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The Harvey Unit Operating Commitiee,for itselfl and other interest owners, who
have executed the Harvey Unit” unit agreement, requests:

1. Approval of the wnit agreement.

ﬁiﬂ?; 2. Approval of the proposed injection program for the unii area.
3. Authorization for administrative expansion of the operation
and for transfer of zllowables from wells converted to injection
use.

This memorandum deals with the unit agreement only. A separate memorandum is being
prepared on the engineering phases of the application.

This is an unprotested applicetion for unitization of a portion of the East Texas
Field and the inasuguration of & water injection program.

There was no protest to the spplicaftion and the applicant testified that the
owners of 99.3% of the working interest and 89.8% of the royalty interest
within the unit area had executed the unit zgreement.

The proposal is for the wnitization of a 911 acre portion of the East Texes

Field on the extreme east edge of the field. The spplicant contends that the
unitized area is, in fact, an ares separated from the remainder of the East Texas
Field and is an isolated Woodbine sand lense. At a previous heéaring on the
application for the recognition of the unit area as a separate field, representa-
tives of several East Texas producers appeared and testified that while theare was
strong evidence teo Indicate that the subject area was not in full communication
with the remainder of the East Texas Field, there was insufficient evidence to
Justify a separate field designation for the ares and that application was denied.



- At thet earlier hearing, the other operators indicated that while they thought
the area should remain on preration records as a portion of the Fast Texes Field,
they had no objection to the proposed unitization of the ares and at the unitiza-
tion hearing, all operators were notified but none appeared in protest of the
application.

The applicant testified that opportunity to join the unit was offered all owners
of wells within the indicated preductive limits of the sand lense and that interest
owners on &ll such leases except Sinclair had joined in the unit agreement.

The applicant testified that most of the unsigned interests were owned by persons
who had not been located to the time of the hearing, and that it was anticipated
100% sign up would be achieved for the entire unit.

It was noted that on the July 1, 1968, well status report, the highest potential
for any well in the unit ares was O barrels per day and the average iz for less
than 2 barrels per day.

There are 911 acres in the unit area, and the applicant estimated that 845 acres
was considered to be productive, This acreage is divided into 46 separate tracts.

The proposal is to initiate a pilot injection program near the center of the unit,
and the gpplicant estimated that an sdditionsl 712,000 barrels of ocil could be
produced from the unit area by means of the secondary recovery program. Testimony
was that such additional recovery would more than offset the cost of the project.

Participation basis is 65% current production, 1747 usable wells, and 1739 productive
zere Teet. Neo obvicus inequity resulis from this formula.

The applicant testified that while at the present time all wells within the unit
area are producing abt capacity so that there are no wells with excess producing
capacity to which allowable transfers could be made., The transfer authority was
requested in the anticipation that favoreble results from the ficod would result
in excess producing capacity.

Additional testimony and examination of the unit agreement, indicates that the
agreement is in Tull compliance with the requirements of Article £008b and it is
the recommendation of the writer that, subject to any restrictions recommended by
the engineering department, the application be approved.

Regpectfully submitted,
JBP/b . Brooks Peden, Senior Legal Examiner
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