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ABSTRACT

Majority of geologic CO, storage sites for currently operated large-scale integrated carbon capture
and storage projects (LSIPs) in operation around the world are depleted oil fields that have been
undergone significant depletion and re-pressurization prior to injection of captured CO,. A better
understanding of any of the implications associated with past depletion and re-pressurization
histories to “out of injection zone” migration of injected CO, can help in making monitoring
strategies significantly more effective. Being the geologic CO, storage demonstration sites for two
most active LSIPs in the US, the West Hastings and the Bell Creek Oil Fields are the main focus of
present study.

The monitoring technologies that have been used/deployed/tested at both the normally pres-
sured West Hastings and the subnormally pressured Bell Creek storage sites appear to adequately
address any of the potential “out of zone migration” of injected CO, at these sites. It would be
interesting to see if any of the collected monitoring data at the West Hastings and the Bell Creek
storage sites could also be used in future to better understand the viability of initially subnormally
pressured and subsequently depleted and re-pressurized oil fields as secure geologic CO, storage
sites with relatively large storage CO, capacities compared to the depleted and re-pressurized oil
fields that were initially discovered as normally pressured.

Copyright © 2017, Southwest Petroleum University. Production and hosting by Elsevier B.V. on
behalf of KeAi Communications Co., Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

1. Introduction

Global CCS Institute [2] on the global status of carbon capture
and storage (CCS) (or more precisely carbon capture, utilization,

The CO; injection based enhanced oil recovery (EOR) is one of
the most popular EOR technique used by the oil industry
worldwide. According to 2014 Oil and Gas Journal worldwide
EOR survey [1], there are 196 gas EOR projects in the world.
Majority of these gas EOR projects use CO; as injection gas. Often,
CO,; injection based EOR projects are implemented in depleted
oil and gas fields for recovering the oil left behind in the reservoir
after primary or second recovery operations. A recent report
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and storage (CCUS)) estimated that during the past 40 years
nearly 1 Gt (gigatonne) of CO, has been injected into geological
reservoirs as part of CO, EOR activities.

In the USA, today, a total of 113 CO,-EOR projects inject 60
million metric tons (MMmt) of natural and industrial CO, per
year for EOR [3]. In CO,-EOR operations, a significant portion of
injected CO; is lost in the reservoir which is accounted as inci-
dental geologic CO, storage (GCS). Wallace and Kuuskraa [3]
estimated that CO,-EOR projects in the USA stored nearly
10 MMmt of CO, from natural gas processing and industrial
sources in underground formations in 2013. It is estimated that
up to 900 Gt CO, could be eventually stored in depleted oil
reservoirs worldwide [4].

According to the Global CCS Institute [5] online database,
globally, there are 15 large-scale integrated carbon capture and
storage projects (LSIPs) in operation, with a further seven under
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construction. The 22 projects in operation or under construction
represent a doubling since the start of this decade. The total CO,
capture capacity of these 22 projects is around 40 million tonnes
per annum (Mtpa). Projects categorized by the Global CCS
institute as LSIPs must inject anthropogenic CO, into either
dedicated geological storage sites and/or enhanced oil recovery
(CO,-EOR) operations. As per Global CCS Institute online data-
base on LSIPs, a total of 7 LSIPs are now in operation in the USA
(Table 1). All of these operational US LSIP's are using anthropo-
genic CO; for recovering residual oil from depleted oil fields via
CO,-EOR operations.

In cases of 4 LSIPs namely Val Verde Natural Gas Plants,
Century Plant, Enid Fertilizer CO,-EOR project, and Shute Creek
Gas Processing Facility, Captured CO, is being distributed to a
number of depleted oil fields. In case of Val Verde Natural Gas
Plants LSIP, the giant Kelly-Snyder Oil Field is the main recipient
of the captured CO,. The Kelly-Snyder oil field is part of the
Scurry Area Canyon Reef Operators Committee (SACROC) Unit
CO,-EOR project and is the largest of many oilfields within the
Horseshoe Atoll of the Permian Basin [13]. In cases of remaining
three LSIPs namely Air Products Steam Methane Reformer EOR
Project, Coffeyville Gasification Plant, and Lost Cabin Gas Plant,
captured CO; is being injected into West Hastings Oil Field, North
Burbank Unit (NBU), and Bell Creek Oil Field, respectively.

Prior to becoming geologic CO, storage sites for LSIPs, Kelly-
Snyder, West Hastings, North Burbank Unit, and Bell Creek Oil
Field, all have long production histories and have gone through
primary depletion and/or secondary gas injection/waterflooding
operations. Also, as can been seen from Table 1, Kelly-Snyder,
West Hastings, and North Burbank Unit were found to be nor-
mally pressured (i.e. initial reservoir pressure > typically
observed normal hydrostatic pressure) on discovery whereas
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Bell Creek was discovered as a significantly sub-normally (i.e.
initial reservoir pressure * typically observed normal hydrostatic
pressure) pressured oil field.

According to Benson [14]; monitoring is a key enabling
technology that provides information about safety and envi-
ronmental concerns, to inventory verification for national ac-
counting of greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions and carbon credit
trading. As stressed by Boait et al. [15]; the largest differences in
monitoring technology usage is not process related, rather it is
controlled by site specific geology and geography. According to
them i.e. Boait et al. [15] the monitoring technology uses are
shown to be largely related to the level of characterization,
baseline assessment, likely infrastructure in place and pressure
management during operations.

Fessenden et al. [16] have stated that economics dictates the
monitoring technology and a tailored approach is needed for
each reservoir. A spill-over application of monitoring technolo-
gies i.e. the technologies that have been developed for moni-
toring injected CO, at storage sites has also helped operators in
optimizing CO, EOR operations [17]. It relives some economic
burden associated the incorporation of certain monitoring
technology in their research monitoring, verification, and ac-
counting (MVA) or monitoring, management, and verification
(MMV) programs devised for determining long-term fate of
injected CO; at storage sites of LSIPs. One of the major goals of
any research MVA/MMV programs is to develop and demon-
strate a broad portfolio of technologies, applications, and ac-
counting requirements that can demonstrate 99% retention of
CO, through geologic carbon storage over a long period of time.

A better understanding of any of the implications associated
with past depletion and re-pressurization histories to “out of
injection zone” migration of injected CO; can help in making

Table 1
Initial and current reservoir pressures of geologic CO, storage sites for currently operated LSIPs in the USA.
Large-Scale Overall CO, Storage Site(s) Major Primary Storage Formation Assumed Calculated Reported Reservoir Reported
Integrated Project Storage  Storage Formation Depth (ft) Normal Initial Initial Initially ~ Reservoir
Carbon Lifecycle Site Option Hydrostatic Reservoir Pressure  Normal Pressure (psi)
Capture and  Stage (Depleted Pressure Pressure (psi) (psi) @ Pressured before CO, EOR
Storage Oil Field) Gradient @ Formation Formation (Yes/No) implementation
Project (LSIPs) (psi/ft) Depth Depth
Air Products  Operate West Hastings Oil West EOR Frio Sandstone 5500 0.465 2558 2740 [6]  Yes (may 1800 [7]
Steam Field, Brazoria Hastings be slightly
Methane County, Texas Oil Field over-
Reformer pressured)
EOR Project
Lost Cabin Gas Operate Bell Creek Oil Bell Creek EOR Cretaceous 4500 0.465 2093 1180 [8] No 1572 [9]
Plant Field, Montana Qil Field Muddy
(Newcastle)
Formation
Coffeyville Operate North Burbank Oil North EOR Pennsylvanian 3000 0.465 1395 1350 to Yes 900 [11]
Gasification Unit, Osage Burbank Burbank 1600 [10]
Plant County, Oklahoma Unit Sandstone
Val Verde Operate CO, is distributed Kelly- EOR Canyon Reef 6700 0.465 3116 3122 [12] Yes -
Natural Gas to a number of Snyder Oil
Plants depleted oil fields Field
in Texas
Century Plant Operate Number of - EOR Not specified Not - - - - -
depleted oil fields specified
in the Permian
Basin
Enid Fertilizer Operate Several depleted — EOR Not specified Not — — — — —
CO,-EOR oil fields south of specified
Project Oklahoma City for
use in enhanced
oil recovery
Shute Creek  Operate Number of - EOR - - - - - - -
Gas depleted oil fields
Processing in Wyoming and

Facility Colorado
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monitoring strategies significantly more effective. Being the
geologic CO, storage demonstration sites for two most active
LSIPs/CCUS projects in the US, the West Hastings and the Bell
Creek Oil Fields are the main focus of present study. Using
publically available information, pressure depletion and re-
pressurization histories of these oilfields, key geologic and
reservoir parameters (Table 2) and the research MVA programs
that have been deployed/will be deployed (Table 3) at these two
storage sites are presented and discussed next.

2. Pressure depletion and re-pressurization histories of the
West Hastings and Bell Creek oil fields

2.1. West Hastings oil field

As per the information available at the U.S. Department of
Energy website [20], On May 15, 2015, DOE and the Air Products
and Chemicals, Inc. (APCI) which supplies captured CO, at two
steam methane reformer (SMR) hydrogen production plants
located in Port Arthur, Texas, to the field, announced the project
successfully captured and stored its two millionth metric ton of
CO; at the West Hastings Oil Field.

The West Hastings Field is a part of the Hastings Oil Field that
was discovered in 1934 and was later divided into two separate
fields namely East Hastings and West Hastings. The two are
separated by northwest trending/northeast dipping normal fault

Table 2
Key geologic and reservoir parameters?, West Hastings and Bell Creek storage
sites.

Geologic/Reservoir Unit West Bell Creek
Parameter Hastings
Formation Frio Muddy
Sandstone (Newcastle)
Geological age of formation Oligocene Cretaceous
Hydrocarbon trap type Structural Stratigraphic
Confining unit Anahuac Mowry shale
shale
Formation depth ft 5500 4500
Avg. reservoir thickness ft 30-45
Formation pressure at psi 2740 1180
discovery
Formation temperature °F 160 110
Cumulative oil production million barrels 582 133
to date
0il gravity °API 31 32°—41°
Formation water salinity = ppm 5000
Avg. porosity % 29 25%—35%
Avg. permeability mD 500—1000 150—-1175
CO,, injection rate million tonnes/ 1 1
year
CO; stored to date million tonnes >10 (as per 1.84
DOE)

2 Major sources of data Refs. [18,19].

Table 3
Monitoring technologies included in MVA Program, West Hastings and Bell Creek
Storage Sites.

Monitoring Technique West Bell
Hastings Creek
Aqueous geochemistry monitoring Yes Yes
Soil gas, groundwater, or other near-surface Yes Yes
monitoring
Time lapse seismic and VSP Yes Yes
Above zone pressure and geochemical monitoring Yes Yes
Well-bore integrity Yes Yes
Surface and borehole time lapse Gravity Yes No

that runs to the depth (5100 to 6000 feet) of major production
reservoir, Frio Sandstone. Overlying Anahuac shale serves as the
confining unit for the Frio Sandstone at the Hastings Field. The
field is further divided in the subsurface into Fault Blocks A, B,
and C in the West Hastings portion of the field by a series of faults
that hydrologically isolate each block in terms of production [19].

The Hastings Field is in an advanced stage of primary deple-
tion [21]. The reported initial reservoir pressure in the Hastings
Field was 2740 psi at the formation depth of 6000 ft [6]. If a well-
accepted normal hydrostatic pressure gradient of 0.465 psi/ft
[22] is considered, then the Hastings Field was a normally
pressured reservoir at discovery. The reported reservoir pressure
before the implementation of CO, EOR project in the West
Hastings Field was 1800 psi [7].

Historic rapid development of West Hastings Unit by
numerous royalty owners has resulted in high areal sweep effi-
ciency and oil recoveries exceeding 60% OOIP [23]. A total of 582
million barrels of oil and 2.7 billion barrels of water has been
produced from this high permeability (~1000 md) Frio sandstone
reservoir and current production under primary depletion con-
ditions is 1000 barrels of oil per day (BOPD) and 100,000 barrels
of water per day (BWPD) from 75 wells.

At Hastings, the presence of an active natural water-drive
mechanism [24] along with small original gas cap [25] have
been reported. Local land subsidence in the Hastings Field area
has also been reported in the past [26]. According to them i.e.
Holzer and Bluntzer [26], although ground-water withdrawal is
undoubtedly the most important factor contributing to the
subsidence, oil and gas withdrawal may be partially responsible
for the differential subsidence. They further suggested that the
petroleum withdrawal is not a major cause of the historical
faulting, at least by a differential compaction mechanism which
was proposed by Yerkes and Castle [27]. Yerkes and Castle [27]
had suggested that faulting is caused by changes in horizontal
stress that are induced by differential compaction.

The producing reservoir (i.e. Frio Sandstone) at a depth of
6000 feet was first identified as a potential CO, candidate during
the 1980's however the drop in oil prices and a lack of readily
available CO, supplies, the then CO, project was never imple-
mented [23]. However, recent availability of CO, via Louisiana-
Texas Green pipeline have made large-scale simultaneous CO,-
EOR and CO; storage project. In order to facilitate miscible CO,
flooding and to minimize losses of CO, into the aquifer, operator
has begun downdip water injection (re-pressurization) in the
reservoir [23,25].

In case of West Hastings Oil Field, there exists a main growth
fault that extends to surface as well as there are several cross
faults in the field. The production history suggests that cross
faults maybe somewhat cross-fault transmissive Hovorka [28]; in
Mehlman [29]. As mentioned above, that the West Hastings Field
has hydrologically isolated fault blocks. However, the hydrocar-
bon accumulation and the historical records of isolation between
zones in both sides of the faults, it is assumed that, for pressures
below the original reservoir pressure, these faults will act as a
seal [30]. Updip bounding faults act as no flow boundary thus
allowing for improved re-pressurization [25].

2.2. Bell Creek oil field

The Bell Creek Oil Field, located in southeastern Montana, was
discovered in 1967. The only producing reservoir is the Muddy
Sandstone which has produced approximately 133 million bar-
rels of oil so far [9]. In 2010, Denbury, the current owner and
operator of the field, acquired it and initiated a tertiary recovery
phase using CO; injection in miscible mode while storing a
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significantly portion of the injected CO, in the reservoir. As of
August 2015, over 2,301,000 cumulative metric tons were stored
[31]. The reservoir has undergone primary depletion along with
significant re-pressurization using water first during initial sec-
ondary oil recovery phase [32] and second when then field
operator (Encore in 2001) started to prepare (re-activate) the
field for a miscible CO, flooding [9].

Interestingly, the initial reservoir pressure in the Bell Creek
Field, which is a part of Powder River Basin, was found to be
significantly lower than normal hydrostatic pressure (Table 1).
Geologic information indicates that the Powder River Basin has
undergone subsidence, uplift and erosion in the geologic past
[33,34]. The calculation of the influence of erosion on pore
pressure in the Powder River Basin indicate the possibility of
existence of underpressured zones, which are caused by signif-
icant overburden removal and temperature decrease [35].

The reservoir (Muddy Sandstone) in the Bell Creek Oil Field
has updip stratigraphic trap, downdip limited aquifer, and more
than 3000 ft of overlying siltstones and shales [18,36]. Also, it has
successfully retained vast hydrocarbon accumulations (353
million barrels STOOIP [stock tank and original oil in place]) over
geologic time thus appears to be a hydrodynamically isolated
system with effective reservoir seals [37].

According to Xu et al. [38]; following four different sets of
circumstances can exist before and after strata uplift-erosion; (a)
It is a closed system before uplifting and an open system after
that; (b) It is a closed system before and after uplifting; (c) It is an
open system before uplifting and a closed system after that; (d) It
is an open system before and after uplifting. Through numerical
simulation and theoretical analysis, for a closed system influ-
enced by uplift-erosion, Xu et al. [38] found a positive correlation
between the pressure drop caused by the decrease of fluid
temperature and the rebound of rock porosity and strata erosion.
The presence of some loose consolidation and existence of high
porosity (25—35%) in the Bell Creek Oil Field Welch [9] is sug-
gestive of this positive correlation (porosity rebound, pressure
drop, and strata erosion).

3. Monitoring of injected CO, at the West Hastings and the
Bell Creek storage sites

3.1. Research MVA activities at West Hastings

According to the current operator of the field, the Frio reser-
voir of West Hastings Field is well characterized as an injection
zone, and sufficient data is currently available to confirm
confinement, injectivity, and storage capacity [29]. A research
MVA program to study the movement and sequestration of CO,
through existing EOR operations was implemented when CO,
capture began and is continuing. The research MVA is confined to
a portion of the West Hastings field and involves the close
monitoring of around 1 million tonnes of CO, injected into the
Frio sandstone formation for providing a high level of confidence
that CO; injected during existing EOR operations will remain and
permanently sequestered [39]. The West Hastings MVA program
is mainly built around three most probable migration paths [29].
They are: 1) non-sealing well completions; 2) vertical migration
up fault when reservoir pressure exceeds original pressure; and
3) off-structure or out of compartment migration of CO, or brine
as aresult of elevated pressure into areas not controlled as part of
the flood.

One of the monitoring technologies that is being using at the
West Hastings Field is time lapse gravity and seismic monitoring
of CO; Injection [40]. In this monitoring approach, an integrated
interpretation of the geophysical surveys will be made together

with well logs and engineering data. According to Ferguson et al.
[40]; gravity monitoring of water versus gas replacement has
been very successful, but liquid phase CO, monitoring is prob-
lematic due to the smaller density contrast with respect to oil
and water. This Frio reservoir has a small volume to depth ratio
and hence only a small gravity difference signal is expected on
the surface however a new borehole gravity technology intro-
duced by Micro-g-Lacoste can make gravity measurements at
near reservoir depths with a much higher signal to noise ratio
Ferguson et al. [40]. They i.e. Ferguson et al. [40] have reported
the successful evaluation of this method on a simulation of the
Hastings project. Field operations have been conducted for
repeated surface and borehole gravity surveys beginning in 2013.
Four dimensional (spatial and time) or 4D seismic reflection
surveys are being made at 6 month intervals on the surface and
in 3 vertical seismic profile (VSP) wells. CO; injection into the
targeted portion of the reservoir only began in early 2015 and
monitoring will continue into 2017. To date only the baseline
reservoir conditions have been assessed. The overall success of
the gravity monitoring will not be determined until 2017 [40].

The monitoring approach that has been evaluated for moni-
toring out of zone migration of injected CO5, at the West Hastings
Field is the pressure-based, subsurface monitoring system and
aqueous geochemistry monitoring [19]. These monitoring tools
are devised for detecting adverse fluid migration signals into
overlying aquifers and has provided higher probabilities of fluid
migration detection in all candidate monitoring formations
overlying Frio Sandstone, especially those closest to the possible
fluid migration source [19]. Also, Li [7] has developed a meth-
odology for assessing the potential leakage of the current CO»
exposed wells at the West Hastings Oil Field. The methodology
developed by Li [ 7] that is based on the pressures experienced by
the well. The results suggested that for current CO, EOR activities
and carbon sequestration processes, the well head maximum
injection pressure should be increased as the reservoir pressure
increases.

3.2. Research MVA activities at Bell Creek

The CO, injection at Bell Creek began in late May 2013.
Several complementary geophysical (3-D time-lapse surface
seismic and VSP surveys, passive seismic monitoring) and well-
based methods (distributed downhole temperature and pres-
sure monitoring systems, borehole seismic instrumentation,
production and injection rates, wellhead pressure monitoring)
have been included in the research MVA activities at the Bell
Creek [18,41] storage site. According to Burnison et al. [41]; a pre-
injection base line series of carbon-oxygen logging across the
reservoir (35 wells) and a three dimensional (3-D) VSP incor-
porating two wells and 2 square miles of overlapping seismic
coverage in the middle of the field have also been completed.
Currently, passive seismic monitoring with the permanent
borehole array is being conducted during injection and inter-
pretation results from the baseline surface 3-D survey and pre-
liminary results from the baseline 3-D VSP are being evaluated
[41]. The other MVA activities at Bell Creek include surface leak
monitoring via water (surface and groundwater) and soil gas
sampling [9,18]. Recently, baseline pulsed-neutron log (PNL) data
were acquired several production and injection wells and the
collected data is being used for calculating the effective porosity
[18].

At Bell Creek, for demonstrating safe/effective storage of
associated CO, (primarily injected for recovering oil but left
behind in the reservoir (i.e. incidental storage) during the pro-
cess), passive seismic technology, which includes identification
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of induced seismic emissions vs. natural seismic events, moni-
toring for vertical migration to overlying accumulation zones and
monitoring for fault activation, is also being used [18]. The any of
the collected monitoring data are being interpreted both inde-
pendently and as a part of an integrated geologic modeling and
simulation workflow [18].

3.3. Long-term monitoring

Over long periods of time, monitoring of injected CO, may be
a costly affair and may also be complicated by pressure and
volume reduction due to reasons like formation of mineral
phases or lose of reservoir and/or mechanical strengths of
reservoir (injection zone) and overlying seals (cap rocks). As
documented by Li et al. [42] and Litynski et al. [43]; currently
used monitoring technologies have their own application
limitations.

The Interferometric synthetic aperture radar (InSAR) tech-
nique, which is relatively low cost, the interpretation is relatively
straightforward, and the technique gives useful information in
the critical few years immediately following injection [44,45],
appears to be good monitoring tool that could also be incorpo-
rated in research MVA programs of future CCUS storage sites. The
InSAR technology has been successfully used to monitor surface
deformation associated with CO; injection at the In Salah field in
Algeria [44,45]. According to Yang et al. [44,45], With better in-
formation on the mechanical properties of the reservoir, InNSAR
data could directly estimate reservoir pressure changes with
time.

As suggested by Litynski et al., remote sensing technologies,
like InSAR have high potential to supplement other technologies
for cost-effective, repeatable, reliable, and efficient long-term
monitoring of injected CO, at West Hastings and Bell Creek. In
view of significant pressure depletion and re-pressurization
histories of West Hastings and Bell Creek sites, use of simple
and efficient semi-analytical approach [44,45] for assessing risks
of CO, leakage on groundwater quality and efficiency of
groundwater monitoring networks for leakage detection and use
of U-tube sampling technology for three-dimensional tracing
and accurate fluid analysis [46] also appear to be good options for
long-term monitoring of injected CO, at both sites.

The microgravity surveys that are being made at West Hast-
ings can potentially be used for mapping fluid saturations.
Microgravity techniques appears to be a good option at Bell
Creek. The current techniques employed for fluid saturation
mapping at these sites can serve as priori information for fluid
saturation via microgravity surveys.

4. Summary

The monitoring technologies that have been used/deployed/
tested at both the normally pressured West Hastings and sub-
normally pressured Bell Creek storage sites appear to adequately
address any of the potential “out of zone migration” of injected
CO; at these sites. The MVA activities at the West Hastings and
the Bell Creek are a mix of both the existing monitoring and the
monitoring technologies that are still of exploratory nature (e.g.
borehole gravity, passive seismic monitoring) are also being used.

The efforts to monitor injected CO; at the West Hastings have
resulted in development of new theoretical models and tech-
niques that, on verification, can be used for other CCUS projects.
On the other hand, Bell Creek MVA program appears to be more
applied in nature (i.e. a combination of monitoring technologies
and geologic modeling and simulation for verifying long-term
fate of injected COy).

As always happens with interpretation of any collected data
that rely on reliable input reservoir parameters such as porosity,
better information on the mechanical properties of the reser-
voir will be a pre-requisite for using a technique like InSAR, if
direct estimates of reservoir pressure changes with time to be
made. Considerations of prior depletion and re-pressurization
histories along with any expected change in their mechanical
properties due to injected CO, may assist in designing and
conducting geomechanical tests that could provide reliable es-
timates of mechanical properties of both the reservoir and
overlying seals.

It would be interesting to see if any of the collected moni-
toring data at the West Hastings and the Bell Creek storage sites
could also be used in future to better understand the viability of
initially viability of initially subnormally pressured and subse-
quently depleted and re-pressurized oil fields as secure geologic
CO, storage sites with relatively large storage CO, capacities
compared to the depleted and re-pressurized oil fields that were
initially discovered as normally pressured.

References

[1] L. Koottungal, 2014 worldwide EOR Survey, Oil Gas J. 112 (4) (2014). April,
available at:  http://www.ogj.com/articles/print/volume-112/issue-4/
special-report-eor-heavy-oil-survey/2014-worldwide-eor-survey.html.
Global CCS Institute, The Global Status of CCS: 2013, Melbourne, Australia,
2013.

[3] M. Wallace, V. Kuuskraa, Near-term Projections of CO2 Utilization for

Enhanced Oil Recovery. Report Prepared by Energy Sector Planning and

Analysis (ESPA) for U. S, Department of Energy, National Energy Technol-

ogy Laboratory, 2014. Report no. DOE/NETL-2014/1648.

IPCC, Climate change 2007: impacts, adaptation and vulnerability, in:

M.L. Parry, O.F. Canziani, J.P. Palutikof, PJ. van der Linden, C.E. Hanson

(Eds.), Contribution of Working Group II to the Fourth Assessment Report

of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Cambridge University

Press, Cambridge, UK, 2007, p. 976pp.

Global CCS Institute, Online Database, 2016 (accessed June, 2016), http://

www.globalccsinstitute.com/projects/large-scale-ccs-projects#map.

J.N. Hicks, R.S. Foster, Evaluation of Target Oil in 50 Major Reservoirs in the

Texas Gulf Coast for Enhanced Oil Recovery, Energy Information Admin-

istration Report Prepared for the U.S, Department of Energy, 1980. Report

No. DOE/BETC/0037—1.

B. Li, A Preliminary Assessment of Leakage Possibility of CO, Sequestration

Wells in Two Gulf Coast Fields, The University of Louisiana at Lafayette,

2014. Master’s thesis, 129 pp., Published by ProQuest LLC, UMI 1557563.

[8] F.A. Haddenhorst, Development History of Bell Creek Field, Powder River

County, Society of Petroleum Engineers, Montana, 1968, http://dx.doi.org/

10.2118/2126-PA.

R. Welch, Bell Creek CO, Development Update, 2012 presentation available

at: https://www.uwyo.edu/eori/_files/co2conference12/russ_denbury_bell

%20creek%20wyoming%20co2%20conference_07122012_modified.pdf.

[10] W.Li, D.S. Schechter, Using polymers to improve CO flooding in the North
Burbank unit, Can. Energy Technol. Innovation 2 (No. 1) (2014) 1-8.

[11] J. Presley, New Life for Oklahoma's North Burbank Field, E&P Magazine,
2013. Available at: http://www.epmag.com/new-life-oklahomas-north-
burbank-field-704551#p=full.

[12] ]J.C. Smith, “Kelly-Snyder Qilfield,” Handbook of Texas Online, 2016 accessed
July 08, 2016, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/doksu.

[13] S. R. Reeves, Demonstration of a Novel, Integrated, Multi-Scale Procedure
for High-Resolution 3D Reservoir Characterization and Improved CO, EOR/
Sequestration Management, SACROC Unit, 2008, Final report prepared for
the U.S. Department of Energy by the Advanced Resources International,
Inc. https://www.netl.doe.gov/File%20Library/Research/Oil-Gas/enhanced
%200il%20recovery/co2%20eor/nt15514-final-report.pdf.

[14] S.M. Benson, Monitoring carbon dioxide sequestration in deep geological
formations for inventory verification and carbon credits, Soc. Petroleum
Eng. (2006), http://dx.doi.org/10.2118/102833-MS.

[15] F. Boait, A. JafarGandomi, G. Johnson, Measurement, Monitoring, and
Verification: Enhanced Oil Recovery and Carbon Dioxide Storage, Scottish
Carbon Capture & Storage, 2015 available at: http://www.sccs.org.uk/
images/expertise/misc/SCCS-CO2-EOR-JIP-MMV.pdf.

[16] J. Fessenden, G. Guthrie, M. Miller, Monitoring, Mitigation, and Verification
(MMV) in Geological Sequestration Scenarios, Technical Advances and
Economic Constraints, Los Alamos National Laboratory, 2005. LA-UR-05-
7200, available at: http://www.iaee.org/documents/denver/Fessenden.pdf.

[17] V. Kuuskraa, P. Dipietro, J. John Litynski, The synergistic pursuit of ad-
vances in MMV technologies for CO,—enhanced recovery and CO; storage,
Energy Procedia 37 (2013) 4099—4105.

2

[4

[5

(6

17

19


http://www.ogj.com/articles/print/volume-112/issue-4/special-report-eor-heavy-oil-survey/2014-worldwide-eor-survey.html
http://www.ogj.com/articles/print/volume-112/issue-4/special-report-eor-heavy-oil-survey/2014-worldwide-eor-survey.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref4
http://www.globalccsinstitute.com/projects/large-scale-ccs-projects#map
http://www.globalccsinstitute.com/projects/large-scale-ccs-projects#map
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref7
http://dx.doi.org/10.2118/2126-PA
http://dx.doi.org/10.2118/2126-PA
https://www.uwyo.edu/eori/_files/co2conference12/russ_denbury_bell%20creek%20wyoming%20co2%20conference_07122012_modified.pdf
https://www.uwyo.edu/eori/_files/co2conference12/russ_denbury_bell%20creek%20wyoming%20co2%20conference_07122012_modified.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref10
http://www.epmag.com/new-life-oklahomas-north-burbank-field-704551#p=full
http://www.epmag.com/new-life-oklahomas-north-burbank-field-704551#p=full
http://www.epmag.com/new-life-oklahomas-north-burbank-field-704551#p=full
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/doksu
https://www.netl.doe.gov/File%20Library/Research/Oil-Gas/enhanced%20oil%20recovery/co2%20eor/nt15514-final-report.pdf
https://www.netl.doe.gov/File%20Library/Research/Oil-Gas/enhanced%20oil%20recovery/co2%20eor/nt15514-final-report.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.2118/102833-MS
http://www.sccs.org.uk/images/expertise/misc/SCCS-CO2-EOR-JIP-MMV.pdf
http://www.sccs.org.uk/images/expertise/misc/SCCS-CO2-EOR-JIP-MMV.pdf
http://www.iaee.org/documents/denver/Fessenden.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref17

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

(31]

D. Saini / Petroleum 3 (2017) 138—143

C. Gorecki, The Plains CO, Reduction (PCOR) Partnership: Bell Creek Field
Project, Presented at Carbon Storage R&D Project Review Meeting, 2015.
Aug 18—20. Available at: https://www.netl.doe.gov/File%20Library/Events/
2015/carbon%20storage/proceedings/08-19_05_Gorecki.pdf.

S.L. Porse, Using Analytical and Numerical Modeling to Assess Deep
Groundwater Monitoring Parameters at Carbon Capture, Utilization, and
Storage Sites, The University of Texas at Austin, 2013. Master’s thesis, 160
pp. GCCC Digital Publication Series #13—61.

U.S. DOE, The U.S. Department of Energy Website, Air Products & Chem-
icals, Inc, 2016 (APCI) Port Arthur ICCS Project, http://energy.gov/fe/air-
products-chemicals-inc.

G. Daniels, Hastings Oilfield, Handbook of Texas Online, 2016 accessed July
08, 2016, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/doh01.

Y. Barriol, K.S. Glaser, ]. Pop, B. Bartman, R. Corbiell, K.O. Eriksen, H. Laastad,
L. Laidlaw, Y. Manin, C. France, K. Morrison, C.M. Sayers, M.T. Romero,
Y. Volokiti, The Pressures of Drilling and Production, Oilfield Review, 2005,
pp. 22—41 available at, https://www.slb.com/~/media/Files/resources/
oilfield_review/ors05/aut05/p22_41.pdf.

D.W. Davis, M. Scott, K. Roberson, A. Robinson, Large scale CO; flood begins
along texas Gulf Coast, Soc. Petroleum Eng. (2011a), http://dx.doi.org/
10.2118/144961-MS.

J. McWilliams, Large Saltwater-disposal Systems at East Texas and Hastings
Oil Fields, Texas: Discussion, in AAPG Memoir (M 18: Underground Waste
Management and Environmental Implications), Pub. Id: A075, 1972, p. 340.
D.W. Davis, M. Scott, A. Robinson, K. Roberson, B. Freeman, Large Scale CO»
Flood Begins along Texas Gulf Coast (Technical Challenges in Re-activating
an Old Oil Field), Presented at the 17th Annual CO, Flooding Conference,
December 8-—9, Midland, Texas, 2011. Available at: http://www.
co2conference.net/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/3.2-Denbury_Davis_
Hastings_2011-CO2Flooding_Conf.pdf.

T.L. Holzer, R.L. Bluntzer, Land subsidence near oil and gas fields, Houston,
Texas, Ground Water 22 (1984) 450—459, http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
j.1745-6584.1984.tb01416.x.

R.F. Yerkes, R.O. Castle, Surface deformation associated with oil and gas
field operations in the United States, in: 1°* International Land Subsidence
Symposium Proceedings, Tokyo, 88(1), International Association of Hy-
drological Science Publication, 1969, pp. 55—66.

S.D. Hovorka, Site-specific MVA Options Evaluation, Gulf Coast Carbon
Center — Report to Denbury on MVA Planning for FOA 15 in Carbon Cap-
ture and Sequestration (Via Enhanced Oil Recovery) from a Hydrogen
Production Facility in an Oil Refinery, Final Scientific/technical Report
Authored by Mehlman, S, 2010 available at: http://www.osti.gov/scitech/
servlets/purl/1014021.

S. Mehlman, Carbon Capture and Sequestration (Via Enhanced Oil Recov-
ery) from a Hydrogen Production Facility in an Oil Refinery, Final Scientific/
technical Report Prepared for U.S, Department of Energy, National Energy
Technology Laboratory, 2010. Available at: http://www.osti.gov/scitech/
servlets/purl/1014021.

C.AP. Ortega, A Value of Information Analysis of Permeability Data in a
Carbon, Capture and Storage Project, The University of Texas at Austin,
2012. Master’s thesis, 107 pp. Available at: https://repositories.lib.utexas.
edu/bitstream/handle/2152/ETD-UT-2012-05-5100/PUERTA-ORTEGA-
THESIS.pdf?sequence=1.

Bell Creek Project Fact Sheet, Carbon Capture and Sequestration Project
Database provided by the Carbon Capture and Sequestration Technologies
at MIT, 2016. Available at, https://sequestration.mit.edu/tools/projects/
bell_creek.html.

(32]

(33]

(34]

(35]

143

R.A. Burt, F.A. Haddenhorst, ].C. Hartford, Review of Bell Creek waterflood
performance - powder River, Montana, Soc. Petroleum Eng. (1975), http://
dx.doi.org/10.2118/5670-PA.

L.0. Anna, Geologic Assessment of Undiscovered Oil and Gas in the Powder
River Basin Province: U.S. Geological Survey Digital Data Series
DDS—69-U, 2009, p. 93.

M. Fan, B. Carrapa, Late Cretaceous—early Eocene Laramide uplift, exhu-
mation, and basin subsidence in Wyoming: crustal responses to flat slab
subduction, Tectonics 33 (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2012TC00322.
I.A. Serebryakov, G.V. Chilingar, Investigation of underpressured reservoirs
in the powder river Basin, Wyoming and Montana, J. Petroleum Sci. Eng. 11
(3) (1994) 249—-259. ISSN 0920—4105.

[36] J. Deese, Bell Creek CO, EOR Case History, Presented at the 20th Annual

(37]

(38]

(39]

CO; Flooding Conference, December 8—9, Midland, Texas, 2014. Available
at: http://www.co2conference.net/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/7-
Williams-Bell-Creek-DRI-12-11-14.pdf.

T. Dixon, K. Yamaji, J.A. Hamling, C.D. Gorecki, R.J. Klapperich, D. Saini,
E.N. Steadman, Overview of the Bell Creek Combined CO, Storage and CO;
Enhanced Oil Recovery Project, GHGT-11 Proceedings of the 11th Inter-
national Conference on Greenhouse Gas Control Technologies, 18-22
November, 2012, Kyoto, Japan, in: Energy Procedia, vol. 37, 2013. Pages
6402-6411, ISSN 1876—6102.

H. Xu, J. Zhang, C. Jia, D. Tang, W. Yin, Influence of Tectonic uplift-erosion
on formation pressure, Petroleum Sci. 7 (4) (2010) 477—484.

Global CCS Institute, Air Products Steam Methane Reformer EOR Project,
2016 (accessed June, 2016), http://www.globalccsinstitute.com/projects/
air-products-steam-methane-reformer-eor-project.

[40] J.F. Ferguson, T. Richards, F. Klopping, ]. MacQueen, S.A. Hosseini, Time

(41]

(42]

Lapse Gravity and Seismic Monitoring of CO2 Injection at the West Hast-
ings Field, Texas, Abstract# H52F-01 Presented at 2015, Fall Meeting, AGU,
San Francisco, CA, 2015, pp. 14—18 (December).

S.A. Burnison, P. Ditty, C.D. Gorecki, ].A. Hamling, E.N. Steadman, J.A. Harju,
Integrated Geophysical Monitoring Program to Study Flood Performance
and Incidental CO, Storage Associated with a CO2 EOR Project in the Bell
Creek Oil Field, Abstract #S23E-04 Presented at 2013, Fall Meeting, AGU,
San Francisco, CA, 2013, pp. 9—13 (December).

Q. Li, R. Song, X. Liu, G. Liu, Y. Sun, Monitoring of carbon dioxide geological
utilization and storage in China: a review, in: Y. Wu, J.J. Carroll, W. Zhu
(Eds.), Acid Gas Extraction for Disposal and Related Topics. Jan. 26 2016
Edn, Wiley-Scrivener, New York, USA, 2016, pp. 331-358, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781118938652.ch22.

[43] J. Litynski, D. Vikara, M. Webster, R. Srivastava, U.S. department of energy

(44]

(45]

(46]

efforts to advance remote sensing technologies for monitoring geologic
storage operations, Energy Procedia 37 (2013) 4114—4127, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2013.06.313. ISSN 1876-6102.

Q. Yang, W. Zhao, T.H. Dixon, F. Amelung, W.S. Han, P. Li, InSAR monitoring
of ground deformation due to CO; injection at an enhanced oil recovery
site, West Texas, Int. ]. Greenh. Gas Control 41 (October) (2015a) 20—28.
ISSN 1750—-5836.

C. Yang, RH. Trevino, S.D. Hovorka, ]J. Delgado-Alonso, Semi-analytical
approach to reactive transport of CO, leakage into aquifers at carbon
sequestration sites, Greenh. Gases Sci. Technol. 5 (2015b) 1-16, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1002/ghg.1527.

X. Liu, Q. Li, R. Song, Z. Fang, X. Li, A multilevel U-tube sampler for sub-
surface environmental monitoring, Environ. Earth Sci. 75 (2016) 1194,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12665-016-5997-3.


https://www.netl.doe.gov/File%20Library/Events/2015/carbon%20storage/proceedings/08-19_05_Gorecki.pdf
https://www.netl.doe.gov/File%20Library/Events/2015/carbon%20storage/proceedings/08-19_05_Gorecki.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref19
http://energy.gov/fe/air-products-chemicals-inc
http://energy.gov/fe/air-products-chemicals-inc
http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/doh01
https://www.slb.com/%7E/media/Files/resources/oilfield_review/ors05/aut05/p22_41.pdf
https://www.slb.com/%7E/media/Files/resources/oilfield_review/ors05/aut05/p22_41.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.2118/144961-MS
http://dx.doi.org/10.2118/144961-MS
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref24
http://www.co2conference.net/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/3.2-Denbury_Davis_Hastings_2011-CO2Flooding_Conf.pdf
http://www.co2conference.net/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/3.2-Denbury_Davis_Hastings_2011-CO2Flooding_Conf.pdf
http://www.co2conference.net/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/3.2-Denbury_Davis_Hastings_2011-CO2Flooding_Conf.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6584.1984.tb01416.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6584.1984.tb01416.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref27
http://www.osti.gov/scitech/servlets/purl/1014021
http://www.osti.gov/scitech/servlets/purl/1014021
http://www.osti.gov/scitech/servlets/purl/1014021
http://www.osti.gov/scitech/servlets/purl/1014021
https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/bitstream/handle/2152/ETD-UT-2012-05-5100/PUERTA-ORTEGA-THESIS.pdf?sequence=1
https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/bitstream/handle/2152/ETD-UT-2012-05-5100/PUERTA-ORTEGA-THESIS.pdf?sequence=1
https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/bitstream/handle/2152/ETD-UT-2012-05-5100/PUERTA-ORTEGA-THESIS.pdf?sequence=1
https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/bitstream/handle/2152/ETD-UT-2012-05-5100/PUERTA-ORTEGA-THESIS.pdf?sequence=1
https://sequestration.mit.edu/tools/projects/bell_creek.html
https://sequestration.mit.edu/tools/projects/bell_creek.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.2118/5670-PA
http://dx.doi.org/10.2118/5670-PA
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref33
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2012TC00322
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref35
http://www.co2conference.net/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/7-Williams-Bell-Creek-DRI-12-11-14.pdf
http://www.co2conference.net/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/7-Williams-Bell-Creek-DRI-12-11-14.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref38
http://www.globalccsinstitute.com/projects/air-products-steam-methane-reformer-eor-project
http://www.globalccsinstitute.com/projects/air-products-steam-methane-reformer-eor-project
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref41
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781118938652.ch22
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781118938652.ch22
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2013.06.313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2013.06.313
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2405-6561(16)30109-2/sref44
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ghg.1527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ghg.1527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12665-016-5997-3

