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Introduction

e 20 km NW Potsdam

* Injection depth 635-650m

* Upper Stuttgart formation

* Porosities: 20-25%

* Injection during 2008-2013
e Total: ~67 kT

2009: 22-25 KT

2012: ~61 kT
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Introduction

e 20 km NW Potsdam
* Injection depth 635-650m

* Upper Stuttgart formation
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e 2009: 22-25 KT ~
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Seismic mass
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Seismic mass

* Timeshifts used for thickness estimation: H

* Three areal envelopes
* Well span (Original AOI)
 AOI + (CDP bin size)/2
 AOI + (CDP bin size)
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* Unstructured cross-well model
e Central: dx/dy/dz: 3.3/3.3/1m

ERT mass
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Mass matching 0 5 10 sooiemic thicknoss [m] 10 15 20
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