























Bevier coal 1250’ 9.84% 23.8 scf/ton  26.4 scf/ton
Croweburg coal 1162 7.89% 16.8 scf/ton  17.8 scf/ton
Riverton underclay 1521 14.57% 9.2 scf/ton 10.7 scf/ton

Coal samples were also tested for their density. Cuttings samples (4 to 5 grams) were
weighed and then placed in water in a 10-cc graduated cylinder to determine the volume
of the sample. The Riverton coal/underclay samples were weighed and immersed in
water in a beaker filled to its brim. The displaced water was spilled from the beaker and
subsequently weighed. The volume of the sample is thus easily converted to volume
using 1 gram/cc for the density of the water. The following density measurements were
calculated:

unit depth density and uncertainty
Stark Shale 804 2.08 g/cc £ 0.07
Hushpuckney Shale 835 2.11 g/cc £ 0.07
Anna Shale 1101 2.11 g/cc £0.07
Little Osage Shale 1158’ 2.12 g/ec £ 0.07
Excello Shale 1182 2.01 g/cc £0.07
Mulky coal 1182 1.68 g/cc £ 0.07
Bevier coal 1250' 1.29 g/cc £0.07
Croweburg coal 1162 1.31 g/cc £0.07
Riverton underclay 1521 1.69 g/cc £ 0.05
RESULTS and DISCUSSION

According to the summary diagram for the sensitivity analyses (Figure 19), the Mulky,
Bevier, and Croweburg coals all have nearly identically constrained (in which the
resultant coal gas content varies almost identically with shale gas content). The rest of
the samples are shales, and thus there is no variation the gas content of coal vs. shale in
these samples.

Estimates for gas content for the three coal samples, assuming the admixed dark shale in
the samples desorb 3 scf/ton, are presented on their sensitivity diagrams. Air rigs
typically produce cuttings samples having only about 10% coal, or less, but more coal in
the sample (60% - 75%) is obtainable with a mud rig.

The Riverton sample registered a poor gas content due to its poor sample quality. True
Riverton coal was not recovered from the core, thus this zone was not adequately tested
forits s content.
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FIGURE 1.

Correlation of field barometer to Petrophysics Lab pressure transducer.

TABLE 1. Desorption measurements for samples.
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FIGURE 19.

FIGURE 20.

Lost-gas graph for Stark Shale at 804.0' to 807.5' depth.
Lost-gas graph for Hushpuckney Shale at 835.0' to 838.0' depth.
Lost-gas graph for Anna Shale at 1101.0' to 1102.5' depth.
Lost-gas graph for Little Osage Shale at 1158.0"to 1161.0' depth.
Lost-gas graph for Mulky coal at 1182.0' to 1184.0' depth.
Lost-gas graph for Bevier coal at 1250.0' to 1252.0' depth.
Lost-gas graph for Croweburg coal at 1262.0' to 1264.0' depth.
Lost-gas graph for Tebo coal at 1344.0' to 1345.5' depth.
Lost-gas graph for Riverton coal fragments/underclay at 1521.0 to 1522.5'

Sensitivity analysis for Stark Shale at 804.0' to 807.5' depth.
Sensitivity analysis for Hushpuckney Shale at 835.0' to 838.0' depth.
Sensitivity analysis for Anna Shale at 1101.0' to 1102.5' depth.
Sensitivity analysis for Little Osage Shale at 1158.0' to 1161.0' depth.
Sensitivity analysis for Mulky coal at 1182.0' to 1184.0' depth.
Sensitivity analysis for Bevier coal at 1250.0' to 1252.0" depth.
Sensitivity analysis for Croweburg coal at 1262.0' to 1264.0' depth.
Sensitivity analysis for Tebo coal at 1344.0' to 1345.5' depth.

Lithologic component sensitivity analyses for all samples.

Desorption graph for all samples.














































































