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Gulf Coast Section Activities 

 

Introduction 
 

In this report, I have concentrated on commodities of most interest to Gulf Coast Section 

members and on late news that could be of interest as well. 

 

In the past year, I attended the AAPG Convention in New Orleans where numerous good 

EMD papers were presented. Sessions are planned for the 2012 GCAGS in Austin. Because 

of continuing health problems, I was unable to attend the 2010 GCAGS Convention in San 

Antonio. 

AAPG 2010 Annual Convention 

 

EMD sponsored or co-sponsored 17 sessions, one short course and one field trip at the New 

Orleans AAPG Convention. See the report from Art Johnson for more details. It was another 

superb convention for EMD. 

 

Gulf Coast Section Exploration and Production News 
 

Coal: 
Recent production figures for 2008 and 2009 (1,000 short tons): 

State 52 Weeks 9/18/2010 52 Weeks 9/19/2009 % Change 

Alabama 19,771 20,009 -1.19 

Arkansas 1 30 -96.7 

Louisiana 3,792 3,819 -0.17 

Mississippi 3,666 3,120 17.5 

Texas 37,019 36,784 0.64 

Totals 64,249 63,762 0.76 

Source: http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/coal/weekly/weekly_html/wcpweek.html 

 

http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/coal/weekly/weekly_html/wcpweek.html
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Although a modest increase in production is shown, production remains relatively constant in 

the Gulf Coast. Coal remains a strong commodity in the Gulf Coast. Texas continues as the 

volume leader. 

 

Coal Imports and Exports: The US imports and exports significant amounts of coal.  

Coal Imports: 1000 short tons (11 countries) 

Year Jan. – Mar. Apr. – June July – Sep. Oct. – Dec. Total Change % 

2002 4,000 3,857 4,654 4,365 16,875 -- 

2003 4,954 6,393 7,051 6,645 25,044 48.4 

2004 5,326 6,853 7,804 7,297 27,280 8.9 

2005 7,607 7,266 7,832 7,788 30,460 11.65 

2006 8,958 7,956 10,399 8,933 36,246 19.0 

2007 8,786 8,405 10,559 8,597 36,347 0.3 

2008 7,640 8,982 8,485 9,101 34,208 -5.9 

2009 6,325 5,426 5,441 5,441 22,639 -33.8* 

2010 4,803    NA NA 

 

Coal Exports (1000 short tons): (40 countries) 

Year Jan. – Mar. Apr. – June July – Sep. Oct. – Dec. Total Change % 

2002 9,253 11,043 9,257 10,050 39,601 -- 

2003 8,518 11,450 12,094 10,952 43,014 8.6 

2004 9,688 15,255 12,203 10,852 47,998 11.6 

2005 10,129 14,803 12,620 12,390 49,942 4.1 

2006 10,659 12,590 13,540 12,858 49,647 -0.6 

2007 11,139 14,702 16,198 17,124 59,163 19.2 

2008 15,802 23,069 20,321 22,329 81,519 37.8 

2009 13,335 12,951 15,159 17,653 59,097 -27.5 

2010 17,807    NA NA 

* Data compared through fourth quarter 2009. More recent data not available. 

Sources: http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/coal/quarterly/html/t8p01p1.html 

    http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/coal/quarterly/html/t5p01p1.html 

    http://www.eia.doe.gov/fuelcoal.html 

 

The Texas Railroad Commission (TRRC) is currently regulating 21 surface coal/lignite mines 

distributed from northeast Texas in the East Texas Basin to the Maverick Basin in southwest 

Texas. Four of these mines are in the Maverick Basin, 9 are in east-central Texas, and the 

remainder are in northeast Texas. Twelve of the mines were active in 2007 whereas the others 

are in various stages of reclamation. Texas is the 6
th

 largest coal-producing state and the 

largest coal-consuming state, with 54 million tons imported and about 40.8 million tons 

mined annually. All was used in generation of electricity. Texas has the 9
th

 largest domestic 

recoverable coal reserves at 730 million short tons (as of 2006). 

 

Source: http://www.rrc.state.tx.us/programs/mining/tx_coal.xls 

 

TXU Energy, one of the largest power generating companies in the nation, was purchased by 

a private investor group in late in 2007 and renamed Luminant Power. TXU had proposed 

eleven new coal fired generating plants in Texas but the investor group has agreed to scrap 

plans for eight. The three remaining plants planned near Waco are meeting environmental 

http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/coal/quarterly/html/t8p01p1.html
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/coal/quarterly/html/t5p01p1.html
http://www.eia.doe.gov/fuelcoal.html
http://www.rrc.state.tx.us/programs/mining/tx_coal.xls
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opposition because they will burn “dirty” lignite. A new coal fired generating plant in San 

Antonio came on line in September 2010. It utilizes upgraded “cleaner” technology. 

 

Upcoming Meetings: Please see the extensive list of future coal related meetings on the Coal 

Committee pages in the EMD Members Only web site. 

 

Shale Gas 
Both the recession and the near collapse of natural gas prices have dampened the gas shale 

plays over the US. Even so, gas shale exploration, especially the Barnett Shale in North 

Texas, and the Haynesville play in Northwest Louisiana and Northeast Texas remain the 

hottest plays in the USA. In addition to these plays, new exploration is opening up in South 

Texas (Eagle Ford shale), Arkansas (Fayetteville shale), Oklahoma (Woodford and Caney), 

and west Texas (Woodford and Barnett). Other areas of the USA and Canada are also heating 

up. The Fayetteville play in Arkansas Arkoma basin and the Floyd play the Black Warrior 

basin are partly in the Gulf Coast Section. The chief Fayetteville players include Southwest 

Energy, Chesapeake Energy, XTO, and Shell. 

Haynesville Play: The Haynesville play, entirely in the Gulf Coast Section, is still in 

somewhat of a start-up stage with much yet to learn about well performance and required 

completion technology. One analyst suggested that Haynesville wells would have to have 

initial production of around 7 million cf/d to be economically comparable to Barnett wells. 

This figure has yet to be confirmed. The Haynesville is an Upper Jurassic shale, is 200 to 300 

feet thick, and is 10,000 to 13,000 tvd. Several wells in the Louisiana part of the play are 

flowing in excess of 19 million cf/d. 

 

Figure 1 - Haynesville Play Area 

Major players include Devon Energy, Chesapeake Energy, BEUSA, Berry, Cabot, the 

EnCana/Shell partnership, BP, Anadarko, Petrohawk, Exco, XTO, and numerous smaller 

players. 

According to Chesapeake Energy, the play could become the forth larges gas province in the 

world, possibly containing 200 tcf gas. Chesapeake estimates reserves on its property at 20 tcf 

gas. 

Haynesville source: “Haynesville Shale: The Playbook”, 2009, Hart Energy Publishing, 

Houston, TX. 

 



EMD Gulf Coast Section Councilor‟s Report, November 2010– Page 4 

Also: http://www.ugcenter.com/ 

Eagle Ford (Cretaceous) Play: The Eagle Ford shale is moving into the ranks of the nation's 

top resource plays, because of rich gas, impressive flows and remarkably consistent results. 

As of April 2010, some 45 rigs are drilling for Eagle Ford shale in this storied part of South 

Texas where the shale trend ranges some 330 miles from Grimes County down to the Rio 

Grande in Webb County, and it is delivering remarkable wells, especially in La Salle, 

McMullen and Live Oak counties. And, there‟s oil in this shale. EOG Resources Corp. and 

Petrohawk Energy Corp. have confirmed oil results to date. "We hear continuing, 

unconfirmed reports of 1,000-barrel-a-day wells in the oil window," says one industry 

consultant. Data are scarce, but 10 rigs were running in the oily area in January.  

 

Eagle Ford (Cretaceous) Play: Preliminary analyses from two of its first five wells suggest 

the Eagle Ford “is one of the highest quality shale reservoirs discovered in the U. S.” 

according to Petrohawk Energy. The play, originally in LaSalle and McMullen counties of 

South Texas has expanded to range from the Giddings field in Brazos and Grimes Counties to 

the Maverick basin in Maverick County. The Eagle Ford ranges from 11,000 to 11,700 TVD 

in the two counties. In three completed wells (reported May 2009), gas production ranged 

from 3.6 MMcfd with 395 b/d condensate to 8.1 MMcfd with 200 b/d condensate. Petrohawk 

states the wells completed to date show lower initial decline rates than rates seen in other 

shale gas plays. 

In down dip areas, its depth is more than 14,000 feet. As its depth varies between 111,000 and 

14,000 feet, hydrocarbon content varies, ranging from dry gas to oil. There is considerable gas 

and condensate production in early drilling results from mostly up-dip areas. 

 
Figure 2 - Eagle Ford Play Area 

Petrohawk Energy is the most active player with 160,000 acres under lease and 17 wells to 

date. Swift Energy has about 82,000 acres leased. According to Ross Smith Energy Group, a 

Calgary based industry research firm, the core areas of the eight largest US shale plays may 

contain 475 trillion cubic feet of recoverable gas. The Eagle Ford is among the smallest with 

19 trillion cubic feet of gas, the economics for the play are among the best says Ross Smith. 

The break-even point for the Eagle Ford is about $3.88, whereas it is $5,18 in the Barnett and 

$4.49 in the Haynesville.  

As of March 2010, nine companies had 1,325.000 acres under lease throughout the play. 

TXCO (450,000 acres), Pioneer Natural Gas (310,000 acres), St. Mary Land & Exploration 

(225,000 acres), and Petrohawk (160,000 acres) were the heavy hitters/ Recently, Abraxas 

http://www.ugcenter.com/
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Petroleum of San Antonio and Blue Stone Oil & Gas (Denver) announced a joint venture on 

8,333,net acres in 12 south Texas counties. El Paso Corp. has recently acquired 170,000 acres 

in the play. 

Currently, more than 90 rigs are working in the play and 175 wells have been drilled as of 

September 2010. Current production is about 300 MMCFD and 40,000 b/d of oil and 

condensate 

The Eagle Ford is about 300 feet thick, about 11,000 feet deep, elevated temperature (300 

degrees F.), and high 4% total organic carbon. Like the Haynesville, gas-in-place 

concentrations are high, ranging from 100 to 200 bcf/sq. mile. In the Maverick part in the 

western part of the play, numerous companies are active including Anadarko, EOG 

Resources, Rosetta Resources, St. Mary Land & Exploration, and TXCO Resources. 

Petrohawk  is the dominant player in the central part of the play, just east of the Maverick 

basin. In the eastern, and less thermally mature part of the play, Pioneer Resources holds 

250,000 acres centered on Goliad County. 

 

Eagle Ford Sources: Oil & Gas Journal,, October 19, 2009, p. 39 – 45. 

 http://www.ugcenter.com/ 

 Oil & Gas Journal, May 4, 2009, page 54. 

Oil & Gas Journal, August 30, 2010, page 8. 

Oil & Gas Journal, September 13, 2010, page 25. 

Oil & Gas Journal, September 27, 2010, page 7. 

 

See also: Article by Stevens, Scott and Kuuskraa, “Seven Plays dominate North America 

activity”, Oil and Gas Journal, September 28, 2009, page 39 – 49. 

Other Gas Shale Plays: 

In northern Alabama, on the east side of the Valley and Ridge province, a new gas shale play 

is taking shape. The target is the Cambrian Conasauga shale at various depths between 1,950 

and 7,000 feet. Dominion Black Warrior, Inc. has drilled at least eight wells in the last year or 

so. Various operators have leased several hundred thousand acres in Etowa and Cherokee 

Counties, Alabama and as far east as Chatooga County, Georgia. There has been virtually no 

further mention of this play. This play and the related Floyd gas play are currently seeing little 

activity. 

 

Sources: Oil & Gas Journal, February 19, 2007, p. 37. 

 http://www.ugcenter.com/ 

For a map showing all current U. S. shale gas plays visit 

http://www.eia.gov/oil_gas/rpd/shale_gas.pdf 

 

Gas Shale Meetings and Conferences: 

For additional information on this hot topic, please visit the Gas Shale Committee in the 

Members Only section of the EMD web site. Check out the articles found on the “Search and 

Discovery” and “Events Calendar” link on: 

http://emd.aapg.org/members_only/gas_shales/index.cfm 

 

http://www.ugcenter.com/
http://www.ugcenter.com/
http://www.eia.gov/oil_gas/rpd/shale_gas.pdf
http://emd.aapg.org/members_only/gas_shales/index.cfm
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Coal Bed Methane 
In the Gulf Coast Section, only Alabama is a significant producer of Coalbed Methane. In 

2008, the latest year for which data are available, Alabama produced 107 bcf, a decline of 

6.2% from 2007. The Alabama production is about 6.5% of the US total of 1,966 bcf, which 

increased 12.0% from 2007. Alabama reserves increased 2.9% from 2,068 bcf in 2006 to 2,27 

bcf in 2007. (Latest data available - 2010) 

Louisiana (North) produced about 1 bcf in 2008, the first indicated production.. Arkansas 

produced about 3 bcf in 2008, also the first indicated production. 

 

Sources: http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/dnav/ng/ng_enr_cbm_a_EPG0_r51_Bcf_a.htm 

 http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/dnav/ng/ng_prod_coalbed_s1_a.htm 

   http://www.epa.gov/coalbed/resources/   

 

Note: This is an excellent site for keeping up with developments and future meetings. 

 http://coalbed.com/ 

 

Upcoming Coalbed Methane Conferences and Meetings: 

See link to upcoming events at: http://www.epa.gov/coalbed/conf/index.html 

Coalbed methane in the United States: A GIS Study by Samuel H. Limerick is a study of 

coalbed methane production in the US in a GIS format. The paper was originally presented as 

a Poster at the 2004 AAPG Convention in Dallas.  

 

Source: http://www.searchanddiscovery.com/documents/2004/limerick/index.htm 

Also on the EMD Coalbed Methane web page. 

 

Nuclear Minerals (Uranium) 
According to the latest available data from DOE, between 2004 and 2008 (latest data 

available), total domestic energy use decreased 0.09% as measured in quadrillion BTU. In 

2008, total nuclear electricity accounted for 8.47% of the total domestic electric energy use, 

an increase of 2.49% from 2004. 

Source: http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/solar.renewables/page/trends/table1.html 

 

Uranium Production: 

Domestic Uranium concentrate production increased from 2003 to 2007 and decreased since 

as shown below. 

Production is in pounds of U3O8. 
Calendar 

Year 

Quarter 

2003 

See note 

2004 

See note 

2005 2006 

 

2007 2008  2009 

 

2010 

Prelim 

1
st
 400,000 600,000 709,600 931,065 1,162,737 810,189 880,036  876,064 

2
nd

 600,000 400,000 630,053 894,268 1,119,536 1,073,315 982,760  1,055,102 

3
rd

 400,000 588,738 663,068 1,083,808 1,075,460 980,933 956,657  

4
th

 600,000 600,000 686,456 1,196,485 1,175,845 1,037,946 888,905  

Year 

Total 

2,000,000 2,282,406 2,689,178 4,105,626 4,533,576 3,902,383 3,708,358  

Change % -14.6 14.1 17.8 52.6 10.4  -13.47 -4.97  

Note: All of 2003 and all but third quarter 2004 production was rounded to the nearest 

100,000 pounds to avoid disclosure of individual company data. 

http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/dnav/ng/ng_enr_cbm_a_EPG0_r51_Bcf_a.htm
http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/dnav/ng/ng_prod_coalbed_s1_a.htm
http://www.epa.gov/coalbed/resources/
http://coalbed.com/
http://www.epa.gov/coalbed/conf/index.html
http://www.searchanddiscovery.com/documents/2004/limerick/index.htm
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/solar.renewables/page/trends/table1.html
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The 4.5 million pounds produced in 2007 is the most since 4.6 million pounds were produced 

in 1999. In 2007, production increased 10.4% from 2006. Through the second quarter of 

2010, production has increased 3.67% from the previous year. 

As of third quarter 2009, one in-situ leach mine was operating in Texas with a capacity of one 

million pounds of U3O8 annually. One in situ leach mine with a capacity of one million 

pounds U3O8 annually was on standby. Three additional in situ leach mines was under 

development with a projected capacity of more than 2.5 million pounds of U3O8 annually. 

 

Source: http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/dupr/qupd.html 

 

Uranium Prices: 

The table below shows million pounds of U3O8 equivalent in produced and the price per 

pound for the period 2002 – 2009, the latest figures available. Next update May 2011. 

 
Delivery Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

U.S. Origin U3O8 

(million pounds) 

6.2 10.2 12.3 11.0 10.8 4.0 7.7 7.1 

Weighted average price $10.89 $10.81 $11.87 $15.11 $17.85 $28.89 $59.55 $48.92 

Foreign Origin U3O8 
(million pounds) 

45.5 46.4 51.8 54.7 55.7 47.0 45.6 42.8 

Weighted average price $10.29 $10.81 $12.76 $14.21 $18.75 $33.05 $43.47 $45.35 

Spot contracts U3O8 

(million pounds) 

8.6 8.2 9.2 6.9 6.3 6.6 8.7 8.1 

Weighted average price $9.29 $10.10 $14.77 $20.04 $39.48 $88.25 $66.95 $46.45 

 

Figures for 2010 are not yet available. For total delivery, prices had remained fairly steady 

with only a modest up-tick though 2005. The spot price surged 35.7% between 2004 and 

2005. From 2005 to 2006, spot prices nearly doubled (97%). Between 2006 and 2007, spot 

prices more than doubled and some prices now exceed $100 per pound U3O8. This has 

sparked a large reinvestment in Texas uranium mining. However, spot prices declined in 2008 

and 2009 and mining activity in Texas reacted by slowing production or closing some mines. 

Source: http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/umar/summarytable1.html 

 

Uranium Reserves: 

At the end of 2003, the latest date for which figures are available, total U.S. reserves of U3O8 

were 265 million pounds at $30 per pound and 890 million pounds at $50 per pound. Texas 

had 6 million pounds at $30 (2.3% of U.S.) and 23 million pounds at $50 (2.6% of U.S.). 

With prices surging past $100, reserves should now be considerably larger. The DOE no 

longer reports uranium reserves by state or nation. 

 

Source:http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/page/reserves/uresst.html 

 

Uranium Market: (Most recent data are for 2009). Owners and operators of U.S. civilian 

nuclear power reactors purchased a total of 50 million pounds U3O8e (equivalent) of 

deliveries from U.S. suppliers and foreign suppliers during 2009, at a weighted-average price 

of $45.86 per pound U3O8e. The 2009 total of 50 million pounds U3O8e decreased 7 percent 

compared with the 2008 total of 53 million pounds U3O8e. Fourteen percent of the U3O8e 

delivered in 2009 was U.S.-origin uranium at a weighted-average price of $48.92 per pound. 

http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/dupr/qupd.html
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/umar/summarytable1.html
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/page/reserves/uresst.html
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Foreign-origin uranium accounted for the remaining 86 percent of deliveries at a weighted-

average price of $45.35 per pound. Australian-origin and Canadian-origin uranium together 

accounted for 40 percent of the 50 million pounds. Uranium originating in Kazakhstan, Russia 

and Uzbekistan accounted for 29 percent and the remaining 17 percent originated from Brazil, 

Czech Republic, Namibia, Niger, and South Africa. Owners and operators of U.S. civilian 

nuclear power reactors purchased uranium for 2009 deliveries from 29 sellers, down from the 

33 sellers in 2008. Owners and operators of U.S. civilian nuclear power reactors purchased 

uranium of several material types. Uranium concentrate was 69 percent of the deliveries in 

2009; natural UF6 and enriched uranium were 31 percent. During 2009, 17 percent of the 

uranium was purchased under spot contracts at a weighted-average price of $46.45 per pound. 

The remaining 83 percent was purchased under long-term contracts at a weighted-average 

price of $45.74 per pound. Spot contracts are a one-time delivery (usually) of the entire 

contract to occur within one year of contract execution (signed date). Long-term contracts 

include those with one or more deliveries to occur after a year following the contract 

execution (signed date) and as such may reflect some agreements of short and medium terms 

as well as longer term. 

Source: http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/umar/umar.html 

 

Nuclear Power Plant Plans Nationwide: 

Eighteen months ago, 18 companies had at least 26 reactors in some stage of planning or 

license application. According to the Nuclear Energy Institute, these would cost $6 to $8 

billion each. As many as eight were supposed to come on line by 2016. The cost figures are 

widely disputed by cities and activist groups. There is an obvious need for more generation 

capacity, whether nuclear or otherwise, because electricity demand is expected to grow 21 % 

by 2030. Moreover, about 45% of the generating infrastructure is at least 30 years old and a 

third of the coal fired capacity is 40 years old.  However, the near collapse of natural gas 

prices, and the rapidly increasing supply now cast doubt on the viability of many of these 

reactor plans. 

 

Source: San Antonio Express-News, Business Express, Saturday, May 9, 2009, page 4H. 

 

Recent Uranium Developments in Texas: 

 

The rapid decline in natural gas prices have sharply curtailed uranium exploration and 

production in south Texas. 

 

In 2006, Uranium Energy Corp. (UEC) was actively exploring in Goliad County, Texas. This 

plant is now partially permitted and licensed. Similar exploration activity extended through 

the entire South Texas uranium producing area almost to the Rio Grande, but in 2010, much 

of this activity is on standby.  

Source: San Antonio Express-News, September 18, 2006, page 1, Section A. 

 

Also: http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/dupr/qupd_tbl4.html 

 

Nuclear Power Initiatives in Texas: 

In 2007, NRG Energy submitted an application to build the first new U. S. nuclear reactors in 

nearly 30 years. NRG is a 44% owner of the South Texas Nuclear Project in Bay City, Texas, 

southwest of Houston. This project has been placed on the NRC‟s short list for possible loan 

http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/umar/umar.html
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/nuclear/dupr/qupd_tbl4.html
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guarantees. Three other proposed projects made the “short list”. One of these is the Southern 

Company‟s proposal for a new twin reactor in Georgia that has now received  NRC loan 

guarantees and appears to be moving ahead. 

 

Source: San Antonio Express-News, Saturday, May 16, 2009, page 6A. 

 

Synopsis of Recent Events: During the summer of 2009, NRG Energy released cost 

estimates in the $9 billion range for the two new reactors. CPS Energy believed the cost will 

be in the $13 to $14 billion range. CPS Energy has already spent about $325 million on 

preliminary engineering studies, an amount matched by NRG. Ten public “Town Hall” 

meetings have been held, one in each San Antonio City Council district to measure public 

acceptance of the plans. presenting late 2009, the San Antonio Mayor (who sits on the CPS 

Board) pushed for much scaled back participation in the 20% range.  

 

CPS has said that moving forward at either 20% or 40% will require 5% rate hikes every other 

year for a decade. This is extremely unpopular with many of the rate payer groups. CPS also 

misrepresented this figure, with the rate hikes being closer to 8%. The five percent figure was 

“net bill effect” because CPS expects lower energy costs using gas and coal for the immediate 

future. At present, however, no one seems to have estimated the cost to rate payers of 

developing the projected needed additional energy for the future. Some claims have surfaced 

that using natural gas instead of nuclear would be much less expensive to build and operate. 

San Antonio, through CPS Energy, already has the lowest electric utility rates for any large 

city in the US. This is in large part because of the existing South Texas Project reactors. 

 

A recent law suit between CPS and NRG, citing $28 billion damages to CPS because of the 

“hidden” price hike of the new reactors, was settled by arbitration. The result was that CPS 

will not continue to make monthly payments (about $30 million per month) and will continue 

to own 6.625% of the new project if it goes ahead. That translates to about 200 megawatts.  

 

Although the CPS-NRG deal had been rated either first or second in line for Federal loan 

guarantees, this standing has slipped because of the political problems. Meanwhile, a unit of 

The Southern Company has received an $8.2 billion loan guarantee for a new plant in central 

Georgia. 

 

Source: Numerous articles in the San Antonio Express-News, June 2009 – September 

2010. 

 

Geothermal  
Potential geothermal resources in Texas are located in the East Texas Basin, the 

geothermal/geopressured Wilcox and Frio trends in the Gulf Coast, and in the Val Verde and 

Delaware Basins. The Texas geothermal resource consists of hydrothermal, geopressured, and 

hot dry rock types. Hydrothermal resources in Texas are widespread and occur in central and 

east Texas, as well as along the Rio Grande in Trans-Pecos. The primary uses for geothermal 

energy are thermal, chemical (production of dissolved methane), and mechanical. DOE 

studies of the overpressured Frio trend in the Texas and Louisiana Gulf Coast suggest that 

there is sufficient heat for binary plant facilities. 
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The geothermal energy potential of the Gulf Coast, if measured in estimated Earth 

temperatures (°C) at 6 km depth, is greatest in South and East Texas, Louisiana, and western 

Mississippi, where temperatures range from 150 to 200°C. Northern Louisiana contains the 

largest high-temperature trend (>200°C) in the Gulf Coast, whereas northern Alabama 

contains an extensive trend of low (<100°C) temperatures. Detailed contours of heat flow in 

the Gulf Coast are part of a heat-flow map of North America recently compiled by the SMU 

Geothermal Laboratory. Heat-flow in this map was calculated by multiplying the value of 

temperature gradient, obtained from well data, by the thermal conductivity.  

 

Please visit: http://www.smu.edu/geothermal 

Also: http://smu.edu/geothermal/GPW_TX/texas_links.htm for additional links. 

 

Up to 3,959.7 MW of new geothermal power plant capacity is currently under development in 

the United States (including projects in the initial development phase). Up to 250.6 MW of 

capacity is currently under construction in 103 projects in 12 states across the Western United 

States plus Florida. Thirteen states now have projects under consideration or in development. 

Unconfirmed projects (some of which are likely to be developed within the next few years) 

raise these numbers to between 2,885.9 MW and 3,959.7 MW of potential capacity currently 

under consideration.  

 

Much of the Texas Gulf coast area is estimated to have rock temperatures between 150 and 

200 C. at a depth of 6 km, Parts of northern Louisiana at the Arkansas border are estimated at 

more than 200 C.. The areas in Texas are shown in more detail on the map below: 

 

Texas Geothermal areas: 

The map below shows the current interest in Texas Geothermal areas: Colors represent: 

 

 Orange shows the known potential hydrothermal uses such as space heating, fish 

farming, desalinization, and resort spa heating. 

 Green shows areas with geopressure potential for heating, enhanced oil recovery, 

and electricity generation. 

 Blue areas are known for hot dry rocks potential uses such as heating and 

electricity generation.  

 

The five named areas on the map all have strong potential for geothermal electric power. 

http://www.smu.edu/geothermal
http://smu.edu/geothermal/GPW_TX/texas_links.htm
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The following is a quote from Geothermal Energy Association (http://www.geo-energy.org/) 

 

“The map of Texas geothermal resources [above] shows that a largely untapped energy 

resource lies underneath our feet that can be developed for electrical power generation. The 

orange color represents the known potential for hydrothermal uses such as space heating, fish 

farming, desalinization and resort spas. The green color shows the known potential for 

geopressure uses such as heating, enhanced oil recovery and electricity. The blue areas show 

the known potential for hot dry rock uses such as heating and electricity. The map also shows 

that there are at least five major regions within Texas that have a strong potential for 

geothermal electrical power production. These include East Texas, the Gulf Coast, the 

Delaware-Val Verde Basin region, the Trans-Pecos region, and the Anadarko Basin where it 

enters the Texas Panhandle. The region consisting of the Maverick Basin along the South 

Texas–Mexico border may represent an independent sixth area for consideration. These 

regions are based upon the existence of oil and gas wells with temperatures that can get above 

212oF. The locations and boundaries of the geothermal areas illustrated are approximate.”  

 

Source: http://www.geo-energy.org/information/developing/Texas/Texas.asp 

For information on geothermal research and development visit:  

http://geothermal.inel.gov/index.shtml 

 

Upcoming Meetings on Geothermal in the Gulf Coast 

Geothermal Energy Utilization Associated with Oil & Gas Development 

June 13-15, 2011 Southern Methodist University, Dallas, TX.  

Visit: http://smu.edu/geothermal/Oil&Gas/2009/Geothermal_Energy_Utilization.htm 

 

Other meetings: 

May 21, 2010: GEA Global Geothermal Showcase and Forum. Washington, DC 

 http://www.geo-energy.org/workshops/workshop_may21.aspx 

July 22, 2010 GEA Geothermal Energy and Utilities Workshop. Las Vegas, NV 

 http://www.geo-energy.org/workshops/workshop_July22.aspx 

October 24 – 27, 2010 GEA Geothermal Energy Expo and GRC Annual Meeting, 

Sacramento, CA http://www.geo-energy.org/new_expo/default.asp 

http://www.geo-energy.org/
http://www.geo-energy.org/information/developing/Texas/Texas.asp
http://geothermal.inel.gov/index.shtml
http://smu.edu/geothermal/Oil&Gas/2009/Geothermal_Energy_Utilization.htm
http://www.geo-energy.org/workshops/workshop_may21.aspx
http://www.geo-energy.org/workshops/workshop_July22.aspx
http://www.geo-energy.org/new_expo/default.asp
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Also Visit: http://www.smu.edu/geothermal 

Also visit: http://www1.eere.energy.gov/geothermal/ 

 

Energy Economics & Technology 
Sources of U. S. Electric Energy: 

 

The table below summarizes the sources of U. S. Electric Energy in Quadrillion BTU  from 

2003 to 2009. (Most recent data available – Sep. 2010. Figures for prior years revised 2010.) 

 

Energy Source 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Fossil Fuels 84.386 85.830 85.815 84.687 86.223 83.532 78.631 

Coal 22.321 22.466 22.842 22.508 22.774 22.438 19.973 

Natural Gas 22.967 22.991 22.583 22.224 23.679 23.814 23.416 

Petroleum 39.047 40.294 40.391 39.955 39.769 37.279 35.242 

Nuclear Electric 7.959 8.222 8.161 8.215 8.455 8.427 8.328 

Renewable Energy 6.321 6.433 6.407 6.825 6.719 7.367 7.745 

Hydroelectric 2.825 2.690 2.705 2.869 2.446 2.512 2.682 

Geothermal 0.331 0.341 0.343 0.343 0.349 0.360 0.373 

Biomass 2.988 3.196 3.117 3.277 3.503 3.852 3.884 

Less Ethanol * -0.238 -0.299 0     

Solar & Wind 0.179 0..206 0.244 0.336 0.422 0.643 0.806 

Other 0.022 0.039 0.084 0.063 0.106 0.113 0.116 

Total Consumption 98.450 100.349 100.467 99.790 101.502 99.438 94.820 

Year Change % 0.356 0.900 0.118 -0.691 1.716 -2.033 -4.644 

Coal, Nuclear, Solar, 

Wind, Biomass, and 

Geothermal 

33.778 34.431 34.707 34.679 35.503 35.720 33.364 

Percent Total Energy 34.31% 34.23% 34.54% 34.75% 34.98% 35.92% 35.19% 
* Ethanol blended into motor gasoline is included in “Petroleum” and “Biomass” totals but is counted 

only once in “Total Consumption”. The row “Less Ethanol” is included to make totals balance. 

“Renewable Energy” total is also reduced by the Less Ethanol amount. 

 

Source:http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/solar.renewables/page/geothermal/geothermal.html 

 http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/alternate/page/renew_energy_consump/table1.html 

 

The table shows a modest increase in energy use starting in 2003 but with a sharp decline in 

2009. The bottom two rows are derived from the table and show that EMD commodities, 

Coal, Nuclear Minerals, wind, solar, biomass, and Geothermal account for slightly more than 

a third of the total energy used in the period. It seems remarkable that this percentage has 

remained virtually constant. However, if the increasing use of shale gas were counted, the 

percentage would be increasing. Energy derived from wind has increased from 0.142 in 2004 

to 0.697 quads in 2009, an increase of 391%. Solar energy has remained relatively flat over 

the same period. 

 

Water and Power: 

A recent article, “Water is Power – Do we have enough of either?” by Erin Wayman in Earth 

Magazine, October 2009, page 58 – 65, describes how electric power generation and water 

http://www.smu.edu/geothermal
http://www1.eere.energy.gov/geothermal/
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/solar.renewables/page/geothermal/geothermal.html
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/alternate/page/renew_energy_consump/table1.html
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supplies are totally linked. Growing demand for both potable water and electricity in the water 

impoverished southwest are on a collision course. This should be obvious to most. What is 

not obvious are growing problems in parts of the country where water supply is not usually 

considered a problem. These areas include Georgia, Michigan, and Wisconsin. 

 

Although both nuclear and conventional steam-electric plants use water conservatively, some 

loss is unavoidable. Nuclear plants require a steady supply of water to cool reactors. If that 

supply is interrupted for any reason, the plant must shut down. This is a primary point made 

by the groups fighting against expansion of nuclear power. Although numerous possible 

solutions have been proposed, most appear to be uneconomic or unworkable.  
 

In Texas, recent heavy rain has helped alleviate the drought of the past two years, future water 

supply is a major and growing concern. The proposed expansion of the South Texas Project 

nuclear power plant near Bay City, Texas, will continue to depend on the Colorado River for 

cooling water. Several activist groups contend that the river cannot be confidently counted 

upon for an adequate supply and continue to also serve cities and agriculture needs. Several 

studies claim that the supply is adequate, even in a “drought of record”, in this case the 1950 

to 1956 drought during which time only about 25% of normal rainfall was received. The jury 

is still out on this question, but it is contentious and is certain to escalate. The Earth Magazine 

article is both timely and informative. The old western saying, made popular by Mark Twain, 

“Whiskey is for drinking, water is for fighting over” is more true today than it was in the old 

west. 
 

Geo Spatial Information 
Several poster and oral sessions were presented at the 2010 Annual AAPG Convention. 

Please see Geo Spatial Information report for this conference for much additional information. 
 

Solar, Wind, and Biomass 
This is the fifth report on these other alternative energy sources. As additional information is 

located, more, and probably more relevant data will be added. 
 

Texas currently leads the nation in the production capacity of wind energy but only about 

two-thirds of the total capacity can be accessed because of a lack of transmission lines. 
 

The table below summarizes consumption of renewable energy sources in Quadrillion Btu 

units. The strong increase between 2005 and 2006 was lead by strong increases in biofuels 

and wind. Those two categories continued to increase in 2007. The decrease in renewable 

energy consumption in 2007 was chiefly caused by a 14.1% decrease in hydroelectric sources. 

 

Renewable energy consumption 2003 – 2009. Quadrillion Btu. Most recent data, 

 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Biomass 2.817 3.023 3.117 3.277 3.503 3.852 3.884 
Biofuels 0.414 0.513 0.577 0.771 0.991 1.372 1.546 

Waste 0.401 0.389 0.403 0.397 0.413 0.436 0.447 

Wood & Derived 2.002 2.121 2.136 2.109 2.098 2.044 1.891 

Geothermal 0.331 0.343 0.343 0.343 0.349 0.360 .0.373 

Hydroelectric 2.825 2.890 2.703 2.869 2.446 2.512 2.682 

Solar/PV 0.064 0.072 0.066 0.072 0.081 0.097 0.109 

Wind 0.115 0.264 0.178 0.264 0.341 0.546 0.697 
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Total 6.150 6.571 6.407 6.825 6.720 7.367 7.925 

Change % 4.36 6.85 -2.25 6.52 -1.56 9.63 7.57 

Total US 

Energy 

Consumption 

98.450 100.349 100.468 99.790 101.502 99.438 94.820 

Renewables % 6.25 % 6.55 % 6.38 % 6.84% 6.62% 7.41% 8.36 

Biofuels includes biodiesel, biodiesel feedstock, ethanol, and ethanol feedstock. 

Waste includes landfill gas, paper, paper board, wood, food, leather, textiles, yard trimmings, 

and agricultural waste. 

 

Wood and derived fuels includes wood and wood pellet fuels. 

Source: http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/alternate/page/renew_energy_consump/table1.html 

 

Electricity Net Generation from Renewable Energy by Source in million kilowatt hours. 
Most recent data October 2010. 

 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Biomass 53,341.1 53,537.5 54,276..8 54,860.6 55,538.6 55,033.6 54,336.8 

Waste 15,812.0 15,420.6 15,420.39 16,098.5 16,254.6 17,733.8 18,093.3 

Wood & 

Derived 

37,529.1 38,116.9.4 38,856.4 38,762.1 39,014.0 37,299.9 36,243.4 

Geothermal 14,424.2 14,8101.0 14,691.8 14,568.0 14,637.2 14,951.3 15,209.7 

Hydroelectric 275,806.3 268,417.3 270,321.3 289,246.4 247,510.0 254,831.4 272,130.9 

Solar/PV 534.0 575.2 550.3 507.7 611.8 864.3 808.0 

Wind 11,187.5 14,143.7 17,810.6 26,589.1 34,449.9 55,363.1 70,760.9 

Total 355,293.1 351,484.6 357,650.7 385,771.9 352,747.5 381,043.8 413,246.3 

Change % 3.45 -1.07 1.75 7.86 -8.55 8.03 8.45 

Biomass includes landfill gas, MSW biogenic, and other biomass, all shown as Waste. 

Totals may not add because of individual rounding. 

 

After declining in 2004, an upward trend began in hydroelectric and wind generation in 2005. 

In 2006, wind power increased 49 percent over 2005. Solar power, began a decline in 2005 

reaching a total decline in 2006 of about 12.4 percent, but increasing thereafter. Wind 

generation has increased annually since 2003 with a total increase in the 2003 – 2009 period 

of about 532%. Attempts to find data by states have not been successful to date. 

 

Source: http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/alternate/page/renew_energy_consump/table3.html 

 

Gulf Coast Section Research News 
Coal: 
The Fischer-Tropsch was developed during World War II to produce transportation duels 

from coal. Experiments focusing on Wyoming and Illinois coal are showing promise, but coal 

in other parts of the country, including the Gulf Coast, could also be tried in the future. The 

experiments to date emphasize processes in which virtually all CO2 emissions are captured 

for use in a revenue stream, such as enhanced oil recovery. Although these experiments are in 

an early stage, a B-52 bomber was successfully flown last year using a 50-50 blend of regular 

jet fuel and a synthetic liquid made from natural gas by the Fischer-Tropsch process. 

http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/alternate/page/renew_energy_consump/table1.html
http://www.eia.doe.gov/cneaf/alternate/page/renew_energy_consump/table3.html
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Source: Oil & Gas Journal, February 26, 2007, p. 20 – 31. For a recent update on coal to 

liquids technology, see Earth Magazine, April 2009, p. 44 – 51. 

 

Shale Gas: 
A recent report from the E&P Magazine web site briefly summarized conclusions from their 

webcast “Technology-Based Opportunities to Improve Bottom-Line Performance in Shale 

Gas Reservoirs”. A key message emerged that “…the plays are not interchangeable.” All are 

different in terms of depth, thickness, gas in place, and technology needed to produce from 

the plays. Horizontal drilling and multi-stage fracturing are key elements in all plays, but 

implementation of these tools differs from one play to another. Rig design also plays a part as 

does improved mud pumps, hybrid coiled tubing rigs, and the potential for using expandablesi 

Source: E&P website-http://www.epmag.com/article/print/37015 

 

Shale gas has more than doubled natural gas resources in North America, sufficient to satisfy 

more than 100 years consumption at current rates according to a new analysis of 

unconventional gas plays in North America by HIS Cambridge Energy Research Associates. 

The study continues saying that growth in electric power demand over the next two decades 

will likely lead natural gas demand to double from its current 19 bcfd by 2030. Although this 

will result in short term greenhouse gas emissions, wholesale fuel switching is not now 

possible because of the lack of plants that can readily switch from coal to gas. They conclude 

by saying that the discussed target of 80% reduction in green house gas emissions by 2050 

cannot be met by switching entirely to natural gas. Non-carbon emitting technology such as 

nuclear and renewable energy sources must also be included. 

Source: http://www.epmag.com/2010/March/item54903.php 

 

Gas Hydrates: 
Worldwide estimates of the natural gas potential of methane hydrate originally thought to be a 

approach 400 million trillion cubic feet have significantly increased. If one compares that 

figure to the currently known natural gas reserves of 5,500 trillion cubic feet worldwide, it 

becomes obvious why there is so much interest in these deposits.  The USGS, in 2008, gave a 

mean estimate of 85  trillion cubic feet technically recoverable from Alaska. The Minerals 

Management Service (MMS) gave an estimate of 6,000 trillion cubic feet of in-place 

resources in the Gulf of Mexico. 

 

BP Exploration Alaska Inc. successfully drilled a research well on the North Slope in 

partnership with the U.S. Department of Energy and the U.S. Geological Survey to collect 

samples and gather knowledge about gas hydrates. The drilling began Feb 3, 2007. The test 

confirmed significant hydrate deposits that have been predicted based on seismic data, well 

data, and modeling. BP is progressing toward a long-term test gas hydrate production 

potential with a focus on depressurization technology. The project has demonstrated gas 

hydrate assessment technology, provided critical reservoir data to enable advances in 

modeling, and confirmed that methane can be produced from gas hydrates using 

depressurization from this 2007 Mt. Elbert program. 

 

ConocoPhillips will conduct a field trial in the Prudhoe Bay area to asses a process of 

injecting CO2 into a gas hydrate reservoir. The CO2 will be sequestered and release the 

methane for use as an energy source. 

 

http://www.epmag.com/article/print/37015
http://www.epmag.com/2010/March/item54903.php
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The ongoing partnership between Chevron and DOE (the Joint Industry Project, or JIP) is 

developing technology and data to aid in characterizing gas hydrates in the deep water Gulf of 

Mexico. The project‟s goals include understanding drilling and safety issues, slope stability, 

and location of potentially commercial hydrate deposits. A 2009 study confirmed gas hydrate 

prospecting methods, provided initial confirmation of Department of Interior gas hydrate 

resource estimates, and confirmed the presence of resource-quality gas hydrate accumulations 

in the Gulf of Mexico. 

Source: 

http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/Factsheets/NETL_MHydrate

Prog_2009.pdf 

 

Another DOE funded study, launched in September 2006, will observe the coexistence of gas 

and hydrates in ocean sediments The project is led by The University of Texas at Austin and 

MIT. It will enable researchers to develop a model for interpreting seismic and bore hole log 

data to determine the quantity of carbon held in the hydrate stability zone. The model 

developed will lead to better identification of hydrate formations with commercial potential.  

Source: 

http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/methane_hydrates/MHydrate_over

view_06-2007.pdf 

 

The DOE web site below provides a wealth of information on Gas Hydrate research. 

http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/hydrates/index.html 

 

For an update on FY 2007 through FY 2011 Gas Hydrate R&D plans and goals, go to: 

http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/hydrates/Interagency_5-

year_Plan_Apr_2007rev.pdf 

 

Geothermal Energy: 
Texas has become the latest area of interest for geothermal energy production and use 

including many applications beyond electric generation. Two recent reports by EMD‟ Chair 

of the Geothermal Energy Committee, Dr. Richard J. Erdlac, Jr., have been produced for 

Texas. These are: 

 

Geopowering Texas: A report to the Texas State Energy Conservation Office on developing 

the geothermal energy resource of Texas., January 2007. and 

 

Geothermal Energy: State policy recommendations for GeoPowering Texas  An example for 

states to consider in developing their geothermal energy resources on non-Federal acreage. 

Presented at SMU Geothermal Energy Conference, Spring 2007. 

 

Renewable Energy: 
A recent report from the University of Texas at Austin titled “New carbon material shows 

promise of storing large quantities of renewable electoral energy” Contains interesting 

information on this hot topic. The following is a quote from the report: “Engineers and 

scientists at The University of Texas at Austin have achieved a breakthrough in the use of a 

one-atom thick structure called „graphene‟ as a new carbon-based material for storing 

electrical charge in ultracapacitor devices, perhaps paving the way for the massive installation 

of renewable energies such as wind and solar power”. 

http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/Factsheets/NETL_MHydrateProg_2009.pdf
http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/Factsheets/NETL_MHydrateProg_2009.pdf
http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/methane_hydrates/MHydrate_overview_06-2007.pdf
http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/publications/methane_hydrates/MHydrate_overview_06-2007.pdf
http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/hydrates/index.html
http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/hydrates/Interagency_5-year_Plan_Apr_2007rev.pdf
http://www.fossil.energy.gov/programs/oilgas/hydrates/Interagency_5-year_Plan_Apr_2007rev.pdf
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Source: http://www.utexas.edu/news/2008/09/16/carbon_energy/?AddInterest=1284 

 

A report in the MIT On-Line News (July 31, 2008) states “In a revolutionary leap that could 

transform solar power from a marginal, boutique alternative into a mainstream energy source, 

MIT researchers have overcome a major barrier to large-scale solar power: storing energy for 

use when the sun doesn't shine.”  

 
Quoting from another part of the report, “Inspired by the photosynthesis performed by plants, 

Nocera and Matthew Kanan, a postdoctoral fellow in [MIT‟s Daniel] Nocera's lab, have 

developed an unprecedented process that will allow the sun's energy to be used to split water 

into hydrogen and oxygen gases. Later, the oxygen and hydrogen may be recombined inside a 

fuel cell, creating carbon-free electricity to power your house or electric car, day or night. 
Source: http://web.mit.edu/newsoffice/2008/oxygen-0731.html 

 

Both of these developments have potentially huge implications for solar and wind power. 

 

Other research projects into means of storing renewable energy are reported in a Geotimes 

article in April 2008, titled “Desert Power”, on pages 23 – 35. 

 

http://www.utexas.edu/news/2008/09/16/carbon_energy/?AddInterest=1284
http://web.mit.edu/chemistry/dgn/www/
http://web.mit.edu/newsoffice/2008/oxygen-0731.html

