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Reactive transport modeling: an advanced
simulation method for geologic systems
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Mineral trapping significantly enhances
the seal integrity of shale cap rocks g
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Simulation domain for evaluating AP E Influx-induced pressure perturbation:
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CO, migration into undeformed shale cap rock LDEC simulation of aperture evolution:
through increased capillary pressure laterally confined (2 km) 300 md reservoir
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Conceptual framework for geochemical
counterbalancing of geomechanical effects g

® Aperture change due to a given
diss/pptn reaction depends on:
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CO, reservoirs: are they natural analogs
to engineered geologic storage sites?

— o Long-term cap rock integrity

shale cap rock ™
o Natural analog concept
o Natural vs. engineered settings

aperture
evolution

® More data needed!
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