Taskforce Supplementary Papers - Wells Subgroup Report
Introduction

The wells subgroup worked systematically over the March to June 1999 period, taking guidance from the ITG steering committee and liasing with the other ITG subgroups (mainly field development & subsurface), to produce the two matrices attached as deliverables.

Identification of Primary Technology Targets

Preliminary work commenced in identifying the main new (and existing but under-utilised) technologies which could have a realistic benefit to the value of wells in the UKCS basin in the immediate term, the near future (1-2 years) and the medium future (3-4 years). These technologies were ranked and 9 Primary Technology Targets were identified, these being:

· Slender Wells 

· Coil Tubing Drilling & Through Tubing Rotary Drilling (CTD/TTRD) 

· Underbalanced Drilling 

· Subsea Intervention Vessels 

· Mono Diameter Wells 

· Multi Laterals 

· Smart Wells (Downhole selective flow control) 

· Super Smart Wells (Downhole gas compression and water separation) 

· FINDER Wells 

These technologies were then subjected to further work resulting in the matrices.

Identifying the Value of the Technologies

The first matrix shows the Primary Technology Targets and identifies an estimate of the capex or opex savings generated by the technologies against each of the typical field types identified by the field development subgroup. The matrix also shows an estimate of the following:

· typical time saving per well on the introduction of the technology (cycle time) 

· the development cost of the technology including prototyping 

· the implementation cost of the technology 

· the time for the technology to be readily accepted (given an operating environment suitable for technology acceptance acceleration) 

· a comment on the manner in which the technology impacts value. 

It should be noted that the cumulative cost estimate for development of the technology is just over £160million. This should be taken as a +30% figure, and can be reduced substantially if the HPHT well application is removed, or treated separately.

There are further columns in the matrix (which are seen as a deliverable of Task Force 2), to identify the estimated value of the technologies in terms of:

· total addition bbls made accessible 

· reservoir risk reduction 

· improved recovery factors 

Completing this would ultimately give a NPV estimate of the worth of the technology. It is envisaged this will result in a compelling business case for the investment in the development and application of the technology.

Barriers to the Introduction & Acceptance of New Technology

The second matrix shows the group’s views on the barriers to the implementation of the technology and is broadly split into three phases required for the introduction and acceptance of new technology, these being the research phase, the development phase and the application phase.

A further general barrier was seen as operators’ fixed contracting strategies which, it was the group’s view, can stifle innovation and the introduction of new and enabling technology.

The wells subgroup saw that some of the emerging initiatives from the ITG could help in breaking down some of the barriers, i.e. the new Industry Technology Facilitator and the Wells Collaboration Initiative. It however felt that an objective for Task Force 2 should be the production of a methodology to break or reduce barriers further.

The Way Ahead for the Wells Subgroup

The Wells Subgroup see three key areas to address in Task Force 2 and or other industry bodies, these being.

i. Estimate of the value of technologies from a subsurface view point and so produce an NPV figure for each technology(i.e. completion of the first matrix) 

ii. Methodology to break or reduce the barriers to implementation of the technology. 

iii. Identification of the enabling technology to reduce risk and add to the realistic commercial applications for the primary technology targets e.g. bicentre bits and/or under-reaming technology to allow the cost effective application of mono bore wells. 

The Wells subgroup was regularly attended by representatives from the:

Major Operators – Shell, BP & AHL
Wells Project Management Contractor – GMIS
Coil Tubing Drilling Contractor – Transocean
Technologists – CMPT, Independent
SMEs – Corpro, Maris
Academics – Heriot Watt University

Attendance at meetings usually numbered 5-6.

