broucht up today. But I think we really need to talk about

do vou confine the injection as forever in this locality, or

do vou clean up the aczuifer? We will have comments in our

detail comments.

MR. BALTAY: You anticipated my second guestion, which
: |
i
was going to be on this cuestion of centainment varsus clean- |
up or renovation of the aquifer, and soliciting your cwvinions
on that.
M. LEVIII: To make it more specific, I would reguest

if yvou could submit proposed specific monitoring requirements

'_I.

in vour written comments if that is feasible.

MR. HILL: Yesg, sir, we will to some extent. I nmust
also let vou know that of the 1l comvanies in this organization
probably about 6 will be submittinc individus' Co-mencs freom
the companv, and tihev will cover this even more in detail.

4R. LEVIN: One other thing, if the classification of

Class IIT is subdividecd, do vou have any specific orowosal =as
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to how thev should be regulated?

MR. EILL: e could come up with a prowmosal, we had
not cdone that. Certainly they would be very similar to the
manner that the Texas Department cof ilater Besources is now
handling that with some minor change.

IR, LIVIN: 0Ok, thank vcu. Mr. Schna»nf?

R. SCENIPF: I have one guestion concerning vour
comment on tle area permits. I gather from vour testimony t
vou think =2rea rermits are almost necessary for your industr

MR. EILL: That's true.

MR. SCHNAPF: You did, however, state that you thou
the use of an area nermit should bs a matter of the overator
choice rather than the director's choice. I was wondering 1L
vou could clarify that and elaborate on that a little Ddit.

K
;‘J.P

e EILL: Yes. If we could set up a subclass feor

h

in=situ uranium, then I think it would be more or less mandal
that we go into the area permit. I think the two have to go
together. I wouldn'thmean this for all Class III, only a sul
class of the in-situ mnining. Because, primary, it's an cngo:
operation. Je cannct predict anead where we cculd drill a we
how manv wells can we drill and so on; and it's verv vital ti
we have the flexibilityv to set up an area, and then develcon
that as the need arises.

VvI: Thank you very much. Mr. Ford who will

be followed by lir. Arnold Chauviere from Louilsiana.
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CLYDE FORD: :fy name is Clyde Ford, I'm with Texas
Gulf. We produce sulphur by the Frasch process and I appreci~se
the opportunity on behalf of Texas Gulf to be abkle to make

these comments today. I will follow these oral comments with |

|
|
written comments in more detail on much of our cbjections to

the regulaticns as thev currently exist.

These comments that are made are cumulative all of tha
nrevious comments wiich have been made by us, and ccnsidering
the time and the effort, and the expense that went into »ro-
cducing those comments; and further, considering the amount of
education that went into attempting to teach the EPA what
sulphur mining was, and it's not pollution mining, we think
it would ke absolutely necessary that those comments be racon-
sidered ox at least not ignored as alluded in the regulaticns.

For instance, we have had people, 2 to 5 Texas Gulf
employees, at Washington, D.C., at least 4 times, to Denver
once, to Dallas 2 times, to Tampa, Florida, cnce. Those air-
line tickets olus the expenses and salaries of those vpeople
went toward developing that date, and we consider it much too
important to be ignorea. Texas CGulf submits its prior commentg
by reference as vart of this being made today.

The regulations as strictly applied to Frasch sulnhur

mining operations would be fatal. We take the positien that ii

is imperative that the regulations nrovide for area germitting,

which will allow the wells to be drilled without the necessit

<
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cf & prior »ermit sc long as such wells conform to accezted
practices ancé procecdures.
Texas Gulf drills cover 300 wells per year in its suloihur

rining operations, and the necessitv for having to obtain =

permit for each one of those wells, albeit administratively,

is excessively bﬁrdensome.
The well itself, being a short lived tyve thing, sulphur
wells having an average life of less than 1 vear, would prckably
be dead, nlugged and abandconed bv the time the vermits got to
the EPMN and was considered by. There is no margin for delay in

sulnhur orerations, it's an ongoing process. Just like the

uranium mining thing. You put heat to the reservoir, the sulrhur
is melted and yvou cannot stop it, when a well dies on you, you've
got to continue going with this operation. You doen't have time
for getting a permit. So we recommend that Part 146 be amended
to provide for asproval by rule rather than by permit as you do
allow for Class II, Class IV and Class V wells.

Texas Gulf has operated a company owned town, known as
New Gulf, in connection with its mining operation since 1929.
The water supply at an average of 300,000 gallons per dav for

this town comes from wells drilled cn the flanks of Bowling

Dome. The current well that supnlies this water was drilled in.
1968. <Since that time, we've drilled hundreds of sulphur wells
around it with absolutely no adverse affect on the gquality of |

that water. fthen considering this extreme longetevity with fewb
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if any mroklems, the method and procedures currently being us
should be allcwed to be continued. Because of the history
demecnstrated by the Frasch »rocess operations, Texas Zulf
recommends to the EPA to declare those acuifers above the mi
areas as beinc ncn-drinking water sources. The LPA proposes
exempting mineral oil or geothermal producing portions of
agquifers from desiqgnation as an underground water source, &z
ing water source. Since they recognize these certain areas
non-érinking water sources, it ié suggested that a declarati
of the aguifers akove the mining area in FPrasch operations c
be designated as non-drinking water sources with no adverse
effect environmentally.

There are only 8 Frasch mining operaticns in tae
United States. All 8 of them are in the statzs of either

Louisiana or Texas. 2All excect 1, as been mining for an ex

o£-10 years with no environmental impact.

The Agency requested comment on the technical requ
ments of Class III tywe wells. Under current regulations,
sulpnur industries have been grouped with solution mining,
situ copper and uranium mining, gasification and gecthermal
wells, Meéting which have been held with representatives ¢
those subgroups have made it clear that this can no longer
continue with common tv»e regulations; and that it must be

categorized for each one cf those industries. It is our

recommendation that wells under subpart (&) Section 146.31
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sub-categorized, and as for the sulpaur orerations because of

-

the unicue method you use in the Irasch method of production,

ragulatiocns must be directed svecifically toward those practices
{

to insure that the regulations will not interfer with the
production of sulphur. 2As I said, we can't stoo the mining of
sulphur. %We can't stop or delay the drilling of wells in a ,
I
|
Frasch tyve orerations. |
|
The Agency in environmental imgpact, the economics con-
sidereé for Class III wells aprpear to ke tcoctally unrealistic,
unless it i1s assumed that thie Agency assumed that many exemptions

from the reculations would be obtained. No cost was assumed

for mechanical integrity test. The tests outlined in the regu-

‘tations are-exnensive and it can only be assumed that the Agency

\
3

diéd not see the necessity for the test. If there is no necessi;*

for the test, there is no necessity for the regulation.
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Further, oaly $300,000 was rrovided—Fex=—menitoring by
the entire industry. While we calculate these costs to ke
$240,000 for Texas Gulf alone. Even more okvious is the failure
to consider the additional cost due to electric and radiocactive
logs, and the necessity for cementing, which we calculate will
cost Texas Gulf $22,748,000, a long way from what was presented|

The economic imract presented by the 2Zcencv, we don't
feel is even in the ballvoark. It is noted that the economics
developed by the Agency were under draft regulations dated

August, 1277, which regulations are, in fact, cuit

o
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from those currentlv being proposed.

Much of the regqulaticn was relievad from Class II
wells using a reason there for that this industry has an eco
interest in being assured that the wells will cecntain the wa
in the formaticn into which the injected substance are being
placed. In the sulphur industry, the extfemely high cost of
chemical treatment and heat must be considered when added t
the water being injected into sulphur wells. This water is
used for one purpose onlv that's only as a vehicle tc convev
the heat to the sulphur so that it micht be melted, and by t
way the water 1s fresh water.

If any water leaks away prior to entering the sulnh
formation, all of the exvense of *treating and heating that w
is lost. ‘le suggest that the sulphur industry, in fact, has
a much greater economic interest in utilizing the water that
injected; and therefore, should have the same consideration
were given for Class II wells.

The draft that had been submitted by IZPA on lMarch 2
1978, the regulations, draft regulations just oriocr to the ¢
that were published, wers if not perfect, were headed in the
right direction and could be made workable. These regulatic
were develoned after consicderakle conferences with the EPA.
Much of that effort and time was wasted since the final draf
regulations constitute a radical departure therefrom. Chané

have been made by EPA to the end of totally abrocating an or
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oublic input which had been effective at that time tco all
parties.

Section 146.03 covering mechanical integrity is not

. v k) ) ] > - ) -
effective as to Frasch sulophur mining. The test specified would
either be impossible to cobtain or the results would be totally
meaningless. The measuremant c¢f zressure on a casing in a
sulvhur well means absolutelv nothing when the annulus area ’

|

between the tubing and the casing is where ycu are injecting |
your water into the £formation. }
N !

Section 146.32, construction rractices zlso cannot 1
apply to Frasch wells. In the case of sulphur mining in the
Cappa Salt Domes, the necessity for cement to maintain the
integrity of the well is not reguired. Section 146.32, on »ags

!
23764 should be amended to provide exception fcr this tyce well
from the cement requirement.

Secondly, there is no need to require corrosive re-
sistent material in the case of a sulphur mine well. The
materials which are used witlh a very short life are sufficiently
resistent to corrosicn to last and to vrotect for the entire
life of that well, and therefore, the necessity for having
additional tyoe of =quipment, as an additicnal expense, cannct
be justified.

Directional lcgs cannot be justified on sulrmhur wells.
Logs on wells drilled less than 2,000 feet where you have little

if any deviation whatsoever, is nothing but an expense that
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can't be justified. And certainly would do nothing towaxd

rrotecting fresh water sangs.

Tne other logs raquired under this particular sectic
can't ke justified because in sulphur overations where the we¢
last only 3 mconths to a vear, and they'res drilled 50 £fezat ap:
the information obtained from one well to the next is minima!
You could put thellogs side by side and it would show the sar
thing. So vou are causing unnecessary expense with absolute!
nothing being gained from it.

e recommend that the Frasch o@eration should be
exempt from all of these sections. ESub-section (e) should be
modified to require monitoring of the wells cnly where they
required, 5 wells aprear to be an arbitrary number, I don't |
where it came from. The number of monitored wells, really si
be left to the discretion of the state director. Whatever 1:
necessary to do the job, not 5 arbitrary wells to one operat:
may be totallv different from another. lonitoring, particul:
in a case where we mined for over 50 years withcut any impac
should be kept to an absolute minimum.

Section 146.33 recguires a performance bond to assur:
the wells will be properly abandoned. Sulphur industry is

corprised of comvanies of substantial means because of the

v

cost of plant exvenses, we don't have anvbody small in our
business. 2All have sufficient financial statute and have be

able to satisfy the obligations cf wzroperly abandoning wells
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witaout croviding a Dserformance bond.
Section 146.324(a) (1) requires injection pressure to

be contrclled to crevent the migraticon of fluid into under-

ground acuifers. Cur method of operation precludes any such

intent. Ve are contrclled bv the pressure that is necessary to

get the water into the reservoir to get the heat to melt the

sulphur. ‘e go no higher, no lower, we've got to go to that
nressure. I will point out, however, that it's never high
anough to be fractured.

fection 146.34 (b) (3) raguires demonstration of

s

mechanical integrity at least once every 5 years. Due to the |

short 1life of this kind of well, T kind of feel like the golfe;

1

after he had sprayed 3 of ais balls over into the water
hazard, and the caddy said, why den't you get a used ball, ne

r~

said, I would I've never had one. I've never had a 5 year

L

Section 146.34(c) reguires guartely renorting. 3By the
time data is collected, prerar=d and revorted and the state
analysis the data, sulrhur wells having a very short normal
life could have been replaced, and the data could not possibly
anply when the corrective action was attempted bv the state.
Information gathered recuires instant action on the »art of the
onerator, and by the time the data could reach the state, we
would have already taken whatever corrective action was

naecessary in the interest of a sufficient operation of our own
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interest. Quartely reports for our sulphur wells should be
totally cispensed with or at mest, an annual report substity

therefor summarizing the results cf the operation.

-

MR, LEVIN: Mr. Ford, excuse me for interrupting,

You are running way over time and in all fairness to additi

()

peorle wiao still have to testify, can vou summarize very
quickly.

MR, FOPD: O0Ok. The only thing that we do have to ¢
is that much of the comment withlregard to what I was coing
sav later will be krought out in our written comments, and I
do appreciate the ovrortunitv of being here today. I will

answer any guestions taat I can. I nave the Manager of the

Environmental Affairs with me, if I can't answer it maybe ke

can.

¥MR. LEVIM: That will be fine. You can ask him to
come up with vou if vou like, But let's first see if there
are anv gquestions. Anv questicns from the members of the
panel? Mr. Baltav?

¥R. BALTAY: You mentioned a specific figure as to
estimated cost of Texas Gulf alone. I wculd gather from the
specificity of the number, that you must have some detail ba
ing that ug.

.. PORD: Yes. It will be in our further comments
later on, but the figures uere based on our drilling 337 we

ver year. Ve went to Slumber J and Halliburton, got the co
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logs and the camenting that would be required which is $13,50u

ver vear, multiplied that times 5 years and you come up wWith

-

the $22,748,000 that we feel like it will cost us additionally,
]
|

due to the reculaticns as nresented. 7ilith recgard to the

monltoring, thnat was based on 5 wells for 3 sites arbitrarily
1,000 feet as the deprth of the well, I don't know what it's

coin¢ to be, but that's what we used in our figures here. |
$37.00 a foot for drilling »lus $7.00 a2 foot for the cost of

the casing and then you've gct 5 sites at $2,000 »er well for
|

|

cementing that comes up to $240,000.

MR. BALTAY: 3ut detail will be in vour written report.
- |
MZ, FORD: Yes. ;
MR, BALTARY: 0k, thank vou.
MP. LEVIN: 2ny further guestions? Thank you very
much, Mr. Ford.
Mr. Chauviere followed by Mr. David L. Durler.
ADIOLD C. CHAUVIERE: Yr. Levin ancd members of the

panel, I am Arnoléd C. Chauviere. I am the Assistant Commission
of the Office of Conservation, in the State of Louisiana.
Last night we hsard the President's plea for nelo
from all of us to solve the energv crisis. He said what I have
known for the past several vzars, that the isclated islang,

Washington, D.C., so far ocut of touch with the majority of the,

veonle cdces not have the ansver.

In many instances, the stumbling block the buraaucrat%
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lace in front of our enercy efforts and the name of environ

i

rantal Srotection has given rise to the energy situation whi

we find curselves today.

e in Louisiana are willing to do our share but we
cannot if the isolated island revresentative from Washingtor
will not allow us to. 2nd Mr. Baltay and I had heard it bef

I think I was privileged to comment alsc for Victor Kimm,

I think vall all know who he is. In Mr. Baltav's address
earlier this morning he outlined several Darameters which ar
necesssary for the Safe Crinking Water Zct for a state to
qualify to regulate his own business. I would like you gent
ment know today that Louisiana has, and will, comply with tr
rarameters has defined in PL93523. We are doing it now.

In addition, it was stated, which I'wve heard before
that the states were listed in the Federal Pegister as needi
an underground injection contrcl program based on the amount
water and tne uses of that water. iWe,in Louisiana, are very
fortunate, we do have alct of ground water and we do use it.
Sut I can't see how the uses of grouné water 1is any basis tc
cdetermine whether the state has an adequate program or not.
On the contrary, if the state uses the ground water, it shou
support the nosition that the state has an adeguate injectic
nrogram ané is not solluting the water.

I've heard comment today, and in vour Federal Tegis

ané in the rules vou asked for corments relative to small
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operators whether thev should be exerm»d>t or not. I think the

-

small operatcrs should be exemst, I tnink the large overators
should ke exempt and vou ¢go out of business and let the state-
regulate their own cusiness. Ve've been doing that for 40
years. I've been with the State of Louisiana for 32, and to

my knowledge, there has not been a single instance that we knco

of that tahe ground water has been polluted as a result of

And the gentleman Ircm ﬁupont who addressed you earlie
this moraing, I didn't get it if he did say 1t, Zut he was
giving cost figures as to what the regulations would regquire;
T don't know if he addressed himself to the position where the

most of the hazar-— |

(o}

area of review is a radius of 2 miles. &n
dous waste disposal wells, are in areas where vou <o not have
much o0il and gas activity. 3But in the State of Lcuisiana, I
would say that just about 1in everv instance where we have
nazarcdous waste dismosal wells within that 2 mile radius there
are several dry holes drilled within that area. Some are old
and some are racent. Mow 1f any of these wells, do not meet
the reguirements of ZPL and have to be preverly nlugged, or
properly completed, the disposal well permit cannot pe issued,
unless someone ¢oas into that well and completes i1t according
toc the regulations. 2nd I think cf these old wells, and I've
neard many instances where pecole have gone back into old wells

and thev never could get back into the wells and do what they

PN

r
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wanted to do. 2Znd I think that situation will occur acain i
any hazardous wastzs disnosal tries tc go back into an 0lé we
and the pcssibility is excellent he will never accomplish hi

task and, therefore, he will not be issued a permit to disno

i cf waste in any new well.

Tt has come to mv attention, in the last week or so
that some of our opolitical leacders throughout the country, s
irn Congress and 'scme 1n the various states, have been concer:
with the federal rule making and thev are frustrated with the
clear intent of Congress. I'm coing to be truthful with you
these were in other areas where rule making by federal zgenc:

ut tiey v not directly relat i we are addr L
but thevy were not directly related to what we are dressing

ot

-

nere todav. 3But I think the point is clear, and I am of the
firm opinion, that EPA and their rule making was circumventin
the intent of Congress in many of these regulations you are

presently making.

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Two different individuals this morning, and mavbe ti

afterncon, rerort to the studv conducted by the IOC

]

-
{

@]

happened to be at that meeting which was held here in Dallas

several montns ago, which was tefore the YMational Drinking W

>

rdvisorv Council, I think that's the correct title. Anvway,

]

Mr. Johnson, was the Chairman, and the states in Regicn VI w
presenting their position to the Council, and EPA was Dresen
theirs at that time and at other times; and the Chairman agk

he said, it's kind of confusing taat the IPr is contending t
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the rest of the wanel, that vou aave succeeded in confusing t..;

requlating states in fevion VI, and I feel sure throughout th-=

nation, by the consolidation of vour permits. But I can assux:

yeu, vou will not divicde and coungue. Now with all that ad

libbing, vou can permit that I have about 4 minutes to read

to you.

¥R, LEVIIl: ™7as that just the introductory?

MR. CEAUVIERE: Pirst, I would like to have mv »ast

|
i
;
|
1
i
|
i
t
|

remarks concerning the EPA-UIC grovosed regulations made a paré

of this record, and that's if vall can find them. We still-~

MR, LEVIN: Excuse me, Mr. Chauviere. Could ycu be

i
. {
spacific on what is it we are suppcose to find to make a part of

M

'
-~

CHAUVIZRE: ell, I attended several neetings and |

have given several statements, and vou must have them somewherd
these will suffice then.

If vou can't find them,

-

LD
—h .

LEVIM: Please continue.

F

211 right.

MR, CHAUVIERL: e still object to EP2 creating

unnecessarilv for those states which have workable rules

regulations now in effect. e contend these proposed

will interfere with anéd impede o0il and gas production in the

State of Louisiana unnecessarily; and, they will have a disrup-

5

tive effect on our existing state vrogram.

I think PL93-523 says vou shouldn't disrupt a state

program.
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In order to salvage a degree of flexibility from i
propesed regulaticens, it is iﬁperative that only the applic:
for a new Class II and Class III permits be required to comg
with the area of review recuirements. If old wells were in-
cluded in this area of review, it would out an impossible
task on the operator and the state regulatoryv authoritv and
would result in snutting in manv oil and gas wells needlessl

-~

I would just 1

h]

ke to divert from the text a minute

-

let you know that anv newv wells, and there i3 a gre

)

.t ©ossib

4

.

ity that no new wells will ever be issued if the araa of rev
igsn't considered seriously. 2ecause in Louilsiana and the re
of the wroducing states thev've been drilling oil and cas we
since 190C, and you know, ard I know, that the regulations o
1900 or 1310, 20, or 30, are not like they are todav. So I

have no doubt in myv mind that someone will find within an ar
of review, a well that doesn't comnly with the existing rule:
and regulations as to properly abandonment, and therefore, we

coulé not issue

W
]

ermit. ESo your answer usually is, go bacl
and fix it. Go back and complete it prowerly. ilell, that's
nractical and I just informed ycu that in nmost instances whe’

vou go back intec an oil well, veu'll £ind junk in the well t

4

vou cannot <o Laclhi and accomplislhy the fete which you ares try
tc dc. In essence, veou are just eliminating any disposal
operations.

In order to obtain EPF avnroval for primacy, the »r
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nosed rules reguire that a state must demonstrate the intent

l;J

and adecuate legal authority to assess maximum civil and

criminal fines, the same as the miximums soecifie

o7

in the |
federal law. The State of Louisiana does not have this autaox-
ity, and it is very doubtful that it could obtain such authori:wv
' Y
any time in the near future.
The proposed regulations oroviding for "area termits"
) ) ) ) 1
where a number of injection wells are within a sincle narcel

of lanéd and under the control of the same individual, is still

vague and unclear. Ixcept in a very few instances an operator,

individual, will have to c¢o through the entire public notice |
\
ané hearing prccess for the vast majority of permits issued

in a fielé or area. 'hy, why must the permit procedure be this

!
I
|
|
i
way? : }
|
!
!

For about 4 vears IPA has been involved in writing the
Underground Injection Control regulaticns to protsct the enviroL-
ment, and thers has bkeen tremendous »ublic, »rivat2, state and

~7r

industrv particination. Once the TUIC recgulations are nromul-
- L - pet -

l.J-

gated, any azplicant must comply with the rules in their entirer

I
tv before a permit or an area permit can bhe aprroved and issuedt
I would like to know wav? Why, in the pronosed rule draft, is
it still necessary to go through the notice and public hearing

process refore a2 disgosal nermit or, sc-called, »oorly cefined,

area vermit can be issued.

-

‘. LEVIN: Mr., Chauviere, I'm going to have toc interru
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vou for a moment. First, vou are entering into an area that

will be discussed tomorrovw; secondly, you are beginning to g
over time. Is there a possibility that vou could summarize
within tie next few minutes?

MR. CHAUVIERE: - I have about a pacs left,

MR, LIVI¥: I don't know aow long it takes to go ov
a vage, but I have tc be fair to the sneakers ycu have indi-
cated a desire to speak, and who have tfied to keev their
testimony down to the allcwable 10 minutes. So, if you woul
please try to summarize it the best 7ou can, we would arprec
it.

iR, CEAUVIERZ: Yes, sir. Are non-technical commen

basis enough to disallow an apzlicant permission to dispcse

¥

waste 1f he is complyving with 2ll the rules in their entiret

If non~technical objections are sufficient evidence to rejec

B
[ >

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

I disTosal pernit, we nave L&egn WasStifg our time these past
years writing technicallv socund rules. If this be the case,
we can just forget about disnesing of waste in the subsurfac
by means cf disposal well.

Yhen applying for »rimacy to the EPA for UIC regulsz
autiiority, one of the reguirements is that the apolying stat
must first hold a public hearing for comments concerning the
application for zrimacy. If a state seeks primacy in accord
ance witia all the rules promulgated by IEPA, what would be

gained by the hearing? TIf there are cbjections ky the 2ubli
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,
to the state seeking primacy under IZPA guidelines, does this
constitute non-aporoval of the state's arnplication? If the
commentors cobiect to the state regulating the program under f
federal guidelines, it stands to reason they would also object

to the federal agency regulating the »rogram under those same

guidelines. If this is the case, whc would end up reguland

Q
")

the program--the state, the federal government, or the publi
If they okject to the staﬁe applving for primacy under federal
guidelines, tut not under state éuidelines, will the EP2 acceoﬁ
their judgment and leave the regulating to the state?

EPA's proposed rules contemplate impesing a requiremed

for testing annular pressure. I am at a loss as to how an

well. EZPA guidance is neecdeéd in this area.

[

annular pressure test can be accomplished on an annulax injact%on
- {
|
1
i
|
|
[
{

feal the proposed regulations will aave a cri»pling

effact on the small oil and gas producers who have marginal

riled to substantiate this orzinion. I hope the impact on the
small overators will be known before these regulations are

finalized.

Section 146.22(J) (1) reguires directional surveys be
conducted on all holes, including Dilot holes, at sufficiently
freguent intervals to assure that vertical avenues for fluid
migration in the form of diverginc hcles are not created during

drilling. Directional surveys should not ke ragquireé unless a
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-
hole is directionallv drilled intentionally. The director,
at his discretion, should have authority to reguire directic
survevs.

In conclusion, if the EPA will allow the State of
Louisiana to continue regulating subsurface injection bv the
state rules and regulations, we will get on with the job of
trying to satisfv the nation'e energy needs. To interfere v
and impede the production of oil and gas in the state un-
necessarily is in direct conflict with P.L. 93-523, and will
result in weakening any possibility we might have in tryving
meet cour energy demands. Thank you. Sorxy I ran over.

MR, LEVIN: Thank vou, sir. We may have a cquestior
or two?

MR, SCEUAPF: To be fair to you, I've asked severa:

of the other states renresentatives a gquestion, ané I'd like
to ask you the same question. First of all, <Jdces thes state

regulate at all, small operators. You've heard the small
overator exemntion tossed arocund here today.

MR. CHAUVIERE; VYes, sir. We regulate them all th
sane.

MR, SCENEPF: That is the basic svstem that the
state uses for regulation? Is it a permit system?

MR, CERUVITRE: Yes, sir, I stated in the text.

MR, SCENAPF: I'w sorry.

YR, CEAUVIIRE: You weren't listening.



-1

10

i1

12

13

14

18

19

20

(8]
19

24

25

D
-

2.

intimidating

area of

theyv do

th

wondering 1

program.
MR. CEAUVIERZ: VYo, sir. We don't have anv svecific
area of review. e do review in instances where we think it

is necessary.

been injecting in the
] g

40 vears or more, and as I mentioned, I've been there for 32.
MR. SCENAPTF: I heard that.
MR. CHAUVIEPE: Atta boy. To my knowledge, and the

other knowledge in the department, the

resulted in contamination or mollution

cround wvater

HR. SCEHMNAPF: Thank you.

MR, LILVIN: Any other cuestions, I have a few.
r. ¥nudson?

MR, XWIUDSCH: Tere you talking, in regard to your
area of review, of tlhese holes or wells vou are familiar with,

is this relating to the oil and gas »roduction that you had soarn

review.

em>lcy the concept of an

173

"

LEVIIT: to have to ask vou to step

the »nanel.
(Laughter)

I'm really not.

We've heard several of the other states say

arsza of review, and I was

Louisiana uses that concept at all in its

I would like to add at this time,

subsurface 1in the State of Louisiana

injection has not
£resh

of our valuable

agquifers. Thank you.

The final cquestion I have was with the

that we have

for

€
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guidance focr us on the area cf review, different than the
hazardous waste? Or are vou geing in and you have wells in
the area that you are unfamiliar with and you are putting a
hazardous waste injection orerate differently than.

Q . .

MR, CHAUVIERE: Hr. Xnudson, I didrn't mean to impl:
that we would just have that »robler with hazardous waste
disposal wells. The problem will be more inherit with salf
water disposal wells because in a majority of the cases, the
salt water injection wells ars whers thev are producing the
salt water and that is in the middle of a f£field in an area

that's been drilled from 1900 to the present time. So agai:

Wy
]

the rules cf many, manv vears ago -are not as they are todayv
Under the rules todey are designed and have keen for many y
to protect the fresh ground water. And I would like to add
this *tire, vwhen I was voung and foolish many vears ago, we

crotecting ground water and the best information we could g
from the most knowledgeable veonle in the business in Louis
and that was the U.S.Geological Survev, Ground ater Divisi
which was right across the nall from our office. In those

the ground water was fresh ctotakle water was consicered to

250 narts per million chlcride. Which relates to 500 parts

million total dissolved sclids, and we have been »rotecting

to that depth. YNow, I won't sav it Mr. Levin, but, EP

b

(o]

[4]]

along and changes the rules. Our surfaces casing has been

taking care of the 230 »arts ner million, and now you're b1
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it down to 10,00Q narts

Ler

£to go back and stretch taat

i s
LIR .

LEVIN: You've

guestions before I ask mine?

perator 1is

However, 1f it is ser

L ment the way I did

51,000.
so
vours.

MR.

T
LEVIN:

CHIIAPF: I

fication.

whnat discuss

1

we'l tOMOrrow,

hold a public hearincg before

casing.
answered

Oh,

foolisih enough to vioclate

ious, an

relative ta _penalties and

a serious vioclation for just one day, we can

~hank vou.

The recuirement that the state,

but the requirexent that the state

3ubmitt

17

.

millicon and it's kind of 4ifficu

the question. &Anv oth

good.

d I have to make the st

fines, if it i

fine him more

So we may like under vour rules be §$5,000 or $10,000,

therefore, our regulations in my ovinion, are not the same

just want to make one v»oint of clari-

anc this is orob

ing, ZPA 1is directly ou

4
-

the rules enoucn

-

2

4
1S

1w

er

I just want to make sure I undcderstood you correctly,

when you were talking about nenalties, vou indiceted, I think
that Lcuisiana had no penalties. 2am I correct. j
|
[IR. CHAUVIERE: VNo, sir, I didn't indicate that. i
[
MR. LEVIN: 0Ok, could you restate it then. !
|
MR, CEAUYVIZPEZ: hat I indicated was that we couldn't
meet yours. We do have a penalty. Your maximum senalty is
i
£5,000--$10,000, we have several penalties but no criminal. !
!
Cur penalties are $1,000 a day. 1low we can exceed the 5 cr 10 j
|

ate—§
S

+han

agl-s

|
|

t of
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act itself, something that Congress wanted, not us.

¥MR. CEAUVIEZRE: ‘ould you go through tihat again.

MR, ECENAPF: You were complaining that we regquired
2 hearing tefore the state submitted a »rogram for primacy,
that's directly out of the law itself.

Mn. CHEAUVIERE: Tell, I think the law should be ame
Thank you.

HR. LEVIN: I have a few others.

MR. CHAUVIERL: Mr, Levin, yocu're sure you are not
exceeding your time.

MP. LEVIN: The comments were cnly for the speakers
There are certain rerogatives that the Chair has.

A CH}L I 23: I've been on that side.

MR. LEVIN: One more guestion. Several states have
mentioned this, and I'm not »icking on vou but since vou ars

up here, I'm_just curious why doesn't Louisiana have exempt

for a small orerator?

M2, CHAUVIIRE: I don't know why we don't nhave an
exemption for small operators. I don't think we should hav
an examcticn for csmall operators. They can 2ollute cur fre
water acuifer just as well as a large operator.

4R LEVINI: Sc vou feel they should ke treated all

MR, CEAUVIEZRPEZ: Yes, sir. I said I think they bot

should be exeampted.
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M=, LEVIN: Could we have orcder here, T jus
one other thing. This merning, I indicated that if
regulations were clearly being misinterpreted, that
allow the nanel members to offer clarifications. T
cbligated to do so even when the law is being misint
So I would like to answer a statement for the reccrd
from the House of Revresentatives, Report 93.1185 or
Safe Drinking Water Act cated July 10, 1974, »nage 32

says in part: "The committee was concerned that its

of endangering Jrinking water sources also be constr
liberally. Inijection which causes or increases cont
2f such scurces mav fall within this definition, eve

anount of contaminent which may enter the water sour

The definition would be met if injected material wer
pletely contained within the well, if it may enter e
2resent or notential Jrinking water source, and if i

form ito vhich it might be converted, may »cse a thr

we would
feel
erpreted.
guoting
the

, which

ce would

ither a
t, or some

eat to

aAuman health or render the water source unfit for nhuman consumy

tion.:
"In this connecticn, it is important to note
actual contamination of drinking water is nct a prer

either for the establisament of regulatiors or permi

=

xents or for the enforcement thereof."

That concludes our questioning for lir. Chau

, that
ecuisite

t regquire-

viere, thank
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7ou very ~uch.

MR. CHAUVIEZ®Z: Thanrk you. Vlell, do vou know what

1422 of the Safe Drinkinc ileter Act savs?

-

MR, LIVIM: I would hope so, but I would like to mc
on. Thank vou very much.
MR, CHAUVIZRZ: Thank you and excuse me for exceed!

Yy time.

IR, LEVIN: That's cuite all right, I think we hel;
vou a little bit.

Mr. Duler to be followed by Mr. Polizi, I'm orobab
prouncing that wrong but we will correct it.

DAVID L. DULER: 1!Mr. Chairman, tha=:'s going to be
tough act to follow, 30 I'll txy to keep it short.

Iy name is DPavid L., Durler, I am presently emplove

bv Texas Uranium Cperaticns, U.S. Steel Corporation, as the

Supervisor of ILnvironmental Affairs. The £cllowing oral pr

entation addresses the recently renrovosed reculations for
Underground Injection Control Prograrm.

Since our companyv operates the largest commercial
situ uranium leach oneration in the United States, and zas f

ragulations in their presently reproposed form will have s.

tcaznt imoact upon cur oneration, it 1s our hope that EPA wi

careful consideration to each cof the ccrmments set forth in

nresentatiocn.

My initial statements will address our methed of
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-
and the complexity of our overation, sSo that those »resent
can get some ideal of how these regulations will have an impa
upon us.
Texas Uranium Operations currently has 4 in-situ

uranium leach mines in South Texas. In our solution mining

technicue, an alkaline soluticn is injected into fresh water

aguifer through injection wells that are screened at the desired

ore horizon. Recovery wells are located near the injection well

/for ramoval of the uranium enriched sclution. Ideally, there

is a constant sweeping of leachate solution through the produc-
tion zone aguifer from the injection wells to the racovery well
Monitor wells surround the production area and are screened in
anprooriate stratigranhic horizons, both procducticn and non-
»roduction zcnes, to detect any horizontal or vertical migra-
tion ©f leachate.

I should coint out at this »oint, that we currently
have over 300 nonitoring wells now in ¢peration.

The enriched uranium scluticn from the recoverv wells
is pumped to a pdrocessing facilitv where the uranium is further
concentrated £for eventual sale as yellowcake.

As can be seen frcm this brief description of our
method of mining, it is necessary to inject intc 2 narginal
underground scurce of drinking water for the extraction of z
nzeded energyv source. From our exwerience, the groundwater

gquality within the immediate vicinity of the ore body does not

|
|
]

Ps
|
I

1)

|
|
|
|
|
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1 | conform with FPA standards since the radium 226 concentrations
!
2 i may vary from 100 »Ci/l to over 1,000 pCi/l. Eowever, values
l

3 L for TDS will range from 800 milligram per liter to over 1,500 1

4 i milligram per liter within the limits of the ore horizoen. |

5 || With this initial information, I would like to now comment

6 on what Texas Uranium Overations feels to be our major concernﬁ

;|| relzted to 40 CFZ 146 and to a small degree CFR Parts 122. |

|

8 Our first comment concerns vhat we consider classifi-

9 || cation of Class III wvells. The criteria and standards apvlica-

10 | ble to Class III in Parts 146.31 thrcugh 146.35 cannot for the

11 | most part be rationally applied to our operation. Texas

12 || traniur Coerations currently has approximately 600 injection
13 |lwells in operation throughout the four mine sites. Total depth

14 || for each of these wells is no greater thaﬁ 600 fzet and usually

15 || averages approximately 350 feet. Each well is cased with 4 or

16—l 6—inea T D. Schedula 40, DPVC pine; no injection tubing is uti-

17 || 1ized. Our currant drillinc »nrogram averages about 5 to 8

18 || completed injection wells per week. Therefore, it is inappli-

19 {|cable or unnecessarilv burdenscme for an operator to fulfill

20 |many of the requirements in 40 CFR 146.32 through 146.35.

21 ||Examgles of some of the more unflexible rules are as follows:

22 For example 146.32(4), must we, an operator, submnit for

93 lleach new injecticn well the Iluid »>rassure, the fracture gressuxe

24 lland the phvsical and chemical characteristics of the injection

25 ||fluids ancd formation £luids? f
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,

In 146.32(e), it is not possible in the case of our
new Class III wells tc determine the natural f£luid level, an
also the natural water gquality prior to opreration of an in-
jection well.

Section 146.34(b) (2), it is cost prohibitive for
oreration to install for each, and I'd like to emphasize th:
we have 600 injection wells at present, to install for each
injection well continuous recording devices for the continu
monitoring of injection pressure, flow rate and volume. Fo
the most part, our operation does not inject under oressure
7e just use photographic flow.

These requirements under Subpart D are even more
cguestionable when one remembers that the entire injection v
vattern area is surrounded by monitor wells that are screer
in appropriate stratigrashic horizons to detect anv leachaf
migration that may occur. It is our recormendation that C
III wells be subcategorized in such a way that sw»ecific,
although general avplicable rules can be aprplied to the in
mining psrocess since it already possesses a subsuriace mon
well system far superior to any other method found in mini

Our second generzal comment ccncerns area permits
Class III wells.

Uncder 122.37, it states that the director may iss

Up]

ermits on a well bv well or an area rasis »nrovided that

criteria ars addressead. Furthermore, it statzs that afte
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area permit has been issued, the permittee must still seek

administrative approval from the director for additicnal new

. . - . L o
injection wells. Z2as=2d on cur foregoing comment that lnjecthT

wells at our sites are installed at a rate of 6 cr 7 ver wee:r
it seems unnecessarily burdensome for the director to arnrove

eforehand their construction and afterward their mechanical

I.J-

integrity. This is esmnecially unreasonable since the State
Director as already arnproved if a monitor well system that
comnletely surrounds, both horizentally and vertically, the
injection well pattern area. It 1s our recommendation that
ocnce an arsa permit has been issued for an in-situ leach nine,
that notification of new injection wells not be required nor
that a2 demonstration of mechanical integrity be necessary.

Qur third general comment concerns the zermitting
scheme for Class I wells in rarticular.

When considering rule 146.11(c) in light of 122.36(b)
(2) anc 122.3€6(4), it is scmewhzt confusing as to whether the
applicant must secure a »ermit to construct an injection well
or a permit to operate an injection well, or both. It is
readily aprarent that no permit will be issued if the well
lacks adeguate mechanical integrity. However, in the introduct
to 146.12, Construction Recuirements, it states that "the ownsr

or overatcr of a prowosed injection well shall submit slans for

plans as a condition of the vermit”. v cuestion is, how can

1
i
i
|
|
1
i
i
i
|
{
|
{

1o

testing, drilling and construction to the director of the initiTl
tﬂe

|

1,
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-
director avpwvrove of initial construction plans as a conditio
of the permit when, accordirng tc 122.36(4), the well must al
ready e in place and mechanical integrity established befor
cermit is issued?

Texas Uranium Cperations currently has 5 deep disoc
wells that serve our Soutih Texas soluticn mining owveration.
is aprarent that the intent of the EP2 in permitting Class ]
injection wells is to allow for well coastruction and mechar

integrity testing prior to any permit issuance. Based on o

e

experience in Texas, it would not ke acceptakle for our com
to have an injection well that is constructed, and has »ass:

an integrity test, to remain inactive while the rTermit goes

Py

through the »ublic hearing =rocess. 2t a minimum, such an
interim period will cause an operational delay of 2 months.
company wcoculd prefer not to invest money in a waste disvosa
well system before having all requirements firmlv agreed uc
ané assurance that, if these requirements ars met, injectic
can start. We recommend that a nermit be issued prior to

construction of a Class I injection well, and that drillinc

ompletion, logging, formation tasting, and mechanical inte

4
{r

testing recuirements be incorporated into the permit.
be recognized that this method of wermitting is fundamenta

easier to grasy and to imvlerment.

Tt is our concluding recommendation that the CUnit

States Environmental Protection Agency investigate furtier



" 184

technical aspects ¢f the in-situ leach industry and the econor ¢
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imoact of the subject regulations rrior to their drafting anv
further rules. ©On Dbehalf of Texas Uranium Operations, I
would like to axpress ocur arnpreciation for the ovportunity
to testifv- today.

MR, LEVIY: Thank you very much, Mr. Durler. ¥ill

you submit to questicns?

[
Py
-

S
4
.

DURLER: Yes.

Iif., LTVIN: Questions by the panel? I don't think

R

we're tired, I think we've gotten the grasp so 2 testimony

——

on Class III wells prettyv much

=~

s coming out the same way.
The fact that there are no guestions, doesn't indicate that

there is any lack of interest in your statement,.

MR, DURLER: I would like to invite anvbody from EPA

to come down to see our site. I don't think anvbody has to my

knowlecge. - -

MR, LEVIN: ¥e do have nlans of that natures, devending

on our travel vouchers for next year.
MR, DURLER: ‘e wholeheartedly wvelcome vou to ccme
down there, we have enough blinders and blindfolds and then

sone.

]

MR
me on the pronounciation, Planning Zngineer Union Carbide

Corporation, Metals Divisiecn, Benavides, Texas. TFollowing

llr. Poliza will be Mr. J. R. Anderson; ané Mr. 2Andersoa, unle

. LEVIN: Thank vou. Mr. lark Polizi, rlease correc

HO]
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I get anvmore request ycu will be the final sp»eaker.

MARY PCLIZI: iy name is Mark Polizi, I'm with Unic
Carbide !Metals Division, and again you will hear more on Cle
IIT wells.

My remarks today are directed toward the anclicatic

of UIC regulations tc cur present and protect in-situ urani

scolution mining operations. Ve endorse the comments made t¢
by the 2American Mining Congress, and the Texas In-Situ Uran:
Mining and Environmental Association, as they vertain to the
operations.

Although we nave numerous comments which will be 4.

cussed in our written statement, today I will only discuss

area wide permit concent as entered in the provose

[N

_UIC reg

14 laticns. We, as well as other in-situ leach owmerateors, reg
15 numerous injection wells within a small area for our >-roces
16 In—-addition—Snion—Carbide—uses—each well asboth amrextrac
17 land an injection well. 2 given well may be used for inject
18 |l or extraction or may be left idle devending uvon production
19 |l recuirements. Therefore, every well we drill will have to

20 | considered an injection well for regulation purooses.

21 Production ¢f uranium during cne year from 15 to 2
22 |lacres of cur ore bodies reguires the drilling and operatior
23 ||huncreds of wells. These wells are svaced from 30 to 50 fe
24 japart. The ore zone under production is treated as an ara:
25

and leachate migration is monitored by area wide tests and
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-
ground water monitoring system around the nroduction zrea.

In several years of owveration, thousands and thousand:
of wells whicih have been drilled ovar only 800 to 1,000 acres,
incicdentally, these wells would have all been constructed,

cemented, completed and testes identically. After uranium ha:o

)

[oN

been recovered, the well is nlugged and the aguifer restored

to »nre-zroduction levels as reguired Dy current state rermit

Complying with the UIC regulations in their present
form would be redundant and create a costlv andéd meaningless

aper work suffle for the operator and the regulating agencvy.

g

Tor exanples, 146(c), Section (146.06, 146.08, 1l46.31, l46.32,
146.34, 146.35 and 122(a), Section 122.37 emvnlov direct and
indirect use of the well by well ohilosophv. Items such as
submittal of nlans for testing, drilling, and construction for
eacih well is equivalent to permitting each well. 2lso, the
requirement that we report svery well as specified in the area
sermit definition, is a tremendous burden. Given that formatic
characteristics and construction technigues are identical for
each.insitu uranium production well.

The main recuirement of the area permit sihiculd focus
on prevention and detection cf leachate migration by area wide
integrity test in a sufficient ground water monitoring system.

Thank vyou.

AR, LEVIN: Thanlt vou, sir. Are there any guestions?

i
l

|
|
1
|
|
|
i

|
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-~

I have one. You indicated that vou have ground water monitor
system, there was previous objection to waat we have in cur
regulations, that is the 5 monitoring wells. Can vou descri
your svstem as to the number of well, what it looks like, =21

MR, DULER: At present we have permitted about 30
acres, a little bit more than that, we have a totzl cf abou
19 nroduction zcane monitorinc wells encircling cur area whi
monitors the horizontal migration leachate. 7e also nhave a
7 uprer acuifer monitoring wells which wguld monitor the
vertical movement of leachate into our uoper aquifer.

MR, LEVIIN: Thank vou. Any other gquestions? Than
you vary much.

Mr. Anderson?

JI} AMDEFSCH: 1y name - is Jim Anderson, I'm with t
Olen Corporation, Regional llanager, EZnvironmental Zffairs,
I have the resvonsibility for Dlen's 5 chemical plants that
in Region VI.

My comments will be very brief since I am last.
also will address the Class III area, and I would like to
describe an overation we have in Louisiana that points up
of the deficiencies in the regulations as thev are now »ro

This 1is a sodium chloride solution mining operati
in which fresh potable water is iniected intc the salt dem
and leaches out the cavity, the brine is forced out by th

injection vressure so the integrity is essential to an efif
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operation, and the brine is piped to a chemical plant which

After awhile, the cavity gets larger and larger as ti.
|
. X . v . |
well is used, and soon it becomes an attractive hvdrocarbon
storage area. As a matter of fact, the government tcok all of
them away that we had down tinere and creatsd a strategic reserwa.

3ut the »noint of it is, is that it was a Class III well until

it was turned over to hydrocarbon storage, and now it becomes

A=

& Class II well. To reneat, we put frash ootabls water down in

there and dissolve the salt and force the brine ocut. “hen it

1
4

becomes a hydrocarkon well, they either pumpt down into the

tall to disrlace oil or they »ump o0il down into tine well to

displace brine.

In the reculationrns b;

~

transitting from a solution

~a

|
\'
i
{
|
L
|
r
|
|
|
o . . , —
mining well to a hydrocarbon storage well, there are 8 speczflﬁ
» . v . B . - !
areas in which the regulations are less stringent for the hydrg-
carbcn storage than they were for the initial solution mining.

Including among that less stringent is the very expensive drill-

ing of 5 monitoring wells into a salt water strata which could

nct zossibly do anything but detect migration of £luid even

before vou startad orzsrations.

1

;
|
J
|
think the point c¢f this story is, the drastic need {
for more flexibility in the regulations, anéd also, the nead toj
e e S — e -— < & S e i b - F4 'y SO S r - N

|
allow the conduct of the program by lncwledgeable pecrle in the

local area cuch as the state. This ccncludes by comment and thHe
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company will include these among those svecific comments in
letter to EP2 by the deadline.

MR. LEVIN: Tnank you, {Ir. Ancderson. Are there an
guestions by members of the ranel? 0k, thank you.

Babette Eiggins, has she come in? Ilir. James Grecc
nas he come in? Is there anvbody else in the audience who
wishes to make a statement?

a .

If not, just a few words, when I adjourn this hea:
there is some time left, and I promised vou this morning,
though I have not received any 3 x 5 cards we will be hapo
to answer anv factual cuestions about thne regulations for
members of the audience whce have not testified todav, for
anvroximately one-~half hour or so.

Sz2condly, a word abcut tomorrow hearings. The de
version will be on Parts 122, 123, and 124. Tle will begi:
nromptly at 9 o'clock, for those of you who will be hapov
this, vou will have a new Chairman tomorrow.

I would like to thank all of you for the attenti

vou've given us this afternoon and this morning on behalf

the panel. This hearing now stands adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m. the hearing was adjourr
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This is to certify that the attached proceedings
before the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency were had as
therein appears; and that this is the transcript thereof for

the files of the Agency.
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Betty Me¢rgan, Reporter




