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Featured Application: Evaluate the permeability of unconventional reservoir cores.

Abstract: Shale and fractured cores often exhibit dual-continuum medium characteristics in pulse
decay testing. Dual-continuum medium models can be composed of different flow paths, interporosity
flow patterns, and matrix shapes. Various dual-continuum medium models have been used by
researchers to analyze the results of pulse decay tests. But the differences in their performance for pulse
decay tests have not been comprehensively investigated. The characteristics of the dual-permeability
model and the dual-porosity model, the slab matrix, and the spherical matrix in pulse decay testing
are compared by numerical modeling in this study. The pressure and pressure derivative curves
for different vessel volumes, storativity ratios, interporosity flow coefficients, and matrix-fracture
permeability ratios were compared and analyzed. The study found that these models have only
a small difference in the interporosity flow stage, and the difference in the matrix shape is not
important, and the matrix shape cannot be identified by pulse decay tests. When the permeability of
the low permeability medium is less than 1% of the permeability of the high permeability medium,
the difference between the dual-permeability model and the dual-porosity model can be ignored.
The dual-permeability model approaches the pseudo-steady-state model as the interporosity flow
coefficient and vessel volume increase. Compared with the dual-porosity model, the dual-permeability
model has a shorter horizontal section of the pressure derivative in the interporosity flow stage.
Finally, the conclusions were verified against a case study. This study advances the ability of pulse
decay tests to investigate the properties of unconventional reservoir cores.

Keywords: pulse decay test; dual-porosity model; dual-permeability model; pseudo-state interporosity
flow; transient interporosity flow

1. Introduction

In the past two decades, the development of unconventional oil and gas, such as tight sandstone
oil and gas, shale gas, and coalbed methane, has received great attention and made has achieved
major breakthroughs. Unconventional reservoirs often develop pores and fractures at different scales,
showing heterogeneity at the core scale. Its matrix is tight, and its permeability is very low. A key factor
limiting the development of unconventional oil and gas is the evaluation of reservoir permeability.
One method is to obtain reservoir permeability through well testing and rate transient analysis [1-3].
This method needs to solve the unsteady flow of wells under constant bottom hole pressure or constant
production rate conditions. The tight formation exhibited non-Darcy flow characteristics, and the
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solution of its pressure transient is a difficult problem. Dejam et al. [4] obtained the analytical solution
of the pressure transient of radial non-Darcy flow by the generalized Boltzmann transformation method.
Another method is to perform laboratory core permeability testing. The permeability of tight rock
cores is very low, and it takes a very long time to test its permeability by the steady-state method.
Given this situation, Brace et al. [5] proposed a pulse decay test method. The apparatus for the method
consists of an upstream and downstream vessel and a core holder (Figure 1). By applying a pressure
pulse, a pressure difference is created between the upstream and downstream vessels to drive the fluid
through the core, causing the pressure of the upstream and downstream vessels to decrease or recover.
Then, the permeability of the core can be obtained by analyzing the pressure data over time [6,7].
Due to the good adaptability of the pulse decay test method to low permeability cores, it is widely
used in the permeability testing of tight cores, such as tight sandstone, coal rock, and shale [8-11].
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of the apparatus for pulse decay tests.

The analysis method for the pulse decay test originally proposed by Brace ignores the pore volume
compressibility, which will affect the accuracy of the analysis results. Later, Hsieh et al. [6] proposed
a general analytical solution. Based on this solution, Dicker and Smits [12] and Jones [7] simplified
this analytical solution and obtained practical analysis methods. Cui et al. [13] extended the analytical
solution to consider gas adsorption by modifying the porosity. However, these analytical solutions are
based on the Darcy flow of a slightly compressible fluid in a homogenous core. The pressure pulse is
generally small, and this condition can be approximately satisfied, whereby the apparent permeability
can be obtained. Numerical modeling studies have shown that when the pressure pulse is large, the gas
compressibility [14,15], slippage effect, and stress sensitivity [16] will affect the test results. At this time,
the analytical methods cannot be applied, and the numerical modeling for historical fitting becomes
the basic means.

Heterogeneous cores can often be encountered in tests. They contain fractures or alternating
layers of different permeability, especially shale. The phenomenon of backflow in pressure history
is considered a dual-continuum medium feature [17-19]. In the early 1990s, Kamath et al. [20] and
Ning et al. [21] simulated a pulse decay test for cores with a single fracture and proposed a simplified
analytical model. Cronin et al. [22,23] carried out pulse decay testing on shale cores with alternating
layers of high and low permeability and used a dual-permeability model to analyze the test data.
Liu et al. [24] studied the late-time behavior of pulse decay tests for dual-porosity cores and proposed a
simplified analytical model. Jia et al. [25,26] simulated the effects of the fracture and vug on pulse decay
tests. Alnoaimiand Kovscek [27] fitted a shale pulse decay test with microcracks by numerical modeling
and analyzed the effects of the microcrack on shale permeability and storage capacities. Bajaalah [28]
studied the pulse decay test for a dual-porosity core with fluid flowing along the radial plane of the
cylindrical core, which is different from the conventional axial flow. Han et al. [29] systematically
simulated pulse decay tests for a dual-porosity model and proposed a pressure derivative method to
analyze the data, which can diagnose whether the cores conform to dual-porosity models through
early time pressure data and interporosity flow models by transition stage data.
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However, a variety of models have been proposed to characterize dual-continuum media. According
to the flow pathway of the system, they can be divided into the dual-porosity models and dual-
permeability models. The dual-porosity model can be divided into a pseudo-steady-state model and a
transient model based on the interporosity flow patterns. In practice, the shape of the matrix varies
widely, but the models assume several typical shapes, such as slab, sphere, and cylinder. For pulse
decay tests, different models will exhibit different characteristics. But the pressure curves of pulse decay
tests for different dual-continuum medium models are very similar. The differences in performance
of different models in the pulse decay testing, and which model is more suitable for a specific core is
still unclear.

In this paper, the pressure and pressure derivative curves of the pulse decay test for dual-permeability
and dual-porosity models, sphere matrix, and slab matrix are investigated by numerical modeling.
The characteristics of different models in the pulse decay test are clarified and verified by examples.

2. Dual-Continuum Medium Models

When the RVE (representative elementary volume) of the core is composed of two media with
very different permeability, it can be characterized by a dual-continuum medium model. Generally,
the higher permeability medium is fractures, and the lower permeability medium is matrixes. Some
cores exhibit alternating layers of high and low permeability. For the sake of convenience, all higher
permeability media are uniformly called the fractures, and all lower permeability media are uniformly
called the matrixes. If the fracture constitutes only the flow pathway of the RVE system, and interporosity
flow happens between the matrix and the fracture, the core can be characterized by a dual-porosity
model. When both the fracture and the matrix constitute the flow pathway of the REV system, and there
is fluid exchange between the fracture and the matrix, it can be characterized by a dual-permeability
model. The flow characteristics of different models are shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Schematic diagram of flow characteristics for dual-continuum medium models. (a) dual-porosity

model. (b) dual-permeability model. (The blue arrows indicate the interporosity flow. The red arrows
indicate the flow pathway of the system.).

For the shape of the matrix, the aspect ratio of the slab and the sphere is at the two extremes,
representing the flow direction between the matrix and the fracture from one dimension to three
dimensions. Therefore, only these two matrix shapes will be discussed.

For the pulse decay test, the following assumptions can be made: (1) The temperature is constant
during the testing; (2) the test uses a single-phase fluid that is slightly compressible with a constant
compressibility; (3) changes in the permeability, pore compressibility, and fluid viscosity with pressure
are ignored; (4) the flow in the sample follows Darcy’s law, and the quadratic pressure gradient term
can be ignored; and (5) gas leakage is negligible, and the upstream and downstream vessels can be
regarded as isobaric bodies.

Based on these assumptions, the mathematical models for the pulse decay test can be established.
Han et al. [29] discussed in detail the pulse decay test of the pseudo-steady-state dual-porosity
model and transient dual-permeability model with a slab matrix, and the corresponding models
and numerical solution methods are given in detail. Therefore, they will not be described here. For
the dual-porosity model with a sphere matrix and the dual-permeability model, their mathematical
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equations and numerical solution method are detailed in Appendices A and B, respectively. All
dimensionless parameters, such as fp, pp, the storativity ratio, and the interporosity flow coefficient,
are defined in Appendix A. The dimensionless pressure derivative p’p is defined as the derivative
of the dimensionless pressure pp with respect to the dimensionless time tp. Various dimensionless
dual-continuum medium models are shown in Table 1. The dimensionless models show that the models
are determined by the ratio of pore-vessel storativity (for simplicity in the following, only the vessel
volume is discussed), the storativity ratio, the interporosity flow coefficient, and the matrix-fracture
permeability ratio. The proposed numerical method is used to simulate the pulse decay test of the
dual-continuum medium models in the following.

Table 1. Comparison of dimensionless dual-continuum medium models.
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Dual-Permeability Model
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3. Dual-Porosity Model with Different Matrix Shape

3.1. Effect of Vessel Volume

Figure 3 shows the numerical modeling results of pulse decay tests for the dual-porosity core
under different vessel volumes. It should be noted that all parameters as axes in the following figures
are dimensionless, and only the pressure and pressure derivative for upstream and downstream vessels
are presented in these figures. Although the dimensionless pressure derivatives presented in the figure
are as small as 1077, their dimensional values may be considerable. In the early stages (for Aq = A, = 10,
tp < 1) and the equilibrium stages (for Aq = Ay = 10, fp > 10%), the pressure and pressure derivatives
of the two are completely coincident. Only during the interporosity flow stages (for Aq = Ay = 10,
10 < tp < 10%), is there a difference. As the vessel volume increases (i.e., Ay decrease), the difference in
the pressure and pressure derivative curves of the sphere and slab matrix continually decrease, and
the characteristics of the dual-porosity medium become weaker. When 0.1 < A, = A4 < 10 (the range
suggested by Han et al. [29]), although there are some differences between the sphere and slab matrix,
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it is very small. In the following figures, double logarithmic coordinates are used for curves of pressure
derivatives so that the shape of the plots does not change due to differences in dimensions. Pressure
derivative curves of different dimensions can be completely coincident by translation.
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Figure 3. Effect of vessel volume on the pulse decay test for dual-porosity cores. (a) Pressure history.

(b) Pressure derivative.

3.2. Effect of Storativity Ratio

The numerical modeling results of pulse decay tests for the dual-porosity medium at different
storativity ratios are shown in Figure 4. The pressure and pressure derivative curves of both the early
(tp < 10) and equilibrium stages (tp > 10°) are completely coincident, and only slightly different in
the interporosity flow stage (10 < tp < 10°). The pressure in the interporosity flow stage decreases as
the storativity ratio increases, but the pressure derivative is less affected by it. As the storativity ratio
increases, the pressure derivative decreases slightly. The difference in pressure derivatives of different
matrix shapes during the interporosity flow stage is almost unaffected by the storativity ratio.
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Figure 4. Effect of storativity ratio on pulse decay tests for dual-porosity cores. (a) Pressure history.

(b) Pressure derivative.

3.3. Effect of Interporosity Flow Coefficient

The numerical modeling results of pulse decay tests for dual-porosity cores with different
interporosity flow coefficients are shown in Figure 5. At the early stage (p < 1) and the equilibrium
stage (for A = 1074, tp > 10°), the pressure and pressure derivative curves of the sphere and slab matrix
coincide, except for a slight difference in the interporosity flow stage (for A = 1074, 1 < tp < 10°).
The pressure derivatives of the two in the interporosity flow stage are close in shape and value and
cannot be distinguished. At the same time, the interporosity flow coefficient has little effect on the

difference between the two.
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Figure 5. Effect of interporosity flow coefficient on pulse decay tests for dual-porosity cores. (a) Pressure
history. (b) Pressure derivative history.

4. Comparison of Dual-Porosity and Dual-Permeability Models

4.1. Effect of Vessel Volume

The effect of different vessel volumes on pulse decay tests for the dual-permeability and
dual-porosity cores is shown in Figure 6. Since the interporosity flow model between the matrix and the
fracture of the dual-permeability model belongs to the pseudo-steady-state, it is later compared with
the pseudo-steady-state dual-porosity model. In the early (for A, = Aq =1, tp < 10) and equilibrium
(for Ay = Aq = 1, tp > 10°) stages, the pressure and pressure derivative of the dual-permeability and
dual-porosity cores coincide. Only in the interporosity flow (for A, = Aq = 1, 10 < tp < 10°) stage,
is there a difference. The flow of the dual-permeability model is slightly faster than the flow of the
dual-porosity model. As the vessel volume decreases, the difference in the pressure curve of the
dual-permeability core and the dual-porosity core is more marked. The difference in the pressure
derivative is not affected by the vessel volume. The pressure derivatives of the two are slightly different
in the interporosity flow stage, but their shapes are similar. The horizontal section of the pressure
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derivative curve of the dual-permeability core is relatively short, and the descending speed after the
horizontal section is relatively slow. When the pore volume is small, or the vessel is large, the shape of
the pressure derivative curve approaches the shape of the transient interporosity flow model.
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Figure 6. Effect of vessel volumes on pulse decay tests for dual-permeability. (a) Pressure history.

(b) Pressure derivative history.

4.2. Effect of Storativity Ratio

The numerical modeling results of pulse decay tests for dual-permeability and dual-porosity
cores with different storativity ratios are shown in Figure 7. In the early (tp < 10) and equilibrium
(tp > 10°) stages, the pressure and pressure derivatives of the two coincide, and are only slightly
different during the interporosity flow (10 < tp < 10°) stage. The effect of storativity ratios on the
velocity of interporosity flow is very weak. The smaller the storativity ratio, the faster the interporosity
flow, but the storativity ratio does not affect the difference of the interporosity flow velocity between
the dual-permeability and the dual-porosity models.
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Figure 7. Effect of the storativity ratio on pulse decay tests for dual-permeability cores. (a) Pressure
history. (b) Pressure derivative history.

4.3. Effect of Matrix-Fracture Permeability Ratio

The interporosity flow coefficient is defined as follows [30]:

kmi k
A =al?% =al?—7, M
ke Pk
where kp,; is the intrinsic permeability (mz) of the matrix. In the dual-permeability model, kn, is the
average permeability of the cross section. f is the ratio of the cross-sectional area occupied by the
matrix. For the layered matrix, its shape factor can be written as [30]

a—E
W2’

)
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where Iy, is the thickness of the layered matrix (m). Therefore, the following holds.

 120% ki

B2, ke
Generally, the diameter of the sample is 0.5 to 1 times its length, and /i, is less than half of the diameter.
The cross-sectional area of the low permeability layer is generally larger than the cross-sectional area of
the high permeability layer, at least not too much lower. Therefore, 8 is generally not less than 0.5.
If the sample has only one penetrating fracture and the diameter is equal to the length, then iy, = 0.5L.
Assuming km/k¢ = 1072, A can reach 0.98. It both ky,, and k; are average cross-sectional permeabilities.
If the sample has multiple layers of alternating high and low permeability layers, iy, is smaller, and
L/hm will take a larger value. Therefore, the interporosity flow coefficient A may have a higher value,

®)

not the same as the range of interporosity flow coefficients at the reservoir scale.

The numerical modeling results of pulse decay tests for dual-permeability and dual-porosity
models with different matrix-fracture permeability ratios are shown in Figure 8. When the interporosity
flow coefficient is small (A = 0.01), the pressure and pressure derivatives of the two models coincide
in the early (tp < 1) and equilibrium (tp > 10°) stages, and they only have a slight difference in the
interporosity flow (1 < tp < 103) stage. When the matrix-fracture permeability ratio is less than 107,
the results of the two models coincide substantially. If the interporosity flow coefficient is large (A = 1),
the interporosity flow occurs in the early stage (tp < 1), and the matrix-fracture permeability has the
same effect on the pressure and pressure derivative as the interporosity flow coefficient is small. Only
when the value is less than 1073 do the pressure and pressure derivative curves coincide for the two
models. Even when the results of the two models do not completely coincide, their difference is very
small. Therefore, when the matrix-fracture permeability ratio is less than 1072, the difference between
the dual-permeability and dual-porosity models can be ignored.
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Figure 8. Effect of matrix-fracture permeability ratio on pulse decay tests for dual-permeability cores.
(a) Pressure history for A = 0.01. (b) Pressure derivative history A = 0.01. (c) Pressure history for A = 1.
(d) Pressure derivative history for A = 1.
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4.4. Effect of Interporosity Flow Coefficient

The numerical modeling results of pulse decay tests for dual-permeability and dual-porosity
cores with different interporosity flow coefficients are shown in Figures 9 and 10. In the early
(tp < 1) and equilibrium (for A = 1074, tp > 10°) stages, the pressure and pressure derivatives of the
dual-porosity and dual-permeability cores coincide. Only during the interporosity flow (for A = 1074,
1 < tp < 10°) stage, is there a difference. If the matrix-fracture permeability ratio remains the same, as
the interporosity flow coefficient decreases, the difference between the two models becomes larger
(Figure 9). When the interporosity coefficient is 1072, the pressure and pressure derivative curves of
the two coincide. When the matrix structure remains constant, i.e., the shape factor « is constant, the
interporosity flow coefficient does not affect the difference between the two models (Figure 10). When
the interporosity flow coefficient (A > 1073) is large, the horizontal derivative of the pressure derivative
of the interporosity flow section of the dual-permeability model disappears, and the shape is closer to
the pseudo-steady-state interporosity flow model.

9 —— =10 upstream (dual-porosity)
- - - 2=10" upstream (dual-porosity)
— 2=10" upstream (dual-porosity)
- = - 2=10"® upstream (dual-porosity)
—— =107 upstream (dual-porosity)
- - - 2=10? upstream (dual-porosity)
—-—- =10 upstream (dual-permeability)
- - - - 2=10* upstream (dual-permeability)
—-—-2=10" upstream (dual-permeability)
- - -+ 2=10° upstream (dual-permeability)
—-—- =107 upstream (dual-permeability)

0.6

(lo | - - - - 2=10? upstream (dual-permeability)
0.4 / A
0.2 4 // A=AF1 0=0.01 k [k=10"
/
i /
,/
7
0.0 e M =TTy
10° 10® 10" 10° 10" 10* 10° 10* 10° 10°
tD
(a)
10° 3
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—— =107 (dual-porosity)
] —-—- 2=10" (dual-permeability)
10?3 —-—- 2=10" (dual-permeability)
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10° 4
- ]
= 105
1053
1 A=AS1 0001 k /k=10°
10° 3
107
107 10" 10° 10 10° 10° 10* 10°
ty
(b)

Figure 9. Effect of the interporosity flow coefficient on pulse decay tests for dual-permeability cores
(fixed matrix-fracture permeability ratio). (a) Pressure history. (b) Pressure derivative history.
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Figure 10. Effect of interporosity flow coefficients on pulse decay test for dual-permeability cores (fixed
matrix structure). (a) Pressure history. (b) Pressure derivative history.

5. Case Studies

Han et al. (2018) [29] used the slab matrix dual-porosity model to fit the experimental data
of Cronin (2014) [23] and obtained good results. In this study, the fitting parameters of Han et al.
(2018) [29] were used. The pulse decay test was simulated based on the sphere matrix dual-porosity
model and the dual-permeability model. The comparison of results with the test data is shown in
Figure 11. Although the same set of parameters is used, all three models can obtain good fitting results.
Their fittings are slightly different in the interporosity flow stage, and the fitting of the sphere matrix
dual-porosity model is slightly better. However, this fitting does not mean that the core matrix is close
to a sphere because the CT scan for the core shows that the core is stratified by alternating high- and
low-density layers [23]. It can be deduced that the shape of the matrix cannot be inferred by the pulse
decay test result. The low-density layer is approximately 4 to 8 mm thick, and the high-density layer is
approximately 6 to 12 mm thick [23]. Assuming the permeability of the high-density layers is lower,
the low permeability layer accounts for 60% of the cross-section. The average permeability of the
high permeability layer measured by Cronin (2014) [23] is 9.2 X 1072 m?, and the permeability of the
low permeability layer is presumed to be 2.8 X 107> m?. From this, we can estimate that the average
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permeability of the low-permeability layer is 1.6 x 10723 m2. Therefore, the low-high permeability ratio

km/ks ~ 1.8 X 10~ can be obtained. However, km/k; = 2.0x10~% was used in the numerical modeling.
Note that in this case, when km/k; is on the order of 1074, ky/k¢ has little effect on the simulation results
within a multiple variations. Therefore, the dual-permeability model can obtain the magnitude of the
permeability ratio of the high and low permeability layers.

= '
12 = Experimental (upstream) = Experimental (downstream) 10 . X
Dual-permeability (upsteam) - - - Dual-permeability (downsteam) Sa = EXPe”ment.al
Dual-porosity (upsteam slab) - - - Dual-porosity (downsteam slab) Dual-porosity (slab)

Dual-porosity (upsteam sphere) 10° 3
- - - Dual-porosity (downsteam sphere)

- - - -Dual-porosity (sphere)
--=-- Dual-permeability

']

0.84

0.6

Py
Py

k =0.11luD @=0.11 A=3.1x107

0.4 J k=0.11uD w=0.11 A=3.1x107

0.2+

T T T T T 1
10° 10° 10" 10 10 107 10° L L i i 0’

(a) (b)

Figure 11. Comparison between the numerical modeling results and experimental data of Cronin
(2014) for (a) pressure histories and (b) pressure derivative histories.

6. Summary and Conclusions

Comparative analysis of pressure and pressure derivative curves for pulse decay tests was carried
out. The performance differences between dual-permeability and dual-porosity models and between
sphere and slab matrix transient dual-porosity cores were studied under different vessel volumes,
storativity ratios, matrix-fracture permeability ratios, and interporosity flow coefficients. The results
are summarized as follows:

e  The pressure and pressure derivative curves of sphere and slab matrix transient dual-porosity
cores are coincident in early and equilibrium stages and are slightly different in the interporosity
flow stage.

e  Since the values and shapes of the pressure and pressure derivative curves are very similar, it is
difficult to distinguish between the two matrix shapes, and another observation is necessary to
estimate the matrix shape.

e  The pressure and pressure derivative curves of dual-permeability and dual-porosity models
are coincident in the early and equilibrium stages and are slightly different in the interporosity
flow stage.

e  Compared with the dual-porosity model, the horizontal section of the pressure derivative in the
interporosity flow stage of the dual-permeability model is shorter.

e When the interporosity flow coefficient or vessel volume is large, the dual-permeability model is
close to the pseudo-steady-state model.

e  When the matrix-fracture permeability ratio is less than 1072, the difference between the
dual-permeability model and the dual-permeability model can be ignored.

e  The results of fitting the three models against the experimental data verify the results of this study.

When the core contains only a few fractures to the core scale, although it often exhibits similar
characteristics of the dual-continuum medium, the dual-continuum medium model is not very accurate,
and the discrete fracture model is more suitable. This study conducted a comprehensive comparative
analysis of all parameters of various dual-continuum medium models for pulse decay tests. Not only
their pressure curves were compared but also their pressure derivative curves. However, only one test
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case was used to verify the results of this study. It is hoped that there will be more experimental data
to verify the conclusions in the future.
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Appendix A Sphere Matrix Transient Dual-Porosity Model and Its Numerical Solution

Appendix A.1 Mathematical Model

Assuming the matrix is spherical, for the pulse decay test, the governing equations for the fracture
system and the matrix system are as follows [30]:

ops _ a(zﬁ@

(d)cf)fg = o\ o ) + qm, (A1)

9Pm . 10 [km ) 9Pm
(fct) 2 = r_zﬁ(?r = (A2)
The interporosity flow term g, between the fracture and the matrix is:
_ 3 km &Pm
qm - m ‘u ar r:rm' (A3)

At the initial moment, the core pore pressure is balanced with the downstream vessel, and a
pressure pulse is applied to the upstream vessel, so the initial conditions can be written as

p(x,0) = pm(x,7,0) = pg(0), 0<x<L, (A4)
pi(0,0) = py(0). (A5)

During the test, the upstream and downstream vessels can be regarded as isobaric bodies, and the
fluid flows out of the upstream vessel through the sample and then flows into the downstream vessel,
so the boundary condition can be written as

pe(0,t) = pu(t), t20, (A6)
pe(L,t) = pa(t), t20, (A7)
dpu Vb 0
e L - 22, ts0, (A8)
Cg +Cvu‘|u(¢)L u ox N

dpg —ki  Vpops

— = t>0. A9
dt Cg + Cvd)y(PL Vd Jx ( )

x=
In addition to the boundary conditions of the upstream and downstream vessels, the following
conditions exist in the center of the matrix.

oPm
or

—0. (A10)
r=0



Appl. Sci. 2019, 9, 3206 16 of 21

At the interface between the matrix and the fracture, the following interface conditions hold.

pml,_, = pe (A11)

where p is the pressure, Pa; subscript u and d denote the upstream and downstream vessels, respectively;
t is the time, s; x is the coordinate along the sample, and the upstream vessel is the coordinate origin,
m; L is the length of the sample, m; V, Vg4, Vp are the upstream vessel, the downstream vessel, and
the pore volume of the sample, respectively, m?; cg is the compressibility of the testing fluid, Pa™?; ¢y
is the total compressibility of the sample, Pa~!; cyy, cyq are the compressibility of the upstream and
downstream vessels, respectively, Pa~!; ¢ is the porosity, %; k is the permeability, m?; subscript f and
m denotes the fracture and the matrix, respectively; u is the viscosity, Pas; a is the shape factor.
The dimensionless variables are defined as follows.

ket —x p(0)=pa(0)
D= Loalr e 7 P = LD A PP = 00
_ VP [[¢Ct]f+[¢cf]m} VP [[¢Ct f‘k[qbc‘L m] Al12
Au = OVu(cgtev,) Ad = dVa(cgtevy) (A12)
interporosity flow coefficient A\p = akkL storativity ratio w = @)CQ(:?)%,

where subscript D indicates dimensionless quantities. The dimensionless governing equations are
written as follows:

J J 0
Q%P _ 9 (%Pm)  ApdPmp| (A13)
3tD 8xD 8xD 5 BrD rp=1
15(1 - w) @ d
15(1 - @) Ipmp _ 10 2 9PmD ) (A14)
Ap oo 2 drp\ P amp
The dimensionless initial conditions are
po(xp,0) = pmp(¥D,7D,0) = pap(0) =0, O0<xp<1, (A15)
pp(0,0) = pup(0) = 1. (Al6)
The dimensionless boundaries are
po(0,tp) = pun(tp), tb 20, (A17)
p(1,tp) = pan(tp), tb =0, (A18)
dpup  , 9P
dtD e 3xD xDZO, >0 (A19)
dpap Ipm
— = -A4 , tp>0, A20
dip 8xD xp=1 b ( )
J
Pmb| (A21)
I lrp=0
The dimensionless interface conditions are
pmpl|, _, = pm- (A22)

TD:1
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Appendix A.2 Numerical Method

The sample is divided into N segments with space interval Axp, and the matrix is divided into
M segments along the sphere radius with space interval Ary,p. Assuming the time interval is At, the
above governing Equations (A13) and (A14) can be discretized to the following:

n+1 _ n+l n+1 _ n+1 n+1 _ g+l n+l _ n
1 [Pj+1 P P "Pmj1| ApPmpjm) ~Pmpjm-1) wpr,j P, (A23)
Axp Axp Axp 5 Arp Atp !
n+1 _ntl n+l  __ n+l n+l  __n
1 1|2 Pmb, j(k+1) PmD,j(k) _p Pmb, j(k) PmD,j(k-1) _ 15(1-w) Pmb, j(k) Pmb,j(k) (A24)
rquj(k) Armp | mD,jk+1/2] Armp mD,j[k-1/2] Armp Ap Atp

The superscript n represents the time step, the subscript j represents the spatial node number of
the fracture, and the subscript k in the parentheses represents the spatial node number of the matrix.
The boundary conditions Equations (A17)-(A20) can be discretized as

+1 +1 +1
Pip. _pnfD,OA Py ~Pino (A25)
AXD v Ai’D !
+1 +1 +1
P N ~PiDN-1 As— PioN ~PiDN (A26)
Axp d Atp !
+1 n+1
P, i1) ~ PenDj
j(1)  "mD,j(0)
=0. A27
ArmD ( )
The interface condition Equation (A22) can be discretized as
n+1 n+1 _
P jo) ~Pmj =0 (A28)
where At At At At
A==D g_2D g _ 2D, _ 2D (A29)
Axd Axp” " Arp” T AT
The above Equations (A23) and (A24) can be simplified to
AL (204 2ROy + @)t - Apitt 2D, it = wp}; (A30)
pr/]‘+1 5 om w pr,]‘ pr,j—l 5 mme,j(M—l) - wpr’]'r
o P j1/2) Amp! 1 n (/\D B jk1/2) A +15(1 = @) + Ap B jh-1/2) Am 1
2 m H 2 m —/lm .
] D) mD, j(k+1) B,k rzD,j(k) mD,j(k) (A31)
o
Dj(k-1/2) y  n+1 _ _
~Ap—7 " AmPup r) = 15(1 w)P:lnD,j(k)
D,j(k)
Boundary conditions Equations (A25)-(A27) can be simplified to
(0Aq + 1Py — OAaPH_L = P (A32)
— 0AwpjS 1 + (0AL+ )Pt = Pl (A33)
n+1 _ o+l _
PmD,j1) ~ Pmb,j0) = & (A34)
The interface conditions Equation (A28) can be simplified to
n+1 n+1 _
Pmb,jon) ~PDj = 0. (A35)
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A matrix with rank (N + 1) X (M + 1) can be constructed according to the above discrete equations.
To reduce the rank of the matrix and improve the computation efficiency, the matrix pressure and the
fracture pressure can be alternately fixed at each time step. Then, a matrix of rank N + 1and N + 1
matrices of rank M + 1 are iteratively solved.

Appendix B Dual-Permeability Model and Its Numerical Solution

Appendix B.1 Mathematical Model

The dual-permeability model assumes that the matrix and the fracture each constitute a flow
pathway, and the matrix exchanges fluid with the fracture. For the pulse decay test, the flow governing
equations in the matrix and fracture are as follows, respectively [31]:

aps _d ( l& % ) akm

(e = ol wan )t om0 (A36)

(¢Ct)m7 = 5(7 W) - T(Pm - ps)- (A37)

The matrix permeability ky, and the fracture permeability k¢ are both the average permeability of
the cross-section. The initial condition can be written as follows.

pf(x/ 0) = pm<xf0) - pd(o)/ O<x<L, (A38)
p¢(0,0) = pu(0). (A39)

The boundary conditions are as follows:

pe(0,£) = pm(0,t) = pu(t), t=0, (A40)
pe(L,t) = pm(L,t) = pa(t), t=0, (A41)
d k Vs, 0 Vs, o
Gpa _ _ TF TpOoPE _ km  7pPm £>0, (A42)
dt ey oy |upL Vu 0x | e+ oy [upL Vu 9x |
d - Vs, 0 Vo, o
- ke 24 - _ km 2Am >0 . (Ad3)
t cg+cvd|yqi)L Vq ox o cg+ch)yqu Vaq ox 0

Unlike the dimensionless definition of Bourdet [31], we use the dimensionless quantity definition
of Equation (A12). The dimensionless flow governing equations in the matrix and fracture is as follows:

0 9%
0L — TP (P — i), (A44)
dtp Ixg,
8me _ k_m 32me

oo ke ox%

(1-w) — Ap(PmD — PiD)- (A45)

The dimensionless initial condition can be written as follows:

P (¥p,0) = pmp(xp,0) =0, O0<xp<1, (A46)

pn(0,0) = pun(0) = 1. (A47)
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The dimensionless boundary conditions can be written as follows:

pi(0,tp) = pmp(0,tp) = pun(tp), 020, (A48)
pio(1,tp) = pmp(1, tp) = pap(tp), tb =0, (A49)
C;f’t_d; __ daaPTfDD - d%‘&;’g) L > 0. (A51)

Appendix B.2 Numerical Method

The sample is divided into N segments with spatial interval Axp. Assuming the time interval is
Atp, and the governing Equations (A44) and (A45) can be discretized into

n+1 _ _n+l n+1 _ n+1 n+l _ n
1 [Pm,+1”Pm; P, ~Pm, -1 +a (an _an) _ a)pr,j Ptp,j (AS2)
Axp Axp Axp D\PmD,j D, Atp ’

n+1 _n+l n+1 _ n+l n+l _ n
1 km Pmp,j+1 " Pmp,j  Pmp,j ~PmD,j-1 2 (anrl‘_an') —a _w)me,j Pmp,;j (AS3)
Axp k¢ Axp Axp mD,j D, Atp
Boundary conditions can be discretized into
+1 +1 +1 +1
PiDA _p?D,OA N PmbA _pan,oA km Pub ~Pup (A54)
Axp “ Axp v k¢ - Ap
+1 +1 +1 +1 1
B PiON _pnfD,N—lA B PmDN _pan,N—lA km _ Pib ~Pip (A55)
Axp d Axp d ke Atp '
Equations (A52) and (A53) can be simplified to
- Tpg} WRAVIENCES ADAtD)pg}. - Tpg}_l - /\DAtDpanl,]. = wWpip i (A56)

km_ i1 km 41 km g +1
- Tk_fp?nD,jH + ZTk—f + ApAtp+1-w p"mD’]. - Tk_fp:lnD,j—l - ADAtDpf”D’]. =(1- a))pﬁlD,]. (A57)

Boundary conditions Equations (A54) and (A55) can be simplified to

k k
—0Aw 1 — eAuk—‘;‘pfngl + (GAu + eAuk—T +1)pr it =y, (A58)
k k
(QAd + GAdk—T + 1);:3;1 — 0AdPl Ny eAdk—‘;‘ oN_1 = PiD- (A59)

In the above equation, pmp,0 = P,0 = Pu, PmDN = PDO,N = Pd. the above equations can form a
linear equation of rank 2(N + 1) and be solved by a numerical method.
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