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Why EOR in Unconventional Shale Reservoirs ?

Permian

Average oil production per well in the Permian region
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Eagle Ford
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First Documented EOR Success in Shales
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Early Attempts in the Bakken

CO2 Huff-n-Puff
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Huff-n-Puff in Eagle Ford

Produced gas Huff-n-Puff
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Huff-n-Puff in Eagle Ford

Produced gas Huff-n-Puff
Pilot 2 (4 Wells in lease)
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Laboratory Investigations
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Laboratory Investigations
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Laboratory Investigations

Source

TOC(wt%)
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Reservoir Simulation
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Summary

Huff-n-Puff EOR success in shales depends on

- In situ fluid type

- Injection gas

- Injection pressure

- Injection and soaking time

- Reservoir quality

- Strategies to mitigate potential containment issues
- Initial completion strategy

- EOR implementation time



