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Coalbed Methane In The US: Panel 2 of 2

THE PAST: COALBED GAS PRODUCTION
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TOTAL CUMULATIVE PRODUCTION = 12,953 BCF GAS

Annual coalbed methane gas volume data through
12/31/2002 was obtained from 14 state oil & gas
regulatory entities or geological surveys. Produced CBM
gas volumes from each state were classified by basin.
The sum of all reported CBM gas volumes per basin
through 2002 is shown as the cumulative production

pie chart to the left.

CBM production volumes over time for all basins are
shown graphed to the right (upper) . The most obvious
trends are (1) the dominance of the San Juan Basin
since the late 1980’s, beginning a decline in 1999;

and (2) the rapid increase for the Powder River Basin
from the late 1990’s.

Data Source:
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State Geological Surveys The CBM basins are subdivided into three tiers based
and Oil & Gas Commissions on 2002 annual production volumes, shown as
San Juan _ _ graphs to the right and below. Note the vertical
73% ggﬂﬂiﬁgﬁg‘: (%%rg;‘:'at“’e scale change between the three figures.
Arkoma (59)
Piceance (39) Tier 1 (>110 BCF/year) includes the San Juan and
Cherokee (31) Powder River Basins plus the Black Warrior (steady at

~115 BCF/year).

Tier 2 (60-105 BCF/year) is comprised of three basins
with significant production additions since 1992-1995:

Raton, Uinta and Central Appalachian Basins.
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The graph for tier 3 (1 - 12 BCF/year) looks more spiky than
the other two because the vertical scale is more stretched
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To visualize the relative cumulative production volumes per
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THE PRESENT: COALBED GAS PROVED RESERVES

Proved reserves are the quantities
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Total 2002 CBM Reserves = 18,491 BCF

data demonstrate with reasonable
certainty to be recoverable in future

of gas that geologic and engineering US Coalbed Methane Proved Reserves
EIA 2002

years from known reservoirs under o X
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conditions. o “
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to the survey, so small volume operators

aggregated for reporting to protect 1801 ) Q %
confidentiality of operator’'s estimates.
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The pie chart at left shows the division Uinta™+ Piceance
R 3

of proved reserves by basin using 2002 %é
EIA data. When the percents by basin :
cumulative production pie chart (above),

the relative proportion of total CBM for @ 2448
the San Juan Basin has dropped from .
73% to 46%, while the Powder River J o
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THE FUTURE: COALBED GAS RESOURCES
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Sum of Most Likely Estimates of CBM Resources = 163.3 TCF
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4 N. Rockies Basins (TCF):
N. Central (1.2)

Williston (0.5)

Big Horn (0.8)

Wind River (2.5)

4 S. Rockies Basins:

Greater Green River (2.5)
Denver (0.3)

Henry Mtns-SW CO (2.7)
Kaiparowits- Black Mesa (0.2)

Acknowledgments and Data Sources

Well data for field outlines:

Resources are the most likely estimates

of undiscovered, technically recoverable

& marketable volumes of hydrocarbons.
Estimates are from Potential Supply of
Natural Gas in the United States, Report

of the Potential Gas Committee, 12/31/2002
(www.mines.edu/research/pga/index.html).
The committee is comprised of volunteer
experts from the gas industry, government
and academia.

Pacific
Coal

The relative portion of each basin’s
resource potential is shown on the pie
chart to the left. Some PGC basins have
been aggregated in the pie chart to reduce
the number of pie slices.

A map delineating the areas of
assessed resources was not supplied
with the PGC report, so the resource
estimates were assigned to the basin
areas on the chloropleth map to the
left based on the Coal Region/ Basin
/Field given in the report.

The trends noted above continue, with
the mature San Juan Basin falling to 6%
of the total and the emerging Powder
River Basin rising to 16%. Alaska
dominates the graph with 35%, but note
that Alaska is comprised of multiple
basins aggregated together, while most
of the lower 48 basins stand alone.

Given their relatively small size, the
Raton, Hanna-Carbon, Pacific and Wind
River Basins rank relatively high.
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