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MEMOHARDUM TO THE COMMISSION: DOCKET NO, 6-58,778

Iy RE: The Application of McAlester
Fuel Comparny for Exception to
the Reguirement oi Conclusive
Casing Pressure Data Before
Transfer of Allowable as a
Casing Lesk Well on its D.
Bradford, Well No. 2, East
Texas Field, Rusk County,

Texns
DATE OF HEARING: August 29, 1968
APPEARANCES: Je Ve Bobinson and C, A, Dillard

for McAlester Fuel Company

MeAlester Fuel Company is requesting permission to classify its D.
Bradford, Well No. 2 as & "casing leak" well and to transfer the top
allowable of 20 BOFD to the D, Bradford, Well Ho., 1, located on the
same lease, effective July 1, 1968,

On June 18, 1968, McAlester Fuel Company filed Form 85-10 with the
Commission's District Office in Kilgore, along with other supporting
evidence, to request classification of their D, Bradford as a "casing
leak" well and to transfer the allowable to the D. Bradford, Well Ho, 1.

Prior to this date, McAlester Fuel Company had, in the presence of
Comnission personnel, cemenbted off the perforations in the D, Bradford,
Well No. 2, and 24 hours later on June 1k, 1968, had pressure tested the
casing three separate times. The well would not take fluid and maximum
pressure drop was 240 psi over a period of 33 minutes. The Commission's
Digtrict Office in Kilgore felt that thiz was not sulficlent proof of
casing leak and recommended that the aspplication not be approved
administratively.

The applicant's witness testified that as far back as 1965, they had
experienced trouble due to mud, and that several times during the
intervening years as the well pump was serviced, evidence was found of
mud damage to the pump, On June 10, 1968, an attempt wes made to
service the well and it was found that the tubing was stuck at approxi-
mately 2400', In the witness' opinion, the casing has collapsed at
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approximately 2400' and the well cannot be cleaned out and returned to
preoduction without considerable expense, The witness feels that it would
be more economical to drill a new well than to try to clean out this well
inside 5" casing. Based on the remaining life of this portion of the
field, which is estimated to be from five to seven years, a new well
could not reach payout. The applicant requests that the subject well be
classified as a "easing leak" well with the allowable transferred to the
D. Bradford, Well No. 1, effective July 1, 1958, which is the date the
transfer would normally have been effective had the spplication been
gpproved administratively., The applicant named several cther wells in
the area which have previously been approved as casing leak wells.

Based on the evidence presented, it is the writer's opinion that the
history of mud damage to the pump and mud recovered during bailing
cperaticns in the well, as well as the pressure drop during the casing
test, is indicative of a casing lesk, and it is the writer's recommends-
tion that the application be approved,

This hearing was not protested.
Respectiully submitted,
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