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I N D E X 

NELSON MUNCY 

Di r e c t Examination by Mr. Dickerson 

E X II I B I T S 

Applicant E x h i b i t ' One, C-10'8- '. 4 

Applicant E x h i b i t Two, Documents 3 
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MR. STAMETS: We'll c a l l next Case 7874 

MR. PEARCE: That case i s on the a p p l i 

c a t i o n of Yates Petroleum Corporation f o r s a l t water disposal 

Lea County, New Mexico. 

MR. DICKERSON: Chad Dickerson on behal 

of the a p p l i c a n t , Mr. Examiner, and I have the same witness, 

Mr. Muncy, who pr e v i o u s l y t e s t i f i e d i n l t h e previous case. 

MR. STAMETS: He i s considered q u a l i 

f i e d i n t h i s case as w e l l . 

NELSON MUNCY, 

being c a l l e d as a witness and havingybeen p r e v i o u s l y sworn 

upon h i s oath, t e s t i f i e d as f o l l o w s , t o - w i t : 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. DICKERSON: 

Q. Mr. Muncy, very b r i e f l y s t a t e the purpose 

of Yates" a p p l i c a t i o n i n t h i s case. 

A.- Okay. The purpose of t h i s a p p l i c a t i o n i s 

to seek approval t o dispose of produced water i n t o the subject 

w e l l , the LDM Amoco "GX" State No. 1. 

Q. Would- you r e f e r the Examiner t o your marked 

E x h i b i t Number Two and p o i n t out the subject w e l l on t h a t 

e x h i b i t and what else i s r e f l e c t e d by t h a t e x h i b i t ? 



fl. Okay. Again we have a map which i s on the 

scale of 1-inch t o 2000 f e e t , and we have the h a l f m i l e 

radius c i r c l e drawn, the center of the c i r c l e being the sub

j e c t w e l l , and we have the two mile radius c i r c l e drawn. 

Q, So again there are no other w e l l s w i t h i n the: 

area of review which a f f e c t t h i s a p p l i c a t i o n ? 

fl. This i s c o r r e c t . 

Q. Turn t o your E x h i b i t Number One, your C-10 8 

f i l e d w i t h your a p p l i c a t i o n , Mr. Muncy, and t e l l the Examiner 

at what depth, and at what i n t e r v a l Yates proposes t o i n j e c t 

t h i s water. 

fl. Okay, the -- t h e • i n j e c t i o n zone again w i l l 

be w i t h i n the v e r t i c a l l i m i t s of the .Saunders Upper Permo-

Penn Pool and we again note the subject type w e l l f o r the 

f i e l d , and the proposed i n j e c t i o n w e l l , or the proposed i n 

j e c t i o n i n t e r v a l w i l l be s t r a t i g r a p h i c a l l y lower than the 

o i l production zone i n the area. 

Q, What rates of i n j e c t i o n do you p r o j e c t f o r 

t h i s proposed well? 

fl. We would ask f o r between 20 00 and 4 000 

b a r r e l s per day and the rates w i l l be on the order of 2077 

p s i g , and t h a t ' s computed based upon .2 per f o o t t o the' top 

p e r f o r a t i o n . 

Q. Mr. Muncy, the l i t h o l o g y of t h i s producing 
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formation, I assume, i s the -- i s s i m i l a r t o t h a t t h a t you 

described i n the previous case. Would you very b r i e f l y sum

marize why t h a t formation i n your opini o n i s not conducive 

t o m i g r a t i o n of t h i s i n j e c t e d water, e i t h e r up or down? 

A. Okay. This i s t — ' the zone that.,we propose 

t o i n j e c t i n t o i s s t r a t i g r a p h i c a l l y lower than the o i l pro

ductive zones i n the area. I t ' s separated w i t h shales and 

dolomites from these o i l production zones and there are no 

known zones, o i l zones, w i t h i n the immediate area below the 

i n t e r v a l , and on t h i s w e l l we have our surface casing and our 

intermediate casing t h a t both have the cement c i r c u l a t e d be

hind them and t h i s would a f f e c t , or would not l e t the d i s 

posal a f f e c t the f r e s h water i n any way. We f e e l i t would 

be p r o t e c t e d . 

Q. What i s the source of underground d r i n k i n g 

water i n t h i s area? 

A. Okay. We -- we found t h a t there were no 

fr e s h water w e l l s which e x i s t e d w i t h i n a one mile radius of 

t h i s i n j e c t i o n w e l l and the source of the water would be the 

Ogailai a , which i s of t e r t i a r y age, and again the Chinle 

f a l l s i n below t h i s and there's some question as t o whether 

there would be any f r e s h water i n t h a t zone. 

Q. Have you submitted any a v a i l a b l e water 

analyses, Mr. Muncy, i n order t o r e f l e c t the r e l a t i v e compa-
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t a b i l i t y of the water t o be i n j e c t e d w i t h t h a t contained i n 

the formations? 

fl. Yes, we have, and the analyses are attached 

to E x h i b i t One. They are probably not attached t o the ones 

t h a t we j u s t handed out but the ones t h a t were submitted they 

are, and the c h l o r i d e s i n those analyses range from around 

11,000 t o 92,000 mg per 1 and the average i s 17,900. And we 

have a d r i l l stem t e s t t h a t came o f f of t h i s proposed w e l l 

which l i s t e d the c h l o r i d e s from the proposed i n j e c t i o n zone 

at 18,000 mg per 1, and we f e e l t h a t t h i s would be compatible 

Q. Mr. Muncy, have you studied a l l a v a i l a b l e 

and appropriate g e o l o g i c a l and engineering data so t h a t you 

are prepared t o s t a t e your opinion t h a t there i s no i n d i c a 

t i o n of any f a u l t s or other hydrologic connection between 

the i n j e c t i o n i n t e r v a l and any source of f r e s h water i n the 

area i n these two ap p l i c a t i o n s ? 

fl. Yes, I have and I d o n ' t - f e e l t h a t there 

w i l l be any problems. 

Q. I n your op i n i o n , Mr. Muncy, would .'.the 

g r a n t i n g of t h i s a p p l i c a t i o n be i n the i n t e r e s t of conserva

t i o n , the prevention of waste, and the p r o t e c t i o n of c o r r e 

l a t i v e r i g h t s ? 

fl. Absolutely. 

MR. DICKERSON: At t h i s time, Mr. Exa-
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miner, I would move the admission of Yates E x h i b i t One and 

Two, 

m i t t e d . 

He may be excused. 

MR. STAMETS: The e x h i b i t s , w i l l be ad-

Are there any questions of the witness? 

Anything f u r t h e r i n t h i s case? 

The case w i l l be taken.under advisement 

(Hearing concluded.) 
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