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ABSTRACT

Two groups of core samples from the Culebra Dolomite Member of the Rustler
Formation at and near the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant were analyzed to provide
estimates of hydrologic parameters ior use in flow-and-transport modeling.
Whole-core and core-plug samples were analyzed by helium porosimetry,
resaturation porosimetry, mercury-intrusion porosimetry, electrical-resistivity
techniques, and gas-permeability methods.

Seventy-nine (79) helium-porosity determirnations indicated that the distribution
of Culebra porosities was skewed toward lower porosity values with an arithmetic
mean and standard deviation of 0.153 and 0.053, respectively.

The vertical heterogeneity of porosity was indicated by 21 pairs of helium-
porosity determinations where each sample of the pair was separated by
approximately 5 cm. The porosity differences between the samples in the pairs
varied from 0.050 to 0.093.

Water-resaturatiun-porosimetry results showed a near l-to-1 correlation with the
results from helium-porosity determinations. In some cases, the resaturation
porosities were slightly larger than the helium porosities, possibly due to
mineral dissolution by the resaturation fluid (deionized water) or to the
experimental reproducibility of the two measuring techniques.

*The work described in this report was done for Sandia National Laboratories

under Contract No. 32-1025.
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Endpoint mercury pore-vo’:me saturations for 25 samples ranged from 66.7% to
99.9%, with an average endpoint pore-volume saturation of 95.4%. The endpoint
pressure was 207 MPa. The median pore-throat radius varied over an order of
magnitude from 0.077 pm to 0.588 pum, with an arithmetic average value of
0.315 pum. Eighty-four percent of the pore-throat radii in the samples analyzed
were between 0.1 pm and 0.5 um. The average mercury-intrusion porosity was
0.148, as compared with the helium-porosity average of 0.154.

Seventy-three (73) grain-density measurements indicated a skewed distribution
toward larger values of grain density with an arithmetic average of 2.82 g/cm
and a standard deviation of 0.019 g/cm The most common value of grain density
was 2.83 g/cm , which was also the median of the distribution.

Electrical-resistivity measurements of 15 saturated core plugs were used to
calculate estimates of formation factor and tortuosity. Formation-factor values
were log-normally distributed and values ranged from 12 to 407, with a geometric
mean of 58.8. Tortuosity ranged from 0.04 to 0.33, with an arithmetic average
of 0.14 and a median of 0.12. The results show a general trend of increasing
tortuosity with increasing porosity. The diffusion porosities and diffusion
tortuosities determined by Dykhuizen and Casey (1989) agree with the lower range
of the values determined by this core-analysis study.

Sixty-six (66) horizontal-permeability measurements ranged from 7.9E-18 m? to
3.6E-13 m2, and the distribution had an arithmetic average of 6.2E-15 m2, a
geometric mean of 4.5E-16 m2, and a median of 2, JE-16 m Twenty-six (26)
vertical-permeability measurements ranged from 8.4E-18 m? to 5 2E-14 m2, with an
arithmetic mean of 5.1E-15 m2, a geometric mean of 9.0E-16 m2 and a median of
3.5E-16 m2. Plots of the log1p of permeability versus porosity indicated a weak
correlation between the logjp of permeability and porosity. A plot of log)g of
horizontal permeability versus the median pore-throat radii determined for the
same samples indicated that the logjp horizontal permeability is directly
related to median pore-throat radius.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND FRAMEWORK FOR INVESTIGATION

The following report presents the results of the analysis of core samples
from the Culebra Dolomite Member of the Rustler Formation obtained from
drill holes at and near the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) site in
southeastern‘New Mexico (Figure 1.1). The WIPP is a U.S. Department of
Energy research-and-de&eldpment facility designed to demonstrate safe
disposal of transuranic radiocactive waste resulting from the United States’
defense programs. The WIIP underground repository is being constructed in
the bedded halite of the Salado Formation, approximately 655 meters below
land surface. The core holes from which the core samples were obtained
were drilled at the WIPP and the surrounding area from 1980 through 1984!
The core holes were drilled as part of the hydrogeologic characterization
of the Rustler Formation which overlies the Salado Formation. The core
analyées were contracted by INTERA Inc. of Austir, Texas for and under the
technical direction of Sandia National Laboratories -(SNL) of Albuquerque,

New Mexico.

The Culebra dolomite 1is the most transmissive confined unit above the
proposed waste repository and therefore is considered the most likely
transport path by which radionuclides could travel to the accessible
environment over time spans of interest to regulatory agencies (Lappin
et al,, 1989). Because of the Culebra’'s importance as a possible transpc:t
pathway to the accessible environment, hydrogeologic and transport
characterization of the Culebra forms a very important part of the overall
site characterization of the WIPP,. Hydrologic data from over
40 observation wells in the vicinity of the WIPP site (Cauffman et al.,
1990) are being used to calibrate and validate a ground-water-flow nodel of
the Culebra dolomite (LaVenue et al., 1990). Figure 1.1 shows the location
of the observation-well network in the vicinity of the WIPP site.

As part of SNL's WIPP-site characterization program, INTERA contracted two

separate core-analysis studies of core samples from the Culebra dolomite.
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The first study, performed in late 1985 to early 1986, is referred to as
the Phase 1 core study. The second, more comprehensive study, which was
pérformed from late 1987 to June 1988, is referred to as the Phase 2 core
suudy.‘ This report contains estimates of the physical properties of the
Culebra dolomite from both Phase 1 and Phase 2. The Phase 1 core study
was initiated to determine values of the Culebra matrix parameters,
porosity and permeability, for transport and hydraulic-test inter-
pretations. Using these data and hydraulic data fiom the WIPP site, Reeves
et al. (1987) performed a parameter-semsitivity analysis of regiohal
double-porosity transport within the Culebra. Under the conditions and
assumptions of that study, it was concluded that matrix porosity was the
most sensitive and important parameter governing double-porosity far-field
transport in the Culebra. These results identified the need for a better
underétanding of the physical properties of the pore structure of the
Culebra, specifically the porosity and tortuosity, and prompted the
initiation of the Phase é core-characterization study.

The Culebra is a finely crystalline, wvuggy dolomite which is often
argillaceous and 1is fractured over a large part of the WIPP-site area
(Beauheim, 1987). The Culebra is very heterogeneous, as indicated by the
six order-of-magnitude variation in transmissivity estimates for this unit
in the vicinity of the WIPP site. Beauheim (1987) states that the Culebra
behaves hydraulically as a double-porosity medium for regions which have a
transmissivity greater than 1 x 10-6 n?/s, Conservative tracer tests
performed in these regions, including tests at the H-3 and H-11 hydropads
(Figure 1.1), have also required double-porosity conceptualizations to
model the observed tracer-breakthrough data (Kelley and Pickens, 1986;
Saulnier et al., 1989). The estimated hydrologic travel pathways in the
Culebra leading offsite from above the WIPP repository’s waste-panel area
are within that part of the Culebra characterized as a fractured, double-
porosity formation (Reeves et al., 1987; Lappin et al., 1989). The matrix-
parameter data base for the Culebra before the results presented in this
report was extremely limited. This report augments the Culebra data base

for site-characterization and performance-assessment studies.
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Physical core parameters determined and presented in this report aie
porosity, formation factor, tortuosity, grain density, pore-size
distributions, and gas permeability for selected samples. The'matrix
porosity and tortuosity are important parameters because of their direct
effects upon solute transport. The grain density is also important because

it is a parameter in the retardation equation.

Section 2 will briefly describe the methods used in determining the
physical parameters of the Culebra core samples. In addition, the
theoretical‘reiationships from which these parameter determinations were
derived will be presented. Section 3 identifies tﬁe samples which were
analyzed and the analyses performed on each sample. In addition, Section 3
presents the rationale for sample and analysis selections. Section 4
presents the results from the Phase 1 and Phase 2 core studies and the
appropriate parameter distributions and dependent-parameter relationships.
"Section 5 presents general conclusions based on the results of the core

studies.
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2.0 METHODOLOGY AND THEORY FOR ANALYSES

Five different analyses were performed to characterize the physical

properties of Culebra core samples. They were:

(1) Boyle's Law helium porosimetry;

(2) resaturation porosiretry;

(3) mercury-intrusion porosimetry;

(4) formation-factor determinations ({0 estimate tortuosities); and

(5) pgas permeability.

Analyses (1) and (2) were used to determine the porosity of the samples.
BecAause helium can access much smaller pore spaces than those which water
can access, both techniques were used on selected core samples in an effort
to characterize the differences between these methods. The porosity
determinations also provided estimates of the grain density of the material
in most samples. Mercury-intrusion porosimetry is designed to determine
the pore-size distribution of a given sample. This type of data is very
important when consjdering the effective porosity of a porous medium. The
formation factor provides an empirical approach to determining the
tortuosity of a porous medium. The appropriate relationships and their
application are discussed fully in Section 2.3. Gas permeability was used
to determine the intrinsic permeability of the dolomite matrix. Gas-
permeability determinations were performed with standard, steady-state

techniques for both horizontal and vertical permeabilities of selected

samples,

The Phase 1 core study included Boyle’'s Law helium porosity and gas
permeabilities of selected samples. These analyses were performed by Core
Laboratories, Inc., Aurora, Colorado. During the Phase 2 study, all five
of the above analyses were performed by Tferra Tek Core Services, Salt Lake
City, Utah, except the mercury-intrusion porosimetry, which was performed

by K & » Laboratories, Tulsa, Oklahoma. The following sections will
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briefly discuss the techniques used for each analysis and the parameters

determined using these methods.

2.1 §Standard Porosimetry

The total porosity of a sample is equal to the total void volume divided
by the total bulk volume. To calculate porosity, two of the three
variables, bulk volume, pore volume, or grain volume must be determined.
The effective porosity is defined as the connected void volume divided by
the bulk volume. Because the size of the helium molecule is small, the
helium method of determining porosity provides an approximate estimate of
the total porosity. In addition to Boyle’s Law helium-porosity
dgterminations, water-resaturation porosities were measured for some of
the samples. Resaturation porosities are considered to provide a better
estimate of the connected porosity for ground-water-flow and solute-
transport modeling, and also have the advantage of determining the void

volume when the mineral simples are wet, as is the case in situ.
2.1.1 Helium Porosity

Boyle's Law helium porosimetry has the advantage of being: (1) very
accurate; (2) fairly rapid except for extremely low-permeability
(< 1.0E-18 m2) samples; and (3) the method is non-destructive, allowing
the samples to be reused for other analyses. However, Boyle's Law
porosimetry can yield erroneously high porosity values when the
permeating gas adsorbs on the rock surfaces. Helium is preferred for
Boyle's Law porosimetry because helium is non-adsorbing and has a
minimum deviation in behavior from that ol 2n ideal gas. Boyle's Law
porosimetry determines either the pore vclume or the grain volume of a
sample through either expansion of a gas out of, or compression of a
gas into, the pores of the sample. The bulk volume of the sample is
then calculated using caliper measurements or by displacement of the
sample in a liquid of a known density. The grain densiiy is calculated
using the dry weight of the sample and the grair volume.
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2.1,2 Water-Resaturation Porosity

Because gas-porosimetry measurements can yield erroneously high
porosity estimates due to gas adsorption, the Phase 2 core study
included analysis of both Boyle's Law helium porosity and resaturation
porosity for selected samples to determine if these methods give
significantly different values for the same sample. The resaturation
technique also has the advantage of providing a pordsity measurement

under saturated conditions similar to those found in situ.

In resaturation porosimetry, the first step is calculation of the bulk
volume and the dry weight of the sample. The pores of the sample are
then filled with a fluid of a known density. The increase in the
weight of the sample is divided by the fluid density to obtain the void
volume. The void volume divided by the bulk volume yields porosity.

2.2 Mercury-Intrusion Porosimetry

Mercury-intrusion porosimetry was used on selected samples in the Phase 2
core study to define the sample pore-size distributions. The method
requires enclosing a sample in an air-tight mercury chamber which is then
evacuated to a low pressure. Mercury is then intruded into the sample’s
void spaces in successive steps of increased stabilized pressure and the
amount of mercury injected into the core for each pressure step is
recorded. The mercury-intrusion stage is referred to as the drainage
cycle because the air in the sample is displaced by the non-wetting
mercury. The K & A Laboratories mercury-intrusion apparatus can inject
mercury up to a pressure of 207 MPa. At this pressure, the mercury

invaded an average of 95.5% of the pore space for the 24 samples analyzed
in the Phase 2 study.

Mercury-intrusion porosimetry results can also be used to estimate a

sample’s pore-diameter distribution. Knowing the physical properties of
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‘the non-wetting phase (mercury), one can calculate the average pore size.
The theoretical pore diameter can be calculated from the Washburn
equation (Walter, 1982):

d=4r1cos 8 /P (1)

where d is the theoretical pore diameter; r is the surface tension of
mercury (typically 484 dynes/cm); 6 1is the contact angle for mercury
(typically 140°); and P is the mercury-intrusion pressure. Studies
performed by Terra Tek Core Services indicate that the constants in this
equation are ideal and quickly change in magnitude as the mercury comes
in contact with the sample. The values used to calculate the results
presented in this report were a contact angle of 180° and a surface
tension value of 360 dynes/cm (Rakop and Little, 1988) (see Appendix D).
Using the sample’s initial void volume, the cumulative volume of mercury
intruded into the sample can be used to calculate both the pore-size
distribution of the sample and the cumulative pore-size distribution.
Mercury-intrusion porosimetry determines the connected porosity, the
correct porosity for transport calculations. The pore-size distribution
is also used to determine the fraction of the sample pore space
accessible to a diffusing solute, Dykhuizen and Casey (1989) have used
mercury-intrusion-porosimetry results to provide complex pore-geometry
models using data from diffusion experiments performed on core and

excavated-rock samples of the Culebra.

2.3 Formation Factor

2.3.1 Formation-Factor Determinations

The electrical resistivity of a saturated porous medium is directly
related to the resistivity of the fluid which saturates the porous
medium. The constuant of proportionality relating the resistivity of
the formation and its saturating fluid is called the formation factor
(F 21.0) and is equal to
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F =Rp / Ry ‘ (2)

where Rp is equal to the resistivity of the porous media saturated with
fluid of resistivity Ry. The fluid used to saturate the medium is
usually a sodium-chloride (NaGl)‘solution with a concentration higher
than 10 g/1 (Bear, 1972). Values of formation factor were determined
for 15 individual core plugs during the Phase 2 core study by Terra Tek
Core Services. The samples were first saturated in a 100 g/l sodium-
chloride solution of known electrical resistivity (Rw) . Then the
formation electrical resistivity of the saturated core plugs (Rb) was
meesured while the samples were placed under an ambient pressure of
1.4 MPa.

2.3.2 Tortuosity

The formation factor can be related to the physical properties of
saturated porous media and, as derived from geophysical logging data,
is a standard parameter used by the petroleum industry (Schlumberger,
1972). The electrical resistivity (Rp) of a saturated porous medium is
controlled by the volume fraction of the pore cross section normal to
current flow and by the connectivity of the pore volume (Touloukian et
al., 1981). Because there are no analytical solutions for the concept
of tortuosity, it has been described empirically. - The best known
description is the empirical relationship known as Archie's Law of
total porosity:

F=C/¢m (3)

where C, sometimes called the tortuosity factor, and m, the cementation
factor, are empirical constants which vary depending upon the porous
medium’s lithology, and ¢ is porosity expressed as a decimal fraction.
The following table gives ranges of C and m for various lithologies
(Xatsube and Hume, 1987).
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Lithology : c m

Carbonates 1 2

Unconsolidated sand 0.62 2.1F
Typical sandstone 1.45 1.54
Shaly sandstone 1.65 1.33
Granites 5.9E-3 2.21

All of the formation-factor formulas atsume that the electrical current
is conducted through the pores, and that surface conduction of the
current on the pore walls is minimal. For rocks with varying degrees
of clay, the clay may act as a highly conductive portion of the rock
and reduce the bulk resistivity of the rock, In these cases, the
formation factor represents more than the pore structure of the rock
and the resistivity of the saturating fluid. 1In shale or shaly sands,
surface conduction and cation-exchange capacity significantly modify
Archie’s equation (Hill and Milburn, 1956; Waxman and Smits, 1968).
The factors complicating the measurement of formation factor are more
easily controlled in the laboratory than when making in situ logging

measurements in the field.

2.3.3 Formation Factor and Its Relation to Diffusive Flux in Porous
Media

The effective molecular diffusion coefficient (Dg) in a porous medium
is defined as:

De = Do ¢' 7 (4)

where Do is the free-water diffusion coefficient evaluated at infinite
dilution; ¢' is the matrix porosity; and r 1is the matrix tortuosity.
Bear (1972) defines tortuosity as

T = (L / Le)? (5)
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where L is the sample length and Ly is the actual tortuous flowpaéh
length that a fluid particle Qould take passing through a sample ?f
length L. The range of tortuosity is 0 < r < 1, where a value ofgl
would be a medium where all the pores were parallel capillary‘tube$.

Another generally accepted expression for tortuosity is that defined by
Collins (1961): |

r = (L / L) (6)

Bear (1972) does not agree with this definition because it does mnot
express tortuosity as affecting both the velocity and the driving force
within a porous medium. This core-énalysis report adopts the
definition for porosity given by Equation (5). Because diffusion
studies performed at SNL by Dykhuizen and Casey (1989) report
tortuosity as defined by Equation (6), Figure 2.1 shows the
relationship between the two definitions.

Another empirical geometrical variable which effectively decreases the
free-water diffusivity in porous media is §, the constrictivity factor,
(0 < 6§ < 1) (van Brakel and Heertjes, 1974). Because tortuosity and .
constrictivity cannot be independently determined by experimental
means, the following discussion lumps constrictivity with tortuosity.

Klinkenberg (1951) was the first to deduce that, from a theoreticai
viewpoint, the same factors that impede electrical conductance through
a porous medium are also the same factors which impede diffusion of a
conservative solute. Based upon the conclusion of Klinkenberg (1951)
that diffusion should be analogous to conduction in a porous medium, an

analogous equation to Equation (2) is

Rb = Ry (7 ¢) (7)
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From Equation (2), F can then be rewritten as

F=1/(r¢) (8)

Therefore, by determining a medium’s porosity and formation factor, the

tortuosity can be estimated as

r=1/(F¢) | (9

For Equation (9) to be appropriate, it is assumed that flow of the
electrical current is only through the saturated void space. Using
Equations (4) and (9), the formation factor can he used to calculate
the effective molecular diffusion coefficient (Dg) of a porous medium.
The formation factor becomes the reduction factor by which the free-
water diffusion coefficient 1is divided to yield D,. Therefore,

expressing Equation (4) in terms of formation factor,
De = (Do / F) (10)

Through diffusion studieé, one can determine values for porosity and
tortuosity which are often differentiated from those determined by
other methods and can be referred to as diffusion porosity and
diffusion tortuosity. From Equation (10) it becomes apparent that an
effective diffusion formation factor can be calculated from diffusion
studies. = Other investigators (Skagius and Neretnieks, 1986; Katsube
et al., 1986) have found that the formation factor determined from
diffusion studies is generally higher than the formation factor
determined through resistivity measurements. Skagius and Neretnieks
(1986) found that the formation factor determined using values of
electrical resistivity was not only a function of the rock, but also of
the permeating ions. They recognized the importance of electrical
resistivity as a tool to yield approximate formation factors with
orders of magnitude less effort than through diffusion. studies, which

are susceptible to experimental difficulties and uncertainties.
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Phase 1 and Phase 2 studies.

using standard steady-state techniques
utilizes a form of the Darcy equation which states that the flow through

a porous medium of cross section (A) and length (L) is

2.4 Gas Permeability

Gas-permeability measurements were made on most core samples in both

The measurements were made in a permeameter
The measurement of permeability

Q - K A dh/dL (11)

where dh is the head (pressure) drop across the sample of length dL and K

is the hydraulic conductivity of the medium. Ths hydraulic conductivity

is dependent upon the fluid properties density (p) and viscosity (u), and

can be expressed in terms of intrinsic permeability (k) by the relation
K=k pg/up (12)

(11) and (12), where g 1is the acceleration due to

Using Equations
the flow rate (Q) can be expressed in terms of intrinsic

gravity,’
permeability by the expression
Q=kpgAdh/ udL (13)

one can measure the downstream head

Using a permeameter,
and the flow rate through the sample,

head,
relationship to calculate the intrinsic permeability
/

k=QudL/ p g A dh (14) /

the upstrean

and use the following

Gas-permeability measurements presented in this report were performed on

(wvhole) core samples collected in the field,

and qn 2.5-cm

intact
diameter by 5-cm long cylindrical samples (core plugs) cored from the
Where possible, the permeability measurements

samples in the laboratory.
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‘in Phase 1 were made in both vertical and horizontal directions. In
Phase 2, the‘gas permeabillty was measured in the direction ceoincident
with the maximum dimension of the right-cylinder core plugs, thus corre-
spdnding to a horizontal-permeability measurement. For the whole-core
saﬁples, three measurements of permeability were obtained. The vertical
measurement was made similar to the core-plug permeability determination,
The horizontal-permeability measurements were made first in the estimated
direction of the maximum or primary permeability axis (0°) and then in
the estimated direction of the minimum permeability axis (90°).

For the permeability measurements made in Phase‘l and Phase 2, the
permeating substance was helium gas. Gas-permeability measurements  are
generally performed under a confining pressure because: (1) the
permeability of unconsolidated core material changes with confining
pressure; (2) confining pressure retards sample bypass; and (3) confining
pressﬁre retards gas slippage. For well-cemented rocks, gas permeability
is relatively insensitive to confining pressure with maximum deviations
of 10% for confining pressures from atmospheric pressure to 14 MPa (Core
Laboratories, 1973). Generally, a confining pressure is selected which
is just enough to prevent sample bypass. The gas-permeability
measurements for this report were performed under ambient conditions of

2.1 MPa net effective stress and 22.2°C.

The phenomenon known as gas slippage, or the Klinkenberg effect, causes
the permeability determined using a gas to be larger than a liquid
permeability, Gas slippage occurs when the diameter of the pores
approaches the mean free path of the gas which is a function of the
molecular weight and the kinetic energy of the gas. The kinetic energy
is in turn a function of the mean pressure of the gas. Gas slippage
causes the amount of flow through a sample to be pgreater than that
predicted by Darcy’s Law. The gas—slippage effect 1s decreased as the
mean pressure on the gas is increased and the mean pore diameter of the

sample 1s increased. Thus, the Klinkenberg effect becomes more
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pronounced as the permeability decreases. Klinkenberg corrections can be
used to estimate what an equivalent 1!/quid permeability would be for a
sample. In the Phase 1 study, two Klinkenberg permeabilities were
performed on two low-permeability core samples to assess the error
inherent in gas-permeability determinations in low-permeability media.
Typical liquid-to-helium permeability ratios for the range of permeabil-
ii:ies tested in this study are 0.6 to 0.8 (Core Laboratories, 1973).
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3.0 SAMPLE SELECTION AND ANALYSES PERFORMED
3.1 Meﬂim_wwnd“ am

For all boreholes cored dufing the characterization of the WIPP site, the
‘representative core samples were catalogéd and stored in the WIPP Core
Library located at the WIPP site, The goal of sample seleétion for the
analyses presented in this report ﬁas to select objectively, from .the
avaiiable Guléb:a cbre samples, a cohbléte distribution of Culebra
physical texturaﬁ. The féétors‘which‘were used in deciding which
borehole locations to sample were: (1) availabiiity‘of core samples; and
(2) whether or not the available core samples were sufficiently competent
for analysis. ‘

Core samples from 20 different boreholes were chosen for analysis.
Hydropads H-2, H-3, H-4, H-5, H-6, H-7, and H-11 (see Figure 1.1) are
locations which have at least three wells penetrating the Culebra. Core
sémples from one or more wells at hydropads H-2, H-3, H-7, and H-1l were
analyzed for this report. Where possible, whole-core samples were
analyzed. The hajority of samples analyzed were 2.5-cm-diameter core
plugs, 5 cm long. In Phase 1, 3 whole-core samples and 21 core plugs
were analyzed. In Phase 2, whole-core samples from 10 different
boreholes and 51 core plugs from 15 different locations were analyzed.
Combining the results from Phase 1 and Phase 2, 15 whole-core samples and

72 core-plug samples were analyzed.

The Phase 1 _ore-analysis reports from Core Laboratories were not
presented in s summary document, but were reported in three separate
analysis summaries (Appendix B). Therefore, the sample numbers used in
this report for Phase 1 represent an identifier designating the suite of
analyses and the sample numbers used by Core Laboratories. For example,
sample number 2-3 represents Core Laboratories sample 3, reported in the

second results summary. Some samples were reanalyzed and are designated
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by two sample and result numbers, separated by a siash (i.e., 2-3/3-3),

Thus, one sample may have two parameter estimates

The results of the Phase 2 core study were reported in summary reports
from Terra Tek (Appendix C) and K & A Laboratories (Appendix D). These
samples are designated with an alphanumeric well identifier followed by a
number indicating the number of the sample chosen. For example, H2a-1
indicates that H2a is the well identifier and 1 is the sample identifier.
Core plugs that were used to determine formation factor have an F
following the sample identifier (i.e., W-26-1F). Because some whole core
samples contained contrasting matrix textures, more than one core plug
was obtained from the same core sample in order to study the small-scale
vertical heterogeneity in the Culebra. For these paired core plugs, the
sample numbers are differentiated from one another by the addition of a
lower-case letter a or b (i.¢., W-12-1la and W-12-1b). 1In the following
sections, cnre samples will be described on an analysis-by-analysis
basis. Tables 3.1 through 3.3 summarize which samples received what
analysis during the Phase 1 and Phase 2 core studies.

3.2 Standard Porosimetry

3.2.1 Helium Porosity

Table 3.1 summarizes the analyses performed in the Phase 1 core study.
Helium-porosity determinations were made for 3 whole-core samples, and
26 helium-porosity measurements were performed on 16 different core
plugs. Table 3.1 shows that 12 different core plugs were reanalyzed.
Six of the core plugs were reanalyzed at an ambient overburden stress
of 2.4 MPa, and 6 were reanalyzed using the immersion method rather

than the caliper method for determining bulk volume.

Tables 3.2 and 3.3 summarize the analyses performed in the Phase 2 core

study. All of the 12 whole-core samples were analyzed for helium
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porosity, gas permeability, and resaturation porosity. Boyle’'s Law
helium-porosity determinations were performed for 51 core plugs. Terra
Tek performed 45 of these analyses, and K & A Laboratories analyzed
6 other core plugs which were not analyzed by Terra Tek. K & A
Laboratories reanalyzed 18 of the Terra Tek seamples as part of the
mercury-intrusion tests. The 18 samples which were analyzed for helium
porosity by both laboratories offer a comparison between laboratories,

and an independent check of the Terra Tek results.
3.2.2 Water-Resaturation Porosity

For resaturation-porosity determinations, samples must be initially dry
and then be saturated fully with a fluid of known density. Because all
the core samples were stored dry in the WIPP Core Library, and because
most samples have been in the library for years, drying of the core
samples was judged unnecessary. However, the resaturation fluid choice

was complicated.

The available Culebra core samples were all desaturated. The Culebra
is composed predominantly of dolomite with lesser amounts of gypsum and
halite (Core Laboratories, 1986), minerals which are susceptible to
precipitation and dissolution. The possible choices of fluids used to
resaturate the core were: (1) formation fluids from the wells from.
which the core samples were obtained; (2) an average Culebra formation
fluid; (3) deionized water; or (4) some organic solvent such as
tolulene or methanol. Ideally, one would use a formation fluid which
would be at equilibrium with the minerals in each of the core samples.
Because the core samples were obtained from a large number of locations
with different formation-water chemistries, this approach was not
considered to be practical because too many different fluids would be
required. Also, a fluid with an average formation-water chemistry
might not be at equilibrium in any of the samples and could affect

results in an inconsistent manner. Organic solvents vere considered to
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be undesirable because thesell:lquids would not wet the minerals in the
samples in the same manner as water would in the formation.
Recognizing that none of these liquids would be ideal, it was decided
that deionized water be used as the resaturation fluid for all samples
because it would be the simplest procedure and provide a consistent
fluid for all samples and would mot provide additional contamination

(F.J. Pearson, personal communication, 1987).

Resaturation porosity was not determined for any core samples from
Phase 1 (Table 3.1). Resaturation porosity was determined for all
12 whole-core samples and 18 of the core plugs analyzed in the Phase 2
core study (Tables 3.2 and 3.3). Because helium porosities were also
determined for all of these samples, 30 sample results are available to
compare helium-porosity versus resaturation-porosity methods. In
addition, 4 of these 18 core plugs were also analyzed by the mercury-
intrusion method, thus giving a method of comparing the porosities
determined by all three methods. While the sample group including all
three porosimetry methods is too small to render quantitative
conclusions, the comparison gives an intuitive grasp of the differences
between the results of these methods. Mercury-intrusion porosimetry
was not performed on more of the samples which had undergone
resaturation testing because of the concern that the resaturation might

have changed the pore structure of the sample through dissolution
and/or precipitation.

3.3 Mercury-Intrusion Porosimetry

Mercury-intrusion porosimetry provides estimates of a sample’'s connected

porosity and also ylelds the pore-throat-diameter distribution for a

sample. In petroleum engineering, the results of mercury-intrusion
porosimetry are used to define capillary-pressure curves for given

formations. Twenty-four (24) core plugs were analyzed by the mercury-
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1

intrusion method by K & A Laboratories (Table 3.3). In many cases, core
plugs from the same piece of core were analyzed to give an indication of
the heterogeneity of pore-size distributions over vertical scales of a

few centimeters.

3.4 Formation Factor

Formation factors were estimated from electrical-resistivity measurements
for 15 ccve plugs in the Phase 2 core study (Table 3.3). The formation

factor results were used to calculate 15 estimates of matrix tortuosity.

3.5 Gas Permeability

In the Phase 1 core study, gas-permeability determinations werc performed
for 3 whole-core samples (Table 3.1). In addition, 20 gas-permeability
determinations were performed on 16 core plugs.’ In the Phase 2 core
study, 12 whole-core samples were analyzed for gas permeability
(Table 3.2). The whole-core samples were analyzed twice for horizontal
permeability: once in the direction thought to have the maximum
permeability (e.g., along a fracture), and once in the direction 90° from
the maximum. Vertical gas permeabilities were also determined using core
Plugs from each of these same samples, In the Phase 2 core study, gas

permeability was determined for 51 core plugs (Table 3.3).
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Well Sample Depth Length «x Gas Helium Gas Helium
No. No, (m) Diameter(cm) Permeability pPorosity Permeability Porosity
H-2b -1+ 192 12.7 X 8.9 1 1
1-1H * 192 12.7 X 8.9 ‘ 1 (a) (§)
1-1y « 192 12. ' 8.9 1 (a) (4D
2-1/3-1 193.8-193.9 11, «( 8.9 1 1, M
1-2 194.3 6.« X 8.9 1 1
2-2/3-2 195.0-195.1 12.7 X 8.9 ) 1 1, (M
H-3b2 1-3/3-3V 207.6 7.6 X 8.9 1, 1,
-4/3-4v 210.1 10.2 x 8.9 1, (1) 1, (O
H-363 2-3/3-3 204.6-204.7 7.6 X 8.9 1 1, (1)
2-4/3-4V 204.7-204.8 7.6 X 8.9 1 1, (11
1-6/3-6V 210.1 10.2 X 8.9 i 1, (O 1, (1
2-5/3-5 210.3-210.5 7.2 X 8.9 ‘ 1 1,
H-4b 1-9 156.4 na 1 1
2-6/3-6V 157.6-157.7 7.6 X% 8.9 1 1, M
H-6b 2-7 187.2-187.3 3.6 X 8.9 1 1
2-8 187.4-187.5 3.6 X 8.9 1 1
1-7 187.8 na 1 1
1-8/3-8v 191.4-195.1 na 1, (O 1, (1

1 Denotes that the analysis was performed for that sample.

* Denotes that the sample is a subsample of the piece of core listed immediately above.
(a) Klinkenberg permeability.
{ ) Denotes an ambient stress of 350 psi during testing.

[ 1 Denotes a helium porosity measurement where the bulk volume is determined by fluid

displacement.
Drown by Date
Checked oy Date Summary of Analyses Performed
Revisions Jate as Part of the Phase 1 Core Study
#105000R019 12/7/89
INT ERN Technologies Table 3.1
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<zsz=z===z== WYhole Core Anatyses =;========)

Sample Depth Length x Gas Boyle’s Law Resaturation

Well
No No. (m) Diameter(cm) Permeability Porosity Porosity
H-5b H-5b-3 276.7-274.8 13.7 x 11.4 1 1 1
H-Th2  K-To2-2 79.2-79.6 43.2x 8.9 1 1 1
H-10b H-10b-3 423.1-.2 20.3 x 11.4 1 1 1
H-11 H-11-1 222.9-223.0 12.7 x 8.9 1 1 1
H-1163  H-11b3-3  226.1-226.2 16.5 x 8.9 i 1 1
WIPP-12 WIPP-12-3 253.6-253.7 13.9 x 11.4 1 1 1
WIPP-25 WIPP-25-1 138.3-138.4 25.4 x 8.9 1 1 1
WIPP-26 WIPP-26-2 58.4-58.5 15.2 x 11.4 1 1 1
WIPP-28 WIPP-28-2 129.9-130 15.2 x 11.4 1 1 1
WiPpP-28-3 130.4-130.5 15.2 x 11.4 1 1 1
WIPP-30 WIPP-30-1 197.4-197.5 10.2 x 11.4 1 1 1
WiPp-30-2 + ~194.6 10.2 x 11.4 1 1 1
1 Denotes that the analysis was performed for that sample.
Drawn by Date
Checked by Date Summary of Whole—Core Analyses
Revisions Date ‘ Performed in the Phase 2 Core Study
#105000R019 10/18/90

INTERN Technologies Table 3.2
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4.0 CORE ANALYSIS RESULTS

A summary of the results of the analyses performed by Core Laboratories can
be found in Appendix B. Laboratory reports from Terra Tek and K & A
Laboratories are presented in Appendices C and D, respectively. An errata
page with correct sample numbers is included with the Terra Tek report.
The following section will discuss the analyses performed by these
laboratories grouped by parameter estimated and test method. The
preseﬁtation of the results will include discussions of parameter
distributions and relationships between parameters when possible.
Table 4.1 summarizes the results of the Phase 1 core study, Table 4.2
presents the results of the Phase 2 whole-coré analyses, and Table 4.3

summarizes the Phase 2 plug-core results.

4,1 Standarxd Porosity Anélxgeg

Helium porosity was determined for both whole-core and plug-core samples
in both Phase 1 and Phase 2. Results from both studies will be reviewed
separately and then combined to increase the sample size for statistical
analysis.. Data presented in Davis (1969) and Freeze (1975) indicate that
porosity is a normally distributed parameter. To determine whether or
not the porosity of the Culebra dolomite 1s also normally distributed,
the poresity distributions of the analytical data from the Phase 1 and
Phase 2 core-analysis studies are presented in the form of relative-
frequency histograms. In some cases, cumulative-frequency distributions

of porosity are also included in the discussion of the results.
4.1.1 Helium Porosity

Table 4.1 summarizes the results from the Phase 1 core study. Note
that for some samples, more than one value is listed for porosity (see
Section 3.0). In general, the bulk volume for most samples was

determined by the caliper method and volumetric relationships. Because
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of concerns that the bulk volume of some samples might be in error
because the samples were not perfect right cylinders, six samples
(denoted in square brackets in Téble 4.1) had bulk volumes determined
by fluid displacement. Where this 1is the case, the two reported
porosities determined for that sample have been averaged and the
average value is used in the frequency distributions and other
statistical analyses. For six other samples, porosity was determined
with an ambient pressure of 2.4 MPa. All other Boyle’s Law helium-
porosity determinations (for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 core studies)
were performed at atmospheric conditions. For well-consolidated rocks,
the effect of overburden pressures is negligible (Core Laboratories,
1973). Because all other porosity measurements were performed without
simulated overburden preésure, the measurements performed with a
2.4 MPa pressure (denoted with a set bracket) arelnot included with the

other values when presenting distribution statisties.

In the Phase 1 core study, three samples were anﬁlyzed for whole-core
porosity (Table 4.1). Of these three, sample 1-5, from H-3b3, is not
representative of the Culebra dolomite because the sample is dominantly
composed of gypsum., In addition, because the sample was excessively
dried, some or all of the gypsum may have been converted to anhydrite,
thus providing a non-representative porosity for the gypsum interval,
Because there are only 2 whole-core porosities, they are lumped +with
the plug-core data. Excluding porosities determined with a simulated
o rerburden pressure, there are 16 helium-pdrosity determinations from
the Phase 1 core study. Figure 4.1 is a relative-frequency histogram
of the Phase 1 helium porosities. The distribution in Figure 4.1 does
not display a normal distribution. Given the low number of samples (N)
used for the relative-frequency histogram (N = 16), it is not
surprising that the distribution is non-ideal. The arithmetic mean (u)
of the porosity data is 0.175 with a standard deviation (o) of 0.057.
Figure 4.2 is a cumulative relative-frequency curve for Phase 1 helium

porosities. The median (Md) of a distribution is defined as that value
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having a cumulative relative frequency equal to 0.5, ﬁhich indicates
that one half of the observations has a value less than the median and
one half of the observations has a value greater than the median.
Figure 4.2 shows that the median of the Phase 1 helium porosities is
0.174.

The Culebra is a massive, laminated dolomite with pronounced vertical
heterogeneity, as can be seen in core samples and on outcrops, such as
at Culebra Bluff on the Pecos River, 20 miles wesc of the WIrP site. As
part of the Phase 2 core study, multiple core plugs were obtained‘from
some Culebra samples because‘of a lack of availéble core samples for
the desired suite of analyses and to characterize heterogeneity between
closely spaced samples (see Section 3.,0). Twenty-one (21) pieces of
Culebra core had two plugs cored over vertical distances of less than
10 cm. Figure 4.3 is a bar chart of helium-porosity data for core
plugs from the same core sample. The helium porosity of one core plug
is compared to the porosity of its close neighbor, The chart
illustrates that differences in porosity measured in samples within 5
to 10 cm of each other vertically can be as small as 0.005 and as high
as 0.093, and demonstrates the heterogeneity of porosity in the
Culebra. Because of this heterogeneity, all of these 42 independent

porosity measurements were treated as point values.

Eighteen of the 24 core plugs analyzed by K & A Laboratories using
mercury-intrusion porosimetry were first cored and analyzed for
porosity by Terra Tek using Boyle's Law helium porosimetry. These
samples were shipped from Terra Tek to K & A Laboratories where helium
porosity was remeasured, thus allowing a laboratory-to-laboratory
comparison., Figure 4.4 plots K & A Laboratories helium porosity versus
Terra Tek helium porosity for the 18 samples measured by both

laboratories. In general, the porosity values are nearly identical
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with the RZ of the linear regression of these data equal to (.93,
Figure 4.4 and Table 4.3 show that the K & A Laboratories porosities
are usually 0.005 to 0.01 larger than the Terra Tek porosities, with a
maximum observed difference of 0.056. 'This data gives an estimate of
the reproducibility of the Boyle’s Law helium porosity. The
discrepancies are probably the result of difficulty in the precision of
estimating bulk volume and possible differences in the techniques used
by the tw6 laboratories in estimating bulk volumes. Because the
correct helium porosity cannot be discerned, the arithmetic average
‘ between thé two reported porosities is the‘value used in further data

reduction and reporting.

In the Phase 2 core study, 51 core plugs were analyzed for helium
porosity by the Boyle’'s Law method, Figure 4.5 is a relative-frequency
histogram of these porosity determinations. The distribution of
porosities is not a normal distribution, and is skewed toward the lower
values of the range of porosities determined during the Phase 2 core
study. The arithmetic average of these determinations 1is equal to
0.149, and the standard deviation is equal to 0,055. Because the
distribution is skewed, the mean does not coincide with tﬁe peak of the
distribution (Figure 4.5). The median core-plug porosity for the
helium porosities obtained in the Phase 2 study is 0.138.

Twelve whole-core helium-porosity measurements were performed in the
Phase 2 core study. Figure 4.6 is a relative-frequency histogram
combining all 63 helium-porosity measurements (whole-core and core-plug
analyses combined) from the Phase 2 core study. The addition of the
whole-core porosities did not significantly affect the distribution of
plug-core porosities shown on Figure 4.5. Again, the distribution of
porosity is not normgl and skewed. The arithmetic mean is equal to
0.147 with a standard deviation of 0.051, Figure 4.7 1is a cumulative
relative-frequency curve for all the Phase 2 helium porosities. The
median value is 0.134.
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All helium porosities for tlie Culebra dolomite determined during both
the Phase 1 and Phase 2 core studies using Boyle'’s Law techniques are
summarized in Table 4.4. Table 4.4 also lists an arithmetic-average
porosity value for any samples for which more than one determination
was made. Figure 4.8 is a relative-frequency histogram combining all
79 helium porosities measured from both Phase 1 and Phase 2. Helium-
porosity values afe normally distributed and are slightly skewed toward
the lower part of the range of porosities presented, with an arithmetic
mean of 0.153 and a standard deviation of 0.053. The mean porosity
does not coincide with thq peak of the distribution, quantitatively
confirming the skewed nature of the distribution. Figure 4.9 is a
cumulative relative-frequenéy curve for bdth Phase 1 and Phase 2 helium

porosities, and shows that the median porosity is 0.141,

Figure 4.10 cbmpares the cumulative relative-frequency curves of the
Phase 1 and Phase 2 helium—@orosity‘results. Two differences between
these curves are indicated. First, the Phase 2 results create a much
smoother distribution, which is not surprising, considering that the
sample size for the Phase 2 helium porosities was approximately 4 times
greater than that of Phase 1. The second observation is that the
median porosity for the Phase 1 helium porosities is 4% larger than
that of the Phase 2 data.

It was noted in Section 1.0 of this report that two hydrologic regimes
appear to be present in the wicinity of the WiPP site. One regime acts
hydraulically as a fractured medium with transmissivities greater than
or equal to 1,0E-6 mZ/s and exhibits double-porosity behavior. The
other hydrologic regime has transmissivities less than 1.0E-6 m? and
fluid-pressure responses to hydraulic tests generally do not display
double-porosity behavior (Beauheim, 1987). LaVenue et al., (1990)
indicate that the estimated fastest travel path from the center of the
WIPP site to the WIPP-site boundary includes the H-3 and H-11
hydropads. The average porosity for core samples from H-3 and H-11 is
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0.173, or two percent higher than the overall average WIPP-site Culebra
porosity of 0.153., Comparing the porosity valﬁes on Table 4.4 with the
transmissivity data for the Culebra in WIPP-site wells shown in
Beauheim (1987, Figure 6.1) indicates that some locations exhibiting
higher permeability and double-porosity behavior have reported porosity
values higher than the WIPP-site average Culebra porosity and lower
permeability locations such as the H-2 hydropad, have porosity values
less than the WIPP-site average Culebra porosity. 'Hdwevér, data
comparison also shows the heterogeneous distribution of porosity within
the Culebra even at the hydropad scale. Thus, while the average WIPP-
site Culebra porosity may underestimate the porosity of the fastest
offsite flow path, general conclusions concerning the relationship
between pefmeability and porosity are not warrantad using the data
presented in this report. The porosity and permeability data should be
compared on a site-by-site or area-by-area basis for any particular

area under investigation.

The quantity and quality of samples recovered during core drilling at

WIPP-site wells contributes a further uncertainty to the relationship

between Culebra permeability and porosity. For many WTPP-site wells,

the large amount of lost core in apparently porous and fractured parts

of the Culebra indicates that the most porous material may have been
destroyed and not recovered during coring and is, therefore, not

represented in the final porosity distribution. Thus, the parameter

‘distributions shown on Figures 4.8 and 4.10 represent selected
determinations for helium porosity of the Culebra in the vicinity of "
the WIPP site. Th: degree to which these distributi.ns remain affected
by sample selection is unquantifiable,

4.1.2 Water-Resaturation Porosity

As discussed in Section 3.2.2, deionized water was the fluid used to

determine resaturation porosity. In an attempt to quantify the effect
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of using deionized water as the resaturation fluid, a pair of core
plugs was removed from a single piece of core from well H-5b (sample
H-5b-1). Helium porosities were measured for each sample and then
compared to the resaturation porosities for each sample, one analyzed
using deionized water, and one analyzed using a laboratory
approximation of the H-5b formation fluid. The core from well H-5b was
used in this study because well H-5b had a large number of core
samples, a reiatively high formation-fluid density (1.102 g/cm3), and
several dissolved-solid determinations with similar values (Robinson
and Lambert, 1987).

Core-plug sample H-5bl-la had a helium porosity of 0.1078 and a
resaturation porosity of 0.1068 measured with deionized water. Core
plug H-5bl-1b had a helium porosity of 0.1245 and a resaturation
porosity of 0.1207 measured with formation fluid. It thus appears that
the use of deionized water as the resaturation fluid can have minimal
effects, although this does not imply that this result can be

extrapolated to all the resaturation porosities.

All samples which were analyzed by resaturation techniques were
examined after analysis for any outward signs of mineral dissolution.
Eighteen (18) core plugs and 12 whole-core samples were analyzed. Of
the 30 samples analyzed, 8 showed signs of mineral dissolution as a
result of the resaturation-porosity determinations. Figure 4.11 is a
plot of resaturation porosity versus the associated helium porosity for
all 30 samples. The RZ2 of the linear regression of these two sets of
data is 0.99. The difference between the porosity measurements is only
greater than 0.01 for two samples, with the average difference being
less than 0.005. In general, the results of the resaturation
porciimetry are similar to those obtained using Boyle's Law helium
porosimetry. However, Figure 4.11 indicates that the resaturation
porosities in the majority of these samples ave larger than the helium

porosities. The differences in these results can be explained by two
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arguments. Either dissolution was important and altered and enlarged
the pore volume of the samples during analysis, or the experimental
standard error for both methods is greater than the resolution of the
results. The differences are likely best explained using both
arguments. Because dissolution was not observed to be universally
active on all samples, the experimental standard of error probably best

explains the variation in the results.
4.1.3 Grain Density

In porosity calculations, two of the three sample parameters (bulk
volume, pore volume, and grain volume) must be determined. For the
porosity determinations discussed thus far, both bulk volume and pore
volume were determined. From this data base, calculation of rock grain
density is a standard procedure for the analyzing laboratories.
Figure 4.12 is a relative-frequency histogram of 73 grain-density
determinations from both Phase 1 and Phase 2 core studies,. The
distribution is skewed toward the larger values of grain density, with
an arithmetic mean of 2.82 g/cm3 and a standard deviation of
0.019 g/cm3. The median of the distribution of grain densities is
2.83 g/cm3, If grain density were a normally distributed parameter,
one would expect the best estimate for grain density to be 2.82 g/cm3.
From viewing Figure 4.12, it is apparent that 2.83 g/cm3 is the most
common grain density, which is consistent with the non-normal, skewed

nature of the distribution.

4.2 Mercury-Intrusjon Porosimetry

K & A Laboratories used mercury-intrusion porosimetry to analy:ze
25 Culebra dolomite samples and determine endpoint mercury saturation,
mercury-intrusion porosity, and pore-throat radii. The samples analyzed
included 24 core plugs and one segment of a core plug, and the results

are summarized in Table 4.5, along with the helium porosities determined
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by K & A Laboratories. The median pore-throat radii were calculated from
cumulative-frequency plots of the K & A mercury-intrusion data. The
core-plug segment was obtained from sample H-10b-1 and was analyzed
because the analysis of the complete core sample indicated an anomalously
low endpoint mercury saturation. The samples were subjected to
incremental pressure changes up to 207 MPa. The K & A Laboratories
report containing the complete set of results is presented in Appendix D,
and includes relative-frequenry histograms of pore-throat radius and
capillary-pressure curves for each sample where mercury is the non-
wetting fluid. The pore-size distributions determined using mercury-
intrusion porosimetry are based on the simplified capillaric model,
indicated by Equation (1), that does not rigorously satisfy -he complex
pore geometry of geologic media (Scheidegger, 1974).

Discussion of the mercury-intrusion-porosimetry determinations presented
in this report is limited to a comparison between the porosities deter-
mined by the intrusion technique and to calculation of median pore-throat
radii for vcach sample. All samples reached 50% mercury saturation at
pressures less than or equal to 10.3 MPa. The helium porosities,
endpoint saturations, median pore-throat radii, and mercury-intrusion
porosities for the 25 samples analyzed are listed in Table 4.5. The
mercury-intrusion porosity for each sample is calculated by multiplying
the endpoint saturation by the helium porosity. The endpoint saturations
range from a low of 66.7% to a high of 99.9%. The average endpoint
mercury saturation at 207 MPa is 95.4%. The average helium porosity for
these samples is 0.154 and the average mercury-intrusion porcsity is
0.148. The low endpoint mercury saturation of 66.7% for sample H10-1b-1
when compared to the near-average value of 95.2% determined for a segment
of this core plug (Table 4.5) could indicate that pore-throat sizes in
this sample of the Culebra may be heterogeneously distributed
(Appendix D). The air-permeability values determined for sample H10-1b-1
were also lower for the complete core sample than for the core-plug

segment, a further indication of heterogeneity.
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There are several possible explanations for the endpoint mercury
saturations being less than 100% for most samples. The most obvious
explanation is that all non-saturated pore spaces have radii less than
the radius accessible to mercury at 207 MPa. Another possible
explanation lies in the sequence of laboratory procedures. K & A Labora-
tories determined helium porosity before conducting mercury-intrusion
porosimetry and then used that porosity to define sample pore volume.
Figure 4.4 shows that K & A Laboratories consistently determined a higher
helium porosity than Terra Tek when testing the same core-plug samples.
If Terra Tek's values were actually more representative of the true
porosity, this fact could explain the less than 100% endpoint mercury
saturations reported. Alternatively, if large pore spaces were only
accessible by extremely small pore radii, it is conceivable that the

larger pores could not be accessed by mercury intrusion.

Median pore-throat radii calculated from the cumulative-frequency plots
of the results of mercury-intrusion porosimetry range from a low of
0.077 um to a high of 0.588 um. The arithmetic mean of the calculated
median pore-throat radii is 0.315 pm. Given the assumptions implicit to
mercury-intrusion porosimetry, 50% of the pore-throat radii for the
25 samples are greater than 0.315 pm. The distributions of pore-throat
radii for the samples analyzed by K & A Laboratories (Appendix D)
indicate that the pore-throat radii are distributed differently between
samples. However, most pore radii generally range between 0.05 and
0.6 pm and the median pore radii for all samples have a range of

approximately one order of magnitude,

In the Phase 2 core study, some plug-core samples were taken from the
same larger piece of core and were separated generally by 5 to 10 cm.
These samples are those which have sample numbers which differ only by
the addition of an (a) or a (b) at the end of the sample number, as
indicated on Table 4.4. The variation in pore-throat-radius distribution

between these closely spaced sample pairs can be as heterogeneous as
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samples taken from different wells. For example, the distributions of
pore-throat radii for samples H-7bl-2a and H-7bl-2b are significantly
different (Appendix D). The median pore radii of the two samples are
different while the modal pore radii of the samples are the same. Also,
sample H-7bl-2b has a significant percentage of its pore volume occupied
by large-diameter pores that are immediately accessible to the external
edges of the sample. For some pairs of samples, the variations in the
~ distributions of pore-throat-radii are negligible and the median pore-
throat radii are equal (samples H-Sbl-la and H-5bl-1b).

The results of mercury-intrusion porosimetry indicate the heterogeneous
nature of porosity distribution in the Culebra dolomite. The values and
variations in endpoint mercury saturation and the distribution of pore-
throat radii between samples illustrate this heterogeneity. In general,
the distribution of pores within the Culebra can vary significantly over
small vertical distances. However, the values of the median pore-throat
radii range over only one order of magnitude between all samples, and in

the majority of samples, the range is much less.

4.3 Formation-Factor Results

Terra Tek Core Services determined formation factors for 15 separate core
plugs (Table 4.6). Values range from a low of 12 to a high of 407.
Figure 4.13 is a relative-frequency histogram showing the distribution of
formation-factor values. Although a value of zero is represented on the
abcissa of the histogram, the theoretical lower 1limit for formation
factor is 1. The arithmetic mean of the formation-factor values is 96.1.
The distribution appears to be log-normal. Figure 4.14 is a relative-
frequency histogram of the log of the formation-factor values. The
geometric mean of this distribution is 58.8, and the histogram approxi-
mates a log-normal distribution. Because the formation factor is a
function of the pore geometry and non-normal pore-size distribution, it
might be expected that the distribution of formation-factor values would

be non-normal.
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Table 4.6 presents tortuosity values calculated using formation-factor
values for 15 samples using Equation (9). The formation-factor values in
Table 4.6 were calculated with Equation (2) from electrical-resistivity
data. Figure 4.15 is a relative-frequency histogram of the calculated
tortuosity values. The distribution is not well-defined due to the small
sample size. The arithmetic average of calculated tortuosity is 0;14,
the standard deviation is 0.08, and the median is .0.12. The values of
tortuosity ranged from 0.03 to 0.33. Table 4.6 lists the wvalues of
formation factor and tortuosity for each of the samples measured,
Figure 4.16 is a plot of the helium porosity of each sample versus the
tortuosiﬁy of the sample, and indicates a general trend of increasing
tortuosity with decreasing porosity. It thus appears that as the

fraction of pore space decreases, the intersection of these pore spaces

also decreases,

Terra Tek (see Appendix C) calculated the constants for Archie’'s equation
(Equation (3), Section 2.3.1), Using these results, the formation factor
for the Culebra can be related to porosity by the relationship

F=1.0/ ¢2.13 (15)

where 2.13 represents the cementation factor. Figure 4.17 plots the
formation-factor values determined from electrical-resistivity measure-
ments for each sample against the formation factor calculated for each
sample using the sample porosity and Equation (15). The plotted data

have an RZ2 for the linear regression of 0.77.

The use of resistivity studies to determine matrix diffusivities has
proven to be effective and results indicate that the formation factor
determined using electrical-resistivity measurements is usually smaller
than that determined by diffusion studies (Skagius and Neretnieks, 1986;
Katsube et al., 1986). For example, Katsube et al. (1986) determined
that the diffusion-flux formation factor for a crystalline granite was



1.9 times greater than the electrical-resistivity formation factor. The
differences between these two methods used to estimate formation factor
are most likely due to dead-end pore space, constrictivity, and grain-to-

fluid interface phenomena.

Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) performed diffusion experiments on
four samples of the Culebra dolomité, and the results have been released
in a series of internal technical memorandums and a Sandia National
Laboratories report (Casey and Stockman, 1988a; Casey and Stockman,
1988b; Casey aﬁd Stockman, 1988c; Casey and Stockman, 1989; Dykhuizen and
Casey, 1989). Nine different diffusion experiments were performed on
four different samples from three different locations. Four experiments
were performed on a rock sample of the Culebra dolomite from core
recovered from well WIPP-19 (sample WIPP-19). Three experiments were
performed on one subsample of the Culebra dolomite from a slab of the
Culebra dolomite from the WIPP-site exhaust shaft (sample ESM-143-2), and
another experiment was performed on a different subsample of %hat slab
(sample ESM-143-1). One experiment was performed on a rock sample of the
Culebra dolomite from the WIPP-site air-intake shaft (sample A1S-SNL-16).
The diffusion porosity and diffusion tortuosities were determined using
methods described in Katsube et al. (1986) (Dykhuizen and Casey, 1989).
Table 4.7 summarizes the results of these diffusion experiments. When
calculating mean values from these data, if a rock sample was used for
more than one diffusion experiment using different tracers, the results
from all experiments on the same sample were averaged to gilve an average
tortuosity and diffusion porosity for that rock sample. All experimental
values were then averaged to arrive at a mean value for the four rock
samples. This procedure incorporates the variation within one sample,
yet prevents that variation or any one sample from dominating the

average,

The results of the SNL diffusion experiments indicate a range in
diffusion tortuosity of 0.03 to 0.17, with a mean value of 0.1 (N = 4),



The diffusion porosity rarnged from 0.01 to 0.13, with a mean value of
0.07 (N = 4). . The average diffusion formation factor is 239 (N = 4),
which is nearly 2.5 times greater than the mean formation factor of 96.1
calculated from electrical-resistivity measurements. This result is not
surprising, given that the porosities of the samples used in the
diffusion experiment are on the average much less than the porosities of
the samples from which the electrical-resistivity formation factors were
calculated. Because of the limited sample sizes, no conclusions or
correlations were developed betﬁeen the results of the diffusion experi-

ments and the results derived from electrical-resistivity calculations.

Figure 4.18 combines the results’ from the electrical-resistivity
calculations and the diffusion experiments. The diffusion tortuosities
are plofted as a function of both diffusion porosity (open symbols) and
helium porosity (filled symbols). All experiments on the same sample are
indicated by the same symbol to indicate the expeorimental uncertainty in
the results for that sample. Figure 4.18 shows that the variability in
results for a given sample is hiyh but the results from the diffusion
experiments generally fall within the scatter of the values derived from
electrical-resistivity measurements. The data presented in Table 4.7
show that the diffusion porosity is generally less than porosity
determined by other methods. Dykhuizen and Casey (1989) indicate that
this difference is due to the inadequacies of simple versions of Fick's
First Law of Diffusion for solutes in a porous medium. The differences
may also be due to incomplete resaturation of the pore spaces with the
fluid used in the diffusion experiments (Casey and Stockman, 1989) and
the low number of samples (4). Also, heterogeneity can contribute
significant differences in porosity over distances of several centimetefs

using various subsamples of a given rock sample, as shown on Figure 4.3,

4-14



4.4 Gags-Permeability Results

Freeze (1975) reported that permeabilities are log-normally distributed
within a formation and presented many pqtehtial reasons for this
distribution pattern. The most reasonable explanation for a log-normal
‘distribucion of permeability appears to be that permeability is dependent
| upon pore-size distributions, and pore-size distributions of rocks and
sediments‘gre frequently log-normally distributed. Because this study
assumed a log-normal probability-distriﬁution function of permeébility
and uniform two-dimensional flow, the average permeability was assumed to
be equal to the géometric mean of the permeability data (Matheron, 1967),
For a log-normal distribution, the geometric mean should coinciue with

the meaian. The geometric mean is defined as

i=1

Gy = Log'1 ((C 2 Log kY / n) (16)
n

The permeabilities prerented in this report appear to be, in most cases,
rzpresentative oi the matrix, as opposed to the formation as a whole,
which may be fractured. Portions of the Culebra with transmissivities
greater than 1.0E-6 m?/s are generally thought to be fractured (Beauheim,
1987). LaVenue et al. (1988) indicate that an intrinsic permeability of
1.3E-14‘m2 corresponds to a transmissivity of 1.0E-6 m2/s, assuming a
fluid density of 1000 kg/m3, a viscosity of 0.001 Pass, a formation
thickness of 7.7 m, and a vertically homogeneous formation. A few
permeabilities greater than 1.3E-14 m?2 were measured during Phase 1 and
Phase 2 core-analysis studies (see Tables 4.1 through 4.3), and will be
used to calculate permeability averages and distributions in this report.
Therefore, core-sample analyses yielded values of permeability in the

range of values that have been attributed to the effects of fracturing

according to well-test analyses.
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In the Phase 1 core étudy, 9 measurements of horizontal permeability were
made. One measurement was performed on a whole-core sample, and the rest
on plug cores, The values ranged from 7.9E-18 m2 to 9.9E-15 m?
(Table 4.1) for this small sample (N = 9), Analysis of these data
indicated a non-normal distribution with a geometric mean of 1.6E-15 m2
and a median permeabiliﬁy value of 7.9E-17 m2, The Phase 1 core study
included 14 measurements of vertical permeability (Table 4.1), 12 from
plug cores, and 2 from whole-core samples. The pernieabilities ranged
from 8.4E-18 m?2 to 5.2E-14 m2. Analysis of the vertical-permeability
data indicated a more well-defined distribution than that for horizontal
permeabilities because of the increased sample size. The distribution
appears to approach a log-normal distribution, although the geometric
mean is 4.8E-16 mZ and does not equal the median, which was determined to
be 5.4E-16 m2.

In Phase 2, horizontal permeabilities were determined for 45 plug-core
samples, The permeability ranged from a minimum of 2.0E-17 m?2 to a
maximum of 5.7E-14 m?2 (Table 4.3), with a geometric mean of 3.7E-16 m2
and a median of 2.6E-16 m2. Figure 4.19 1is a relative-frequency
histogram of the logjp of all horizontal pérmeabilities measured in
Phase 1 and Phase 2 (N = 66), For the 12 whole-core samples which had a
maximum and a minimum horizontal permeability measured (Table 4.2), the
arithmetic average between the two values was wused. The lowest
horizontal permeability measured was 7.9E-18 m2 and the highest was
3.6E-13 m2. The permeability distribution appears to be log-normal with
an arithmetic mean of 6.2E-15 m2, a geometric mean of 4.5E-16 m2, and a
median of 2.7E-16 m2.

Figure 4.20 1is a relative-frequency histogram of the logip of all
vertical permeabilities measured in both core studies (N = 26). The
lowest vertical permeability measured was 8.4E-18 m?2 and the highest was
5.2E-14 m2, The permeability distribution is log-normal .with an
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Arithmetic mean of 5.1E-15 mZ, a geometric mean of 9,0E-16 m2, and a
median of 3.5E-16 mZ,

Figuré 4,21 is a plot of the log)p of 72 horizontal-permeability
determinations from the Phase 1 and Phase 2 core studies versus the
helium-porosity values for the same sémples (Tables 4.1 to 4.3). The
values plotted on Figure 4.21 include the results of both the plug-core
 and whole-core analyses. The horizontal permeability plotted for the
whole-core samples is the arithmetic average of the two values shown on
Table 4.2, Figure 4.21 shows that although the logip of horizontal
permeability tends to increase with porosity, higher-than-average
permeability values were also determined for samples with average

porosity values.

Figure 4.22 1is a plot of the logigp of 25 vertical-permeability
determinations from the Phase 1 and Phase 2 core studies versus the
helium-porosity determinations for the same samples (Tables 4.1 to 4.3).
(The vertical-permeability value for sample H-3b3 1-5 was not included in
the plot because the porosity was considered to be unrepresentative as
indicated on Table 4.1.) Figure 4.22 generally shows that the logjp of
vertical permeability increases with increasing porosity. Figure 4.23 is
a plot of the logjg of 23 horizontal-permeability determinations from
Phase 2 plug-core samples versus the median pore-throat radii calculated
from mercury-intrusion porosimetry for those same samples. Figure 4.23
shows that the log)p of horizontal permeability is apparently directly
related to the median pore-throat radius. A comparison of Figures 4.21
and 4,23 indicates that the log]p of horizontal permeability appears to

be more directly related to median pore-throat radius than to porosity.
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Grain Gas Gas
Well Sample Helium Density Permeability Permeability Sample Report
No. No. Porosity (g/cm3) {Horizontal) (Vertical) Type (1) Date

(m*2) (m"2) (mo-day-yr)

H-2b 1-1 0.141 2.80 2.0E-16 2.0E-16 WC 11-13-85

3-1H * €0.115) 8.0€-18 (a) pPC 01-29-86

3-1v *  (0.066) (0.073) 8.4E-18 (8) PC 01-29-86
2-1/3-1  0.165 [0.142) 2.78 6.9e-17 9.9€-18 PC 12-9-85/1-29-86

1-2 0.118 2.81 PC 11-13-85
2-2/3-2 0.070 [0.136] 2.78 1.9€-17 3.7€-16 PC 12-9-85/1-29-86
K-3b2 1-3/3-3v 0.188 (0.202) 2.84 4.1E-15 (4.4E-15) PC 11-13-85/1-29-86
1-64/3-4v 0.168 (0.113) 2.7 3.3e-15 (4.0E-15) PC 11-13-85/1-29-86

H-3b3 1-5 (b) 0.004 2.33 <9.9€-18 2.0E-17 We 11-13-85
2-3/3-3  0.185 [0.174] 2.83 9.9€-15 PC 12-09-85/1-29-86
2-4/3-4V  0.209 [0.195) 2.82 1.26-15 pC 12-09-85/1-29-86
1-6/3-6V 0.244  (0.241) 2.82 5.2E-16 (4.6E-16) PC 11-13-85/1-29-86
2-5/3-5 0.213 [0.196} 2.84 2.1E-15 5.5E-16 PC 12-09-85/1-29-86

H-4b 1-9 0.297 2.85 5.2E-14 WC 11-13-85
2-6/3-6V 0.195 10.220] 2.84 5.2E-15 PC 12-09-85/1-29-86

H-6b 2-7 0.108 2.83 4. 9€-17 PC 12-09-85

2-8 0.116 2.83 7.9€-17 6.9-17 PC 12-09-85

1-7 0.107 2.83 3.9e-17 4.9€-17 PC 11-13-85
1-8/3-8v  0.255 (0.204) 2.86 1.7€-15 (1.6E-15) PC 11-13-85/1-29-86

(1) WC means whole-core sample, and PC means plug-core sample.

* Denotes that the sample is a subsample of the piece of core listed ismediately above.

(a) Klinkenberg permeability.

(b) Mineralogic composition of this sample was Gypsum and, due to dehydration during testing, was
converted to anhydrite. The porosity value is therefore considered to be unrepresentative,

( )} Denotes an ambient stress of 2.4 MPa during testing.

(1 Denotes a helium porosity messurement where the bulk volume is determined by fluid
displacement.

( ) Denotes a re-run.

Orawn by Date

Checked by Date

Roviatons Dote Results from the Phase 1 Core Study
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===z Whole Core EESZESERRESEERZzsssSIsIsSsIsIEIsssssas)

‘ Grain Gas Permeability (w*2) Boyle’s Law Resaturation
Well Sample  Density Vertical Horiz. (1) Horiz. Porosity Porosity
No. No. (g/cm3) 0 degrees 90 degrees
H-5b H-5b-3 2.82 7.9€-17 2.26-16 2.TE-16 0.133 0.128
H-7b2 H-Tb2-2 2.83 2.5€-16 9.9€-17 8.9€-17 0.118 0.129
H-10b H-10b-3 2.80 2.1E-16  6.2E-16 4.3E-16 0.112 0.106
H-11 H-11-1 ‘2.83 1.4E-16 4.9e-17 4.98-17 0.155 0.153
H-11b3 H-11b3-3 2.84 2.4E-15 5.86-15 S.9€-17 0.130 0.126
wipp-12 wiPpP-12-3 2.82 1.66-15  1.96-14 2.4E-14 0.134 0.130
WippP-25 WIPP-25-1 2.80 1.9€-16 3.6E-13 1.1E-16 0.115 0.120
WIPP-26  WIPP-26-2 2.82 5.1E-14 2.9E-14 6.9€-17 0.126 0.126
WiPP-28  WIPP-28-2 2.81 2.0E-15 3.66-15 3.3e-15 0.187 0.188
WwiPp-28-3 2.83 ‘2.TE-16 3.0e-16 3.1E-16 0.170 0.169
WiPp-30 WiPP-30-1 2.83 4.6E-16 7.86-14 9.26-15 0.128 0.124
WiPP-30-2 2.83 3.26-16 3.9€-16 1.9€-16 0.150 0.152

(1) The 0 degrees core orientation was chosen visually to be the maximum permeability direction.

The 90 degrees orientation is measured 90 degrees to the 0 degrees orientation.

Drawn by Date
Checked by Date
Revisions Date
#105000R019 12/7/89
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<=z nEmER Zzzos=ax Plug Core SEEETITTZZETEIEIIIITR=IId
Grain Gas Boyle’s Law Resaturation Mercury Formation
Well Sample Density Permeability Porosity Porosity Int rgsion factor
No. No. (g/cm3) (m*2) Porosity (1)
H-2a H2a-1 2.82 2.5E-16 0.116 0.113
H2a-2 2.80 9.9t-18 [1.4E-16) 0.119 [0.125)} ‘ 0.111
H-2b1  H2b1-1 2.82 2.4E-16 0.082 0.088
H2bt-1F 2.83 3.0€-17 0.105 326.77
H2b1-2 2.78  6.1E-16 [1.2E-15] 0.135 [0.148) 0.148
H2bi-3 2.82 2.7e-16 0.153 0.158
H-5b H-5b-1a 2.82 4.9€-17 [4.1E-171 0.125 (0.130) 0.124
H-5b-1b | 2.83  7.9€-17 [6.8E-171 0.157 [0.155]
H-5b-2 - 2.81 3.66-15 0.228 0.237
H-5b-2F 2.80 1.36-14 0.248 12.20
H-7b1 H-Tb1-1 2.84 1.1€-16 0.177 | 0.181
H-7b1-1F 2.84 9.96-17 0.149 73.49
H-7b1-2a 2.84  9.96-17 [1.1E-16]1 0.196 [0.215] 0.197
H-7b1-2b [5.1E-16) {0.278)] 0.277
H-Tb2 H-7b2-1 2.83  3.1E-16 [2.9E-16] 0.144 (0.173) 0.148 0.167
H-7c H-7c-1a 2.83  6.9e-17 [9.7E-171 0.125 ([0.134) 0.129 0.133
H-Tc-1b (7.3e-17] {0.165)
H-7Tc-1F 2.83 1.1€-16 0.138 79.61
H-10b H-10b-1 2.80 3.96-17 (1.2E-171 0.069 [0.108) 0.072
H-10b-2 2.76 7.7e-15 0.115 0.117
H-10b-2F 2.82 1.4E-16 0.066 406.78
H-11 H-11-2 2.78  2.0e-17 (3.86-171 0.099 (0.11} 0.113 0.103
H-11-2F 2.81 3.9€-17 0.104 94.82
(1) The mercury porosity is equal to the endpoint mercury saturation, expressed as a fraction,
multiplied by the helium porosity of the sample.
[ 1 Denotes additional permeability and helium porosity measurements performed by K & A Laboraotories*
as part of the mercury-intrusion porosimetry.
Drawn by Date
Checked by Date
—]{ Results from Plug-Core Samples, Phase 2 Core Study
Revisions Date
#105000R019 12/7/889
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<=z2FERanmpzs=SSxzezs ===2=xgox == Plug Core ZzzzzzzzasssEsNCTTzsssSRSRad

Grain Gas Boyle’s Law Resaturation Mercury Formation

Well Sample pensity Permeability Porosity Porosity Intrusion Factor
No, No. (g/cm3) (w2) porosity (1)
PP LT i D L1 == == Smmomme SnEsmsoasEssn
H11p3  H-11p3-1 2.84 4.56.15 [1.36-15) 0,275 [0.3311  0.275 0.331
K-1163-1F 2.84 1.6E-15 0.223 36.35
H-11p3-2 2.84 496717 0.099 0.103
H-11p3-2F 2.83 3.3E-16 0.12% 101,93
H-1163-4 2.83 2.7e-16 [1.86-161 0.156 [0.148] 0.148 '
H-11p3-4F 2,83 | 7.9€-15 0.224 32.74
VIPp-12 NIpp-12-1a [2.7E-16) {0.028)
Wipp-12-1b  2.79  1.7-16 (8.5€-171 0.116 [0.112) 0.112
Wipp-12-2 2.82  9.5e-16 [1.4E-15) 0,116 (0.136) 0.119 0.135 ‘
Wipp-12-2f  2.82 - 5,7E-14 0.135 47.30
Wipp-13 Wipp-13-1 2.83 5.9E-15 0.143 0.152
Wipp-13-2 2.84 3.56-15 0.219 0.226
Wipp-13-2F  2.84 4.5€-15 0.260 C 13,26
Wipp-13-3a  2.83  3.6E-15 [4.9€-15] 0.167 (0.190] 0.185
WIpp-13-3p (3.7€-17 10.097) -
Wipp-26 Wipp-26-1 2.82 3.9€-17 0.124 0.122
Wipp-26-1F  2.8% 3.9E-17 0.112 68.77
Wipp-26-3 2,82 4.9€-17 [3.86-171 0.128 [0.125] , 0.125
WIPp-28 Wipp-28-14 3.36-171 £0.1421
Wipp-28-1b  2.83 4.9-17 [3.86-171 0.130 [0.130] 0.122
Wipp-28-3r  2.83 4.0E-16 0.179 26.30
WIPp-30 Wipp-30-35 19.6€-15] 10.176) 0.176
Wipp-30-3p  2.79 5.4E-16 [3.4€-151 0.139 10.158]  0.139 0.145
Wipp-30-3F  2.80 2.5E-15 0.149 31.49
Nipp-30-4 2.83 B8.26-15 [1.BE-14) 0.224 [0.254) 0.245

Re=ne s ss S RN e s e e S R N e S N e e S N e N E e e e S e e e e N R S N e e e e T e = ]
ERz==F S[|z== ===z == s===

(1) The Mepcury porosity is equal to the endpoint mercury saturation, expressed as a fraction,
sltin(ijed by the helijum porosity of the sample.

{1 opedteg additional permeability and helium porosity measurements performed by K & A Laboraotorie
as Pary of the mercury-intrusjon Porosimetry, T

e — o
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Navislon ome | Results from Plug-Core Samples, Phase 2 Core Study
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Grain Gas Boyle's Law Resaturation ﬁercury Formation
Well Sample Density Permeability Porosity Porosity Intrusion Factor
No. No. (g/cn3) (m~2) porosfity (1)
g==========E=lﬂ===========ﬂ========I============l=======H=ﬂ==IEH=l=======!==========I=HEH===ﬂ==========

AEC-8 AEC-8-1 2.83 2.6E-16 0.079 0.086

AEC-8-1F 2.82 5.9€-17 0.122 90.09
AEC-8-2 2.82 3.1€-16 0.109 0.106

(1) The mercury porosity is equal to the endpoint wercury saturation, expressed as a fraction,
multiplied by the helium porosity of the sample,

({1 Denotes additional permeability and helium porosity measurements performed by K & A !aboraotories
as part of the mercury-intrusion porosimetry.

Drawn by Date

Checked by Date

1 Results from Plug—-Core Samples, Phase 2 Core Study
Revisions Date ‘
#105000R019 12/7/89
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Borehole Sample Porosity
Number Number
e b e e e e ] ===== sa=s==sz ===z
H-2a H-2a-1 0.116
H-2a-2 0.131 *
H-2b 1-1 0.141
2-1/3-1 0.154 *+
1-2 0.118
2-2/3-2 0.103 **
H-2b1 Hab1-1 0.082
H2b1-1F 0.105
H2b1-2 0.142 *
H2b1-3 0.153
H-3b2 1-3 0.188
1-4 0.168
H-3b3 2-3/3-3 0.180 **
2-4/3-4V 0.202 **
1-6/3-6V 0.244
2-5/3-5 0.205 **
H-4b 1-9 0.297
2-6/3-6V 0.208 **
H-5b H-5b-1a 0.128 *
H-5b-tb 0.155
H-5b-2 0.228
H-5b-2F 0.248
H-5b-3 0.133
H-6b 2-7 0.108
2-8 0.116
1-7 0.107
1-8/3-8V 0.255
H-7b1 H-7b1-1 0.177
H-7b1-1F 0.149
H-Tb1-2a 0.206 *
H-7b1-2b 0.278
Drawn by Date
Checked by Date ?ummary of Porosities Determined Using
Rovisiors - Boyle’s Law Technique on Culebra Core Samples
During Phase
# 105000R018 277780 g Ph 1 and Phase 2 Core Studies
|N1TIL'\ Technologies Table 4.4
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Borehole Sample porosity
Number Number
B L e e e e e e e e S PP
H-Th2 K- Tb2-1 0.159 *
H-Tb2-2 0.118
H-7c H-Tc-1a 0.130 *
H-7c-1b 0.165
H-7c-1F 0.138
H-10b H-10b-1 0.089 *
H-10b-2 0.115
H-10b- 2F ' 0.066
H-1-b-3 ' 0.112
H-11 H-11-1 0.155
H-11-2 0.105
H-11-2F 0.104
H-1163-1 0.303
H-11b3-1F 0.223
H-11b3-2 0.099
H-11b3-2F 0.123
H-11b3-3 ‘ 0.130
H-11b3-4 ‘ 0.152 *
H-11b3-4F 0.224
wipp-12 W-12-1a 0.028
W-12-1b 0.114 w
W-12-2 0.126 «
W-12-2F 0.135
w-12-3 0.134
WIPP-13 W-13-1 0.143
W-13-2 0.219
W-13-2F 0.260
W-13-3a 0.179 =
W-13-3b 0.097
Drawn by Date
Checked by Dote S'ummary of Porosities Determined Using
Revisions Dote Boyle's Law Technique on Culebra Core Samples
During Phase 1 and Phase 2 Core Studies
#105000R019 12/7/89

INTERN Technologies

Table 4.4 (con't.)
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Number of samples = 79
Average porosity = 0.153
standard deviation = 0,053
Range = 0.028 - 0.303

* Represents an average value from Porosity determinations from
Terra Tek Laboratories and K & A Laboratories,

** Represents an average of porosity values deteMined using sample
bulk volume estimated from pressured sample diMensions and from

fluid displacement.

—

Borehole Sample Porosity
Number Number
EE e e e PP T L L PR P Ty == m
WIpp-25 W-25-1 0.115
wipp-26 W-26-1 0.124
W-26-1F 0.112
W-26-2 0.126
W-26-3 0.127 *
wipp-28 W-28-1a 0.142
W-28-1b 0.130 *
d-28-2 0.187
W-28-3 0.170
W-28-3F 0.179
wipp-30 W-30-1 0.128
W-30-2 0.150
W-30-3a 0.176
W-30-3b 0.149 *
W-30-3F 0.149
W-30-4 0.239 *
AEC-8 AEC-8-1 0.079
AEC-8-1F 0.122
AEC-8-2 0.109
=z=RRS=mguz=a SESREESRSSNEEER R R e e T L P E T L TPy

| Drawn by Date

Checked by Date §umMry of Porosities Determined Using

Revisions Dat BOY:)G s‘ Law Technique on Culebra Core .Samples
: uring Phase 1 and Phase

#105000R019 12/7/89 g Ph 1 and Ph 2 Core Studies

INTESUN Technologies
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Laboratory Sample Helium Mercury Nercury- Median Pore-
Sample No. Porosity Saturation Intrusicn Throat Radius
Number (X) (1) Porosity (m x 10"-6)
i H-2A-2 0.125 88.5 0.111 0.165
K-2b1-2 0.148 99.7 0.148 0.376
H-5b1-1a 0.130 95.0 €. 124 0.257
4 H-5b1-1b 0.155 9%.3 0.148 0.265
5 H-7b1-2a 0.215 9%.6 0.197 0.345
6 H-7b1-2b 0.278 99.5 0.277 0.521
7 H-7Tb2-1 0.173 96.5 0.167 0.417
8 H-7c-1b 0.165 94.8 0.156 0.296
9 H-7C-1a 0.134 98.9 0.133 0.305
10 H-10b-1 0.108 66.7 0.072 0.077
10a H-10b-1 (2) 0.090 95.2 0.086 0.245
11 H-11-2 0.110 93.3 0.103 0.085
12 H-11b3-1 0.331 9.9 0.331 0.518
13 H-11b3-4 0.148 99.9 0.148 0.257
14 W-12-18 0.028 98.2 0.027 0.313
15 W-12-1b 0.152 99.9 0.112 0.283
16 w-12-2 0.136 99.4 0.135 0.359
17 W-13-3a 0.190 97.5 0.185 0.532
18 W-13-3b 0.097 99.6 0.097 0.272
19 W-26-3 . 0.125 99.9 0.125 0.225
20 W-28-1a 0.142 95.3 0.135 0.114
21 W-28-1b 0.130 93.8 0.122 0.179
22 W-30-3a 0.176 99.8 0.176 0.588
23 W-30-3b 0.158 91.6 0.145 0.399
26 W-30-4 0.254 96.3 0.245 0.474
Mean = 0.154 95.4 0.148 0.315 m x 10*-6
Std. Dev.= 0.062 0.063 0.137 m x 10*-6

(1) Endpoint Mercury saturation is evaluated at a maximum pressure of 207 MPa.

(2) This sample was analyzed twice due to the anomalous endpoint saturation.

Orawn by Date

Checked by Date Summary of Endpoint Saturatin. d Median Pore—
Revisions Dot ‘hroat Radii from Mercury -intrusion Porosimetry
#102900R019 4/18/90

FINTERA Technologies

Table 4.5
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Sample Hel ium Formation

Number Porosity Factor Tortuosity *
AEC-8-1F 0.122 90.09 0.091
H-2b1-1F 0.105 326.77 0.029
K-5b-2F 0.248 12.2 0.331
H-7b1-1F 0.149 73.49 0.091
H-7C-1F 0.138 79.61 0.091
H-10b-2F 0.066 «06.78 0.037
H-11-2F 0.104 94.82 0.101
H-71b3-1F 0.223 36.35 0.123
H-11b3-2F 0.123 101.93 0.080
H-11b3-4F 0.224 32.74 0.136
W-12-2F 0.135 47.3 0.157
W-13-2F 0.26 13.26 0.290
W-26-1F 0.112 68.77 0.130
W-28-3F 0.179 26.3 c.212
W-30-3F 0.149 31.49 0.213

* Tortuosity calculated from Equation (9) using formation factor
determined from electrical-resistivity measurements.

Drawn by Dote
Checked by Date
Revisions Date

# .05000R019

12/7/89

Summary of Formation—Factor and Tortuosity Results

INTERN Technologies

Table 4.6
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS

The Phase 1 and Phase 2 core studies of selected core samples of the
Culebra dolomite from WIPP-site observation wells provided useful data in
the parameterization of ground-water flow-and-transport modeling of the
Culebra at the WIPP site. The samples were analyzed by helium porosimetry,
resaturation porosimetry, mercury-intrusion porosimetry, electrical-
resistivity techniques, and gas pcrmeability. The analyses were conducted
on whole-core and core-plug samples. This section presents general

conclusions based on the combined results of these core studies.

The combined results from the 79 Phase 1 and Phase 2 helium-porosity
determinations indicated that the distribution of Culebra porosities was
skewed toward lower porosity values. The arithmetic mean and standard

deviation of the 79 helium porosities are 0.153 and 0,053, respectively.

The vertical heterogeneity of porosity within the Culebra was evaluated
using the results of core analysis of 21 pairs of core plugs, where each
core plug in a pair was taken within about 5 to 10 cm of the other. The
results using helium-porosity determinations showed that differences in
porosity between the sample pairs ranged from as little as 0.05 to as high
as 0.093, The paired data indicated significant vertical-permeability

differences on this scale.

The water-resaturation-porosimetry results showed a near 1-to-1 corfelatio_n
with the results from helium-porosity determinations, The 1linear
correlation coefficient between helium porosity and resaturation porosity
for 30 samples was 0.99. The correlation between the two sets of results
was not expected to be good because water cannot normally access pore space
as easily as helium. In some cases, the resaturation porosities were
slightly larger than the helium porosities. It 1s possible that the
results of the resaturation porosimetry may have been affected by mineral

dissolution from the deionized water which was used as the resaturation

5-1
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-fluid. It is also possible that the actual differences between the

porosities determined by both methods were within the experimental
reproducibility of the two measuring techniques.

The endpoint mercury pore-volume saturations for the 25 samples analyzed
ranged from 66.7% to 99.9%, with an endpoint pressure of 207 MPa. The
average endpoint pore-volume saturation was 95.4%. The median pore-throat
radii varied over an order of magnitude from 0.077 pm to 0.588 um with an
arithmetic average value of 0.315 um. Eighty-four percent of the pore-
throat radii in the samples analyzed were between 0.1 um and 0.5 um. The
average mercury-intrusion porosity was 0.148, as compared with the helium-
porosity average of 0.154. The mercury-intrusion porosimetry analyses
confirmed the heterogeneity of pore structure within the Culebra, even over

vertical distances of 10 cm.

Seventy-three (73) grain-density measurements were made on the Cule»>ra
dolomite. The distribution of grain densities is skewed toward larger
values of grain density with an arithmetic average of 2.82 g/cm3 and a
standard deviation of 0.019 g/cm3. Because of the skewed grain-density
distribution, the most common value of grain density is 2.83 g/cm3, which
is also the mecdian of the distribution.

The results of electrical-resistivity measurements of saturated core plugs
yielded 15 estimates of formation factor and tortuosity. The distribution
of formation factor was log-normal and values ranged from 12 to 407 with a
geometric mean of 58.8. The 15 values of tortuosity calcu’ated from the
formation-factor data ranged from C.03 to 0.33 with an arithmetic average
of 0.14. The median tortuosity was 0.12. The results show a general trend
of increasing tortuosity with increasing porosity. The diffusion
porosities and diffusion tortuosities determined for diffusion experiments
on four rock samples by Dykhuizen and Casey (1983) agree with the lower
range of the values determined by electrical-resistivity methods used in

this core-analysis study.
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Gas-permeability measurements were performed on plug-core samples in both
the horizontal and mtluh ‘directions, Sixty six (66) horizontal-
permeability measurpws nté) ware made in both Phase 1 and Phase 2 core
studies. The permeabiiitér values ranged from 7.9E-18 m2 to 3.6E-13 m?, and
the distribution had an arithmet:ic average of 6.2E-15 m2, a geometric mean
of 4.5E-16 m2, and a median of 2.7E-16 m2. Twenty-six (26) wertical-
permeability measurements were made during both Phase 1 and Phase 2 core
studies. The permeabilities ranged from 8.4E-18 m? to 5.2E-14 m2, with an
arithmetic meaﬁ of 5.1E-15 m2, a geometric mean of 9.0E-16 m2, and a median
of 3.5E-16 m2. Plots of the logjp of permeability versus porosity
indicated a weak correlation between the logjop of permeability and
porosity. In general, the logjp of vertical permeability appeared to be
more directly correlated with porosity than did the logjgp of horizontal
permeability. A plot of the log)p of horizontal permeability versus median
pore-throat radius indicated that the log)p of horizontal permeability is
directly related to median pore-throat radius.
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Well No./
Sample No,

H2b/1-1, 1-1H,
1-1v

H2b/2-3, 3-1

H2b/1-2

H2b/2-2, 3-2

H3b2/1-3, 3-3v
H3b2/1-4, 3-4v
H3b3/1-5

H3b3/2-3, 3-3

H3b3/2-4, 3-4v

H3b3/1-6, 3-6v

H3b3/2-5, 3-5

H4b/-9

H4b/2-6, 3-6v

Depth (ft.)

630.0
635.8-636.2

637.5

639.8-640.2

681
6892
667.7-668.1

671.4-671.7

671.7-672.0

689.3

690.0-690.6

513

517.0-517.3

Core-Sample Degcriptions
finely vugular dolomite

very vuggy dolomite, some gypsum-
filled fractures, some up to 15 mm.
in diumeter, some are gypsum filled

finely porous and vuggy dolomite

finely vugular dolomite, some
calcite fillings, has a brown silt
(perhaps drilling mud) all over
core, has a corroded appearance in
areas.

porous dolomite

very vuggy and porous dolomite
massive gypsum

finely vugular, finely fractured
dolomite. Some (less than 10%) wvugs
and fractures are filled with
gypsum. fractures are tight

vuggy dolomite, tight wvertical
fracture, seems to be gypsum filled,
some large voids, 20% or more are
gypsum filled

finely vugular, porous dolomite

very finely wvugular, porous core,
large 25 by 40 mm gypsum fill

porous dolomite

very silty, finely porous dolomite,
friable in sections

Drawn by I Date

Checked by Date Core-Sample Descriptions for the Phase 1
Core Study

Revislons Date

INTERN Technologies

Table A.1




Well No./ , ‘
Sample No, Depth (ft.) - ons
H6b/2-7 614.3-614.6  massive dolomite
H6b/2-8 615.0-615.3 very dense, massive dolomite, has
: brown spotty precip on outside, one
noticeable void, open, = 5 by 3 mm
H6b/1-7 616.0 massive dolomite
H6b/1-8, 3-8v 628-640 very porous dolomite
Drawn by Date ‘
Chacked by Date Core-Sample Descriptions for the Phase 1
Core Study
Revislons Date

lN.r—R |\ Tochnologios Table A.1l (cont.)l
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Well No./

Checked by

‘Revisions

Date

Date

Sample No. Depth (ft.) Core-Sample Descriptions

H-2a-1 619 irregular, tight dolomite, some
microfractures, some filled wvugs =6
cm., in length

H-2a-2 622-622.4 tight, slightly vuggy dolomite;
full length vertical frac, gypsum
filled, irregular edges

H-2bl-1 637.6-637.8 very vuggy dolomite, most unfilled,

- the remainder are gypsum-filled

H-2bl-2 = 640 vuggy dolomite, some gypsum filled

H-2b-3 =~ 641.5 slightly vuggy‘dolomite. vugs are
not filled

H-5b-1 903-903.6 massive dolomite with open vugs

H-5b-2 913 = 914 hairline horiz. fractures, finely
vugular dolomite

H-5b-3 901.3-901.7 massive dolomite, wvuggy near top of
sample

H-7bl-1 251.5-251.9 open vugs, otherwise well-
consolidated massive dolomite

H-7bl-2 = 268 very vuggy dolomite, wvugs are
unfilled and average 1 cm diameter

H-7b2-1 = 275 vuggy dolomite

H-7b2-2 260-261.25 massive dolomite, some vertical
fractures, and occasional isolated
empty vugs o

H-7c-1 271.1-271.7 dolomite with large vugs, average
diameter is approximately 2 cm

_Ia:nvm by Date

Core-Sample Descriptions for the
Phase 2 Core Study

| NT_ LR.';\ Technologies

Table A.2




Well No./

Sample No, Depth (ft.)  Core-Sample Descriptions

H-10b-1 1394.5-1395.1 brecciated vuggy (filled) dolomite,
contains a layer with fine clay
infilling

H-10b-2 1374-1347 .4 consolidated dolostone, slightly
fractured, contains fine wvugs

H-10b-3 1388.1-.8 vuggy dolomite

H-11-1 731.5-731.9 competent dolomite with fine wvugs
which are not filled

H-11-2 N/A competent dolomite with filled
hairline fracture, one gypsum-filled
vug, ovoid in shape, 3cm. in
diameter

H-11b-3-1 756.3-756.5 silty dolomite, vuggy and very
porous

H-11b3-2 = 753 vuggy dolomite with hairline
fractures, vugs are open,

H-11b3-3 741.8-742.3 competent dolomite, a few wvugs
filled and not filled

H-11b3-4 744 ,46-745.33 finely vugular dolomite, micro vugs
not filled

WIPP-12-1 821.5-822 vuggy, silty dolomite

WIPP-12-2 834.3-834.8 vuggy dolomite, with some wvugs
filled with gypsum, also vertical
fractures, some filled, others not

WIPP-12-3 832.3-832.8 fractured dolomite with few wvugs,
fractures are tight

WIPP-13-1 = 710 massive dolomite, a few open
hairline fractures; core only 3/4
round so have to take plug sample

Drawn by Date

Checked by Date Core-Sample Descriptions for the

Phase 2 Core Study
Revieions Date

INTESRN Technologies

Table A.2 (cont.)
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Well No./

Sample No, Depth (ft.)  Core-Sample Descriptions

WIPP-13-2 ~ 723.5 vuggy dolomite

WIPP-13-3 707.5-708.1 vuggy silty dolomite

WIPP-25-1 454-454.8 massive dolomite

WIPP-26-1 190.7-191 massive dolomite with a few small-
diameter, open vugs

WIPP-26-2 191.5-192 massive dolomite with open vugs

WIPP-26-3 ? vuggy silty dolomite, wvugs open,
only good piece; all core below
destroyed, hard to determine exact
footage

WIPP-28-1 =430 finely vuggy dolomite

WIPP-28-2 426.5-427 fragmented silty dolomite

WIPP-28-3 427.9-428.4 massive silty dolomite, no obvious
laminations or structure

WIPP-30-1 647.7-648 vuggy dolomite with vertical
fractures, some filled

WIPP-30-2 ~638.5 finely vugular dolomite

WIPP-30-3 636.7-637.2 very vuggy dolomite

WIPP-30-4 635.1-635.4 vuggy, silty dolomite, vugs not
filled with gypsum

AEC-8-1 =849 massive finely vugular dolomite

AEC-8-2 =854 massive dolomite with very large
vugs

Drawn by Date

Chacked by Oate Core-Sample Descriptions for the

Phase 2 Core Study
Revisions Date

INTERN Technologies

Table A.2 (cont,)
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF RESULTS RECEIVED FROM
CORE LABORATORIES, INC.

Note: Laboratory Sample Number 5 from the November 13, 1985
report is a sample of the Tamarisk Member of the
Rustler Formation. Analyses performed on this sample

are not included in the Culebra sample set presented

in this report.

B-l]E}—'}



LIPS AL .. |
m .- 13( “;\ _IJM\MW ._ ,Wmm_,_

A - B w2t

LIS JdIn
S3T90TONHI31l VYYYIINI
y0d

140434 SISATTUNY 340D

W(KU.—. ‘svava
Surtasasujlug 11044352y wnajodlagd
"ONI ‘S3iH01lvd0odaVv1 340D

B-3



vy0T102

193080V
628L-0908¢%

1

®e ve ®o oo

dvH
49
a9
£aeH
cdLH

SISATIYNY M04 ITGVLINSKN
SISATIVNY d04 3TdVLIINSNA

NOILVAZT3

‘ON 1138 14V

AJ01vd0avT
*ON 3714

39vd

cdtH
cdgH
gZH
d&H

NOILldINIS3a

SISATIUNY

LNTEENASYVIR XLITIAVIWHEL H0d4 dTEVELINSNN

S8*'¢e L &6E ‘£S
?8°¢ c«se JAAR

- R 4°01 50°'0
c8°c veve £5°0
gee v'o 00
64°'¢C 891 £t

v ¢ 8871 'v
18°C 811 Xk
08*'¢ I*vrT <20°0

W N3d NO0d eN 1¥3A
NIVY9 9H W HY3d

34003 TWNOILNIANOD

{  NOILVDDT
faInTd *o7ya
! NCILVWMOA
4
¢

C8-ADN-£1 aiva

SYX24 ‘SYVTIVO
szsuuzhwzm 11041252y uingloldlaygd

"ONI

‘s3tdoivHCavV 3HOD

vo*o

10°0>

el ZIYOH
W Hy3d

0°'f1s
0°0b-0°'8C9
0*'919
£'6869
1'89-LL99
S*'E ~-6°'20L
S'00Z
2489 v
0189 £
<

1

monNooo

S LE?

0°*'0L?
1334
H1d3a

- e . o= -

NERUII
3T1dHYS

31IS JddIn
S3IONDTIONHIIL WYY3IINI

a



SAIBEI0N T I gy
~ R

S3ITO0TONHIIL VYMMILINI

04

140434 SISATIUNY 3INOD

SYX3l ‘'svlava
Jupaaoul3uyg 41044253y wnajoslayg

"ON! ‘S31H01lVYHO8VY1 3HO0D

B-5



w74 gony
PSRt i WQIT_
gv-H

e 1248 -H
M £de-H

© s . gde-H

gd-H

dZ-H

- — - - — . S . T e . - G o WS G G WA W SR G W Gmt R e WS G G M e W S0 WEe Sas Gwe S Sme

0avyoTold

£Y¥ONNY

c58£4-0908F

T

~ NDILYN3T3
*ON 773m Idv

AMOLvNOgvT
‘ON 37114

39vd

NOIL4INIS3T

SISATTUNY

£g*e ?°IT £L0°0
£8°'¢ 8°'0%1

ve*c S*61 £°S
ve*e £*°1C 95°0
¢g‘c 6°0¢ ¢l
£8°¢ S*81

84°'¢ 0« LE°0
18°¢C S*921 10'0>

W N3I MNOd eN 1d¥3h
NIVY9 8H IR WM3d

3¥0I TUNOILNINNOD

i NOILlv301
INId 9Nl
¢ NOILVYWMNO4

£8-330-60 Jiva

SsYxXxali ‘sSsvaiva
Sursoouiduyg 21044383y Wwnajodzayg

"ONi ‘S3iHO0LVHO8YVYT 340D

61°0
£0°0

€N ZIMNOH
aW Wy3d

£*SI-0°C19
PRPI-EVI?
£°£41-0°218
?°06-0°069
0°CL-L°TLY
IS VAL AR VA"
2 ob-8B'6LY
c*9£-8'5E9

1334
H1d430

~“tiMTIDNMNG

NMIFWAN
J1JUWYS

SIIY0TTONHIIL VYYILNI

B-6



SPECTAL, CORE ANALYSIS STUDY
for
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES

WIPP SITE
FILE NIMBER: SCAL 293-850073

s e - Special Core Analys.s
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7501 STEMMONS FREEWAY, BOX 47547, @ DALLAS, TEXAS 75247 o 214/631-8270

CORE LABORATORIES, INC. A1
Jamuary 29, 1986 mm
‘ ‘ )

Intera Technologies
6580 Austin Center Boulevarr Reply To:
Bt o 78731 R e

Attention: Mr. George Saulnier:

Subject:

Special Core Analysis Study
WIPP Site ‘
File Number: SCAL 203-85007

Gentlemen:

On December 12, 1985 Mr. George Saulnier of Intera Technologies requested the

following special core analyses on core material recovered fr-a the subject
well:

1) Permeability to Air and Porosity.
2) Klinkenberg Permeability (Gas Slippage Corrected).
Enclosed are the final results of these analyses.

Six, one inch diameter core plugs were cbtained from Intera Technologies for
this study. Permeability to air and helium porosity values utilizing Boyle's
ILaw technique were obtained with the resultant data presented on Pages 2 and
3. The samples are identified as to depth and are lithologically descrihed
an Page 1.

The Klinkenberg permeability (gas slippage corrected) was requested for
sample rumbers 1H, 1V, and 8V. These samples were measured at an effective
overburden pressure of 350 psi by the non-steady state method. The results
of this test are presented on Page 2 in conjunction with the permeability to
air and porosity determinations.

A bibliographic reference for this procedure is:

Freeman, D. and Bush, D. Iow Permeability Laboratory Measurements by
Non-Steady State amd Conventional Methods. SPE Technical Paper 10075.

B-8



Intera Technologies

Jaruary 16, 1986
Page two

An additional group of samples were examined after campletion of the initial
study. The core samples listed on Page 2 were re-examined for pomsity
measurements. A special procedure was utilized for more accurate porosity
determination. The parameters used for porosity calculation are pore volume,
grain volume and bulk volume. The vuggy nature of many of the core samples
le:ﬂstoexrmeousbulkvoltmevaluesbythelengtthreafomula. As a
result, all bulk volume values were remeasured using a different technique.
Teflon tape was wrapped around each sample, isolating the wvugs. A mercury
bulk volume, and measurement was obtained. The teflon tape was removed and
its bulk volume was determined and subtracted from the initial bulk volume
value, Porosity was recalculated giving generally lower porosity values as
campared to the original Conventional Core Analysis data.

It has been a pleasure working with Intera Technologies on this study.
Should you have any questions pertaining to these test results or if we may
be of further assistance, please do not hesitata to contact us at (303)751-
9334.

Very truly yours,

QORE IABORATCRIES, Inc.

Mow £ \@%Qw

Mercer L. Brugler
Special Core Analysis Supervisor

MLB/sso
4 cc addressee

B-9



CORE LABORATORIES, INC.
Special Core Analysis

Page 1 of 3
File 203-850073

IDENTIFICATION AND LITHOLOGICAL DESCRTPTION OF SAMPLES

Campary': Intera Resources
Sample

Identification Depth, feet
1H 630.0
v 630.0
3v 681..0
o 689.2
6V 689.3
8v | 682~640

B-10

Well: WIPP Site

Lithological Description

DOL, b, pkst,wl ind,slily lmy,vug, frac
w/calc cnt

DOL, bu,pkst,wl ind,slily lmy,vug, frac
w/cale ant ,

DOL, bu, pkst,wl ind,slily lmy,vug, frac
w/calc ant

DOL, by, pkst,wl ind,slily lmy,vug

DOL, by, pkst,wl ind,slily lmy,vug w/cl
inf

DoL, bu, pkst, wl ind,psool,slily 1=y,
vug



CORE LABORATORIES, INC.
Special Core Analysis

Page 2 of 3

File _ 203-850073

PERMEABILITY TO AIR, POROSITY AND KLINKENBERG PERMEABILITY
AS A FUNCTION OF OVERBURDEN PRESSURE

Company': ~ Intera Resources Well: WIPP Site
Effective Overburden Pressure, psi, 350
Permeability
Sample Depth, to Air Porosity Klinkenberg Permeability+#
_I.D._ _feet  Millidarcys Percent Millidarcys
1H 630.0 <0.01 11.5 0.00801
1v 630.0 0.02 6.6 (7.3)kk% 0.00847
3V 681.0 4.5 | 20.2 | ok
4V 689.2 4.1 11.3 *
6V 689.3 0.47 24,1 *
8v 628-640 1.6 20.4 0.61229

CONVENTTONAL, CORE ANALYSIS DATA - FILE NO. 3806-78352

Sarple Depth, Porosity
_I.D. _feet Percent
1 635.8-36.2 14.2
2 639.8-40.2 13.6
3 671.4-71.7 17.4
4v 671.7-72.0 19.5
5 690.0-90.6 19.6
Y 517.0-17.3 22.0

* Indicates sample not requested for measurement.
**% Permeability to Nitrogen
*%% Remeasured value
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( Millidarcies )

PERMEABILITY

10.0

Page 3 of 3

File __203-850073

PERMEABILITY vs. POROSITY

WIPP SITE
+ +
+
1.0 N
+
.4
+
1.0E-2 - .
$1.0E-3
0.0 5.00 10.00 15.00 20.00 25.00

POROSITY ( Percent )

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES
WIPP SITE
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APPENDIX C

TERRA TEK CORE SERVICES REPORT



ERRATA

(Prepared by INTERA Inc.)

Some sample numbers are incorrect on suvme tables in the Terra Tek

report. Refer to the following corrections when comparing these data

to those presented in data tabulations in the report.

Table

Table

Table

Table

H-2B-1F
H-5B-1
H-7B2-1F
W-12-2B

H-5B1-3

H-5b).-2
H-5b1-3

H-5b1-2F

should
should
should
should

should

should
should

should

read
read
read

read

read

read

read

H-2B1-1F
H-5B-1A
H-7C-1F
Ww-12-2

H-5b-3

H-5b-2
H-5b-3

read H-5b-2F
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Final Report

SPECIAL CORE ANALYSIS STUDY
OF THE CULEBRA DULOMITE

by
K. C. Rakop
T. Little

Submitted to:

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
6850 Austine Center Boulevard
Suite 300
Austin, Texas 78731

Attn: Van A. Kelley

TR 88-48 Rl
April, 1988
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

This program was designed to characterize core material from the Culebra
dolomite formation. Information received indicated this formation to be
naturally fractured with sécondary, dissolution-type porosity.

The samples submitted for use in the characterization study were taken
from various core holes throughout the reservoir. Information supplied with
the cores indicated the core material to be predominantly dolomite with a
gypsum content that averaged 2-3% Qith a high of approximately 18%. It was
also reported that .the cores contained Tow concentratibns of several clays and
about 2% halite. All of the cores were 3-5 years old and had not been sub-
jected to any type of preservation procedure prior to storage.

Specific characterization tests requested included the following: 1)
permeability, 2) helium porosity, 3) re-saturation porosity, and 4) formation
factor. All of thne testing was performed at ambient conditions. For the
permeability ana formation factor measurements, this is defined as 300 psi net
effective stress and room temperature (approximately 72°F). For the porosity
measurements, ambient is defined as atmospheric conditions and room tempera-
ture. X-ray diffraction analyses were also requested on three special sam-
ples.

Table 1 summarizes the characterization data, including permeability and
helium porosity data, for the 1 inch diameter samples. Due to the vugular
nature of the samples, all of the bulk volumes were determined using caliper
measurements of the core dimensions. The helium porosity was measured by gas
expansion using Boyle's taw. Tne helium porosity values ranged from 6.6-27.5%
with an average valuc of 14.9%. Permeability was measured using standard

steady-state techniques and ranged from 0.02-58.0 md with an average value of

C-6
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3.7 md even though approximately 70% of tne samples had permeabilities less
than 1 md. |

Table 2 summarizes the characterization data, including the permeability
and nelium porosity data, for the wnole core samples. Although these samples
were whole core, not plugs, it should be noted tnat the diameter of the sam-
ples ranged from 2.25 to 4.25.inches. The bulk volumes were determined using
caliper measurements of the length and diameter of the cores with three excep-
tions, samples Hl11-1, H11B3-3 and H7B2-2. These samples contained no second-
ary pofosity (vués), but each sample had deep scribe marks running the length
of the core which needed to be omitted from both the bulk and pore volume mea-
surements. For tnis reason, the bulk volumes were determined using an Archi-
medes technique with toluene. Toluene was used because of the presence of
water sensitive clays and salts in the core. The helium porosity values for
the whole core samples ranged from 11.2 to 18.7% with an average value of
13.8%.

Vertical permeability of tne samples ranged from 0.081-52 md. The hori-
zontal permeability of the samples varied from 0.046 to 368 md. All of the
norizontal permeability measurements were performed using standard steady-
state tecnniques with 90 degree screens placed on either side of the sample.
According to Collins* and nis comformal mapping code, the correction factor to
account for the path of flow is 1.0. The location of the screens was chosen
arbitrarily; although, where possible, the directions of maximum and minimum
permeability were chosen. The presence of natural fractures was used to

determine these directions. The observed hign variation in horizontal perme-

*Collins, R.E., "Flow of Fluid Tnrough Porous Media," The Petroleum Publishing
Company, Tulsa, 1976.
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ability is due primarily to the presence of these natural fractures in the
| core samples.

After the helium porosities and the gas permeabilities were measured,
selected samples were to have their porosity remeasured using Archimedes re-
saturation technique. ' Intera Technologies requested that these measurements
be performed with deionized water. This decision was based upon information
that chemical analyses performed on various brine samples taken across the
field revealed significant variations in brine composition. This problem was
further complicated by the fact that Intera Technologies did not have brine
samples from all of the zones of interest in this study, and could not supply
brine or brine compositions for some of the zones from which the core samples
were taken. In addition, because of the wide variation observed in brine
compoéition, they did not feel comfortable in specifying a "generic" brine.
Intera Technologies, therefore, decided to perform the porosity measurements
by resaturation with deionized water.

Terra Tek was somewhat concerned about using deionized water in these
tests due to the water sensitive clays and salts present in the reservoir.
For this reason, it was suggested that a comparison be made between the per-
formance of deionized water and simulated reservoir brine with some of the
core samples to determine if any clay swelling or salt dissolution occurred
with the deionized water. Table 3 details the data gathered from this test on
twin plugs taken from the H5B81-la and 1b samples. [hese samples were chosen
by Intera Technologies because it came from an area of the reservoir for which
a representative brine analysis was available. It should be noted in passing,
however, that this sample may not be representative of most of the samples
tested because it contained no obvious fractures or gypsum stringers. AS can

be seen, the sample saturated with deionized water had only a 0.1% difference
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in the porosities measured with helium and water. The important thing to note
here, however, is that the resaturation porosity is less tnan the helium
porosity. This is indicative of nominal salt dissolution. There is no indica-
tion of significant clay swelling either. The latter conclusion is based upon
the small difference observed between the two measured porosity values. The
resolution of the poroéimeter used is tl%; therefore, the difference in ob-
served porosity is within experimental error. |

On the other hand, the resaturation porosity measured using the simulated
reservoir brine nhad a nigher difference than the deionized water did, 0.4%.
Tne simulated brine is representative of this reservoir section and should
have no adverse reactions with the reservoir rock material. The difference
observed between the performance of the deionized water and that of the simu-
lated reservoir brine cannot pe explained with the data available. Through
discussions with Intera Technologies, it was decided that the remaining tests
would be performed using deionized water.

Tables 4 and 5 detail the helium porosity and resaturation porosity
values for both the plugs and the whole core, respectively. Also reported is
whether or not any dissolution of the sample was observed. In most cases this
dissolution was only slight, but in one case, W-28-2, it was severe. In those
cases in which dissolution was observed, it appeared primarily in samples with
obvious gypsum stringers or along fractures. It was not possible to determine
dissolution of the interior of the samples by visual inspection. Although no
dissolution was observed in the pilot brine/deionized water comparison tests
on the H5B1 samples, there was also no obvious fractures or gypsum stringers
in these samples. Based on the data from those tests, however, there was no

evidence of adverse effects caused by the deionized water.
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In approximately 57% of the samples, the resaturation porosity was great-
ef than the helium porosity. This is not normally the trend observed in data
of this type and is most likely due to dissolution of gypsum in those samples.
Because of the -'mall malecular size of‘hélium, this gas can normally access
more pore volume than water can. For this reason, as a gereral rule, the
observed helium porosity is greater than the resaturuation porosity. The
average deviation between the two measured values was 0.4%.

Table 6 and Figure 1 summarize the formation factor data for the 15
samples tested. The electrical samples were tested at ambient conditions
saturated with a representative reservoir brine. The brine chemistry supplied

was as follows:

Calcium 1,400 mg/1
Magnesium 1,100 mg/1
Potassium 720 mg/1
Sodium 38,000 mg/1
Alkalinity (HCO5)"} 52 mg/1
Chloride 65,000 mg/1
Sulfate 6,100 mg/1

The brine was made\fo]]owing the above chemistry with the exception of the
sul fate. Since sulfate has the tendency to precipitate, it was omitted. The
resistivity of the brine was 6.9 ohm-cm.

The cementation factor calculated for each individual sample was based on
an intercept of 1/1 and the measured formation factor. The cementation factor
ranged from 1.79 to 2.57. The compbsite cementation factor for the Culebra
dolomite is 2.13. The variations observed in the cementation values are
probably due to the various quantities of halite, gypsum and clays. The
degree of secondary porosity will also contribute to the variations observed.

Results from tests on the three samples submitted for X-ray diffraction
are summarized in Table 7. These data reveal that Samples 1 and 3 contain

significant amounts of calcite, aragonite, and brucite. Sample 3 also con-
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tains a'large amount of gypsum; Sample 1 contains none. The nresence of
brucite is not well understood. Brucite is a magnesium hydroxide clay mineral
commonly associated with metamorphosed carbonate rocks. This sample may have
come from tne aquifer host rock. Sample 2 is dominantly halite with only
minor amounts of gypsum and calcite.

Tne Appendix includes a copy of our Quality Assurance Manual. Also
included is a one page summary of the speciffc quality control checks taken in

the measurements performed in this program.
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Table 1

Summary of Characterization Data
One Inch Diameter Samples

Bulk Pore Grain

Sample volume Yolume Porosity Volume Permeapility

I.0. (cc) (cc) (%) {gm/cc) (md)
AEC-8-1 25.038 = 1.986 7.9 2.83 0.26
AEC-8-1F 25.261 3.082 12.2 2.82 0.06
AEC-8-2 25.038 2.731 10.9 2.82 0.31
‘H2A-1 22.307 2.594 11.6 2.82 0.25
H2M-2 23.606 2.810 11.9 2.80 0.10
H2B-1F 25.191 2.645 10.5 2.83 0.03
H2B81-1 23.592 1.939 8.2 2.82 0.24
H2B1-2 23.558 3.182 13.5 2.78 0.62
H281-3 23.606 3.615 15.3 2.82 0.27
H-58-1 21.893 2.726 12.5 2.82 . 0.05
H-581-2 24.936 5.693 22.8 2.81 3.60
H-581-2F 25.151 6.237. 24.8 2.80 13.00
H-581-18 240949 30913 15~7 2n83 0-08
H-781-1 24.811 4.385 . 17.7 2.84 0.11
H-7B1-1F 25.191 3.753 14.9 2.84 0.10
H-781-2A 24.924 4.873 1%.6 2.84 0.10
H-782-1 24.177 3.479 14.4 2.83 0.31
H-7B2-1F 18.882 2.606 13.8 2.83 0.11
H-7C-1A 25.038 3.134 12.5 2.83 0.07
H-108-1 24.949 1.728 6.9 2.80 0.04
H-10B8-2 24.936 2.879 11.5 2.76 7.80
H-108-2F 25.191 1.663 6.6 2.82 0.14
H-11-2 24.288 2.402 9.9 2.78 0.02
H-11-2F 25.201 2.621 10.4 2.81 0.04
H-1183-1 24.885 6.841 27.5 2.84 4.60
H-11B3-1F  25.152 5.609 22.3 2.84 1.60
H-1183-2 24,936 2.474 9.9 2.84 0.0%
H-11B3-2F 25,201 3.100 12.3 2.83 0.33
H-1183-4 24.949 3.903 15.6 2.83 0.27
H-11B3-4F 25.191 5.643 22.4 2.83 8.00
H-12-2F 25.191 3.401 - 13.5 2.82 58.00
W-12-18 23.488 2.727 11.6 2.79 0.17
W-13-1 25.676 3.678 14.3 2.83 6.00
W-13-2 24.999 5.487 21.9 2.584 3.50
W-13-2F 25.191° 6.550 26.0 2.84 4,60
W-13-3A 24.823 - 4.140 16.7 2.83 3.60
W-26-1 25.050 3.095 12.4 2.82 0.04
W-26-1F 25.191 2.821 1.2 2.81 0.04
W-26-3 25.766 3.295 12.8 2.82 0.05
W-28-18 24.999 3.254 13.0 2.83 0.05
W-28-3F 25.191 4.509 17.9 2.43 0.41
W-30-38 24.974 3.472 13.9 2.79 0.55
W-30-3F 25.191 3.753 14.9 2.80 2.50
W-30-4 24.936 5.586 22.4 2.83 8.30
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Table 7

Summary 6f Characterization Data
Whole Core Samples

Bulk Pore Grain Permeability (md)
Sample volume Volume Porosity Density | Horizontal
1.D. (cc) ~(ce) (%) (gm/cc)  Vertical 0 +90
H11l-1 219.33 33.99 15.5 2.83 0.14 0.05 0.05
H-7B2-2 231.46 27 .26 11.8 2.83 0.25 0.10 0.09
H-11B3-3  256.29 33.32 13.0 2.84 2.47 5.88 0.06
H-5B1-3 469.03 62.35 13.3 2.82 0.08 0.22 n.27
H-108-3 398.38 44.70 11.2 - 2.80 0.21 0.62 0.44
W-25-1 260.70 - ?9.92 11.5 2.80 0.19 367.62 0.11
W-26-2 625.21 78.68 12.6 2.82 52.06 29.01 0.07
W-28-2 . 466.14 87.21 18.7 2.81 2.06 3.61 3.36
W-28-3 546.78 92.78 17.0 2.83 0.27 0.30 0.31
W-30-1 626.85 80.52 12.8 2.83 0.47 79.16 9.30
W-30-2 469.64 70.66 15.0 2.83 0.32 0.40 0.20
W-12-3 937.92 125.31 13.4 2.82 1.65 19.32 24.21
Table 3

Summary of Re-Saturation Porosity Comparisons

Sample Saturating Helium Re-Saturation
I.D. Fluid Porosity Porosity

H5Bl-1a Deionized Water 10.78% 10.68%

H5B1-1b Formation Brine 12.45% 12.07%
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Table 4

Summary of Comparison Data for Helium ard Re-Saturation Porosities
One Inch Diameter Samlpes

Pore Yolume Porosity

Sample HeTium Re-Saturation Helium Re-Saturation

I.D. (cc) (cc) (%) (%) Comments
AEC-8-1 1.986 2.142 7.9 8.6 None
AEC-8-2 2.731 2.659 10.9 10.6 None
H2A-1 2.594 2.528 11.6 11.3 Gypsum Dissolution
H2B1-1 1.939 2.084 8.2 8.8 Gypsum Dissolution
H2B1-3 3.615 3.717 15.3 15.8 None
H-5B1-2 5.693 5.942 22.8 - 23.7 None
H-7B1-1 5.385  4.459 17.7 18.1 None
H-782-1 3.479 3.567 14.4 14.8 None
H-7C-1A 3.134 3.226 12.5 12.9 None
H-108-2 2.879 2.933 11.5 11.7 None
H-11-2 2.402 2.726 9.9 11.3 None
H-1183-1 6.841 6.844 27.5 27.5 None
H-11B83-2 2.474 2.575 9.9 10.3 Sample Chipped
W-12-2 2.834 2.916 11.6 11.9 Gypsum Dissolution
W-13-1 3.678 3.908 14.3 15.2 None
W-13-2 5.487 5.639 21.9 22.6 Sample Parted
W-26-1 3.095 3.036 12.4 12.2 None
W-30-3B 3.472 3.477 13.9 13.9 Gypsum Dissolution

Table 5

Summary of Comparison Data for Helium and Re-Saturation Porosities
Whole Core Samlpes

Pore Volume Porosity

Sample Helium Re-Saturation Helium Re-Saturation

I.D. (cc) (cc) (%) (%) Comments
H-11-1 33.99 33.77 15.5 15.3 None
H-7B2-2 27.26 29.59 11.8 12.9 None
H-11B3-3 33.32 32.22 13.0 12.6 Mone
W-25-1 - 29.92 31.15 11.5 12.0 None
H-5B1-3 62.35 59.81 13.3 - 12.8 None
H-108-3 44.70 42.17 11.2 10.6 Gypsum Dissolution
W-26-2 78 68 78.84 12.6 12.6 None
W-28-2 87.¢1 87.55 18.7 18.8 Severe Grain Loss
W-28-3 92.78 92.48 17.0 16.9 None
W-30-1 80.52 77 .49 12.8 12.4 Gypsum Dissolution
W-30-2 70.66 71.22 - 15.0 15.2 None
W-12-3 125.31 121.64 13.4 13.0 Gypsum Dissolution
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Summary of Formation Factor Data

Helium Po

Table 6

Sample I.D. rosity Formation Factor Cementation Factor
AEC-8-1F 12.2 90.09 2.14
H-2B1-1F 10.5 326.77 2.57
H-581-2F 24.8 12.20 1.79
H-781-1F 14.9 73.49 2.25
H-7C-1F 13.8 79.61 2.21
H-108-2F 6.6 406.78 2.21
H-11-2F 10.4 94.82 2.01
H-11B3-1F 22.3 36.35 2.39
H-11B3-2F 12.3 101.93 2.21
H-1183-4F 22.4 32.74 2.33
W-12-2F 13.5 47.30 1.93
W-13-2F 26.0 13.26 1.92
W-26-1F 11.2 68.77 1.93
W-28-3F 17.9 26.30 1.90
W-30-3F 14.9 31.49 1.81

Rw = 6.9 ohm-cm

Table 7

Summary of X-Ray Diffraction Analysis

.D. ‘ #1 #2

Sample 1 #3
Sample Depth (ft) 735 805 723
Calcite 58 1 21
Aragonite 20 18
Gypsum 1 45
Halite 3 98 5
Brucite* 19 11
*NOTE: Brucite values shown are residual

percentages left over after summing

all other phases.

No brucite stand-

ard; percentages must be considered

approximate.
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QUALITY CONTROL

Porosimeter

1. The porosimeter is calibrated at the beginning of each shift or prior
to each testing period which ever is applicable.

2. It is calibrated with a steel billet of known volume for
repeatability within 1%,

Bulk Volumes
1. The temperature of the test bath is monitored for correction of fluid
density.

2. The scales are calibrated once a month by the Quality Assurance
Laboratory which is maintained for government contract work.

Dry Weights

1. Weight measurements are taken once a day until there is less than a
N.05 gm loss in a 24 hour period.

Re-saturation Porosity

1. The scales used for wet and bouyant weights are calibrated once a
month by the Quality Assurance Laboratory which is maintained for
government contract work.,

2. The porosity determined by this method is checked against routine
helium porosity measurements by porosimeter.

Permeability

1. The permeameter is checked ror leaks by using a steel billet sample
and applying a known pressure to the upstream side of the system.

2. The system is calibrated at the beginning of each shift or at the
beginning of each test period as is applicable. ,

3. The system is calibrated using standards of generic rock types. These
standards have been used for some time by a number of commercial and
research test laboratories. Measured permeabilities must fall within
1% of the pre-determined permeability values nf these standards.

Resistivity Measurements

1. Performance of the system is checked by using a rock standard run with
every project.

2. Values are checked against each other-as testing progresses for a
linear fit.

3. Saturations are checked at the end of the test program by comparing
the volume of fluid expelled from the sample against the weight loss.
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QUALITY ASSURANCE MANUAL

Statement of Authority

The purpose of this document is to formalize the quality assurance pro-
gram instituted by Terra Tek, Inc, The proyram implements the pertinent
requirements described in SI/ASME N4b.2-1977 and ANSI/ASME NQA-1-1983 "Qual-
ity Assurance Program Reguirements for Nuclear Facilities” and addrasses :tne
18 basic requirements contained in Appendix B of the code of Federal Reyula-
tions 10CFR Part 50 "Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and
Fuel Reprocessing Plaﬁts“. When quality assurance requirements are mandated,
this Quality Assurance Mandal (QAM) shall provide the minimum requirements to
be followed in préparing an appropriate Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) for
specific programs,

The Quality Assurance Administrator (QAA) has been delegated the author-
ity and responsibility for implementation of the provision of this Quality
Assurance Manual and the authority for assuring implementation. Changes :o
this manual must .be documented and approved by the Quality Assurance Adminis-

trator,

%jéwn*' é’ (Q,ﬁmw—— ___Date ”/tviﬁt/‘ /78S
/

Bennie G. DiBona
Senior Vice President
Terra Tek, Inc.
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1.0 SCUPE

To identify the oryanizational structures, functional responsibilities,

levels of authority, and lines of communication for activities affecting quality

assurance, !

2.0 BASIC REQUIREMENTS

Persons or oryganizations responsible for assuring that an appropriate qual-
ity assurance proygram is established and verifying that activities affecting i
quality have been correctly performed shall nhave sufficient authority, access to
work areas, and organizational freedom to: (1) identify quality problems; (2)
initiate, recommend or provide solutions to yuality problems through designated
channels; (3) verify implementation of solutions; and (4) assure that further
processiny, delivery, installation, or use is controlled until proper disposi-
tion of a nonconformance, deficiency or unsatisféctory condition has occurred.
Such persons or organization shall have direct access to responsible manayement
at a level where appropriate actions can be effected. Such persons or organiza-
tions shall report to a manayement level such that required authority and organ-
ization freedom are provided, including sufficient independence from costs and

schedule considerations.

3.0 ORGAMIZATION STRUCTURES

3.1 Company

Terra Tek is a privately owned company with main offices located in Salt
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Title: ORGANIZATION

Lake City, Utah. Terra Tek and its divisions specialize in yeoscience research

and testiny.

3.2 (uality Assurance

The Quality Assurance (JA) organization is operated by the Research divi-
sion of Terra Tek under the direction of the Senior Vice President of the Com-
pany and is ultimatésy responsibie for all QA programs throughout the company.
The organizational structure of a typical QA program is shown in Exhibit 1-1. |
Tne positions of Program Manayer, Project Engineer, and Task Manager(s) may be
staffed by personnel from other Terra Tek divisions depending on the nature of
the proyramn. Furthermore, where feasible, an individual shall be permitted to
hoid more than one position. The Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) for a specific

proyram shall name the personnel and their position in the oryanization.

4.0 FUNCTIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND AUTHORITIES

4.1 Director
The director shall provide administrative and contractual support to the
Proyram Manager and the QA staff., Conflicts due to costs, schedules and staf-

fing shall be resolved by the Director.

4.2 Quality Assurance Administrator (QAA)

The QAA reports directly to the Senior Vice President of Terra Tek and has

the authority necessary to verify and enforce implementation of the QA proyram,
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petdUse of Timted personnel and resources, the QAA function is necessarily a
part-time one. When conflicts due to schedules or responsibilities arise, tne
QAA shall be permitted to desigynate a qualified individual to act on his behalf
duriny his absence. Tne QAA cdesiygnee shall report to tne JAA dnd has the auth-
ority to enforce the provisions of the QA proygran,

[t shall be the responsibility of the QAA to: ‘(1) review proposals with QA
requirements and evaluate related costs, (2) review and approve the QA plan for
each proyram, (3) review and approve changes to the QA Manual and control its
distribution, (4) conduct timely audits to verify the implementation and effec-
tiveness of active QA programs, (5) maintain a central QA file, (6) provide
guidance to program personnel on QA related administrative and technical mat-
ters, and (7) report deficiencies to appropriate progyram personnel.

The QAA shall have the authority to enforce the provisions of the QA Manual
and the QA Plan. Furthermore, the QAA shall have the authority to issue a Stop
Work Qrder to a proyram which is found to be in yross violation of acceptable QA
practices and procedures. Customer requests to stop work being performed by
proyram personnel, or by a program supplier or subcontractor, ‘shall oe referred

to the QAA for resolution,

4.3 Quality Assurance Enygineer (QAE)

The QAE shall establisn and maintain a system for the calibration of all
measuring dnd test equipment used on QA proygrams. The system shall conform to

the specifications containea in MIL-C-45662A, Calibrdtion Systems Rejuirements.
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The QAE shall maintain a listing of the applicable measurement standards, botn
reference and transfer, and shall provide nomenclature, identification numbers,
and calibration interval and source. The standards shall be traceable to the
National Bureau of Standards. The QAE shall insure that measurement and test
equipment and measurement standards are calibrated at periodic intervals estab-
lished on the basis of stability, purpose and deygree of usage. Calibration
records consisting of certificates, data sheets, reports, and calibration sche-

dules shall be maintained by the QAE for the purpose of verification.

4.4 Proyram Manayger (PM)

The PM shall have overail responsibility for: (1) contract neyotiations,
(2) QA Plan preparation, (3) liaison between the Company the the contracting
agency, major suppliers, and Task Manayers, and (4) administrative and technical
management of the proyram, The PM shall also perform peer observations period-
‘ically to insure program personnel are complying with the provisions of the

QAP,

4.5 Project Engineer (PE)

The PE snhall be responsible for the technical aspects of the program in-
cluding design, testing, and data reduction and reporting. The PE shall coor-
dinate the efforts of the Task Managers and shall perform peer observations on a

regular basis. Technical problems shall be referred to the PE for resolution.

1

-~
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4.0 Task Manayer (TM)

The Task Manager(s) shall be responsinle for the day-to-day activities of
the program and snhall insure that test personnel comply with the QA requirements

and program technical objectives. The TM shall be responsible for traininyg and

certification of test personnel.
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U 3SCOPE
To define the Terra Tek Quality Assurance program and its implementation

and application to attendant JA pFOJects.

2,0 BASIC REQUIREMENTS

A documented Quality ASSJraéce proyram shall be planned, implemented, and
maintained in accordance witn this manual, or portions thereof, The program
shall identify the activities and iteams to which it applies. The establishment
of the program shall include consideration of the technical aspects of the acti-
vities affecting quality. Tne proyram shall provide control over activities
affecting quality to an extent consistent with their importance. The program
shall be established at the earliest time consistent with the schedule for
accomplishing the activities,

The proyram shall provide for the planning and accomplishment of activities
affecting quality under suitadly controlled conditions. Controlled conditions
include the use of appropriate equipmeht, suitable environmental conditions for
accomplishing the activity, and assurance that prerequisites for the yiven acti-
vity have been satisfied. Tne program shall provide for any special controls,
processes, test equipment, toals, and skills to attain the required quality and
for verification of quality.

The program shall provige for indoctrination and training as necessary, of
personnel performing aczivitias affezting quality to assure that suitable profi-

ciency is achieved and niintained.

c-28



Terralek Section No. 2 Revislon ___C
| . 5/85 Page 2 of >
QUALITY ASSURANCE MANUAL | Effective Date - Page 2
Approved ;), f? [ o 4 |
U ST EP AN

Title: QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM

Quality Assurance Administrator

Management of those oryanizations implementing the quality assurance pro-
gram, or portions thereof, shall regular1y assess the adequacy of that part of

the proyram for which they are responsible and shall assure its effective imple-

mentation,

3,0 APPLICATION

Projects which contain QA reguirements shall structure their QA programs as
described‘in this Quality Assurance Manual (QAM). This Terra Tek QAM is the top
document upon which the individual project Quality Assurance Plans (QAP's) shall
be based. In the event an Owner (customer) proposes QA requireménts whicn ex-
ceed thoée contained in this mdanual, the QA Administrator shall review the pro-

posed program for impact on the Company.

3.1 Quality Assurance Plan

A Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) shall be prepared at the onset of a project
and prior to initiating technical work. The Proyram Manager shall have respon-
sibility for the preparation and maintenance of the QAP. The QAP shall be
approved by the Director, the QA Administrator, the Prgram Manager, dand the
Owner prior to release. The QAP shall be a controlled document.,

The purpose of the QAP is to establish tne procedures and structures of a
project as they relate to quality assurance. As sucn, the QAP snould address
the following topics where feasiple: 1) sections of the Terra Tek QA Manual

invoked (sections 1 and 2 are mandatory); 2) QAP change procadures; 3) technical
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procedures; 4) special skill, equipment or procedure requirements; 5) the ccn- |

trolled documents list; 6) the project records list; 7) training requirements I

and schedules, B) peer observations and audits, and 9) nonconformance reportiny,

As a minimum, the QAP shall implement those requirements placed on the Company |

by the QOwner,

3.2 Traininyg and Qualification

Personnel assigned to the project shall be qualified to perform their re-

lated work activity. Qualifications depend on past experience, training, and

education,

classroom training, on-the-job training, or a combination thereof.
cations of personnel should be reviewed yearly and certified in writing. The QAA
snall maintain a file of personnel qualifications using Form TTQA-47.
Qualification requirements for project personnel are shown in Exhibit 2-1,
These qualifications shall not be mandatory for every QA proyram, but are pre-
sented as 4 yuideline for Proyram Managers.

tion requirements that are in effect for the specific project.

Where feasible, a training program shall be implemented using formal

The qualifi- l

The QAP shall state the qualifica-
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Level Job Title

i Lab & Test
Technician

Qualiity Assurance Administrator

Ixhibit 2-1

Jualifications

Two y2ars o7 relatad experience in an equivalent activity;
or hign scnoal diploma plus six months of related exper-

ience; or Associate Deyree in related discipline plus three
montns relazed experience,

Il Task
Manager

One year of satisfactory performance as a Level I; or hiyh
school diploma plus three years related experience; or Asso-

ciate Degree in related discipline plus one year of related
experience; or four year college deyree plus six months of
related experience,

I11 Project
Engineer,
Program
Manager

Six y2ars of satisfactory performance as a Level II; or high
school diploma plus ten years of related experience; or
Associate Deyree in related discipline plus seven years of
related experience; or four year college degree in related

discipline plus four years of related experience.

3.3 Program Assessnment

Project imanayement shall

ragularly assess the effectiveness of the associ-

ated QA program and effect changes as deemed necessary to insure correct and

efficient operation.
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1.0 SCOPE |

To establish procedures for the definition, control and verification of
design activities. For geoloyic fnvestigatiéhs, design control encompasses all
activities associated with: 1) tne design of hardware components and systems,
both production and prototypic, 2. experimental testing techniques, and 3) com- [
puter codes used for desiygn analysis and data reduction, Tne intent of decign \
control is to insure that the methodology used to atnieve the yinal design is
complete; i.e., that the desiyn base is accurate, the performance and reyulatory 1
requirements are achieved, the documentation including codes and standards is i
correctly stated, interfaces are clearly defined, and approval by responsible ;
personnel is met, The implementation of an approved design through procedures, |
drawings and specifications is tne subject of Section 5, Instructions, Proce-

dures, and Drawings.

2.0 BASIC REQUIREMENTS

The desiyn shall be defined, controlled, and verified. Applicable desiyn
inputs shall be appropriately specified on a timely basis and correctly trans-
lated into design documents. Desiyn interfaces shall be identified and control-
led. Design adequacy shall de verified by persons other than tnose wno desiyned
the item. Desiyn chanyges, including field changes, shall be governed Dy control

measures commensurate with tnose asplied to tne original desiyn,
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3.0 APPLICATION

Oriyinally, design control was written for the construction of nuclear
power plants and facilities wnere safety was a primary concern, As applied to
geoloyic work, desiyn control Jenerally translates to peer review since the more
conventional verification/validation methods are not available and the unique
application of an established or standard practice is in effect. Peer review is
also’invaluable when the work yoes beyond the state-of-the-art and new oOr un-
usual experimental technigues are contemplated. The steps necessary to achieve
adequate design control are presented below.

3.1 Responsibility

The Project Engineer (PE) shall be responsible for design control, Where a
significant design effort is in effect, the PE shall coordinate the design acti-
vities of the design team. The PE shall insure that approval and verification
criteria are established, implemented, and documented. Approval by the QOwner
shall be reyuired for desiyns which compromise or otherwise restrict the appli-

cation of the final product.

4.0 DESIGN INPUT

Applicable design inputs, such as design bases, performance requirements,
regulatory requirements, codes, and standards, shall be identified and document-

ed, and their selection reviewed and approved by the responsible design organi-

zation, Changes from approved design inputs, including the reason for the

changes, shall pe identifiea, approved, documented, and controlled.
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5.0 DESIGN PROCESS

The responsible design oryanization shall prescribe and document the desiyn
activities on a timely basis and to the level of detail necessary to permit the
desiyn process to be carried out in a correct manner, and to permit verification
that the design meets requirements. Appropriate quality standards shall be
identified and documented; and their selection feviewed and approved. Desiyn
methods, materials, parts, equipment, and processes that are essential to the
function of the final product, shall be selected and reviewed for suitability of
application. The design output documents shall be relatable to the design input
by documentation in sufficient detail to permit design verification, and shall

identify assemplies and/or components that are part of the item being desiyned,

5.1 Desiygn Analysis

Desiyn analyses shall be performed in a planned, controlled, and documented
manner, The design analytical documents shali be sufficiently detailed as ;6
purpose, method, assumptions, design input, references, and units that a person
technically qualified in the subject can review and understand the analyses and
verify tne adequacy of the results. Computer programs may be utilized for de-
sign analysis without individual verification of the program if they meet the

requirements contained in parayraph 7.
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6.0 DESIGN VERIFI[CATION

The apprbved design shall be verified as to adeQuacy through the use of
design or peer reviews, dlternate calculations, or the pérformance of qualifica-
tion‘tests. The- design method and results shall be identified and clearly docu-
mented. Design verification shall be performed by any competent individual(s)
other than those who perforined the original design, The extent of the desiyn
verification required is a function of the importance to safety of the item
under consideration, the complexity of the design, the degrée‘of standardiza-
tion, the, state-of-the-art, ;nd the simflarity with previously proven desiyns.
The verification process need, not be duplicated for identical designs except
where a new application is in effect. Where changes to previously verified
desiyns have been made, design verification shall be required for the chanyes,
includihg evaluation of the effects of those changes on the overall design,
Verification using computer models shall be permitted if they meet the require-

ments of parayraph 7.

7.0 COMPUTER CUDES

The use of computer codes for desiyn analysis, verification, data acquisi-
tion, and data reduction shall be permitted provided they meet the requirements
bpelow, Documentation for computer proyrams shall include the computer type,
proygram name, revision number, and references to its verification and applic-
ability. Source listings shall be made available to the Owner upon request

provided the computer code iS nonproprietary.
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7.1 Desiyn Analysis Proyrains

Computer programs may be utilized for desiyn analysis without individual
verification of the progfam for each application provided: 1) the computer
program has been verified to show that it produces correct solutions for the

encoded mathematical model within defined limits for each parameter employed;

and 2) the encoded mathematical model nas been shown to produce a valid solution

to the physical problem associated with the particular application,

7.2 Design Verification Proyrams

.

Alternate calculations using computer programs shall be permitted as a

method of verifying designs, Tne appropriateness of assumptions, input data,

and mathematical model employed shall be documented and subject to review.

7.3 Data Acquisition Programs

Computer programs may be wutilized to acquire data from test systems

provided: 1) they make no irreversible calculations on channel data other than
converting to engineerinyg units; 2) the channel calibration data is maintained
as part of the output file(s); and 3) pertinent information which would permit

identifying the test at a later date is contained in the output file(s).

7.4 Data Reduction Proygrams

Programs used to reduce data shall oe permitted provided: 1) the progran

has been verified to show that it produces correct solutions for the encoded
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mathematical model within defined limits fof each parameter employed; and 2) the

encoded mathematical model has been shown to producé a valid solution to the

physical problem associated with the particular application. The use of bench-
marks, standards, past experience, or a combination thereof shall be sufficient - |
for demonstrating verification and application, Data reduction programs shall '

be controlled.

8.0 CHANGE CONTROL | | i

Changes to.final designs, including field changes, shall be justified and
subjected to design control measures commensurate with those applied to the
original design and approved by the same affected oryganizations which approved
the original design. MWhere a significant design change is necessary because of
an incorrect design, the desiyn process and verification procedure shall be

reviewed and modified as necessary,

9.U INTERFACE CONTROL

Design efforts which involve more than one organization shall be coordin-
ated by the Project Enyineer. Design interfaces shall be identified and con-
trolled. Interface control shall include assignment of responsidility and the
establishment of procedures among participating design organizations for the
| review, approval, release, distribution, and revision of documents involviny
design interfaces. Desiyn information transmitted across interfaces shall be

documented and controlled. Where it is necessary to initially transmit design
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information orally or by some otner informal means, the transmittal shall be

confirmed promptly by a controlled document,

10.0 DOCUMENTATION AND RECURDS ‘ |

Design  documentation and records, which provide evidence that. the design
and design verification processes were pefformed in accordance with this QA
manual and uther applicable documents, shall‘be collected, stored, and maintain-
ed by the Program Manager or authorized designee., The documentation shall in- |
clude not only the finél desiyn documents, such as drawings and specifications,
and revisions thereto, but also documentation which identifies important steps,

including sources of design inputs that support the final desiyn,
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1.0 SCOPE

To define the documentation 2ssocieted with the purchase of yoods ana ser-

vices. Externally supplied goods ana services are subject to the same quality

assurance requirements as tne proyram for which they are intended to be used.
The documents authoriziny purcnase shail explicitly state these requirements

where applicable,

2.0 BASIC REQUIREMENTS

Applicable design bases and otnher reguirements necessary to assure adequate
quality shall be included or referencea in documents for procurement of items
and services, To the extent necessary, procurement documents shall reyuire
suppliers to have a quality assurance progyram consistent with the applicable

requirements of this manual.

3.0 APPLICATION

3.1 QA Proyrams for Suppliers

A formal quality assurance progyram is not mandatory for all suppliers. In
most cases, contractual documents must assure that required quality actions are
implemented in compliance with tne associated QA proyram. However, suppliers
who furnish a critical component Jr service shall be required to certify that
they have a QA proyram for tne procuction of the item or service. The extent of
the proyram required snall agepend upon tne type and use of the ‘item or service

neiny procured.
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3.2 Technical Kegquirements

Where neceséary, technical reyuirements shall be specified in the procure-
ment documents. These requirements shall pe specified by reference to specific
drawinygs, specifications, codes, standards, regulations, procedures, or instruc-
tions, including revisions thereto that describe the items or services to De
furnished. In yeneral, commercial yrace and off-the-shelf items are exempt from
this requirement; a purchase order specifying part number or other 1dentifying
description is sufficient. Examples of the application of technical require-
ments would be unusual heat treatments, calibration services, exotic alloys,

pressure vessels, and testiny services,

3.3 Purchaser Inspection

Where technical requirements are in effect, it shall be the responsibility
of the purchaser to inspect the furnished item or service for compliance with
the QA proygram, Section 14 of this manual provides amplified instructions for

inspection requirements,

3.4 Supplier Documents

Documents to be submitted by the supplier upon task completion shall oe
specified in the procurement documents. These submitted documents may range
from a simple Certificate of Conformaice, or Nonconformance, to an extensive
history record of the item or service furnished. These documents shall be plac-
ed in the project record file anda may ze subject to the archival requirements as

specified in the QA plan.
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3.5 Change Control

Procurement document chanyes shall be subject to the same deyree of control

as utilized in the preparation of the original documents.

4.0 RESPONSIBILITY

It shall be the responsibility of the Program Manager (PM), or his designee
as documented in the QA plan, for assuring conformance to this basic require-

ment. The QA Administrator (QAA) shall provide yuidance as necessary.
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1.0 SCOPE

To establish provisions for assuring that all activities affecting quality

are prescribed by instructions, written procedures, drawings, or otherwise docu-

mented.

2.0 GENERAL INFORMATION

2.1 Policy with reygyard to quality is specified in the Statement of Authority
for this QAM,

2.2 (Quality assurance requirements and the procedural interfaces between organ-
izations affecting quality are specified in the various sections of this
QAM,

2.3 A Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) shall be prepared for each individual pro-
ject, identifying applicable customer requirements, regulations, codes, and
standards.

2.4 Instructions for wofk affecting quality shall provide appropriate accept-
ance criteria for the determination of accomplishment.

2.5 Instructions, procedures, and drawings shall be prepared, reviewed, and
approved as indicated in Exnibit 5-2,

3.0 PROCEDURE

3.1 (Quality Assurance Manual (JAM)

3.1.1 Tne various sections of the QAM contain the basic specifications of the

quality assurance proygram for the Company. These sections and amendments

thereto reyuire approval siynature of the QAA.

o

- -
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3.1.3

3.1.2 Reyguests for changes to the QaM shall be subm cted to the QAA on Exhipit

5-1 (Form TT-QAU3). If the reguest is rejected, a completed copy of the
form shall be returned‘to the initiator; if approved, the revision will
be implemented as soon as possiole,

The QA staff will be responsidle for majntenance of the QAM. This in-
cludes the following:

a) Distribution of the manuals and amendments.

b) Maintaininy a current record of manual holders.

c) The resolution of request for chanyes.

d) The implementation of amendments resulting from requests, audits, or
reviews.,

3.2 Quality Assurance Plan (QAP)

3.2.1 A QAP shall be generated for each project requiring a formal QA effort,

The QAP shall be prepared ana approved by the assigned Project Manager

(PM) and approved by the QAA. Tne QAP will contain the following:

a) The identification of apprdpriate sections of the QAM to be invoked.

b) Specify customer QA requirements not covered in the QAM,

¢) Documentation requirements and documentation control procedures for
the project.

d) Identification of assiyned personnel and definition of responsibili-
ties and authority relating to activities affecting quality of work
to be performed on the project.

b,
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Exhibit 5-1
TT-0A03 (5/85) ‘ Page 3 of 4

Q A MANUAL CHANGE REQUEST

RESPONSE

REQUEST

FROM:
TO: Quality Assurance Administrator . DATE:

It is requested that the following change be made to:

Section No. Pev. Page Para.

—
Change to read:

Reason for change:

Disposition:

(Signature) (Date)
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1.0 SCOPE

'—dL-_

To define controlled documents and establisti procedures for document con-
trol, The basic intent of document control is to insure that activities affect-
iny the quality of the final product are performed in an approved manner, This
is accomplished by generating procedures or other quality affecting documents
which are jointly approved by authorized individuals representing the concerned
organizations. The approved documents then are released in a controlled fashion
to the personnel performiny the associated activity.

Chanyes to the controlled

documents are handled in a similar manner.

2.0 BASIC REQUIREMENT

The preparation, issue, and change of documents that specify quality re-
quirements or prescribe activities affecting quality shall be controlled to
assure that correct documents are beiny employed. Such documents, including
changes thereto, shall be reviewed for adequacy and approved for release by

authorized personnel,

3.0 APPLICATION

A controlled document is a document which defines procedures, specifies
requirements, or releases data outside tne Company. A controlled document has a
unigue control number and a distribution list. Examples of controlled documents
are the Quality Assurance Manual (QAM), tne Quality Assurance Plan (QAP), compu-

ter codes which reduce data, procurement documents, construction/assembly draw-
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inys, contracts, and published final reports or interim data released to tne

Owner, The QAP shall list those controlled documents applicable to the projeci.

3.1 Preparation

The oriyinator of the controlled document shall be identified and should be
proficient and knowledgeable in the subject of interest. A format should be
established which is complete and concise. Review of the document by competent,

uninterested personnel is desireable.

3.2 Approval

Controlled documents shall be approved by responsible management personnel
prior to release. All controlled documents shall be approved by the QAA. Con-
trolled documents particular to a project shall require approval by the Program

Manager as well,

3.3 Distribution

A controlled distribution shall be established to assure that those person-
nel requiring the documents will have them where they need them and that all
copies are updated when changes are made. Tne QAA shall be responsible for
issuiny a control number and for maintaining the control log. The Proyram Mana-
ger shall be responsible for determining the distribution list for project re-
lated documents. The control log and a copy of each controlled document shall

be kept in the central QA file,

-~
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3.4 Changes ‘

Chanygyes to documents, other than those défined as minor changes in 3.,4.1
below, are considered as major changes and shall be reviewed and approved by the |
same oryanizations that performed the oriyinal review and approval unless other
organizations are specifically desiynated. The reviewing organization shall
have access to pertinent backyround data ¢r information upon which to base their

approval,

3.4,1 Minor Changes

Minor chanyes to documents, such as inconseguential editorial corrections,
shall not require that .the revised documents receive the same review and approv-
al as the original documents. To avoid a possible omission of a required re-

view, all suspected minor changes shall be approved by the QAA.
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1.0 SCUPE

To define the procurement dctivities associated with the purchase of ex-
ternally supplied goods and services, Just as procurement documents must be
contrdl]ed to assure complete and correct requirenments for the purchase of items
and services (Section 4), so must the procurement process be controlled. AI]
actions associated with procurement shall be documented so thaﬁ the adequacy of
items and services purchased can be verified prior to use, and after use should

the necessity arise,

2.0 BASIC REQUIREMENTS

The procurement of items and services shall oe controlled to assure con-
formance with specified requirements, Such control shall provide for the fol-
lowiny, as appropriate: source evaluation and selection; evaluation of objec-
tive evidence of yuality furnished by the supplier; source inspection; audit;

and examination of items or services upon delivery or completion.

3.0 APPLICATION

3.1 Procurement Planniny

Procurement activities shall pe planned and documented to assure 4 Systein-
atic approach to the procurement process. Planning should provide for: 1)
procurement document preparation; (2) selection of procurement sources; (3)
evaluation and award; (4) purchaser control of supplier performance; (5) verifi-

cation tnrough surveillance, inspection or audit; (5) control of nonconforinance;
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(7) corrective action; (38) acceptance of 1tem or service; and (9Y) gquality assur-

ance records.

3.2 Supplier Evaluation and Selaci'on

Tne selection of suppliers snzil pe >ased on evaliation of their capability
to provide items or services in ac:irdanca with the requirements of the procure-
inent documents prior to contract éward or purcnase. Evaluation shall be based 1

on: (1) technical considerazions; (2) quality assurance requirements; (3) sup-

plier's personnel; (4) supplier's production capability; (5) supplier's past

performance; (6) alternates; and (7 exceptions,

3.3 Verification

The extent of verification activities shall be a function of the relative
importance, complexity, and gquantizy of tne item or services procured, dand tne
supplier's quality performance. Source surveillance and inspections, audits,
receiving inspections, nonconformances, Jispositions, waivers, and corrective
actions shall be documented. Activities performed to verify conformance to
procurement documents shall be recorded. These documents shall be reviewed

periodically to assess tne effectiveness of the supplier's QA proyram,

3.4 Acceptance

Prior to offeriny the i-em o~ servize for acceptance, the supplier shall

verify thdt the jtem Or service r2iny furnisned complies with the procurement
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regutations., Purchaser metnods used to accept an item or related service from 3
supplier shall be supplier Certificate of Conformance, source verificé:iOn,
receiviny ﬁnspection, or 4 conmbination thereof,. In certain cases iavolsing
procurement of‘services only, acceptance shall be by any combination of: .
technical verification of data produced; (2) surveillance and/or audit of :ne
activity; and (3) review of objective evidence for conformance to the requira-

ments specified in the procurement documents,

3.5 Control of Supplier Nonconformances

In the event an item or service fails to conform to the reyuirements of :he
procurement documents for any reason(s), the supplier shall submit a nonconform-
ance report to purchaser, Supplier shall state nature of nonconformence and
recommended disposition. Purchaser shall have ultimate control of disposizion
and verify implementation of disposition on the nonconformance report. Tne

report shall be loyyed and entered in the project record file.

4.0 COMMERICAL GRADE ITEMS

Where the design utilizes commercial yrade or off-the-shelf items, cthe
following requirements are an acceptable alternate to other requirements of tnis
section.,

a) The commercial yrade item is identified in an approved desiyn outou-
document or has 1ndependently been verified that it will perform tn

intended function and will meet desiyn reyuirements.
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Supprier evaluation and selection, where determined necessary by the
purchaser bdsed on complexity and importance to safety, shall be in
accordance with paragraph 3.2 of this seétion.

Commercial yrade item shall be identified in the purchase order by the
manufacturer's .published product description (for example, cataloy
number).

After reéeipt of 4 comnercial yrade item, the purchaser shall determine
that: (1) damaye was not sustained duriny shipment; (2) the item re-
ceived was the item ordered; (3)‘1nspection and/or testiny is accom-
plishéd, as required by the purchaser, to assure conformance with the
manufacturer's published requirements; and (4) documentation, as

applicable to the item, was received and is acceptable,
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1.0 SCOPE

To establish procedures to be used to identify and control materials,

parts, and components in order to prevent the use of inappropriate or defective

items.

2.0 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

2.1 Applicability

These procedures apply to all materials received at Terra Tek for the pur-

pose of testing.

2.2 Records

Records shall be maintained on material received for the purpose of test-
ing. The record shall contain at least the following information on the mater-
ial:

a) type

b) origin

¢c)  purpose

d) subdivision or sampling

2.3 ldentification

All materials received shall be identified in a manner to allow traceabil-
ity to its origin. This applies to all samples taken for subsequent testing,

All samples shall be legibly marked with a unique identification. If the iden-
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tification interferes with the test to pe performed, the sample shall oe kept in

an appropriate container containing tne sample

except when the sample is under test.

2.4 Responsibilities

identification, at all times

The PM shall be reponsible fur the identification and control of all mater-

ials and also the appropriate documentation thereof.,
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Title: CONTROL OF SPECIAL PROCESSES _

1.0 SCUOPE

To describe the measures for assuring that special processes, such Bs the

selection and preparation of test samples, are controlied and accomplished by

qualified personnel,

2.0 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Special process requirements, control, qualifications and documentation

shall be specified in the QAP for each progect.
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1.0 SCOPE

To establish the criterion for control of tests.

2.0 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

2.1 Test Procedures

Test procedures shall be prepared by a cognizant engineer reviewed by an
Engineer Superviﬁor and approved by the QAA, and made part of the QAP for each
project. The test procedures shall address the following:

a) Objective (anticipated results).

b) Criteria for acceptance/rejection of test results.
c) Calibration requirements.

d) Personnel qualifications.

e) Documentation.

f) Review and certification.

2.2 Responsibilities

The assigned Test Group shall be responsible for the validity and documen-

tation of all test procedures and data.
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1.0 SCOPE

To describe the metnods for control of measuring and test eguipment.

2.0 MAINTENANCE AND CALI3RATION REQUIREMENTS

2.1 Equipment used to record i2st data shall be calibrated to manufacturers (or
other written) specificazions «~ith standards traceable to the National
Bureau of standards.

2.2 Tne calibration status shall be clearly displayed on calibrated item,

2.3 Equipment shall be repaired as necessary to maintain calibration capabil-
ity.

2.4 The QAE shall establish a recall system to assure that equipment due for
calibration is withdrawn from service, This system shall be implemented
using a combination of file records and floor spot checks.

2.5 Any item subjected to abusive treatment such as overload, dropped, etc.
shall be repaired as necessary and recalibrated.

2.6 The QAE shall maintain a calibration and maintenance record on all equip-
ment ,

2.7 A CAR Form TTQA-13 (Exnidit 15-1) shall be completed by the QAE on any

failed equipment used to odtain pertinent test data.

vl
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Queality Assurance Administrato:

1.0 SCOPE

To describe the measures for assuring proper handling, storage, and ship-

ping of materials, supplies, instruments, products, documents, etc. commended to

the authority of Terra Tek.

2.0 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

2.1 The QAP for each project shall

identify the requirements for handling,

storage, and shipping of items related to that project.

2.2 Specification, procedures, or drawings shall be prepared describing special

requirements such as cleaning, packaging, preservation, etc.

2.3 Items not covered by special procedures shall be treated in accordance with

sound industrial practices for handling, storage, and shipping.

3.0 RESPONSIBILITIES

It shall be the responsibility of the PM to insure that special handling,

storage, and-shipping procedures are documented. The QAA shall initiate audits

to insure the documented procedures are adequate and are being executed.
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1.0 SCOPE

To specify the measures used to identify inspection, and test status of

materials beiny tested at Terra Tek, Inc.

2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

3.0
3.1

3.2

3.3

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Test samples shall be inspected prior to testing to insure that the quality
is sufficient for test validation,

A CAR (see Section 1%, Exhibit 15-1) shall be completed on all rejected
samples. The rejected sample and CAR shall be conveyed to the QAE,

The PM (or other technically knowledgeable personnel) shall review all test
sample CAR's and make the final decision on the disposition of test samples
in guestion.

Special requirements for identification of inspection and test status shall
be included in the QAP for individual projects, and in general is to be

included as part of the test specifications,

RESPONSIBILITIES

The Task Manager shall pe responsible for the generation and implementation
of test status procedures for tests performed under his jurisdiction.

The PM shall review and approve all test status procedures.

The QAA shall initiate audits to insure adeguacy and implementation of all

procedures,
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Title: __NONCONFORMING ITEMS Quallity Assurance Administrator

1.0 SCOPE

To define nonconforming items and :o establish procedures for the report-

ing, control, and disposition of nonconformances.

2.0 BASIC REQUIREMENTS

[tems that do not conform to specified requirements shall be controlled to
prevent inadvertent installation or use. Controls shall provide for identifica-
tion, documentation, evaluation, segregation when practical, disposition of |

nonconforming items, and notification to affected organizations.

3.0 APPLICATION

In the broadest sense, a nonconformance is a design or implementation dis-
crepancy 1in an established proceaure, specification or part which jeopardizes
the quality of tne delivered product. For ygeoloyic investiyations, nonconform-
iny items are defined to include data, samples, geologic environment, and proto-
typic hardware. Examples of nonconforming items are: wuse of samples not meet-
ing specified tolerances; test data acquired with a transducer whose calibration
date has expired; testing with a controlled parameter at the wrong value; data
reduced using nonstandard techniques; and improper documentation. Once a non-
conformance 1is identified, it must be reported to appropriate personnel, con-
trolled by marking and/or seyreyating, and disposed of in a manner consistent

with its impact on the activity,
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Title: NONCONFORMING ITEMS

|

Quality Assurance Administrator '

4.0 REPORTING OF NONCONFORMANCES

4.1 Responsibility

It shall pe the responsinitity of all progject personnel to rzport noncon-
forminy items that are clearly i~ violation of established procedures ar speci-
fications. Most nonconformance: are found during the normal performance of
WOrK ., Other common methods are throuyh audits, surveillances, peer reviews,

inspections, statistical trends, 2nd calibration activities.

4.2 Procedure

Nonconformances shall be reported by filling out a Nonconformance/Incident
and Corrective Action Report (CAR) form TTQA-13 (Exhibit 15-1), Tne partially
completed form shall be submitted to the QA Engineer who loys the CAR and as-
signs it a number, The QAE in turn submits a copy of the CAR to tne associated

Program Manayger for control and eventual disposition,

5.0 CONTROL OF NUNCUNFORMING [TEMS

Noncbnforming items snall pe curitrolled to prevent their inadvartent use in
subsequent activities. [f use ot the nonconforming item is absoluzely critical
to the program, or if its impact is considered minimal, then use snall be per-
mitted under controlled conditions pendiny evaluation and final dissosition, The
QAE shall be responsible for igentification and storaye of the iten until gis-

position has been determined,
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Form TT(QA13) 4/85 Rev B
NONCONFORMANCE / INCIDENT AND CORRECTIVE ACTION REPORT

TO: CAR #

FROM: Date:

Discrepant Condition:

Cause (If known)

Signature/Position/Date

Corrective Action, including action to prevent recurrence:

Signature/Position/Date

© et o = ——————— et e

Comments by QA Representative:

Approved Disapproved

Signature/Position/Date
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Title: NONCONFORMING ITENS

Quality Assurance Administrator

9.1 Identification

Identification of nonconforming items shall be by marking, tayying, or
other methods which shail not adversely affect the end use of the item., I[f
identification of each nonconforming item is not practfcai, the container, pack-
aye or seyregated area, as appropriate, shall be identified., The identification

should include the associated CAR number.

5.2 Seygregation

Nonconforming items shall be segreyated, when practical, by placinyg them in
a clearly identified and designated hold area until properly dispositioned.
When "seyregation is impractical or impossible due to physical conditions or
access limitations, other precautions shall be employed to preclude inadvertent

use of a nonconforming item,

6.0 UISPOSITION PROCEDURES

Nonconforminy characteristics of the item shall be reviewed and recommended
dispositions chall be proposed and approved in accordance with procedures defin-

ed below,

6.1 Responsibility

The Program Manager shall have final authority for disposition of noncon-

forming items, Where significant impact to the proyram or validity of the data
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Title: MONCONFORMING ITEMS

Quality Assurance Administrator _J

is. in question, approval from the Qwner snall be reguired. Final disposition

shall be coordinated by the QAA.

6.1 Evaluation

Personnel‘ performiny evaluations to determine a disposition shall have
demonstrated competence in the specific area they are evaluating, have an ade-
quate understanding of the requirements, and have access to pertinent backyround
information. A peer review process shall be used, when justified, to assure

technical adeyuacy of the evaluations,

6.2 Final Disposition

The final daisposition, such as use-as-is, reject, repair, or rework, of
nonconforming items shall be identified on the CAR, Tne‘tecnnical juﬁtification
for the acceptability of a nonconforming item, dispositioned repair/rework, or
use-as-ié shall be documented on the CAR. The as-built records, if such records

are required, shall reflect the accepted deviation,

6.3 Repaired or Reworked [tems

Repaired or reworked items shall be reexamined in accordance with applic-
able procedures and with the original acceptance criteria unless the nonconform-

iny item disposition has esrablished alternate crizeria,
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Title: NONCONFORMING ITEMS

Qualiity Assurance Admlnlntrato; l

7.0 DUCUMENTATIUN

Nonconformance documentation shall consist of tne completed CAR and loy

maintained by the QAE. Completed CAR's shall be filed in the central QA file. !
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Title: CQRRECTIVE ACTION Quality Assurance Administrator
1.0 SCUPE

To specify the requirements and establish Quality Assurance corrective

action procedures.

2.0 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

2.1

2.2

2.3

3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

QA corrective action procedures shall provide:

a) Prompt identificétion and correction of conditions that may have an
~adverse effect on guality of services provided by Terra Tek, Inc.

b) Documentation on problem, cause, and action taken,

c) Follow-up measures to assess the effectveness of the corrective action

taken, '

The appropriate provisions of Section 1%, “Nonconforming Items", and Sec-

tion 18, "Audits" snall be considered part of the QA corrective action

procedures.

Tne QAA is responsible for the implementation of QA corrective action pro-

cedures, and shall initiate steps necessary to insure their effectiveness.

PROCEDURES

A Corrective Action Reyuest (CAR, Exhibit 15-1) shall be initiated by any
knowledyeable person who recoynizes a QA deficiency.

A “CAR", regardless of origin, shall be submitted to the QAE to be logyed
and redistributed,

A "CAR" shall be iniziated on any unresolved nonconformance iten; refer to




Teﬂ‘dfek Section No. 16 Revision __C
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Title: . CORRECTIVE ACTION Quality Assurance Administrator

3.4

3.6

Section 15.
Customer corrective action re,uests sndll be

vestigation, disposition, and reply.

forwarded to the QAA for in-

The QAA shall maintain a loy and follow-up status on all active “CAR's".

QA deficiencies reveales as a result of qUality audits shall be resolved in

accordance with the provisions of Section 138,

c-68




||H [

TefoTek | Section No. 17 Revision ____C

5/85 P l_of_2 .
QUALITY ASSURANCE MANUAL | Effective Date . age ——©
APPfOVOd /}4? L [/.r. o i i: \ /

Title: QUALITY ASSURANCE RECORDS

Quality Assurance Admlnlstratot'_

1.0 SCOPE
To establish procedures for yeneration, review, and approval, control and

maintenance of quality assurance records.

2.0 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

2.1 A Project Record List (PRL) shall be prepared for each project and shall be
part of the Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) for each project.

2.2 Procedures for yeneration, review and approval of Records shall be those
delineated in Sections 5 and 6. |

2.3 A central file facility shall be provided that offers protection against
fire and theft,

2.4 All Quality Assurance Records (QA Records) shall be legible, identifiable,
and retrievable.

2.5 Test records shall, as a minimum, identify the date, test personnel, re-
sults, acceptability, and action taken on noted deficiencies,

2.6 The retention and disposition of QA Records shall be established by the
customer, Any and all records listed on the PRL shall be transmitted upon

customer's request.
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3.0 RESPONSIBILITIES

3.1 The PM sha]T maintain the project QA records and is responsible for the
technical content of do;uments generated on a project under his control.

3.2 The QAA shall initiate audits to assure that: (a) the QA records are main-
tained in accordance with written procedures, (b) the pkocedures are re-

sponsive to the customer's QA requirements.
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AUDITS Quality Assurance Administrator |

SCOPE

To establish auditing procedures to verify compliance and effectiveness of

Terra Tek's QAP.

2.0

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Audits shall be performed to:

a) Provide an. objective evaluation of compliance with established require-
ments, methods, and procedures.

b) Assess progress.

c) Determine adequacy of the QAP.

d) Verify implementation of recommended corrective action.

PROCEDURES

Audits shall be performed in accordance with written procedures or check
lists.

Audits shall be conducted by the QAA or his designated representative.
Audit results shall be documented by the auditing personnel.

Audit reports shall be reviewed by management having responsibility in the
area audited.

An Audit Schedule for each project shall be prepared and maintained by the
QAA. The schedule may be periodic and/or keyed to project milestones,

Unscheduled audits are recommended when:

a) Significant changes are made in the QAP.
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Quality Ascurance Administratos

4.0

4.1

b) It is suspected that there is a deficiency in the quality of services
baing provided,.

c) 4 it is considered necessary to verify implementatien c¢f recommendec
cuirective actions,

AUDIT FULLOW-UP

An Audit Report shall be prepared and routed to the appropriate management
for review.
A Corrective Action Request (CAR - see Exhibit 15-1) shall be completed on

discrepancies revealed as a result of an audit.
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- TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

Acceprance Criteria: Specifiea limits glaced on chardcteristics of an item,
process, or service defined in codes, standards, or other reqguirement docCu-
ments,

Audit: A planned and documented activity performed to determine by investiya-
tion, examination, or evaluation of objective evidence the adejuacy of anc
compliance with established procedurzs, instructions, drawings, and other
applicable documents, ana the effectiveness of implementation, An augit
should not be confused with surveillance or inspection activities parformea
for the sole purpose of process control or product acceptance.

Certificate of Conforinance: A document signed by an authorized individual
certifying the deyree to whicn items or services meet specified requirements,

Certification: The act of determininy, veritying, and attesting in writing to
the qualifications of personnel, processes, procedures, or items in accordance
with specified requirements.

Characteristic: Any property or attribute of an item, process, or service
that is distinct, describable, and measurable.

Condition Adverse to Quality: An all inclusive term used in reference to any
of the following: failures, malfunctions, deficiencies, defective items, and
nonconformances, A significant condition adverse to quality is one which, if
uncorrected, could have a serious effect on safety or operability.

corrective Action: Measures taken to rectify conditions adverse to quality

and, where necessary, to preclude repetition.

Desiyn Input: Those criteria, parameters, pases, or other design requirements

upon wnich detailed final design is based.

Desiyn Qutput: Documents, such das drawings, specifications, and other docu-

ments, derininy technical requirements of structures, systems, and components,

Desiyn Process: Technical and management processes that commerce with identi-

fication of desiyn input and that lead to and include the issuance ot design
output documents,

Deviation: A departure trom specified requirements.,

Documeni: Any written or pictorial informaiion describing, eetining, specify-

ing, reportiny, or certifyiny activities, requirements, procedures, or re-
sults. A document is not considered to be a Quality Assurance Record until it
satisfies the definition of a Quality Assurance Record as defined in this
Supplement.

External Audit: An audit of those portions of another oryanization's quality

assurance proyram not under the direct control or within the orgyanizational
structure of the auagitinyg oryanization,
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Final Design: Approved design output documents and dpproved chanyes thereto.

Guideline: A suggested practice that is not mandatory in proyrams intended to
comply with a standard. Tnhe word should denotes a yuideline; the word shall
denotes a requirement.

[nspector: A person who performs inspection activities to verity contormance
to specific requirements,

Inspection: Examination or measurement to verify whether an item or activity

conforms to specified requirements.

Internal Audit: An aydit of those portions of an organization's quality
assurance program retained under its direct control and within its oryaniza-
tional structure.

[tem: An all inclusive terin used in place of any of the following: appurten-

ance, assembly, component, equipment, material, module, part, structure, ;

subassembly, subsystem, system, or unit,

Measuriny and Test Equipment (M & TE): Devices or systems used to calibrate,

measure, gaye, test, or inspect in order to control or to acquire data to
verify conformance to specified requirements,

Noncontormance: A dgeficiency in characteristic, documentation, or procedure
that renders the quality of an item or activity unacceptable or indeterminate.

Objective Evidence: Any documented statement of fact, other information, or
record, either gquantitative or qualitative, pertaining to the quality of an
item or activity, based on observations, measurements, or tests which can be
verified,

Uwner: The person, group, company, agency, Or corporation who has or will
have title to the final product,

Procedure: A document that specifies or describes how an activity is to be
performed.

Procurement Docunent: Purchase requisitions, purchase orders, drawings,
contracts, specifications, or instructions used to define requirements for
purchase.

Purchaser: The organization responsible for establishment of procurement
requirements and for issuance, administration, or both, of procurement docu-
inents.

Qualification (Personnel): The characteristics or apilities gained through
education, training, or experience, as measured against established require-
ments, such as standards or tests, thdat qualify an individual to perform a4
requirea function.

Qualifiad Procedures: ~#n approved procedure that has been demonstrated to
meet the specified requirements for its intended purpose.
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Quality Assurance (QAj): All those planned dnd systematic actions necessary to
provide adequate confidence that a structure, system, or component will per-
form satisfactorily in service. For yeoloyic investiyations, all those planned
and systematic actions necessary to provide adeguate confidence that data are
valid, have integrity, and are preserved and retrievable.

Quality Assurance Record: A completed document that furnisnes evidence of the
quality of items dand/or activities affecting guality,

Receiving: Taking delivery of an item at a desiynated location.

Repair: The process of restoring a nonconforming characteristic to a condi-
tion such that the capability of an item to function reliably and safely is
unimpaired, even thouygh that item still does not conform to the oriyginal
requirement.

Rework: Tne process by which an item is made to conform to oriyinal require-
ments by completion or correction.

Right of Access: The right of a Purchaser or designated representative to
enter the premises of a Supplier for the purpose of inspection, surveillance,
or guality assurance audit.

Service: Tne performance of activities such as design, fabrication, inspec-
tion, nondestructive examination, repair, or installation,

Special Process: A process, the results of which are hiyghly dependent on the
control of the process or the skill of the operators, or both, and in which
the specified quality cannot be readily determined by inspection or test of
the product.

Supplier: Any ingividcal or orgenization who furnishes items or services in
accordance with a procurement document., An all inclusive term used in place
of any of the following: vendor, seller, contractor, subcontractor, fabrica-
tor, consultant, and their subtier levels,

Surveillance: Tne act of monitoring or observing to verify whether an item or
activity corforms to specified requirements.,

Testing: An element of verification for the determination of the capability
of an item to meet specitied requirements by subjecting the item to a set of
physical, chemical, environmental, or operatiny conditions,

Traceability: The ability to trace the history, application, or location of
an item ana like items or activities by means of recorded identification.

Use-d4s-is: A disposition permitted for a nonconforming item when it can be
established that the item is satisfactory for its intended use.

Verification: The act of reviewiny, inspecting, testing, checking, auditing,
or otherwise determininy and documentiny wnether items, processes, services,
or documents conform to specified requirements,

Waiver: Documented autnorization to depart from specified requirements,
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Intera Technologies, Inc.
Final Results of High
Pressure Mercury Injection
Capillary Pressure Tests
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K& A

LABORATORIES

July 5, 1988

Intera Technologies, Inc.
6850 Austin Center Blvd.
Suite 300

Austin, Texas 78731

Attention: Mr. Van Kelley

Re: Revised Final Report:
Mercury Injection Capillary
Pressure Tests:

Job Number 88-1056-14

Gentlemen:

This report presents the revised final results of the high pressure
mercury injection capillary pressure tests performed on core samples
supplied by Intera Technologies, Inc. These tests indicated a final
mercury saturation ranging from 66.7 to 100,0 and averaged 95.4
percent pore volume. Although Sample No. 10 showed a lower final
mercury saturation, 66.7 percent pore volume, it does correlate to
the lower air permeability of the sample., Sample No. 10A, an
endpiece of this same sample was also tested. These results showed
a higher final mercury saturation of 95.2 percent pore volume,
however note that the air permeability in Sample No. 10A is
significantly higher than the original test sample. These
differences may suggest a heterogeneous distribution of pore throat
sizes within this core sample. Final results also yielded a mean
pore throat diameter (at 30,000 psi injection pressure) of

0.00717 um using a air/mercury contact angle of 140°. As
requested, pore surface area summmaries (appendix 1), plus
additional tabular pore size data (appendix 2) have been included in
this report. The test procedures used are described below.

Following trimming of the samples to the required one-inch length,
the samples were placed in a vacuum for 24 hours and then stored in
a dessicator. Air permeabilities and porosities were then measured
on the dried core samples. Mercury was then injected into each
sample using pressures that ranged from 0.5 psia to 30,000 psia.
Note Sample No. 10A was injected to a pressure of 20,000 psia. Pore
throat size histograms were calculated from these results, using the
cypical contact angle and surface tension for histogram I, and for
histogram II, a surface tension of 360 dynes/cm and @ contact angle
cf 180° was used. Capillary pressure relationships were also
calculated from these data. Final results are presented in
graphical and tabular form.
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Intera Technologies, Inc.
Page 2

- The conditions under which this report 1s presented are described

immediately following this report. We request that the report be
used in its entirety if reproductions are to be made. Please
contact us if you have any questions concerning these data, or if we
may be of further service.

Respectfully submitted,

K & A LABORATORIES

JMC:ch

K & A Laboratontes
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Page 2 of 81
K& A File ~ 88-1056-14
~ LABORATORIES

SUMMARY OF HIGH PRESSURE MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Air Endpoint
Sample - Identification Porosity, Permeability, Mercury Saturation
Number Number Percent md @ 30,000 psi, Percent
1 H2A-2 12.5 0.143 88.5
2 H2B1-2 14.8 ‘ 1.18 _ 99.7
3 H5Bl-la 13.0 0.042 : 95.0
4 H5B1-1b 15.5 0.069 95.3
5 H7B1l-2a 21.5 0.108 91.6
6 H7B1-2b 27.8 0.521 99.5
7 H7B2-1 17.3 0.294 96.5
8 H7C-1b 16.5 0.074 94.8
9 H7C~la 13.4 : 0.098 . 98.9
10 H10B-1 10.8 0.012 66.7
10A H10B-1 9.0 0.174 95.2
11 H11-2 11.0 0.038 93.3
12 HI11B3-1 33.1 1.33 99.9
13 H11B3-4 14.8 0.186 99.9
14 W-12-1la 2.8 0.270 98.2
15 W-121b1 11.2 0.086 99.9
16 W-12-2 13.6 1.38 99.4
17 W-13-3a 19.0 4.94 97.5
18 W-13-3b 9.7 0.037 99.6
19 W-26~3 12.5 0.039 - 99.9
20 W-28-1a 14.2 0.033 95.3
21 W-28-1b 13.0 0.038 93.8
22 W-30-3a 17.6 9.68 99.8
23 W-30-3b 15.8 3.48 91.6
24 W-30-4 25.4 18.6 96.3

D-6



P

vl .

K& A

LABORATORIES

Page 3 of 81

File _ 88-1056-14
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30,000

, MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

SAMPLE NUMBER 1

Air Permeability = 0.143 md Porosity = 12.5%

27,000
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21,000
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15,000
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9,000

6,000
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{ 1
LT )| 1 1
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1 1 Ht 1
90 80 0 60 50 40 2 1
Mercury Saturation, Percent Pore Volume
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K& A File _ B8-1056-T4

LABORATORIES

MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

SAMPLE NUMBER 2

Air Permeability = 1.18 md Porosity = 14.8%
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LABORATORIES __
MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
SAMPLE NUMBER 3
Air Permeability = 0.042 md Porosity = 13.0%
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LABORATORIES

|

MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

SAMPLE NUMBER 4

Air Permeability = 0.069 md Porosity = 15.5%
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LABORATORIES
MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
SAMPLE NUMBER 5
. Air Permeability 0.108 md Porosity = 21.5%
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K&A | | |  File _ 88-1056-14
LABORATORIES

MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

SAMPLE NUMBER 6

Air Permeability = 0.52]1 md ‘ Porosity = 27.8%
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SAMPLE NUMBER 9

= 13,47
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Air Permeability = 0.098 md
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MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOCIES, INC,.
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SAMPLE NUMBER 10

= 10.8%
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Air Permeability = 0.012 md
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LABORATORIES

20,000

18,000

sia

16,000

14,000

12,000

Injection rressure, p

10,000
8,000
6,000

4,000

2,000

Air Permeability = .174 md

Page 32a of

81

File 88-~1056-14

MERCURY/INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

SAMPLE NUMBER 10A

Porosity = 9.0%
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‘ Page 33 of 81
K& A File 88

88-1056-14
LABORATORIES
MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
SAMPLE NUMBER 11
Air Permeability = 0.038 md Porosity = 11.0%
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K&A o | File _ B88-1056-14

LABORATORIES
MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS
INTERA TECHNOLOGLES, INC.
SAMPLE NUMBER 13
Air Permeability = 0.186 md | Porosity = 14.8%
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Page 42 of 8l

K& A |  File _88-1056714

LABORATORIES
MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
SAMPLE NUMBER 14
Alr Permeability = 0.270 md Porosity = 2.8%
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Page 45 of 81

K&A File  BB-1056-14

LABORATORIES
MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS
~ INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
SAMPLE NUMBER 15
Air Permeability = 0.086 md Porosity = 11.2%
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LABORATORIES

MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS
INTERA TECENOLOGIES, INC.
SAMPLE NUMBER 17
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Injection Pressure, psia
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K&A File ~ 868-1056-14

LABORATORIES

MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

SAMPLE NUMBER 18
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LABORATORIES
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MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

SAMPLE NUMBER 19
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- Injecwion Pressure, psia

‘ ' Page 69 of 8l
K& A | File  86-1056=14

LABORATORIES

MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

SAMPLE NUMBER 23

Air Permeability = 3.48 md Porosity = 15.8%
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MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
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Page 75 of 81
K& A File  88-1056-14

LABORATORIES

HIGH PRESSURE MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Sample Number: 1 2 3 4
Sample Identification Number: H2A-2 H2B1-2 H5Bl-1la H5B1-1b
Alr Permeability, md: 0.143 1.18 1.18 0.042
Porosity, Percent: 12.5 14.8 13.0 15.5
Injection

Pressure, psia Mercury Saturation, Percent Pore Volume

0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0

2 0.4 0.2 0.7 0.0

4 0.9 0.4 2.6 0.2

8 1.3 0.9 3.6 0.4

10 1.5 1.2 3.8 1.0

15 1.9 1.6 4.5 2.8

20.4 3.1 1.9 5.3 3.5

40 4.2 2.5 5.8 4.3

60 6.9 5.7 6.2 4.9

80 9.0 9.1 6.5 5.3

100 10.6 12.6 .6 5.3

150 13.2 20.5 6.9 5.8

200 14.6 24,9 7.0 6.7

400 21.8 51.8 14.5 17.6

750 44,2 76.8 74 .6 77.0

1,000 61.1 82.1 8l.4 82.5
1,500 71.6 88.5 86.7 87.4
2,000 75.6 92.0 89.1 89.4
4,000 8l.4 97.0 92.5 92.7
6,000 84.0 98.5 93.7 3.9

8,000 85.5 99.5 94.4 94.5

10,000 86.6 99.7 94.7 94,9

15,000 88.0 99.7 95.0 95.3

20,000 88.5 99.7 95.0 95.3

25,000 88.5 99.7 95.0 95.3

30,000 88.5 99.7 95.C 95.3
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K&A File — 88-1056-14

LABORATORIES

— —

HIGH PRESSURE MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Sample Number: 5 6 7 8

Sample Identification Number: H7Bl-2a H7B1-2b H7B2-1 “H7C-1b

Air Permeability, md: 0.108 0.521 0.294 0.074

Porosity, Percent: 21.5 27.8 17.3 16.5

Injection ;

Pressure, psia Mercury Saturation, Percent Pore Volume

0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1 0.4 1.5 0.0 0.4

2 0.7 22.5 0.6 0.7

4 5.0 23.3 1.5 1.2

8 5.8 24.0 2.3 2.2

10 9.5 24,2 2.5 2.3

15 9.9 24,6 2.7 2.7

20.4 10.3 25.6 3.0 3.2

40 12.2 29.3 3.1 4.1

60 23.0 35.0 3.1 5.2

80 24,9 38.8 3.3 6.0

100 25.6 41.0 3.4 6.8

150 35.7 42.7 3.7 15.7

200 36.5 44,1 5.4 16.2

400 46.8 60.1 63.2 33.9

750 86.7 88.4 81.7 77.9

1,000 90.7 92.1 85.9 83.8

1,500 ‘ 91.5 95.2 89.0 83.9

2,000 91.6 96.5 91.4 84.0

4,000 91.6 98.3 94.2 93.1

6,000 91.6 98.8 95.3 94.0

8,00¢C 91.6 99.2 95.8 94.4

10,000 91.6 99.3 96.2 94.7

15,000 91.6 99.5 96.5 94 .8

20,000 ' 91.6 99.5 96.5 94.8

25,000 91.6 99.5 96.5 94.8

30,000 91.6 99.5 96.5 94.8
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K& A | File ~ 88-1056-14

LABORATORIES
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HIGH PRESSURE MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Sample Number: 9 10 11 12

Sample Idenitifcation Number: H7C-1c H10B-1 H11-2 H11B3-1

Air Permeability, md: 0.098 0.012 0.038 1.33

Porosity, Percent: 13.4 10.8 11.0 33.1

Injection ‘

Pressure, psia ‘ Mercury Saturation, Percent Pore Volume

0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 0.6 0.1 1.1 3.3

4 0.8 0.2 1.6 4.2

8 4.5 0.5 2.0 5.5

10 8.1 0.6 2.0 7.0

15 8.5 0.8 2.2 7.5

20.4 8.7 1.0 2.3 7.8

40 8.8 1.0 2.3 10.7

60 9.7 1.1 2.4 13.5

80 10.6 1.2 2.6 17.2

100 10.8 1.3 2.6 19.5

150 11.4 1.6 2.6 26.0

200 11.8 1.8 2.7 30.0

400 36.8 4.4 2.9 83.0

750 ‘ 78.6 24,8 3.8 94.1

1,000 85.0 38.4 6.4 96.0

1,500 90.3 48.1 50.3 97.6

2,000 92.6 53.5 63.5 98.3

4,000 96.0 62.0 78.6 99.4

6,000 97.3 64.7 83.7 99.7

8,000 98.0 65.8 86.5 99.9

10,000 98.4 66.4 88.4 99.9

15,000 98.9 66.7 91.3 99.9

20,000 98.9 66.7 92.7 99.9

25,000 98.9 66.7 93.3 99.9

30,000 98.9 66.7 93.3 99.9

D-84



Page 78 of 81

K& A File — 88-1056-14

LABORATORIES

HIGH PRESSURE MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Sample Number: 13 14 15 16

Sample Idenitifcation Number: H11B3-4 W-12-la W-12-1bl W-12-2b

Air Permeability, md: 0.186 0.270 0.086 - 1.38

Porosity, Percent: 14.8 2.8 11.2 13.6

Injection

Pressure, psia Mercury Saturation, Fercent Pore Volume

0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1 1.8 0.0 2.0 0.0

2 2.9 0.0 2.4 1.3

4 3.6 0.2 2.6 5.2

8 4.0 0.3 2.7 6.0

10 4.1 0.5 2.8 6.3

15 4.1 0.7 2.9 67

20.4 4.3 0.7 3.1 7.4

40 4.5 1.0 3.4 8.8

60 5.2 2.6 4.0 13.2

80 5.5 3.4 4,3 15.3

100 5.6 4.1 5.0 16.7

150 5.9 5.4 6.5 18.9

200 6.3 6.6 7.3 20.7

400 11.1 38.4 29.9 49.8

750 77.0 82.1 75.2 80.1

1,000 84.2 90.2 81.9 85.6

1,500 89.7 98.2 88.6 90.7

2,000 92.4 98.2 91.6 93.2

4,000 96.2 98.2 96.3 96.9

6,000 97.7 98.2 97.9 98.1

8,000 98.6 98.2 98.8 98.8

10,000 99.2 98.2 99.3 99.1

15,000 99.9 98.2 99.9 99.4

20,000 99.9 98.2 99.9 99.4

25,000 99.9 98.2 99.9 99.4

30,000 99.9 98.2 99.9 99.4
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K&A File  88-1056-14

LABORATORIES

HIGH PRESSURE MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Sample Number: 17 18 19 20
Sample Idenitifcation Number: W-13-3a W~13-3b W-26-3 W-28-la
Air Permeability, md: - 4.94 0.037 0.039 0.033
Porosity, Percent: 19.0 9.7 12.5 14.2

Injection

Pressure,‘psia ‘ Mercury Saturation, Percent Pore Volume
0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7
2 0.8 0.4 1.9 1.2
4 1.1 0.6 2.4 2.5
8 1.4 0.7 2.7 3.3
10 1.6 0.8 2.8 3.4
15 2.5 0.9 2.9 3.6
20.4 4,1 1.0 3.2 3.7
40 8.2 1.0 3.2 3.7
60 21.5 1.0 3.2 3.9
80 29.5 1.0 3.2 4.0
100 33.6 1.0 3.2 4,1
150 37.9 1.0 3.2 4,3
200 39.6 1.0 3.2 4.4
400 71.6 19.2 8.5 4.5
750 85.9 80.1 61.6 10.6
1,000 88.6 85.8 72.7 42.1
1,500 91.3 90.8 81.8 75.4
2,000 92.6 93.1 86.0 8l.0
4,000 95.0 95.6 92.5 87.9
6,000 95.9 98.3 95.4 90.4
8,000 96.5 99.1 97.1 92.0
10,000 96.9 99.6 98.2 93.0
15,000 97.5 99.6 99.9 94.5
20,000 97.5 99.6 99.9 95.2
25,000 97.5 99.6 99.9 95.3
30,000 97.5 99.6 99.9 95.3
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HIGH PRESSURE MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Sample Number: ' 21 22 23 24
Sample Idenitifcation Number: W-28-1b W-30-3a - W=30-3b W-30-4
Air Permeability, md: 0.038 9.68 3.48 18.6
Porosity, Percent: 13.0 17.6 15.8 25.4

Injection

Pressure, psia Mercury Saturation, Percent Pore Volume
0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1 0.8 0.0 1.8 0.0
2 1.4 1.1 2.6 0.6
4 2.5 2.7 3.2 1.2
8 3.2 3.8 4,2 2.5
10 3.3 4.1 4.9 2.8
15 3.5 4.8 22.5 4.3
20.4 3.7 5.8 23.5 5.8
40 3.7 10.8 27.4 8.5
60 3.7 23.5 30.5 15.1
80 3.8 32.2 32.5 21.4
100 3.8 37.3 34.0 26.3
150 3.8 44,2 36.8 35.0
200 3.9 48.1 38.8 39.5
400 4.5 66.4 52.1 58.4
750 47.2 80.0 78.8 80.3
1,000 68.3 83.5 83.0 85.0
1,500 78.6 88.1 86.3 88.9
2,000 82.7 90.8 87.6 90.5
4,000 88.2 95.7 89.9 93.1
6,000 - 90.4 97.5 90.7 94.2
8,000 91.6 98.5 91.1 94.9
10,000 92.4 99.1 91.4 95.3
15,000 93.5 99.8 91.6 96.0
20,000 93.8 99.8 91.6 96.3
25,000 93.8 99.8 91.6 96.3
30,000 93.8 99.8 91.6 96.3
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HIGH PRESSURE MERCURY INJECTION TEST RESULTS
" INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC,
Sample Nuiiber: 10A
Sample Identification Number: H10B~1
Air Permeability, md: ‘ 0.174
Porosity, Percent: 9.0%
Injection
Pressure, psia Mercury Saturation, Percent Pore Volume
0.5 0.0
1 0.3
2 3.0
4 3.5
8 3.7
10 3.8
15 3.8
20.4 4.0
40 4.6
60 8.4
80 12.7
100 15.4
150 20.4
200 23.9 .
400 32.2
750 59.0
1,000 74.6
1,500 83.6
‘ 2,000 87.4
4,000 92.6
6,000 94.2
8,000 94,9
10,000 95.2
15,000 95,2
20,000 : 95,2
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K & A LABORATORIES

Page 81 of 81
File 88-1056-14

CONDITIONS AND QUALIFICATIONS

K&A Laboratories will endeavor to provide accurate and reliable
laboratory measurements of the cores provided by the client. The
results of any core analysis are necessarily affected by the condition
in which the core is received and the selection of the samples to be
analyzed. In the absence of direction by the client, K&A Laboratories
will utilize their best geological and engineering judgment in selecting
the samples to be analyzed. It should be recognized that most cores do
not have uniform properties and that selection of truly representative
samples is rarely possible. Unless otherwise directed, the samples will
normally be selected from the highest quality segments. Thus, use of
the properties measured in this report in reservoir calculations could
result in an overestimation in reservoir volume and/or deliverability.
K&A Laboratories assumes no responsibility nor offers any guarantee of
the productivity or performance of any oil or gas well or hydrocarbon
recovery process based upon the data presented in this report.
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PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Sample Number:

Sample Identification Number:

Air Permeability, md:
Porosity, Percent:
Dry Sample Weight (gm):

Cumulative
Volume
Injection Injected
Pressure, psia cc

1 0

2 .0058

4 0114

8 L0167

10 .0195

15 .0256

20.4 . 0406

40 .0556

60 - .0924

80 .1196

100 . 1405

150 .1761

200 ‘ . 1945

400 .2899

750 .5878

1000 .8121

1500 . 9520

2000 1.006

4000 1.0822

6000 1.1170

8000 1.1376

10000 1.1523

15000 1.1704

20000 1.1771

25000 1.1771

30000 1.1771

1
(H2A-2)
<143
12.5%
27.00

D-90

Pore Throat Cumulative
Radius, Surfage Area Surface Area
um (m”/g) (%)
215, 0 0
71,7 7.25 E-6 511. E-6
35.9 21.3 E~-6 .00150
17.9 47.8 E-6 .00337
12.0 68.8 E-6 .00485
8.61 132. E-6 .00733
6.08 354, E-6 .0249
3.56 731. E-6 .0515
2,15 .00226 .160
1.54 .00385 .271
1.20 .00542 .382
. 861 .00913 .643
.615 .0118 .833
.359 .0357 2.51
. 187 .178 12.6
.123 342 24.1
.0861 .488 34.4
0615 .566 39.9
.0359 o157 53.4
.0215 .902 63.6
0154 1.02 72.0
.0120 1.13 79.8
.00861 1.32 93.1
.00615 1.42 100.
.00478 1.42 100.
.00391 1.42 100.



K& A

LABORATORIES

Sample Number:

Sample Identification Number:
Air Permeability, md:
Porosity, Percent:

Dry Sample Weight (gm):

Cumulative
Volume
Injection Injected -
Pressure, psia cc
1 0.

2 .0036

4 . 0067

8 .0139

10 .0189

15 .0248
20.4 . 0284

40 .0376

60 .0865

80 .1385
100 .1925

150 .3133

200 .3814
400 .7926
750 1.1737
1000 1.255

1500 1.3526
2000 1.4063

4000 1.4825
6000 1.5067
8000 1.5181

10000 1.5243

15000 1.5284

20000 1.5284
25000 1.5284
1.5284

30000 |

Page of
File 88-1056-~14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
2
(H2B1-2)
1.180
14.8%
26.40
Pore Throat Cumulative
Radius, Surfage Area Surface Area
um (m”/g) (%)
215, 0. 0.
71.7 4.6 E-6 468. E-6
35.9 12,5 E-6 .00127
17.9 49,3 E-6 .00502
12.0 87.7 E-6 .00892
8.61 151. E-6 .0153
6.08 205. E-6 .0208
3.56 442, E~6 .0449
2.15 .00253 .257
1.54 .00563 .573
1.20 .00977 .994
.861 .0226 2.30
.615 .0328 3.34
. 359 .138 14.0
.187 .325 33.0
.123 .385 39.2
.0861 .489 49.8
.0615 .569 57.9
.0359 . 764 77.8
.0215 .867 88.2
.0154 .935 95.2
.0120 .983 100.
.00861 .983 100.
.00615 .983 100.
.00478 .983 100,
.00391 .983 100.
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File 88-1056-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC,
Sample Number: 3
Sample Identification Number: (H5B1-1A)
Air Permeability, md: .042
Porosity, Percent: 13.0%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 27.75
Cumulative ‘
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (m“/g) (%)
.5 0. 430, 0. 0.
1 .0039 143, 2.37 E-6 245, E-6
2 .0097 71.7 9.43 E-6 975. E-6
4 .0373 35.9 76.6 E-6 .00792
8 .0523 17.9 .00015 .0155
10 0554 12.0 .000172 .0178
15 .0659 8.61 .000279 .0288
20.4 .0773 6.08 .000442 .0457
40 .0840 3.56 .000606 .0627
60 .0910 2.15 .00089 .0921
80 .0951 1.54 .00112 .116
100 .0960 1.20 .00119 .123
150 . 1004 .861 .00163 .169
200 .1015 .615 .00179 .185
400 <2114 .359 .0285 2.95
750 1.0886 . 187 437 45.3
1000 1.1879 .123 .508 52.6
1500 1.2661 .0861 .587 60.8
2000 1.3009 .0615 .637 65.9
4000 1.3509 . 0487 .758 78.4
6000 1.3682 .0215 .828 85.7
8000 1.3776 .0154 .882 91.2
10000 1.3827 .0120 919 95.1
15000 1.3874 .00861 .967 100.
20000 1.3874 .00615 .967 100.
25000 1.3874 .00478 .967 100.
30000 1.3874 .00391 .967 100.
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LABORATORIES _
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File 88-1056-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 4
Sample Identification Number: (H5B1-1B)
Air Permeability, md: .042
Porosity, Percent: 13.0%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 26.85
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (m“/g) (%)
2 0. 108, 0. 0.
4 .0031 35.9 7.79 E-6 674. E-6
8 .0075 17.9 29.9 E-6 .00259
10 .0178 12,0 108. E~6 .0093
15 .0479 8.61 423, E-6 ‘ .0366
20.4 .0598 6.08 599. E-6 .0518
40 .0723 3.56 916. E-6 .0792
60 .0840 2,15 .00141 122
80 .0893 1.54 .00172 . 148
100 .0907 1.20 .00182 .158
150 .0979 .861 .00258 .223
200 .1143 .615 .00498 431
400 .2991 .359 - 0514 4,45
750 1.3087 .187 .538 46.5
1000 1.4027 .123 .607 52.5
1500 1,4859 .0861 .694 60.0
2000 1.5190 .0615 743 64.2
4000 ‘ 1.5754 .0359 .884 76.4
6000 1.5955 .0215 .969 83.7
8000 1.6069 .0154 1,040 89.5
10000 1.6130 .012 1.08 93.5
15000 1.6202 .00861 1.16 100.
20000 1.6202 .00615 1.16 100.
25000 1.6202 .00478 1.16 100.
30000 1.6202 .00391 1.16 ‘ 100.
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LABORATORIES
Page of
File 88-1056~-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Samp 'umber: 5
Sample Identification Number: (H7B1-2A)
Air Permeability, md: .108
Porosity, Percent: 21.5%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 25.02
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, SurfaSe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (m”/g) (%)
0.5 0. 430. - 0.
1 .0078 143, 5.26 E-6 948. E-6
2 .0122 71.7 11.2 E-6 .00202
4 .0940 35.9 232. E-6 .0418
8 .1088 17.9 312, E-6 .0562
10 .1769 12. 863. E-6 .155
15 . 1850 8.61 954. E-6 .172
20.4 .1928 6.08 .00108 .195
40 .2284 3.56 .00204 .368
60 L4295 2.15 .0111 2.00
80 <4652 1.54 .0133 2.40
100 .4788 1.20 .0l44 2.59
150 .6677 .861 .0357 6.43
200 .6833 .615 .0381 6.86
400 .8755 .359 .0900 16.2
750 1.6222 . 187 L476 85.5
1000 1.6954 .123 .534 96.?
1500 1.7107 .0861 .551 99.3
2000 1.7120 .0615 .553 99.6
4000 1.7126 .0359 .555 100.
6000 1.7126 L0215 .555 100.
8000 1.7126 L0154 L5655 100.
10000 1.7176 .0120 LTS 100.
15000 1.7126 .00861 ,o 100.
20000 1.7126 .00615 N 100.
25000 1.712¢ .00478 .555 100.
30000 1.7126 .00391 -555 100,
D-94
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LABORATORIES
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File. 88-1056-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 6
Sample Identification Number: (H7B1-2B)
Air Permeability, md: ‘ (.521
Porosity, Percent: 27.8%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 22.98
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfage Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia ce um (m”/g) (%)
0.5 0. 430. 0.
1 .0303 143, 22.3 E-6 .00248
2 .4500 71.7 639. E-6 .0711
4 L4644 35.9 681, E-6 .0758
8 L4793 17.9 768, E-6 .0854
10 .4838 12.0 808. E-6 .0899
15 .4903 8.61 888. E-6 .0988
20.4 .5117 6.08 .00126 140
40 .5848 3.56 .00342 .380
60 .6986 2.15 .00899 1.00
80 .7758 1.54 ,0143 1.59
100 .8182 1.20 .0180 2.00
150 .8534 .861 .0223 2.48
200 .8799 .615 .0269 2.99
400 1.2009 .359 121 13.5
750 1.7661 . 187 .439 48,8
1000 1.8395 .123 .502 55.8
1500 1.9012 .0861 .578 64.3
2000 1.9271 .0615 .622 09.2
4000 1.9626 .0359 .726 80.8
6000 1.9740 .0215 .782 87.0
8000 1.9802 .0154 . 825 91.8
10000 1.9833 .012 .852 94.8
15000 1.9871 .00861 .899 100.
20000 1.9871 .00615 .899 100.
25000 1.9871 .00478 .899 100.
30000 1.8971 .06391 .899 100.

D-95



T T

K& A

—

LABORATORIES

Sample Number:

Sample Identification Number:
Air Permeability, md:
Porosity, Percent:

Page of
File 88-1056-14

PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Dry Sample Weight (gm):

Injection
Pressure, psia

0

Cumulative
Volume
Injected

cC

.0076
.0209
.0318
.0341
.0378
.0421
L0424
0434
L0454
.0467
.0507
.0749
.8760
1.1314
1.1894
1.2659
1.3053
1.3202
1.3269
1.3318
1.3365
1.3365
1.3365
1.3365

7
(H7B2-1)
0.294
17.3%
25.99

Pore Throat Cumulative
Radius, Surfase Area Surface Area
um (m~/g) (%)
215, 0. 0.
71.7 9.87 E-6 .00127
35.9 44.4 E-6 .00573
17.9 101. E-6 .013
12.0 119. E-6 L0154
8.61 159. E-6 .0205
6.08 225, E-6 .029
3.56 233, E-6 .030
2.15 276. E-6 .0356
1.54 397, E-6 .0513
1.20 498. E-6 .0643
.861 931. E-6 .120
.615 .00460 .593
.359 .213 27.4
.187 . 340 43.9
.123 .384 49.5
L0717 . 488 62.9
.0359 .581 74.9
.0215 . 645 83.3
0154 . 686 88.5
.0120 .124 93.4
. 00861 .775 100.
.00615 .775 100.
.00478 .775 100.
.00391 .775 100.
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File 88-1056-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC,
Sample Number: 8
Sample Identification Number: (H7C~1B)
Air Permeability, md: .074
Porosity, Percent: 16.5%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 26.67
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (m~/g) (%)
0.5 0. 430, 0. 0.
1 .0053 143, 3.35 E~6 392. E-6
2 .0095 71.7 ‘ 8.67 E-6 .00101
4 .0159 35.9 24,9 E-6 .00291
8 .0289 17.9 90.7 E-6 .0106
10 .0312 12.0 108, E-6 .0126
15 .0367 8.61 166. E-6 .0194
20.4 .0426 6.08 254, E-6 .0297
40 .0551 3.56 573. E-6 .067
60 .0693 2.15 .00117 . 137
80 .0801 1.54 .00181 .212
100 .0912 1.20 .00265 .310
150 .2098 .861 .0152 1.77
200 . 2164 .615 .0161 1.89
400 4524 .359 .0759 8.87
750 1.0413 .187 .362 42.3
1000 1.1189 .123 . .419 49.0
2000 1.1225 .0717 423 49.5
4000 1.2433 .0359 .729 85.3
6000 1.2558 .0215 ‘ .782 91.5
8000 1.2616 L0154 .816 95.5
10000 1.2647 .0120 . 840 98.2
15000 1.2660 .00861 .853 99.8
20000 1.2661 .00615 .855 100.
25000 1.2661 .00478 .855 100.
30000 1.2661 .00391 .855 100.
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File 88-1056-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 9
Sample Identification Number: (H7C-14)
Air Permeability, md: .098
Porositv, Percent: 13.4%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 27.63
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (n”/g) €3]
0.5 0. 430, 0. 0.
1 .0045 143. 2,75 E-6 318, .i-6
2 .0075 71.7 6.41 E~-6 741. E-6
4 .0103 35.9 13.3 E-6 .00153
8 .0606 17.9 259, E-6 .0299
10 .1091 12.0 614, E-6 .0710
15 .1138 8.61 662. E-6 .0766
20.4 L1171 6.08 710. E-6 .0821
40 L1177 3.56 725, E~-6 .0838
60 .1294 2,15 .0012 .139
80 L1424 1.54 .00194 .225
100 L1441 1.2 .00207 .239
150 .1525 .861 .00292 .338
200 .1577 .615 .00366 423
400 4927 ~.359 .0855 9.89
750 1.0527 .187 .348 40.2
1000 1.1384 .123 409 47.3
1500 1.2099 . .0861 .482 55.7
2000 1.2408 .0615 .526 60.8
4000 1.2867 .0359 .638 13.7
6000 1.3042 .0215 .709 82.0
8000 1,3137 .0154 .763 83.2
10000 1.3187 .01z0 .800 92.5
15000 1.3251 .00861 .865 100.
20000 1.3251 .00615 .865 100.
25000 1.3251 .00478 .865 100,
30000 1.3251 .00391 .865 100.
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/. PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 10
Sample Identification Number: (H-10B-1)
Air Permeability, md: .012
Porosity, Percent: 10.8%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 29.65
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia : cc um (m“/g) (%)
1 0. 215, 0. 0.
2 .0014 71.7 1.59 E-6 172, E-6
4 .0028 35.9 4.78 E-6 . 515. E~6
8 . 0061 17.9 19.8 E-6 .00213
10 .0070 12,0 26.0 E-6 .00279
15 .0095 8.61 49.7 E-6 .00535
20.4 .0117 6.08 79.2 E-6 .00853
40 .0117 3.56 79.2 E-6 .00853
60 .0128 2.15 121. E-6 .0130
80 .0142 1.54 195. E-6 .0210
100 .0150 1.20 250. E-6 .0269
150 .0195 .861 677. E-6 .0729
200 .0220 .615 .00101 .109
400 .0531 .359 .00809 .871
750 . 2980 .187 115 12.4
1000 L4607 .123 .223 24,0
1500 .5767 .0861 «333 35.9
2000 L6421 .0615 420 45.2
4000 L7442 .0359 .652 70.2
6000 L7767 .0215 .776 83.5
8000 .7898 .0154 .845 91.0
10000 . 7962 .0120 .889 95.7
15000 .8004 .00861 .929 100.
20000 . 8004 .00615 .929 100.
25000 . 8004 .00478 .929 100.
30000 . 8004 .00391 .929 100.
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File 88-1056-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 10A
Sample Identification Number: (H10B-1)
Air Permeability, md: 174
Porosity, Percent: . 9.0%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 33.07
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfage Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (n”/g) (%)
.5 0 430, 0
1 .0036 143, 1.84 E-6 .000285
2 .0339 71.7 32.8 E-6 .00507
4 .0398 35.9 44,8 E-6 .00694
8 L0426 17.9 56.2 E-6 .00871
10 0434 12,0 61.1 E-6 .00947
15 0442 8.61 67.9 E-6 .0105
20.4 .0462 6.08 92. E-6 .0143
40 .0534 3.56 240, E-6 .0372
60 .0965 2.15 .00171 . 264
80 . 1466 1.54 .00409 .634
100 1772 1.20 .00597 .924
150 .2345 .861 .0108 1.68
200 .2751 615 .0157 2.43
400 .3708 .359 .0352 5.45
750 .6788 .187 .156 24,1
1000 .8577 .123 .262 40.6
1500 .9612 .0861 .350 54.3
2000 1.0051 .0615 402 62.4
4000 1.0649 .0359 .525 81.3
6000 1.0836 .0215 .588 91.1
8000 1.0914 L0154 .625 96.9
10000 1.0947 .0120 .646 100
15000 1,0947 .0120 .646 100
20000 1.0947 .0120 .646 100
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PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 11
Sample Identification Number: (H11-2)
Air Permeability, md: .038
Porosity, Percent: - 11.0%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 27.92
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat = Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (m“/g) (%)
1 0. 215. 0.
2 .0131 71.7 15.8 E-6 610. E-6
4 .0200 35.9 32.5 E~6 .00125
8 .0242 17.9 52.8 E-6 .00204
10 .0250 12,0 58.6 E-6 .00226
15 .0267 8.61 75.8 E-6 .00293
20.4 .0284 6.08 100. E-~6 .00386
40 .0287 3.56 107. E-6 .00413
60 .0289 2.15 115. E-6 . 00444
80 .0314 - 1.54 256. E-6 .00988
100 .0320 1.20 300. E-6 .0l16
150 .0325 .861 350. E-6 .0135
200 .0331 .615 435, E-6 .0168
= 400 .0359 .359 .00111 .0429
- 750 . 0465 .187 .00602 .232
1000 .0782 .123 .0284 1.10
1500 .6182 .0861 .572 22.1
2000 .7815 .0615 .803 31.0
4000 .9670 .0359 1.25 48.3
6000 1.0293 .0215 1.50 57.9
8000 1.0644 .0154 1.70 © 65.6
10000 1.0872 .0120 1.87 72.2
15000 1.1231 .00861 2.23 86.1
= 20000 1.1401 .00615 2.47 95.4
} 25000 1.1470 .00478 2.59 100.
B 30000 1.1470 .00391 2.59 100.
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PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 12
Sample Identification Number: (H11B3-1)
Air Permeability, md: 1.330
Porosity, Percent: 33.1%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 21.41
Cumulative :
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection - Injected Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (m~/g) (%)
1 0. 215, 0. 0.
2 .0779 71,7 123, E-6 .0137
4 .0990 35.9 189, E-6 .0212
8 .1289 17.9 378. E-6 .0423
10 .1621 12,0 692, E-6 .0775
15 .1743 8.61 852. E-6 .0954
20.4 .1813 6.08 982. E-6 .110
40 . 2485 3.56 .00312 . 349
60 .3153 2.15 .00663 o J742
80 . 4007 1.54 .0129 1.45
100 4546 1.20 .0180 2,02
150 .6063 .861 .0379 4,25
200 .6999 .615 .0551 6.17
400 1.9365 .359 445 49.8
750 2.1938 .187 .600 67.2
1000 2.2279 .123 .641 71.8
1500 2.2756 .0861 .691 77.3
2000 2.2925 .0615 .722 80.8
4000 2.3175 .0359 .800 89.6
- 6000 2.3258 20215 .844 94.5
8000 2.3289 0154 .867 97.1
10000 2.3314 .012 .891 99,7
15000 2.3316 .00861 .893 100.
20000 2.3316 .00615 .893 100.
25000 2.3316 ,00478 .893 100.
30000 2.3316 .00391 .893 100.
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Sample Number:

Sample Identification Number:
Air Permeability, md:

Porosity, Percent:

Dry Sample Weight (gm): -

Injection
Pressure, psia

Cumulative
Volume
Injected
ce

0.
.0303
L0484
.0601
.0665
.0673
.0687
.0707
.0751
.0871
.0907
.0929
.0985
.1049
.1847
1.2781
1.3977
1.4898
1.5334
1.5963
1.6213
1.6369
1.6461
1.6575
1.6600
1.6600
1.6600

Page of
File 88-1056-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
13
(H11B3-4)
.186
14.87%
26.90
Pore Throat Cumulative
Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
um (m”/g) (%)

430. 0. 0.

143. 19.0 E-6 .00138
71.7 41.7 E-6 .00303
35.9 71.1 E-6 .00517
17.9 103, E-6 .00751
12.0 109. E-6 .00794

8.61 124, E-6 .00901
6.08 - 153, E-6 0112
3.56 265, E-6 .0192
2.15 766. E-6 .0557
1.54 977. E-6 .0711
1.20 .00114 .0831
.861 .00173 .126
.615 .00267 . 194
.359 .0227 1.65
.187 .549 39.9
.123 .636 46.3
.0861 .732 53.3
.0615 .796 57.9
.0359 .954 69.4
.0215 1.0% 77.0
L0154 1.15 83.%
.0120 1.22 88.7
.00861 1.34 97.3
.00615 1.37 100. -
.00478 1.37 100.
.00391 1.37 100.
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Sample Number:

Sample Identification Number:

Air Permeability, md:
Porosity, Percent:

PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY

Dry Sample Weight (gm):

Cumulative
Volume
Injection Injected
Pressure, psia cc

2 0

4 .0022

8 .0047

10 .0067

15 .0100

20, .0092

40 .0145

60 .0378

80 .0481

100 .0593

150 .0776

200 .0949

400 .5494

750 1.1743

1000 1.2892

1500 1.4038

2000 1.4617

4000 1,54062

6000 1.5793

8000 1.5960

10000 1.6058

15000 1.6175

20000 1.6194

25000 1.6194

30000 1.6194

of

88-1056-14

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC,
14
(W-12-14)
.270
2.8%
28.27
Pore Throat Cumulative
"~dius, Surfaae Area Surface Area
um (m”/g) (%)
108 0 0
35.9 5.25 LE-6 .0004
17.9 17.2 E-6 .00131
12.0 31.5 E-6 .0024
8.61 64.3 E-6 .0049
6.08 53.1 E-6 .00404
3.56 180.E~6 .0138
2.15 .00111 L0844
1.54 .00168 .128
1.20 .00248 .189
.861 .0043 .328
.615 .00671 .512
.359 +115 8.78
.187 .401 30.6
.123 .481 36.7
.0861 .595 45.4
.0615 .676 51.5
.0359 . 882 67.2
.0215 1.01 76.7
0154 1.10 83.8
.0120 1.17 89.1
.00861 1.29 98.
.00615 1.31 100,
.00478 1.31 100.
.00391 1.51

D-104

100.

m



[T |

Il

L]
s

K& A
LABORATORIES

Sample Number:

PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

Sample Identification Number
Air Permeability, md:

Porosity, Percent:

Dry Sample Weight (gm):

Cumulative
Volume
Injection Injected
Pressure, psia cc
0.5 0.
1 .0248
2 .0295
4 .0320
8 .0337
10 .0345
15 .0362
20.4 .0387
40 .0426
60 L0490
80 .0526
100 .0623
150 .0798
200 .0896
400 . 3697
750 .9286
1000 1.0110
1500 1.0944
2000 1.1317
4000 1.1893
6000 1.2091
8000 1.2199
10000 1.2263
15000 1.,2335 .
20000 1.2341
25000 1.2341
30000 1.2341

15

(W-12-1B~1)

.086
11.2%
24,80

Page

of

File _88-1056-14

D-105

Pore Throat Cumulative ‘
Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area.
um (m“/g) (%)

430, 0. 0.

143. 16.9 E-6 .00161
71.7 23.3 E-6 .00221
35.9 30.1.E-6 .00286
17.9 39.3 E-6 .00374
12.0 45.9 E~6 .00436

8.61 65.1 E-6 .0062
6.08 105, E-6 .0100
3.56 212, E-6 - .0202
2.15 502, E-6 .0478
1.54 731. E-6 .0696
1.2 .00152 145
.861 .00351 334
.615 .00506 482
.359 .0813 1.74
.187 .373 35.5
123 .438 41,7
.0861 .533 50.7
.0615 .592 56.4
.0359 .749 71.3
.0215 .839 79.8
..0154 .907 86.3
.0120 .950 91,3
.00861 1.04 99.1
.00615 1.05 100,
.00478 1.05 100,
.00391 1.05 100,



Sample Number:

Sample Identification Number:
Alr Permeability, md:

Porosity, Percent:

Dry Sample Weight (gm):

Page of
File 88-1056-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
16
(W-12-2)
1.380
13.62
27.67
Pore Throat Cumulative
Radius, Surfase Area Surface Area
um (m“/g) %)
215. 0. 0.
71.7 21. E-6 .00274
35.9 146. E-6 .0191
17.9 201. E-6 .0262
12.0 229. E-6 .0300
8.61 - 277. E-6 .0362
6.08 421. E-6 .0550
3.56 873. E-6 <114
2.15 .00322 <422
1.54 . 00481 .629
1.20 .00611 .800
.861 .00916 1.2
.615 .0125 1.64
.359 .106 13.9
. 187 .293 38.3
.123 <345 45.1
.0861 414 54.1
.0615 .459 60.1
.0359 .579 75.7
.0215 .648 84.8
.0154 . 694 90.7
.0120 .731 95.6
.00861 <765 100.
.00615 .765 100.
.00478 . 765 100.
.00391 . 765 100.

Cumulative
Volume
Injection Injected
Pregsure, psia cc
1 0.
2 0172
4 .0684
8 .0796
10 .0835
15 .0882
20.4 .0982
40 .1166
60 1744
80 .2023
100 .2201
150 .2501
200 .2737
400 .6568
750 1.0572
1000 1.1295
1500 1,1974
2000 1.2296
4000 1.2786
6000 1.2956
8000 1.3036
10000 1.3087
15000 1.3120
20000 1.3120
25000 1.3120
30000 1.3120
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LABORATORIES

Sample Number:

Sample Identification Number:
Air Permeability, md:

Porosity, Percent:

Dry Sample Weight (gm):

Injection
Pressure, psia

Cumulative
Volume
Injected
ce

0.
.0146
.0199
.0268
.0292
0477
.0769
<1534
.4019
.5533
.6298
.7090
<7418
1.3414
1.6098
1.6601
.7095
<7344
.7784
.7970
.8082
.8149
.8258
.8258
.8258
1.8258
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PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
17
(W-13-34)
4,940
19.07%
26.74
Pore Throat Cumulative
Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
um (m”/g) (%)
215. 0. 0.
71.7 18.4 E-6 .00212
35.9 31.8 E-6 - .00366
17.9 66.6 E-6 00767
12.0 84.8 E-6 .00977
8.61 279, E-6 .0322
6.08 714, E-6 .0822
3.56 .00266 306
2.15 .0131 1.51
1.54 .022 2.54
1.20 .0278 3.2
.861 .0362 4.16
.615 .0410 4.72
.359 .192 22.1
. 187 .322 37.1
.123 .359 41.4
.0861 LA4ll 47.3
.0615 . 448 51.6
.0359 .559 64.4
.0215 .637 73.4
.0154 .703 81.0
.0120 .754 86.8
.00861 .869 100.
.00717 .869 100.
.00478 .869 100.
.00391 .869 100.
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PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 18
Sample Identification Number: (W-13-3B)
Air Permeability, md: .037
Porosity, Percent: 9.7%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 29.59
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (n”/g) (%)
1 0. 215, 0. 0.
2 .0050 7L.7 5.7 E~6 727. E-6
4 .0070 35.9 10.3 E-6 .00131
8 .0083 17.9 16.2 E-6 .00207
10 .0086 12.0 18.2 E-6 .00233
15 .0106 8.61 37.3 E-6 .00475
20.4 .0108 6.08 40, E-6 .0051
40 .0108 3.56 40. E-6 .0051
60 .0108 2.15 40. E-6 .0051
80 .0108 1.54 40. E-6 .0051
100 .0108 1.20 40. E~6 .0051
150 L0111 .861 68.5 E-6 .00873
200 L0111 .615 8.5 E-6 .00873
400 .2173 .359 L0471 6.01
750 .9075 .187 . 349 44.5
1000 .9723 .123 .392 50.0
1250 1.0071 .0956 422 53.8
1500 1.0285 .0783 444 56.7
2000 1.0549 .0615 479 61.1
4000 1.0828 .0359 .543 69.3
6000 1.1142 .0215 .662 84.5
8000 1.1231 .0154 .710 90.5
10000 1.1284 .0120 . 746 95.2
15000 1.1334 .00861 . 784 100.
20000 1.1334 .00717 .784 100.
25000 1.1334 .00478 .784 100.
30000 1.1334 .00391 . 784 100,
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PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 19
Sample Identification Number: (W-26-3)
Air Permeability, md: .039
Porosity, Percent: 12.5%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 28.60
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surfaﬁe Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (m~/g) (%)
1 0. 215. 0. 0.
2. .0282 71.7 33.3 E-6 .00211
4 .0354 35.9 50.3 E-6 .00319
8 .0394 17.9 69.2 E-6 .00439
10 .0408 12.0 79.1 E-6 .00502
15 L0424 8.61 94.8 E-6 .00602
1 20.4 .0457 6.08 141, E-6 .00894
40 .0457 3.56 141, E-6 . 00894
60 .0457 2.15 141, E-6 . 00894
80 .0457 '1.54 141, E-6 . 00894
100 .0457 1.20 141, E-$§ . 00894
150 .0457 .861 141. E~6 . 00894
200 .0461 .615 196. E-6 .0124
400 .1236 .359 .0185 1.17
750 .8915 .187 .357 22.7
1000 1.0529 .123 .482 30.6
1500 1.1851 .0861 .612 38.8
2000 1.2457 L0615 .695 44.1
4000 1.3398 .0359 .917 58.2
6000 1.3815 .0215 1.08 68.7
8000 1.4064 .0154 1.22 17.4
10000 1.4223 .0120 1.33 84.6
15000 1.4471 .00861 1.57 100.
20000 1.4471 .00717 1.57 100.
25000 1.4471 .00478 1.57 100.
30000 1.4471 .00391 1.57 100.
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PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 20
Sample Identification Number: (W-28-1A)
Air Permeability, md: .033
Porosity, Percent: 14,2%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 27.14
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surface Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (m“/g) (%)
0.5 0. 430. 0. 0.
1 .0106 143. 6.59 E-6 294, E-6
2 .0184 71.7 16.3 E~-6 727. E~6
4 .0395 35.9 68.8 E~6 .00307
8 .0520 17.9 131, E-6 .00584
10 .0537 12.0 144, E-6 .00641
15 .0537 8.61 144. E-6 .00641
20.4 .0595 6.08 229, E-6 .0102
40 .0595 3.56 229. E-6 .0102
60 .0626 2.15 357. E-6 .0159
80 .0640 1.54 438. E-6 .C196
100 .0654 1.20 543, E-6 .0242
150 .0676 .861 771. E-6 L0344
200 .0693 .615 .00102 L0454
400 .0712 .359 .00149 .0665
750 .1680 .187 L0476 2.13
1000 .6693 .123 411 18.4
1500 1.1996 .0861 .961 42.9
2000 1.2878 .0615 1.09 48.6
4000 1.3974 .0359 1.36 €0.7
6000 1.4380 .0215 1.53 68.3
8000 1.4631 .0154 1.68 74.8
10000 1.4786 .0120 1.79 79.9
15000 1.5020 .00861 2.03 90.7
20000 1.5131 .00615 2.19 97.9
25000 1.5156 .00478 2.24 100.
30000 1.5156 .00391 2.24 100.
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LABORATORIES

Sample Number:

Sample Identification Number:

Air Permeability, md:
Porosity, Percent:

Dry Sample Weight (gm):

Cumulative
Veolume
Injection Injected
Pressure, psia cc

0.5 0.

1 .0117

2 .0193

4 .0359

8 .0473

10 .0476

15 .0515

20.4 .0534

40 .0534

60 .0542

80 .0548

100 .0551

150 .0562

200 .0576

400 .0657

750 .6885

1000 .9973

1500 1.1481

2000 1.2071

4000 1.2881

6000 1.3198

8000 1.3376

10000 1.3493

15000 1.3654

20000 1.3699

25000 1.3699

30000 1.3699
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File 88-1056-14
PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
21
(W-28-1B)
.038
13.0%
27.60
Pore Throat Cumulative
Radius, SurfaEe Area Surface Area
um (m™/g) (%)

430. 0.

143, 7.15 E-6 476. E-6
71.7 17.1 E~-6 .00114
35.9 56.4 E-6 .00376
17.9 112. E-6 .00747
12.0 114, E-6 .00760

8§.61 154, E-6 .0103
6.08 182. E-6 .0121
3.56 182. E-6 .0121
2.15 214, E-6 0143
1.54 248, E-6 .0165
1.20 270. E-6 .0180
.861 383. E-6 .0255
.615 582. E-6 .0388
.359 .00256 .171
.187 .295 19.7
.123 .515 34.3
.0861 .668 44,5
.0615 .753 50.2
.0359 .951 63.4
.0215 1.08 72.0
.0154 1.18 78.7
.0120 1.27 84.7
.00861 1.43 95.3
.00615 1.50 100.
.00478 1.50 100.
.00391 1.50 100.
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PORE SURFACE AREA SUMMARY
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
Sample Number: 22
Sample Identification Number: (W-30-34)
Air Permeability, md: 9.680
Porosity, Percent: o 17.6%
Dry Sample Weight (gm): 25.18
Cumulative
Volume Pore Throat Cumulative
Injection Injected Radius, Surface Area Surface Area
Pressure, psia cc um (m”/g) (%)
1 0. 215. 0. 0.
2 .0212 71.7 28.4 E-6 .00202
4 .0543 35.9 117. E-6 .00831
8 .0752 17.9 229, E-6 .0163
10 .0818 12.0 282. E-6 ‘ .02
15 .0961 8.61 442, E-6 .0314
20.4 .1156 6.08 750. E-6 .0532
40 L2147 3.56 .00342 .243
60 L4691 2.15 .0148 1.05
80 .6427 1.54 .0256 1.82
100 . 7438 1.20 .0338 2.4
150 .8813 .861 L0491 3.49
200 .9601 .615 .0615 4,36
400 1.3245 .359 .159 11.3
750 1.5965 .187 .299 21.2
1000 1.6671 .123 .354 25.1
1500 1.7579 .0861 .456 32.3
2000 1.812Z2 .0615 .540 38.3
4000 1.9096 .0359 .802 56.9
6000 1.9461 .0215 .965 68.4
8000 1.9656 .0154 1.09 77.1
10000 1.9779 .0120 1.19 84.1
15000 1.9914 .00861 1.34 94.8
20000 1.9961 .00615 1.41 100.
25000 1.9961 .00478 1.41 100.
30000 1.9961 .00391 1.41 100.
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INTERA TECHNOLOGIES

LABORATORIES
Sample N&: 1
Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation
Apertures (¥ Pore Volume)

107.6 .0
53.8 4
26.9 .9
13.5 1.3
10.8 1.5
7.17 1.9
5.27 3.1
2.67 4.2
1.79 6.9
1.34 9.0
1.07 10.6
.717 13.2
.538 14.6

. 267 21.8

. 143 44,2
.107 61.1
.072 71.6
.054 75.6
.027 81.4
.018 84.0
.013 85.5
.011 86.6

. 007 88.0
.005 88.5

. 004 88.5

. 004 88.5
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Sample No:

Radius
of Pore

Apertures

107.6
53.8
26.9
13.5
10.8

7.17
5.27
2.67
1.79
1.34
1.07
.719
.539
.267
. 143
.107
.072
.054
.027
.018
.013
011
.007
.005
.004
.004

Page of
File 88-1056-14

2

Mercury
Saturation

(X Pore Volume)

.0
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INTERA TECHNOLOGIES
Sample No: 3 Sample No: 4
Radius Mercury - Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation of Pore Saturation
Apertures (% Pore Volume) Apertures (% Pore Volume)
215.2 .0 53.8 .0
107.6 .3 o 26.9 .2
53.8 .7 13.5 .4
26.9 2.6 10.8 1.0
13.5 3.6 7.17 2.8
10.8 3.8 5.27 3.5
7.17 4.5 2.67 4.3
5.27 5.3 1.79 4,9
2,67 5.8 1.34 5.3
1.79 6.2 1.07 5.3
1.34 6.5 .716 5.8
1.07 6.6 .538 6.7
.716 6.9 .267 17.6
.538 7.0 . 143 77.0
.266 14.5 .108 82.5
.143 74.6 .072 87.4
.107 81.4 .054 89.4
.072 86.7 .027 92.7
.054 89.1 .018 93.9
.027 92.5 .013 94.5
.018 93.7 .011 ' 94.9
.013 94.4 .007 - 95.3
.011 94.7 .005 95.3
.007 95.0 .004 95.3
.005 95.0 . 004 95.3
.004 95.0
.004 95.0

D-114



K& A

LABORATORIES
Page of
File 88-1056-14
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES
Sample No: 5 Sample No: 6
Radius Mercury Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation of Pore Saturation
Apertures (% Pore Volume) Apertures (¥ Pore Volume)

215.2 .0 215.2 .0
107.6 A 107.6 1.5
53.8 .7 53.8 22.5
26.9 5.0 26.9 23.3
13.5 5.8 13.5 24,0
10.8 9.5 10.8 24,2
7.17 9.9 7.17 24.6
5.27 10.3 5.27 25.6
2.70 12,2 2.72 29.3
1.81 23.0 1.81 35.0
1.36 24.9 1.35 38.8
1.08 25.6 1.08 41.0
.723 35.7 .721 42.7
.541 36.5 .540 44.1

. 267 46.8 .267 60.1

. 143 86.7 .143 88.4
.108 90.7 .107 92.1
.072 91.5 .072 95.2
.054 91.6 .054 96.5
.027 91.6 & .027 98.3
.018 91.6 .018 98.8
.013 91.6 .013 99.2
.011 91.6 .0l1 99.3

. 007 91.6 .007 ‘ 99.5
.005 91.6 .005 99.5

. 004 91.6 .004 99.5

. 004 91.6 .004 99.5
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INTERA TECHNOLOGIES
Sample No: 7 Sample No: 8
Radius Mercury Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation of Pore ' Saturation
Apertures (% Pore Volume) Apertures (% Pore Volume)

107.6 .0 215.2 .0
53.8 .56 107.6 .4
26.9 1.5 53.8 .7
13.5 2.3 26.9 1.2
10.8 2.5 13.5 2.2
7.17 2.7 10.8 2.3
5.27 3.0 7.17 2.7
2.68 3.1 5.27 3.2
1.79 3.1 2.68 4.1
1.34 3.3 1.79 5.2
1.07 3.4 1.34 6.0
717 3.7 1.07 6.8
.538 5.4 .718 15.7
.267 63.2 .538 16.2

. 143 81.7 .267 33.9

. 107 85.9 .143 77.9
.054 91.4 .107 83.8
027 94.2 .054 84.0
.018 95.3 .027 93.1
.013 95.8 .018 94.0
011 96.2 « .013 94.4
.007 96.5 .011 94,7
.005 96.5 .007 94.8
.004 96.5 .005 94.8
.004 96.5 .004 94.8
.004 94.8
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INTERA TECHNOLOGIES
Sample Nb: 9 Sample No: 10
Radius Mercury Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation of Pore Saturation
Apertures (Z Pore Volume) Apertures (% Pore Voluue)
215.2 .0 107.6 .0
107.6 .3 53.8 .1
53.8 .6 26.9 .2
26.9 .8 13.5 .5
13.5 4.5 10.8 .6
10.8 8.1 7.17 .8
7.17 8.5 5.27 1.0
5.27 8.7 2.66 1.0
2.68 8.8 1.78 1.1
1.79 9.7 . 1.34 1.2
1.34 10.¢( 1.07 1.3
1.07 10.¢& .715 1.6
.717 11.4 .537 1.8
.538 11.8 .266 4.4
. 267 36.8 .143 24.8
. 143 78.6 .107 38.4
. 107 85.0 072 48.1
.072 ‘ 90.3 .054 53.5
.054 92.6 .027 62.0
.027 96.0 .018 64.7
.018 97.3 .013 65.8
.013 98.0 .011 66.4
.011 98.4 ‘ .007 66.7
.007 98.9 .005 66.7
.005 98.9 .004 66.7
. 004 98.9 004 66.7
. 004 98.9
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INTERA TECHNOLOGIES

~ Sample N5: 10A

Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation
Apertures (% Pore Volume)

215.2 .0

107.6 .3

53.8 3.0
26.9 3.5
13.5 3.7
10.8 3.8
7.17 3.8
5.27 C 4.0
2.67 4.6
1.79 8.4
1.34 12.7
1.08 15.4
.718 20.4
.539 23.9
.267 32.2

. 143 59.0

. 107 74.6
~.072 83.6
.054 87.4
.027 92.6
.018 94.2
.013 94.9
.011 95.2
.007 95.2

.005 95.2

D-118



K&A

1LABORATORIES

Page of
File 88-1056-14

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES

Sample NG: 11 Sample No: 12
Radius Mercury ‘ Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation of Pore Saturation
Apertures (% Pore Volume) Apertures (% Pore Volume)

107.6 .0 107.6 .0
53.8 1.1 53.8 3.3
26.9 1.6 . 26.9 4.2
13.5 2.0 13.5 5.5
10.8 2.0 10.8 7.0
7.17 2,2 7.17 7.5
5.27 2.3 5.27 7.8
2,66 2.3 2.69 10.7
1.78 2.4 1.80 13.5
1.34 2.6 1.35 17.2
1.07 2.6 1.08 - 19.5
.716 2.6 .719 26.0

. 537 2.7 .539 30.0
.266 2.9 .268 83.0

. 143 3.8 .143 94,1

. 107 6.4 .107 96.0
.072 50.3 .072 97.6
.054 63.5 .054 98.3
.027 78.6 .027 99.4
.018 83.7 .018 99.7
.013 86.5 .013 99.9
.011 88.4 .011 kkkk

. 007 91.3 .007 kkkk
.005 92.7 .005 *kkk
.004 93.3 .004 kkokk
.004 93.3 : .004 kkkk
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INTERA TECHNNLOGIES
Sample No: 13 Sample No: 14
Radius Mercury Radius Mercury
of Pure Saturation of Pore Satusation
Apertures (% Pore Volume) Apertures (% Pore Volume)

215.2 .0 53.8 .0
107.6 1.8 26.9 .2
53.8 2.9 13.5 .3
26.9 3.6 10.8 5
13.5 4.0 7.17 o7
10.8 4.1 5.27 .6
7.17 4.1 2.66 1.0
5.27 4.3 1.78 2.6
2.67 4.5 1.34 3.4
1.79 5.2 1.07 4.1
1.34 5.5 716 5.4
1.07 5.6 537 6.6
.716 5.9 .267 38.4
.538 6.3 143 82.1
.266 11.1 .108 90.2
.143 77.0 .072 98.2
.108 84.2 .054 khkk
.072 89.7 .027 kkkok
.054 92.4 .018 hhkk
.027 96.2 013 *hkk
.018 97.7 011 hhkk
.013 98.6 .007 kkdok
.011 99.2 .005 kkkk
.007 99.9 .004 kkkk
. 005 *kkk .004 *kkk

. 004 kkkk

.CO4 *okkk
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LABORATORIES

Sample N&: 15

INTERA TECHNOLOGIES

Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation
Apertures (%2 Pore Volume)

215.2 .0
107.6 2.0
53.8 2.4
26.9 2.6
13.5 2.7
10.8 2.8
7.17 2.9
5.27 3.1
2.67 3.4
1.78 4,0
1.34 4,3
1.07 5.0
.716 6.5
537 7.2
.267 29.9
.143 75.2
.107 81.9
072 88.6
.054 91.6
.027 96.3
.018 97.9
013 98.8
011 99.3
.007 99.9
.005 99.9
.004 99.9
004 99.9
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Sample No: 16
Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation
Apertures (% Pore Volume)

197.6 .0
53.8 1.3
26.9 5.2
13.5 6.0
10.8 6.3
7.17 6.7
5.27 7.4
2.68 8.8
1.79 13,2
1.35 15.3
1.08 16.7
.718 18.9
.539 20.7
.267 49.8
143 80.1

Ao 3.6

.0 90.7

.C. 93.2
.027 96.9
.018 98.1
.013 98.8
.011 99.1
.007 99.4
.005 99.4

. 004 99.4
.004 99.4
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LABORATORIES
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INTERA TECHNOLOGIES
Sample No: 17 ‘ Sample No: 18
Radius Mercury Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation of Pore Saturation
Apertures (%2 Pore Volume) Apertures (% Pore Volume)
107.6 .0 107.6 .0
53.8 .8 53.8 .4
26.9 1.1 26.9 .6
13.5 1.4 13.5 .7
10.8 1.6 10.8 | .8
7.17 2.5 7.17 .9
5.27 4,1 5.27 1.0
2.69 8.2 2.66 1.0
1.80 21.5 1.78 1.0
1.35 29.5 1.34 1.0
1.08 33.6 1.07 1.0
.721 37.9 .715 1.0
.540 39.6 .537 1.0
. 267 71.6 . 266 19,2
.143 85.9 .143 80.1
.107 88.6 .107 85.8
.072 91.3 .086 88.9
.054 92.6 .072 90.8
.027 95.0 .054 93.1
.018 95.9 .027 95.6
.013 96.5 .018 98.3
.011 %6.9 .013 99.1
.007 97.5 .011 99.6
.005 97.5 .007 *kkok
. 004 97.5 .005 kkkk
. 004 97.5 .004 khkk
. 004 *kkk
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INTERA TECHNOLOGIES
Sample No: 19 Sample No: 20
Radius Mercury Radius ‘Mercury
of Pore Saturation of Pore Saturation
Apertures (% Pore Volume) Apertures (% Pore Volume)
107.6 .0 215.2 .0
53.8 1.9 107.6 .7
26.9 2.4 53.8 1.2
13.5 2.7 26.9 2.5
10.8 2.8 13.5 3.3
7.17 2.9 10.8 3.4
5.27 3.2 7.17 3.6
2.68 3.2 5.27 3.7
1.79 3.2 2.67 3.7
1.34 3.2 1.78 3.9
1.07 3.2 1.34 4.0
.716 3.2 1.07 4,1
.538 3.2 .716 4.3
.266 8.5 .537 4.4
.143 61.1 .266 4.5
.107 72.7 .143 10.6
.072 81.8 .107 42.1
.054 86.0 .072 75.4
.027 92.5 .054 81.0
.018 95.4 .027 87.9
.013 97.1 .018 90.4
.0l1 98.2 .013 92.0
.007 99.9 .011 93.0
.005 99.9 .007 94.5
.004 99.9 .005 95.2
.004 99.9 .004 95.3
.004 95.3 i .004 95.3
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K& A

LABORATORIES
Page of
File 88-1056-14
INTERA TECHUNOLOGIES
Sample Nu: 21 : Sample No: 22
Radius Mercury Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation of Pore Saturation
Apertures (%2 Pore Volume) Apertures (% Pore Volume)
215.2 .0 107.6 .0
107.6 .8 53.8 1.1
53.8 1.4 26.9 2.7
26.9 2,5 13.5 3.8
13.5 3.2 10.8 4.1
10.8 3.3 7.17 4.8
7.17 3.5 5.27 5.8
5.27 3.7 2.69 10.8
2.67 3.7 1.81 23.5
1.78 3.7 1.36 32.2
1.34 3.8 1.08 37.3
1.07 3.8 .722 44,2
.716 3.8 . 541 48.1
.537 3.9 . 267 66.4
. 266 4.5 143 80.0
. 143 47.2 . 107 83.5
. 107 68.3 .072 88.1
.072 78.6 .054 90.8
. 054 82.7 .027 95.7
.027 88.2 .018 97.5
.018 90.4 .013 98.5
.013 91.6 .011 99.1
.011 92.4 .007 99.8
. 007 93.5 .005 kkkk
.005 93.8 .004 kkkk
. 004 93.8 .004 kkkk
. 004 93.8
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K& A

LABORATORIES
Page of
File 88-1056-14
INTERA TECHNOLOGIES
Sample N&: 23 Sample No: 24
Radius Mercury Radius Mercury
of Pore Saturation of Pore Saturation
Apertures (% Pore Volume) Apertures (% Pore Volume)
215,2 .0 107.6 .0
107.6 1.8 53.8 .6
53.8 2.6 26.9 1.2
26.9 3.2 13.5 2.5
13.5 4,2 10.8 2.8
10.8 4.9 7.17 4,3
7.17 22.5 5.27 5.8
.27 23.5 2,69 8.5
2.74 27.4 1.80 15.1
1.82 30.5 1.35 21.4
1.36 32.5 1.08 26.3
1.09 34,0 .721 35.0
.723 36.8 <540 39.5
.541 38.8 . 267 58.4
.268 52.1 . 143 80.3
.143 78.8 . 107 85.0
.108 83.0 .072 88.9
.072 86.3 .054 90.5
.054 87.6 .027 93.1
.027 89.9 .018 94,2
.018 90.7 .013 94.9
.013 91.1 .011 95.3
.011 91.4 . 007 96.0
.007 91.6 .005 96.3
.005 91.6 .004 96.3
.004 91.6 .004 96.3
.004 91.6
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