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* New Injection Well
—Core & Wireline Log
* Monitor'CO, Distribution
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Hydrologic test
~ 2,400 md
-Conventional Analysis : =
made @ 1800 psi
Update input of simulation )
model :
* Higher © & K
* New perforation " 10 20 30 40
Porosity (%)

Sakurai et al., SPWLA, 2005



MERCURY INJECTION
MERCURY INJECTION
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Open Hole Log Analysis

With Core Data
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* New Injection Well
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Injection Rate {gltm}
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Change of
CO, Saturation
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Comparison of

CO, Saturation from PNC and Model Result

10 days
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Comparison of

CO, Saturation from PNC and Model Result
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Example from Japan

Slow Velocity due to
e CO,, at March 2004, (8
—— Dec. 8, 2008 months later).

4,000 ton of CO, was
injected.

April 12 2004
Change delected

May 12, 2004
Change delected

Kurika and others, 2004



Sonic Transit Time

Pre- & Post-Injection
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Change of Compressional Velocity

Pre- & Post-Injection

Change in Vp (km/s)

Oct 14 CO2 sat
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Simulation Model
Electromagnetic Interference (EMI)

P, K
CO, saturation

Estimate Saturation Changes in Model Layers

Compare with EMI data



CONCLUSIONS
* Integrated Evaluation is a Key for MMV

« Addition of new core and wireline made an improvement on our
Reservoir Description & update of input for model

« Based on core description, we changed perforation Intervals

* PNC worked well for CO, Saturation Estimate

 PNC - No sigma change over B sandstone

« Comparison is underway between CO, saturation from PNC and change
of CO, distribution predicted by the simulation model

« CO, saturation from PNC, Velocity and density from wireline logs help
Interpretation of Geophysics data

« Additional PNC and Sonic logs
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Comparison of
Model Result and CO, Saturation from PNC
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- Monitor the site for leaks or other deterioration of
storage integrity over time,
- Verify that the CO, is stored and unharmful to

the host ecosystem

www.netl.doe.gov





