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Abstract: Sand production has been identified as a key reason limiting sustained and commercial
gas production in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments. Production tests in Canada and Japan were
terminated partially because of excessive sand production in pilot wells. It is meaningful to carry out
numerical investigations and sensitivity analyses to improve the understanding of sand production
mechanisms during the exploitation of methane hydrates. This study introduces a numerical model
to describe the coupled thermal–hydraulic–mechanical–chemical responses and sand production
patterns during horizontal well depressurization in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments. The model
is benchmarked with a variety of methane hydrate reservoir simulators. Results show that the spatial
and temporal evolution patterns of multi-physical fields are different and the hydromechanical
evolutions are the fastest. Gas production and sand production rates are oscillatory in the early
stages and long-term rates become stable. Gas production is sensitive to rock physical and opera-
tional parameters and insensitive to rock mechanical properties such as cohesion. In contrast, sand
production is sensitive to cohesion and insensitive to rock physical and operational parameters.
Although cohesion does not directly affect gas productivity, gas productivity can be impaired if
excessive sand production impedes production operations. This study provides insights into the
sand production mechanism and quantifies how relevant parameters affect sand production during
the depressurization in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments.

Keywords: methane hydrate; numerical simulation; methane production; hydrate dissociation;
depressurization

1. Introduction

Methane hydrates are usually found in permafrost and marine sediments where
pressures are usually high and temperatures are usually low [1]. In hydrate-stable zones,
thermodynamic equilibria for methane hydrates are obtained and researchers estimated
that the methane in this type of reserve can be around 105 TCF or up to 1018 ST m3 [2–4].
Since the consumption of methane is regarded to be clean and sustained, it is meaningful
to consider the possibility of developing methane from the methane-hydrate-bearing
sediments. Multiple attempts have been made worldwide where production test sites were
built for methane production from hydrate-bearing sediments. Vertical and horizontal
wells were drilled, and the bottom hole pressures in the wells were lowered to depressurize
the sediments for methane production. In some of the production tests, sand production
has become a major problem preventing sustained and commercial gas production, as
the produced sand can damage the pumps, block the flows in wellbores, and lead to the
termination of gas production. For example, the test site in the Nankai Trough in 2013
reported 27 m3 sand production in six days, which contributed to the termination of the test
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production [5–13]. Therefore, understanding the sand production mechanism in methane-
hydrate-bearing sediments is very relevant as it is key for sustained and commercial
methane production from hydrate-bearing sites.

Sand production is usually related to the deterioration of mechanical properties of
hydrocarbon-bearing formations and sediments. It is often reported in the development
of hydrocarbon resources from reservoirs. In weakly consolidated and unconsolidated
formations, pressure depletion introduced in the wells alters the pressure and stress fields
in the reservoirs, which can lead to sand erosion and migration [14]. During the exploitation
of hydrocarbons, the coupled flow and geomechanical responses lead to rock mechanical
failures and eroded sand can be produced along with hydrocarbons. Some experimental
and numerical investigations have been carried out to understand the sand production
behaviors in weak formations. Entering the plasticity regime was identified as a major
reason for sand production in the lab carried out by Papamichos et al. [15]. Jung and
Satamarina [16] and Sanchez and Satamarina [17] investigated the dilatant behaviors under
shear deformation, which can cause tensile stresses when the hydrate saturations are high
and confining stresses are low. These studies provided insights into the uncontrolled gas
release, sand production, and submarine landslide related to methane hydrate exploitation.
Based on a tri-axial test, Younessi et al. [18] indicated that mechanical failures of rocks
alone cannot guarantee the production of sand particles, and minimum drawdowns are
also required to initiate the sand production in wells as the drawdowns lead to pressure
gradients serving as the driving force for sand production. Uchida et al. [19] identified high
hydrate saturation layers are under greater shearing due to stress redistribution from layers
with lower hydrate saturations, and shearing is directly related to sand production. They
employed their model in the simulation of the gas hydrate production test in the Nankai
Trough in 2013. Li et al. [20] presented a coupled hydromechanical model to simulate
the sand production associated with erosion, where sand rates and plastic strains can be
quantified. Yan et al. [21] quantified the stress concentration and strength decrease around
a wellbore for methane hydrate production. They predicted the onset of sand production
and analyzed the effects of temperature, stress contrast, and bottom hole pressure on sand
production risks. They used equivalent plastic strain to denote the possibility of sand
production. In a series of experimental and numerical investigations, Ding et al. [22] and
Ding et al. [23] determined the sand yield, permeability, sand content, and productivity for
methane hydrate samples from the South China Sea and proposed sand control criteria.
Then, they proposed a numerical model to consider the sand produced from eroded
skeletons in methane-hydrate-bearing layers. They indicated that after the initial sand
production, the subsequent stage usually endures large-scale sand production. This stage
may require sand control if sand production is excessive.

Previous studies of sand production often considered the quantification of geomechan-
ical responses in the formation during hydrocarbon production. Since the depressurization
in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments is a coupled process considering thermal, hydraulic,
mechanical, and chemical fields, the characterization of geomechanical responses is often
achieved by multi-physical modeling. Poromechanics is used to couple the fluid flow
and mechanical responses, where effective stresses are induced and skeleton strength is
affected [24,25]. The chemical process is mainly about the dissociation of methane hy-
drates. The process is related to the pressure and temperature evolutions and hydrate
dissociation can reduce the strength as well [21,26]. From the perspective of thermal–
hydraulic–mechanical–chemical (THMC) modeling, depressurization leads to pressure
changes and hydrate dissociation. In consequence, rock mechanical properties are changed
as hydrates are part of the solid phase in the sediments before the thermodynamic equi-
librium is broken. During this coupled process, plasticity is obtained at the wellbore and
in the near-well zones in the reservoir [27,28]. Ning et al. [29] proposed a THMC model
consisting of several modules: TOUGH + Hydrate, FLAC3D, and PFC3D. They predicted
the reservoir stability and sand production based on this multi-physical strategy for a South
China Sea scenario. They indicated that a balance should be obtained between sand control
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and methane productivity. In another numerical study of the THMC behaviors during the
depressurization in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments, Jin et al. [30] correlate effective
stress changes with pore pressure propagation, and effective stress increases worsen the
subsidence caused by methane hydrate production.

Based on the literature review, multi-physical modeling is a key strategy for the investi-
gation of sand production mechanisms during hydrocarbon exploitation in weakly consoli-
dated formations. The deterioration of rock mechanical properties during methane hydrate
dissociation further complicates the sand production mechanism in gas hydrate develop-
ment. Therefore, it is meaningful to carry out a coupled thermal–hydraulic–mechanical–
chemical modeling study of the sand production behaviors and the effects of relevant
parameters during the depressurization in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments. This study
proposes a coupled THMC model for the prediction of sand production during depressur-
ization in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments based on mass and heat transport in porous
media, elastoplasticity, and sand erosion. Effects of relevant rock physical, mechanical, and
depressurization parameters on sand production are also quantitatively studied. This study
predicts methane productivity and associated sand production, which serves as reference
for the optimization of methane hydrate development strategies.

2. Methodology

In this study, the evolution of pressure, temperature, displacement, and hydrate
dissociation is simulated by a coupled thermal–hydraulic–mechanical–chemical model
for the depressurization process in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments. The dependent
variables solved in the model are pressure, water saturation, temperature, displacement,
and methane hydrate saturation.

In order to characterize the fluid flow in the saturated methane-hydrate-bearing
sediments, the temporal and spatial evolution of pressure and saturation is simulated.
Based on mass balance and flow diffusivity, the fluid flow in saturated porous media is
described by:

∂

∂t
(φSLρL) +∇·(ρLvL) = sL (1)

∂

∂t
(φSGρG) +∇·(ρGvG) = sG (2)

where φ is the porosity of sediments; SL is the liquid saturation; ρL is the liquid density;
vL is the liquid velocity; sL is the liquid mass source; SG is the gas saturation; ρG is the
gas density; vG is the gas velocity; and sG is the gas mass source. In the assumption, the
aqueous phase contains water and the gaseous phase contains methane.

The gaseous and aqueous phases’ velocities are very low in porous media. Therefore,
Darcy’s law is used to represent these velocities [31–34]:

vG = − kkrG
µG
·(∇pG + ρGg) (3)

vL = − kkrL
µL
·(∇pL + ρLg) (4)

where k is the permeability of the sediments; krG and krL are relative permeability terms
for the two phases; µG and µL are viscosity terms for the two phases; pG is the pressure
of the gaseous phase; pL is the pressure of the aqueous phase; and g is the gravitational
acceleration.

Since the permeability terms in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments are very satura-
tion sensitive, the permeability and relative permeability terms are further expressed as:

k = k0(SG + SL)

[
(1− φ)(SG + SL)

1− φ(SG + SL)

]2κ

(5)
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krG = k0
rG
(
S∗G,e

)nG (6)

krL = k0
rL
(
S∗L,e

)nL (7)

S∗G,e =
Se

G − Se
G, res

1− Se
G, res − Se

L, res
(8)

S∗L,e =
Se

L − Se
L, res

1− Se
G, res − Se

L, res
(9)

Se
G =

SG
SL + SG

(10)

Se
L =

SL
SL + SG

(11)

where κ, nL, and nG are saturation coefficients; k0
rG and k0

rL are relative permeability terms
of gaseous and aqueous phases at endpoints; S∗G,e and S∗L,e are normalized gaseous and
aqueous phases’ saturations; Se

G and Se
L are saturations of gaseous and aqueous phases

based on effective pores, where methane hydrates are part of solid phases; and Se
G, res and

Se
L, res are residual saturations of gaseous and aqueous phases in effective pores [35–37].

The first law of thermodynamics is used to describe the heat transport process in
methane-hydrate-bearing sediments [17,38]. Heat conduction, heat convection, and heat
absorption are considered as:

∂

∂t
[φELρLSL + φEGρGSG + φSMHEHρH + (1− φ)ESρS] +∇·(iC + iE) = Q (12)

where EL, EG, EH , and ES are specific internal energy terms associated with aqueous,
gaseous, hydrate, and solid phases in the sediments; ρH and ρS are hydrate and solid
density terms; iC and iE are heat convection terms; Q is the heat sink term since the hydrate
dissociation process is endothermic. Specifically, the hydrate dissociation process is repre-
sented by the Kim–Bishnoi kinetic model [39–41]. The depressurization method artificially
drops the pressure in the well below the thermodynamic equilibrium in hydrate stable
zones, and the pressure difference is the driving force for methane hydrate dissociation:

RMH = −φkd MMH(pe − pG)SMH

√
[φ(SG + SL)]

3

2k
(13)

where RMH is the dissociation rate of methane hydrates; kd is the kinetic reaction rate;
MMH is the molar weight of methane hydrates; and pe is the phase equilibrium pressure.

Due to the changes in pressure and temperature, the compressibility χi and the thermal
expansive coefficient βi of a certain phase can be expressed as:

χi =
1
ρi

(
∂ρi
∂pi

)
T

(14)

βi = −
1
ρi

(
∂ρi
∂Ti

)
p

(15)

The change in the methane hydrate saturation is related to the compressibility of
methane hydrate, the expansivity of methane hydrate, and the dissociation process dur-
ing depressurization in the sediments. Therefore, methane hydrate saturation can be
formulated as:

∂φSMH
∂t

+ φSMH

(
χH

∂pL
∂t
− βH

∂T
∂t

)
=

sH
ρH

(16)

where sH is the molar sink of methane hydrates.
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Previous equations address the pressure, saturation, and temperature changes intro-
duced by the engineering intervention of depressurization in methane hydrate-bearing
sediments. It also leads to geomechanical responses in the sediments, where rock failure
and sanding can occur. Based on momentum balance:

∇·σ + ρbg = 0 (17)

where σ is the stress tensor; ρb is the bulk density; g is the vector for gravitational ac-
celeration. Based on infinitesimal transformation, the relationship between strain ε and
displacement u is:

ε =
1
2

(
∇u +∇Tu

)
(18)

During hydrate dissociation, the strength of sediments decreases. This process is
quantified by the change in cohesion:

c = c0 +
1− sin ϕ f

2 cos ϕ f
αSβ

MH (19)

where c is the cohesion of sediments; c0 is a reference cohesion with no presence of methane
hydrates; α and β are coefficients related to methane hydrates; ϕ f is the internal friction angle.

The constitutive relationship between stress and strain is expressed as:

δσ = C : δ
(
ε− εp

)
− bδpI (20)

where C is the tensor of elasticity; εp is the plastic strain; b is the coupling coefficient; and I
is the second-order identity tensor.

Mohr–Coulomb and Drucker–Prager models are used to characterize shear failure
under elastoplastic deformation. The yield function f and the plastic potential function g
are described by:

f = β f I1 +
√

J2 − κ f ≤ 0 (21)

g = βg I1 +
√

J2 − κg ≤ 0 (22)

where I1 is the first invariant for effective stress; J2 is the second invariant for effective
deviatoric stress. Failure envelope related terms are κ f , κg, β f , and βg [42–44]. Specifically,
the Mohr–Coulomb model is written as:

f = τ
′
m − σ

′
m sin ϕ f − c

(
cos ϕ f

)
≤ 0 (23)

g = τ
′
m − σ

′
m sin ϕd − c(cos ϕd) ≤ 0 (24)

σ
′
m =

σ
′
1 + σ

′
3

2
(25)

τ’
m =

σ’
1 − σ’

3
2

(26)

where ϕd is the dilation angle; σ
′
1 and σ

′
3 are the maximum and minimum principal effective

stress. Based on the Mohr–Coulomb model’s coefficients and terms, the Drucker–Prager
model can be written as well.

The criterion for sand production in the study considers the failure in sediments and
the sand erosion caused by fluid flow [20,23,45,46]. This is a multi-step process, where
failure occurs in the rock skeleton first and sand erodes due to porous media flows driven
by pressure gradients. Sand erosion is calculated as:

.
m
ρs

= λ(1− φ)
√

qiqi (27)
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where
.

m is the mass rate of erosion; ρs is the solid density; qi is the porous media fluid flow
flux in a direction; and λ is a sand production coefficient. The sand production coefficient
can be rewritten as a function of plastic shear strain:

λ =


0 εp < ε

peak
p

λ1

(
εp − ε

peak
p

)
ε

peak
p < εp < ε

peak
p + λ2

λ1

λ2 εp > ε
peak
p + λ2

λ1

(28)

where εp is the plastic shear strain; ε
peak
p is the plastic shear strain at peak strength; and λ1 and

λ2 are sand production coefficients determined empirically and calibrated experimentally.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Model Verification

The model is first verified against a set of numerical simulation results as in a com-
parative study [47,48]. In this verification, a 1-D case is simulated. The length, width, and
height of the domain are 1.5 m, 1.0 m, and 1.0 m. The domain has an initial pressure of
8 MPa, an initial temperature of 6 ◦C, and an initial hydrate saturation of 0.5. There is no
free gas in the problem. In the 1-D domain, the right boundary has no mass or heat flow
while the left boundary has a constant depressurization pressure of 2.8 MPa and a constant
temperature of 6 ◦C. Thus, the depressurization at the left boundary leads to hydrate disso-
ciation, which causes temperature drop and pressure drop. Other key parameters used in
the verification case are: the permeability is 0.3 D; the porosity is 0.3; the compressibility
of pores is 5 × 10−9 1/Pa; the grain density is 2600 kg/m3; the specific heat of grain is
1000 J/kg/K; and the dry and wet thermal conductivities are 2 W/m/K and 2.18 W/m/K.

The simulated results after 12 h and 72 h of depressurization are shown in Figures 1
and 2. Figure 1 shows the hydrate saturation distribution in the domain after 12 h and
72 h of depressurization using 2.8 MPa at the left boundary. The hydrate dissociation front
propagates with time, and the front moves to about 0.3 m away from the left boundary after
72 h. Figure 2 shows the temperature distribution after 12 h and 72 h of depressurization.
The Dirichlet boundary on the left leads to a constant temperature of 6 ◦C. The endothermic
process decreases temperature elsewhere. The simulated results from this model are
similar to results generated by other models simulating the depressurization process for
methane hydrates.
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After the verification of hydrate saturation and temperature results, the sand produc-
tion results are verified against lab data. The lab setup from Ding et al. [22] are reproduced
in the numerical model and simulated sand production results are obtained. In Figure 3, it
is noted that the simulated data are of the same order of magnitude.
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Figure 3. Comparison between the lab result [22] and the simulated result.

3.2. Base Case

A synthetic case is built for numerical analysis. As shown in Figure 4, a horizontal well
depressurization scenario is considered. Due to symmetry, a two-dimensional x–z plane is
simulated. The horizontal wellbore is location at x = 0 m and z = 25 m. The parameters
in the model are based on several published datasets [12,13,49]. In the base case, essential
simulation parameters are documented in Table 1. Since the studied layer is relatively
localized, the pressure and stress gradients are neglected, while the effect of gravity on
porous media flows is honored. In the x–z plane, the plane strain assumption is used.
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Table 1. Base case parameterization.

Property Value

Density of sediments 2300 kg/m3

Porosity 0.15

Dry thermal conductivity 1 W/m/K

Wet thermal conductivity 3 W/m/K

Intrinsic permeability 20 mD

Initial pore pressure 14 MPa

Initial reservoir temperature 284.15 K

Initial hydrate saturation 40%

Cohesion of sediments with no hydrates 0.27 MPa

Internal friction angle 30◦

Sand production coefficients λ1 and λ2 5 L/m and 0.005 L/m

Plastic strain at peak strength 0.024

Depressurization pressure 3 MPa

Initial stress in the x direction 14.76 MPa

Time used to reach the depressurization pressure 12 h

Depressurization time 30 days

Horizontal wellbore location x = 0 m, z = 25 m

Dimension (x–z plane) 25 m by 50 m

In the base case, the liquid pressure distribution in the x–z domain after 1, 5, 10, and
30 days of horizontal well depressurization is plotted in Figure 5. Intuitively, the pressure
values are the lowest around the wellbore, as the wellbore is prescribed with a Dirichlet
boundary for pressure. After one day, the pressure in the far-field is undisturbed. As
depressurization time increases, pressure depletion propagates away from the wellbore,
and the pressure in the far-field starts to decrease. When the depressurization time reaches
30 days, the entire domain experiences a pressure drop. The pressure drop front expands
nearly circumferentially, and a 30-day depressurization can efficiently generate pressure
drop within the domain.
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In Figure 6, the distribution of temperature within the domain is plotted. After one day
of depressurization, the change in temperature is not significant and the temperature drop
is barely noted in the domain. This is because the hydrate dissociation process on the first
day is not significant, and the associated endothermic process is preliminary. After five days
of depressurization, the temperature change becomes more noticeable, and the temperature
drop front can be clearly observed in the near-well area. The temperature distribution
results on days 10 and 30 show that the temperature drop front moves gradually with
depressurization time. It is also noted that the temperature drop fronts are sharp at the
four different time steps, indicating that the effect of heat absorption is relatively localized.
Compared with Figure 5, although both temperature drop and pressure drop fronts are
nearly circumferential, it can be noted that the temperature drop front travels much slower
than the pressure drop fronts.
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The hydrate saturation distribution in the x–z domain after horizontal well depres-
surization is shown in Figure 7. It is noted that the hydrate saturation changes are sharp,
corresponding to hydrate dissociation fronts. After one day, the hydrate saturation change
is not clearly observed; after five days, the hydrate saturation change becomes noted,
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indicating that the hydrate dissociation front is gradually propagating. When the depres-
surization time increases to 10 and 30 days, the corresponding hydrate dissociation fronts
move further. Based on the comparison between Figures 6 and 7, it can be noted that the
hydrate dissociation fronts move slower than temperature drop fronts. This is because the
hydrate dissociation process absorbs heat even before hydrates are completely dissociated,
and the areas beyond hydrate dissociation fronts can experience temperature drops. In
the x–z plane, the hydrate saturation drop fronts are also nearly circumferential as for
temperature and pressure drop fronts. This is because the hydrate dissociation process is
strongly coupled to the thermodynamic changes in the domain, while the thermodynamic
changes are induced by horizontal well depressurizations.
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Since the depressurization process in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments is a coupled
process, the depressurization-induced geomechanical changes are also reported. In Figure 8,
stresses in the x direction Sx are plotted on days 1, 5, 10, and 30. Since the reported stress
is total stress, it includes terms of pressure and effective stress in the x direction. Results
indicate that the near-well areas have decreased Sx, which is caused primarily by the
significant decrease in pressure.
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Since the effective stress in the x direction Sx
′ is a key component in the total stress term,

Figure 9 presents the distribution of Sx
′ at different depressurization time steps. Results

show that, regardless of depressurization time, far-field areas experience insignificant
effective stress increases. In contrast, near-well areas exhibit strong depressurization-
induced effective stress changes. Compared with Figure 7, areas experiencing significant
effective stress changes are generally overlapped with hydrate dissociation areas, where
the coupled flow and geomechanical effects are the strongest. It is also noted that at the end
of the simulation, effective stress distributions at the near-well areas are slightly decreased.
This is explained by the dissociated hydrates in these near-well areas, where rock strengths
are damaged and skeletons withstand smaller effective stresses. This comparison indicates
that hydrate dissociation is directly related to the decrease in the sediments’ capability to
withstand loading.
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To better present the distribution of dependent variables within the x–z domain, one-
dimensional line plots are provided along z = 25 m and along x = 0 m as shown in Figure 4.
Note that the plastic volumetric strain is obtained as the trace of the plastic strain tensor, and
it is used to quantify the permanent deformation volumetrically. Figure 10 shows the 1D
distribution of temperature, hydrate saturation, and volumetric strain for plasticity along
z = 25 m, and the distribution is in the x direction. The temperature distribution curves
directly present the temperature drop fronts on days 1, 5, 10, 20, and 30. It shows that the
temperature changes are sharp and the endothermic process is drastic. After 30 days, the
temperature drop front moves to about 4 m away from the horizontal wellbore. The hydrate
saturation curves indicate the extent of hydrate dissociation. A depressurization period
of 30 days makes the hydrate dissociation front move around 2 m away. Moreover, areas
with hydrate dissociation are not as extensive as those with temperature drops, as heat
transport can happen beyond the dissociation fronts of methane hydrates. The volumetric
strain is also plotted along the one-dimensional domain for the five different time steps in a
semi-log plot. Specifically, plastic strain results are evaluated volumetrically, which implies
permanent deformation caused by the exploitation of methane hydrates in the sediments.
In the results, as time increases, plastic volumetric strain monotonically increases, and the
wellbore has the highest plastic volumetric strains due to drastic physical changes. As it
moves away from the horizontal wellbore, permanent deformation becomes less significant.
The curve on day one indicates that the plastic strain is zero beyond x = 20.5 m. Plastic
strains on days 5, 10, 20, and 30 are all non-zero, indicating that permanent deformation
is observed in the entire domain. Plastic strain curves have sudden changes at locations
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corresponding to hydrate dissociation fronts, indicating that hydrate dissociation has a
direct impact on plastic deformation in sediments.
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Figure 10. 1D distribution of temperature, hydrate saturation, and plastic volumetric strain along
y = 25 m on days 1, 5, 10, 20, and 30.

Figure 11 shows the one-dimensional distribution of temperature, hydrate saturation,
and plastic volumetric strain along x = 0 m. Thus, the changes in relevant variables at
various depths can be quantified. As in Figure 4, a smaller z value indicates a greater depth.
Compared with temperature and hydrate saturation curves in Figure 10, it can be observed
that the distances temperature drop fronts and hydrate dissociation fronts travel at specific
time steps are similar in x and z directions, which corresponds to the circumferential
patterns in Figures 6 and 7. The gravity effects on temperature and hydrate saturation
are not significant. However, the plastic volumetric strain curves in the z direction are
different from those in the x direction. On days one and five, plastic volumetric strain
values tend to be greater at shallower depths. This is affected by gravity, as areas above
the horizontal wellbore have greater pressure depletion while areas below the wellbore
have weaker pressure depletion. Based on poromechanical relationships, smaller pressure
changes correspond to weaker mechanical responses. In addition, in the z direction, plastic
deformations are not as extensive as those in the x direction.
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Figure 11. 1D distribution of temperature, hydrate saturation, and plastic volumetric strain along
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Figure 12 shows the gas production and sand production in the base case. Since a two-
dimensional simulation is conducted, the production rates are prescribed in a plane. Gas
rates are plotted with a semi-log scale. During the 30-day production, the gas production
rate increases significantly in the first several days. Gas production rates then drop rapidly,
and they become relatively stable in the end. Sand production rates reach their peak
in the first days. The greatest sand rate reaches 32 kg/m/d, which corresponds to a
daily sand production of 0.014 m3 per meter of the horizontal wellbore. Then, sand rates
fluctuate between 16 kg/m/d and 29 kg/m/d. Afterward, sand rates monotonically
decrease and finally reach a stable level. Gas and sand production rate results indicate that,
due to the complicated coupling nature between the thermal, hydraulic, mechanical, and
chemical processes during depressurization in methane hydrates, gas and sand rates are
not monotonically decreasing with time. They are jointly affected by the multi-physical
process. As a reference, the Mallik site reported 5 m3 sand production in about 24 h, and
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the Nankai Trough site reported 27 m3 sand production in 6 days. The well in the Mallik
case has a producing interval of 12 m and the Nankai Trough case has a producing interval
of about 40 m [13,50]. If these results are normalized to 2D, the normalized Nankai Trough
sand rate is 259 kg/m/d and the normalized Mallik sand rate is 958 kg/m/d. The sand
rate in this study is lower than the that of the Mallik and Nankai Trough cases, and it
is in accordance with the observation in Ye et al. [12] that insignificant sand production
was reported.

J. Mar. Sci. Eng. 2022, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW 13 of 23 
 

 

   

Figure 11. 1D distribution of temperature, hydrate saturation, and plastic volumetric strain along x 

= 0 m on days 1, 5, 10, 20, and 30. 

Figure 12 shows the gas production and sand production in the base case. Since a 

two-dimensional simulation is conducted, the production rates are prescribed in a plane. 

Gas rates are plotted with a semi-log scale. During the 30-day production, the gas pro-

duction rate increases significantly in the first several days. Gas production rates then 

drop rapidly, and they become relatively stable in the end. Sand production rates reach 

their peak in the first days. The greatest sand rate reaches 32 kg/m/d, which corresponds 

to a daily sand production of 0.014 m3 per meter of the horizontal wellbore. Then, sand 

rates fluctuate between 16 kg/m/d and 29 kg/m/d. Afterward, sand rates monotonically 

decrease and finally reach a stable level. Gas and sand production rate results indicate 

that, due to the complicated coupling nature between the thermal, hydraulic, mechani-

cal, and chemical processes during depressurization in methane hydrates, gas and sand 

rates are not monotonically decreasing with time. They are jointly affected by the multi-

physical process. As a reference, the Mallik site reported 5 m3 sand production in about 

24 h, and the Nankai Trough site reported 27 m3 sand production in 6 days. The well in 

the Mallik case has a producing interval of 12 m and the Nankai Trough case has a pro-

ducing interval of about 40 m [13,50]. If these results are normalized to 2D, the normal-

ized Nankai Trough sand rate is 259 kg/m/d and the normalized Mallik sand rate is 958 

kg/m/d. The sand rate in this study is lower than the that of the Mallik and Nankai 

Trough cases, and it is in accordance with the observation in Ye et al. [12] that insignifi-

cant sand production was reported. 

  

Figure 12. Gas production and sand production in the base case. 

3.3. Sensitivity Analyses 

After the discussion of the results in the base case, sensitivity analyses are carried 

out to quantify the effects of relevant modeling parameters on the coupled THMC be-

haviors and sand production patterns. The considered parameters include permeability, 

cohesion, and time used to reach depressurization pressure in the wellbore. In each in-

vestigation, only the studied parameters are changed while other parameters are the 

Figure 12. Gas production and sand production in the base case.

3.3. Sensitivity Analyses

After the discussion of the results in the base case, sensitivity analyses are carried out
to quantify the effects of relevant modeling parameters on the coupled THMC behaviors
and sand production patterns. The considered parameters include permeability, cohesion,
and time used to reach depressurization pressure in the wellbore. In each investigation,
only the studied parameters are changed while other parameters are the same as the base
case. The sensitivity analyses can provide insights into the effects of reservoir physical,
mechanical, and operational parameters on sand production.

3.3.1. Effect of Permeability

Permeability is a critical physical property for hydrocarbon-bearing formations. It
governs the capability to flow in porous media. In this study, a 2 mD permeability was
investigated in the base case. Additionally, another two permeability values of 1 mD and
3 mD are simulated so that the effect of permeability on the coupled THMC responses
along with gas and sand production can be quantified.

Figure 13 shows the distribution of hydrate saturation, temperature, and plastic vol-
umetric strain in the x direction after 1, 10, and 30 days of depressurization. They are
plotted along z = 25 m where the horizontal wellbore is located. Semi-log plots are used
for plotting the curves. After one day, hydrate dissociation is nearly nonexistent, and the
hydrate dissociation fronts barely move on the semi-log scale. On days 10 and 30, the
effects of permeability on hydrate dissociation fronts are not significant. Similarly, although
temperature drop fronts move away from the horizontal wellbore with time, the temper-
ature drop is not significantly affected by permeability neither. This is because hydrate
dissociation front movement and heat transport are closely related to the endothermic
hydrate dissociation process, and this process is less affected by permeability. Permeability
governs the fluid flow within the porous hydrate-bearing sediments, while it is not directly
coupled with the kinetics of hydrate decomposition. The plastic volumetric curves indicate
that, after one day of depressurization, the effects of permeability in near-well areas are
insignificant. Note that areas with no plastic deformation do not have plastic volumetric
strain values plotted in the curves. In contrast, in the scenario with the highest permeability,
the plastic region is the most extensive, and the scenario with the lowest permeability has
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the smallest plastic region. This is because a higher permeability leads to a faster pressure
drop front movement, which causes a strongly coupled flow and mechanical response
in the sediments. This indicates that the effect of permeability on plasticity is primarily
observed in the far field. As depressurization time increases to 10 and 20 days, this effect
largely weakens. Another phenomenon is that the plastic volumetric curves exhibit step-
wise patterns, and the steps basically correspond to the hydrate dissociation fronts. This is
because hydrate dissociation weakens the strength of the skeletons in sediments, which
makes it easier for the solid phase to enter plasticity. In consequence, areas beyond hydrate
dissociation fronts have smaller plastic strains, implying that undissociated areas have less
permanent damage caused by depressurization.
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Figure 13. Effects of permeability on hydrate saturation, temperature, and plastic volumetric strain
on different time steps.

In Figure 14, the effects of permeability on gas production rate and sand production
rate are compared. Permeability affects the gas production trends. When the permeability
is 1 mD, the gas production rate peaks right after the beginning of depressurization and
drops to a relatively stable one. As the permeability value increases to 2 mD and 3 mD,
there is a temporary sudden decrease in the gas rate before it finally becomes stable.
This can be explained by the fact that a higher permeability results in faster hydrocarbon
drainage in near-well areas with dissociated hydrates. If the drainage of methane is
faster than the generation of methane from hydrate dissociation, a sudden decrease in gas
production rate can occur. Specifically, the occurrence of this sudden decrease in the 3 mD
scenario is earlier than in the 2 mD scenario. This is because a 3 mD permeability leads
to stronger hydrocarbon drainage than the 2 mD scenario. Since permeability does not
have a significant impact on hydrate dissociation, the two permeability scenarios have very
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similar hydrate dissociation rates. Therefore, faster methane drainage makes the sudden
decrease in gas rate occur earlier. The Cartesian plot for gas rates in Figure 14 can better
exhibit the significant effect of permeability on early-stage gas production performance.

J. Mar. Sci. Eng. 2022, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW 15 of 23 
 

 

   

   

Figure 13. Effects of permeability on hydrate saturation, temperature, and plastic volumetric strain 

on different time steps. 

In Figure 14, the effects of permeability on gas production rate and sand production 

rate are compared. Permeability affects the gas production trends. When the permeabil-

ity is 1 mD, the gas production rate peaks right after the beginning of depressurization 

and drops to a relatively stable one. As the permeability value increases to 2 mD and 3 

mD, there is a temporary sudden decrease in the gas rate before it finally becomes stable. 

This can be explained by the fact that a higher permeability results in faster hydrocarbon 

drainage in near-well areas with dissociated hydrates. If the drainage of methane is fast-

er than the generation of methane from hydrate dissociation, a sudden decrease in gas 

production rate can occur. Specifically, the occurrence of this sudden decrease in the 3 

mD scenario is earlier than in the 2 mD scenario. This is because a 3 mD permeability 

leads to stronger hydrocarbon drainage than the 2 mD scenario. Since permeability does 

not have a significant impact on hydrate dissociation, the two permeability scenarios 

have very similar hydrate dissociation rates. Therefore, faster methane drainage makes 

the sudden decrease in gas rate occur earlier. The Cartesian plot for gas rates in Figure 

14 can better exhibit the significant effect of permeability on early-stage gas production 

performance. 

   

Figure 14. Effects of permeability on gas (semi-log and Cartesian) and sand (Cartesian) production 

rates. 

Effects of permeability on sand production are more significant in the early stages, 

and the 1 mD permeability scenario has the lowest early-stage sand production profile. 

In contrast, the 3 mD permeability scenario has the highest early-stage sand production 

Figure 14. Effects of permeability on gas (semi-log and Cartesian) and sand (Cartesian) produc-
tion rates.

Effects of permeability on sand production are more significant in the early stages,
and the 1 mD permeability scenario has the lowest early-stage sand production profile.
In contrast, the 3 mD permeability scenario has the highest early-stage sand production
rates. This is because a higher permeability means faster pressure changes, which induced
stronger geomechanical responses and plastic damage. Since the production of sand is
jointly affected by rock failure and porous media flow, the 3 mD permeability scenario
has the strongest plastic damage and sand erosion, and it provides the greatest pressure
drawdown for sand to move. The 3 mD permeability scenario also leads to the highest
long-term sand production rate, meaning that the effect of permeability on sand production
exists during the entire depressurization timeframe.

It is concluded that the effects of permeability on gas and sand rates are significant at
earlier stages, while gas and sand rates at final stages are not largely affected. It is also noted
that horizontal well depressurization in hydrate-bearing sediments with lower permeability
values can lead to weaker sand production rates and less serious sand control problems.

3.3.2. Effect of Cohesion

Cohesion is an important rock mechanical property denoting the strength of solids.
In the analysis, three cohesion values of 0.135 MPa, 0.27 MPa (base case), and 0.54 MPa
are investigated. The cohesion values here are for the property of the skeleton in the
sediments without methane hydrates. The existence of methane hydrates can improve the
overall strength of hydrate-bearing sediments. Figure 15 shows the effect of cohesion on
hydrate saturation, temperature, and plastic volumetric strain in the x direction at z = 25 m.
Several depressurization time steps including 1, 10, and 30 days are presented. Hydrate
saturation and temperature curves show that the effect of cohesion on the spatial and
temporal evolutions of the hydrate dissociation fronts and the temperature drop fronts is
insignificant. This is because hydrate dissociation and temperature changes are directly
governed by the thermodynamic changes caused by pore pressure depletion, and cohesion
is not directly involved in this process. Comparatively, the effect of cohesion on the
spatial and temporal evolutions of plastic deformation can be observed. After one day of
depressurization, the plastic region with cohesion of 0.54 MPa is the smallest as the highest
cohesion of the skeleton makes it hard to enter plasticity. For scenarios with cohesions of
0.27 MPa and 0.135 MPa, plastic regions on day one expand, and the 0.135 MPa scenario
even has the entire domain entering plasticity after the first day of depressurization. After
10 and 30 days of depressurization, the plastic deformations with cohesions of 0.135 MPa
and 0.27 MPa further expand, and the plastic volumetric strain values increase as well.
At these times, only the 0.135 MPa cohesion scenario has elastic regions in the far field,
indicating that a high cohesion delays the propagation of the plastic region. The plastic
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volumetric strain curves also exhibit stepwise behaviors, indicating that regions beyond
hydrate dissociation fronts withstand smaller plastic deformations.
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different time steps.

Figure 16 compares the gas and sand production rates in scenarios with several studied
cohesions. The gas production rate curves show that there is a nearly negligible effect
of cohesion on gas production trends, as cohesion is more related to the geomechanical
responses than the thermodynamic process. However, it is observed that the effect of
cohesion is significant on the sand production trends. In the scenario with the highest
cohesion of 0.54 MPa, the peak sand production rate is the lowest in all three scenarios. The
stable sand production rate after 5 days is relatively low. In contrast, the other two scenarios
with smaller cohesion values have higher sand production rates, and after the peak sand
production in the early stages, the 0.135 MPa cohesion scenario has the highest overall
sand production curve of the cohesion scenarios. It indicates that the effect of cohesion on
sand production exists in both the short term and the long term. Results indicate that sand
production is sensitive to the rock mechanical property of cohesion.
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3.3.3. Effect of Time to Reach Depressurization

Depressurization through wellbores is a typical strategy in the engineering interven-
tion for methane hydrate exploitation. Pumps are usually involved in this process to drop
the bottom hole pressure to a desirable value to establish depressurization. The time used
to reach the desired depressurization pressure in the bottom hole can range from a few
hours to several days [12,51]. Since the effect of the time to reach depressurization and
its correlation with sand production has not been studied, this investigation compares
the coupled THMC behaviors and the resulting gas and sand production rates in three
scenarios. The durations used to reach depressurization are 6 h, 12 h, and 24 h.

Figure 17 shows that the time to reach depressurization on the temporal and spatial
evolutions of hydrate saturation, temperature, and plastic volumetric strain mainly takes
effect on the first day of depressurization, while its effect is negligible on other days. When
the duration is 24 h, it results in the slowest hydrate dissociation, temperature drop, and
the smallest plastic region. In this scenario, the pressure depletion is the slowest on the first
day. When the duration is 6 h, the THMC behaviors are the strongest in the three scenar-
ios. Therefore, the thermodynamic changes and geomechanical responses are negatively
correlated with the time to reach the depressurization pressure in the early stages.

In Figure 18, it is noted that although the effect of time to reach depressurization
is significant on the first day, its effect on the gas and sand production curves can be
affected in a prolonged manner. The peak gas production rate in the 24 h scenario is
reached slower than the other two scenarios, as the highest gas production rate is usually
obtained after the establishment of the depressurization process. It is also noted that the 6
h scenario has the most significant gas rate drop after 17 days, as the 6 h depressurization
strategy has the strongest early-stage hydrocarbon drainage. The sand production curves
indicate that, while the overall sand production profiles are shifted by the time to establish
depressurization, the oscillatory patterns and ranges of sand rates are very close. Therefore,
although the effect of time to reach the depressurization pressure can be quantified by the
sand rate curves, its effect on the magnitude of sand production is relatively limited.
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3.4. Discussion

Results in the base case and sensitivity analyses quantify the coupled THMC behaviors
and gas and sand production performance during the depressurization in methane-hydrate
bearing sediments. Based on the quantitative analysis, the THMC responses and pro-
duction behaviors are usually not simply monotonical and they are jointly affected by
multiple physical fields. To better present the sensitivity, Figures 19 and 20 are plotted to
correlate the investigated parameters with cumulative sand production and cumulative gas
production at certain discrete depressurization time steps. Cumulative sand production
is not very sensitive to permeability or time to reach the depressurization pressure, as
these two parameters directly govern pressure depletion and thermodynamic processes
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which are not tightly coupled with geomechanical responses including the failure and sand
erosion. In contrast, sand production is highly sensitive to cohesion, as it directly controls
the yield criterion in Mohr–Coulomb and Drucker–Prager models. Based on the same logic,
cumulative gas production is sensitive to permeability and time to reach the depressuriza-
tion pressure, while it is very insensitive to cohesion. This is because the geomechanical
behaviors are induced by depressurization, and the evolution in the geomechanical field
does not significantly affect the fluid flow in porous media in return.
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Based on the analysis, on the one hand, it is meaningful to accurately measure the
cohesion in the target sediments as it is a critical index for the quantification of the risk
of sand production. In this numerical study, a cohesion of 0.54 MPa can guarantee that
the sand production is contained at a relatively low level, while a cohesion of 0.135 MPa
indicates a high sand production and an elevated sand control requirement. On the other
hand, gas productivity is not closely related to cohesion, while it is more sensitive to
permeability and the depressurization process. However, excessive or uncontrolled sand
production can eventually impair the production operation. Therefore, although cohesion
does not directly affect gas productivity, it is important to quantify its effect on sand
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production as sanding risks may damage the production operations and negatively affect
gas productivity.

In addition, numerical results for a long-term production scenario based on the syn-
thetic base case are provided and discussed. Figure 21 shows the plasticity and hydrate
saturation results after 1 year of production. Compared with short-term results in Figure 10,
the near-well plasticity becomes more significant and it is correlated with the hydrate
dissociation area. The hydrate dissociation front also moves forward after 1 year.
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4. Conclusions

This study is focused on the coupled THMC behaviors induced by the depressurization
through horizontal wellbore in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments. Based on rock failure
and sand erosion mechanisms, sand production induced by methane exploitation is also
considered in the study. The model is validated against a series of methane hydrate
reservoir simulators. Several sensitivity analyses are carried out to examine the effects
of permeability, cohesion, and time to reach the depressurization pressure on the THMC
behaviors in the sediments and on the gas and sand production behaviors. In conclusion:

(1) A numerical model considering the coupling effects between thermal, hydraulic,
mechanical, and chemical fields is introduced for the simulation of the depressuriza-
tion process in methane-hydrate-bearing sediments. Hydrate dissociation fronts and
temperature drop fronts simulated by the proposed model can be verified by other
published models.

(2) The propagations of pressure drop and stress change are much faster than the move-
ment of hydrate dissociation fronts and temperature drop fronts. This is because the
fluid flow problem and the geomechanical problem are tightly coupled. In addition,
temperature drop fronts move faster than hydrate dissociation fronts, as heat transport
can occur even before hydrates are completely dissociated.

(3) Gas and sand production curves are not monotonical and oscillatory patterns are
obtained. If the hydrocarbon drainage is stronger than the generation of methane
from hydrate dissociation, the gas production rate can temporarily decrease. Sand pro-
duction rates usually become stable after drastic sand production in the early stages.

(4) Gas production rates are sensitive to permeability and the time to reach the depres-
surization pressure, as these parameters directly govern the fluid flow in porous
media. Gas production is not sensitive to rock mechanical properties such as cohesion.
However, sand production is very sensitive to cohesion. Although cohesion does not
directly affect gas productivity, excessive or uncontrolled sand production can impair
the gas production operations and result in decreases in gas productivity in the field.
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