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A new productivity calculation method for gas wells based on single probe MDT data
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Abstract: In order to quickly and accurately estimate the gas well productivity, based on the theory of percolation mechanics,
according to the percolation characteristics of single probe MDT testing, the mathematical model of single probe MDT spherical flow
percolation is established. The model is solved by Laplace transform and other methods, and the characteristics and parameter sensitivity
of single probe MDT testing curve are analyzed. A new method is proposed to calculate the productivity of exploration wells by using the
interpretation results of single probe MDT well test. The productivity of an exploration well in the east of South China Sea is calculated
by this method, and the result is 14. 8x10°m’/d. Compared with DST actual test result 17. 6x10°m’>/d. The difference is 15. 9%,
which can meet the needs of capacity evaluation. This method can partly replace DST test, greatly reduce exploration cost and improve
exploration benefit.
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