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ABSTRACT---- Comprehensive comparative analyses of 18 shaly sandstone zones in four wells of an Qil Field in the
Niger Delta were carried using only the Archie Model with the appropriate cementation factor from a range of 1.3 to 2.0
This was done to comprehensively analyze and statistically validate the need for the applicability of m = 1.3. Detailed
statistical analysis of water saturation results of lower and upper 95% confidence intervals for the standard deviations
gave the least range of 0.00415 to 0.00724 (m=1.3), 0.00660 to 0.1151 (m=1.65) and maximum of 0.00996 to 0.01747
(m=2.0). This was however validated by the bias results of the standard deviation with -0.00025 for m=1.3, -0.00040 for
m=1.65 and -0.00060 for m=2. Hydrocarbon saturation results of lower and upper 95% confidence intervals for the
standard also gave the least values of 0.00427 to 0.00740 (m=1.3), 0.00680 to 0.01171 (m=1.65) and 0.01031 to 0.01773
(m=2.0). The bias results of the standard deviation gave the least for m=1.3 as -0.0002, -0.00032 for m=1.65 and -
0.00048 for m=2.0. Hydrocarbon movability index results of lower and upper 95% confidence intervals for standard
deviation gave the least range for m=1.3 of 0.00521 to 0.00934, 0.00793 to 0.01415 for m=1.65 and 0.01155 to 0.02049
for m=2.0. The bias results of the standard deviation gave also the least for m=1.3 as -0.00031, -0.00047 for m=1.65 and
-0.00068 for m=2. The study reveals that the Archie Model predictions was improved with cementation factor of 1.3 and
has favourable petrophysical parameters indicating higher hydrocarbon potential than the Simandoux and when
m=1.65 and 2.0. This model is a valuable tool in a shaly sand environment after thorough validation using the pickett
plot.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Detailed petrophysical evaluation involves a comprehensive qualitative and quantitative evaluation of the
chemical and physical characteristics of rocks and fluids garnished by vigorous application of rock physics data and theory
(Aigbediou and lyayi, 2007 and llozobhie, et.al. 2009). It is however important to note that to thoroughly validate any
petrophysical interpretation assertions, all dependent and independent variables related to all its critical models must be
critically reassessed to improve estimation of fluid saturations (Ellis, 1987; Ellis, Singer, 2008 and Ilozobhie and Obi,
2010).

Archie’s law states that the rock matrix is non-conductive which means that for sandstone with clay minerals, this
assumption is no longer valid in general due to the clay structure and cation ionic exchange capacity (Archie 1942, 1950
and 1952). The Waxman Smits equation is one model that tries to correct for this anomaly (Lee and Collett, 2006). The
cementation factor or rock matrix shape factor is not a constant but a variable depending on many physical parameters and
lithological attributes of porous media (Ipek, 2002 and Ilozobhie, et. al 2015). The cementation factor (m) of the Archie’s
equation is highly dependent on porosity, rock type, size, shape of grains and pore throats. This trend is more proactive in
shaly sands where incursions of shales in sand reservoirs reduces porosities and increases degree of cementation. Archie
(1947) experimentally quantified the degree of cementation of rock matrix using the factor ‘m” where he concluded that
for consolidated sandstones it has a range of 1.8 to 2.5 and decreased to 1.3 for unconsolidated sandstones as is the case in
the Niger Delta, southern Nigeria (Chevron 1996). Sequel to this, the unconsolidated shaly sand reservoirs of the Niger
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Delta connotes that the appropriate cementation factor should be 1.3 and not the 2.0 currently applied by companies in
Nigeria and most logging and petrophysical firms (Kumiawan, 2002 and llozobhie and Egu, 2019). Continuous application
of cementation factor of 2.0 has given rise to errors in the estimation of critical petrophysical parameters such as the
formation factor (F), water saturation (Sw), hydrocarbon saturation (Sn), water of flushed zone (Sxo), residual hydrocarbon
saturation (Snr), movable oil saturation (MOS), bulk volume water (BVW) and hydrocarbon movability index (HMI).

However, the aim of this study is to reevaluate all the petrophysical fluid properties of 18 different shaly sand
zones in Four oil wells drilled on the same reservoir located in the Niger Delta, Nigeria by sensitizing different cementation
factors for unconsolidated, mid-consolidated and consolidated shaly sands with very low amounts of shale incursions. The
objective is actually to investigate the relationship between reservoir porosities and critical petrophysical properties using
different cementation factors (m) of 1.3, 1.65 and 2. This was done to comprehensively analyze and statistically validate
the need for the applicability of m = 1.3.

2. ARCHIE’S MODEL
In sedimentary rocks, the Archie’s model relates porosity and saturation of brine to in-situ electrical conductivity
using the equation;

C. == C,0"S}, (1)

Where @ is the porosity, Ct is the electrical conductivity of the fluid saturated rock, Cy is the electrical conductivity of the
brine, Sy is the saturation of brine, m is the cementation exponent of the rock (m = 1.8 to 2.0 for sand stones), n is the
saturation exponent (n is approximately equal to 2.0) and a is the tortuosity. The reciprocal of the electrical conductivity
gives;

R, = a®™™S,"R, (2)

The Resistivity index is the ration of the true resistivity (R:) to the resistivity of the rock filled with only water (Ro) and
given as;

_ R
=

I =s,n 3)

Archie’s law was developed as an empirical qualitative relationship between porosity, electrical conductivity and brine
saturation of rocks. Consequently, modern well log interpretation foundation was laid and it encompasses borehole
electrical conductivity and resistivity measurements to hydrocarbon saturations where for rocks saturated with fluids, S, =
1 - Sy (Dewan, 1982).

2.1 Cementation exponent

The cementation exponent describes or models the impact of the pore network increase with the resistivity as the
rock while the matrix is assumed to be non-conductive. If the pore network are modeled as sets of parallel capillary tubes,
a cross sectional area average of the rock’s resistivity would produce porosity dependence equivalent to a cementation of
1.0 but the tortuosity of the rock increases this to a higher number than 1.0. This makes the rock permeability independent
of the cementation exponent.
The exponent is approximately 1.3 for unconsolidated sands and increases with degree of cementation to a range of 1.8 to
2.0 in consolidated sandstones. However, in carbonate rocks, they show higher variance due to strong diagenetic affinity
and complex pore structures to a range of 1.7 to 4.1 and the cementation does not depend on temperature.

2.2 Saturation exponent
The saturation exponent is approximately 2.0 and it models the dependency on the presence of non-conductive
fluid (hydrocarbon) in the pore space and is related to the wettability of the rock.

2.3 Tortuosity factor (a)

The tortuosity factor also called the lithology coefficient, lithologic factor or cementation intercept is applied to
correct variations in compaction, grain size and pore structure (Schlumberger, 1972). It is related to the current flow path
length and its value is in the range of 0.5 to 1.5 and may vary in different reservoirs.

2.4 Measurement of the exponents

In petrophysics, the most accepted and reliable source for numerical value of m and n exponents is through
experiments from sand plugs from cored wells. The brine conductivity and the cementation exponent can also be inferred
from downhole electrical conductivity measurements across brine saturated intervals. Hence plotting the logarithm of the
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measured in-situ electrical conductivity against the logarithm of the measured in-situ porosity (Pickett plot), according to
Archie’s law, a straight line is produced of which the slope is equal to the cementation exponent and intercept equal to the
logarithm of the in-situ brine conductivity (Rider 1999).

3. MATERIALS AND METHOD

The data used consist of four well log suites comprising of gamma ray, resistivity, neutron and density logs.
Qualitative interpretation was done by identifying lithologies such as sands (low gamma readings) and shale zones (high
gamma readings) using the gamma ray logs. Fluid identification for hydrocarbon and/or water bearing zones was identified
within the sand zone using the resistivity logs where high and low resistivities denotes hydrocarbons and brine water zones
(Schlumberger, 1972 and Hamada 1999). The neutron-density logs although used for natural gas identification but in the
absence of gas was used for estimation of total porosities which was used to estimate the effective porosities. Quantitative
evaluation of porosities in all the identified reservoir sand zones was done using the porosity evaluation guide shown in
Table 1. The porosities for each sand zones identified was then used to estimate the formation factors using the Archie’s
model as shown in equation 4 below.

F=ap™="2 4)

Ry

Where; a = tortuosity factor (a = 1); R, is the resistivity of the rock filled with only water (Sw =1).
m = cementation factor and m =1.3 for unconsolidated sands and
m = 1.8 to 2.5 for consolidated sands.

Table 1: Qualitative Evaluation of Porosity in Reservoir Rocks (Ulasi et al., 2012).

Sand zones Percentage porosity Qualitative
(%) evaluation
0-5 Negligible
1.
5-10 Poor
2.
15-20 Good
3.
20-30 Very good
4.
> 30 Excellent
5.

Water saturation analysis was calculated using water saturation from the Archie’s model (Archie, 1942) as shown in
equation 5.

FXR,,
Su= [P (5)

Where; Ry = resistivity of the formation water; Rt= true formation resistivity; F = formation factor.

Bulk volume water (BVW) which is the product of the effective porosity (@) and water saturation (Sw) was calculated
using equation 6 (Asquith and Gibson 1982).

BVW = ¢S, (6)

Hydrocarbon saturation (Sn) which is a function of the water saturation was calculated using equation 7 (Asquith and
Gibson 1982).

Sp=1-S5, (7

Water of flushed zone (Sxg) which is the square root of the water saturation was estimated by applying equation 8(Asquith
and Gibson, 1982).
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Sxo =S (8)

Residual hydrocarbon saturation (Shy ) was obtained by using equation 9 (Asquith and Gibson, 1982).

Spr=1—5,, ©)

Movable oil saturation (MOS) was calculated from equation 10(Asquith and Gibson, 1982).

MOS =S,,—S,, (10)

Hydrocarbon Movability Index (HMI) which is the ratio of the water saturation to the water of flushed zone was calculated
from equation 11(Asquith and Gibson, 1982).

HMI = 3* (11)

X0

Comprehensive computer programs was developed using Microsoft excel spread sheet using the average effective
porosity estimation as input data for quick estimation of the formation factor (F), water saturation (Sw), bulk volume water
(BVW), hydrocarbon saturation (Sn), water of flushed zone (Sxo), residual hydrocarbon saturation (Sy;), movable oil
saturation (MOS) and hydrocarbon movability index (HMI).

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results of petrophysical evaluation for cementation factor of 1.3 and computed with average effective porosity
range for wells A, B, C and D in the 18 sandy shale reservoirs of 0.24 to 0.34 and this was applied to obtain a range of
4.06515779 to 6.39330445 for formation factor (F), 0.081709065 to 0.102469408 for water saturation (Sw), 0.024592658
t0 0.918290935 for hydrocarbon saturation (Sy), 0.60597408 to 0.634043195 for water of flushed zone (Sxo), 0.365956805
to 0.39402592 for hydrocarbon saturation (Skr), 0.524265015 to 0.531573787 for movable oil saturation and 0.134839207
to 0.161612662 for hydrocarbon movability index (HMI) as shown in Table 2 and figure 1. This estimation were also
computed for the average cementation factors of 1.65 and a maximum index of 2 as shown in Table 3, Figure 2, Table 4
and Figure 3.

Table 2: Petrophysical results for m=1.3

"WELL | ZONE pal|F Sw BVW Sh Sxo Shr \MOS HAMI

03| 72902760 | 0.1099225 | 00328267 | 0.8905775 | 0.6924233 | 03573767 | 0.5330009 | 0.1703277
U7 | SETR000ES | U393 | U0y | USSosT | Uy [U AN IE | o sg [ o ared
025 | 954913331 | 01271836 | 00317935 | 08728164 | 0.662093 | 0337937 | 05346594 | 0.1921077
024 | 105354102 | 0.3313398 | 0.0315656 | 0.866602 | 0.6665173 | 03334627 | 05349775 | 0.1973339
035 | 7.7098033 | 01123261 | 0.0326326 | 08374735 | 0646027 | 0353973 | 0.5335009 | 0.1741817
033 | 353006535 | 0.0956673 | 0.0333537 | 05013127 | 0.6292921 | 03707079 | 03306048 | 0.1568238
US| 7 S037608 | OIS | U SI8T [USS0s s | RN [ 035587 | U300 | o.1veas
025 | 954913331 | 01271836 | 0.0317939 | 08728164 | 0.662043 | 0337537 | 0.534655% | 0.1921077
024 | 103354102 | 01313398 | 0.0315696 | 0.8664602 | 0.6665173 | 03334627 | 03349773 | 0.1973339
035 | 5.16938283 | 01158314 | 0.0324328 | 0.8941656 | 0.6497783 | 03502217 | 0333947 | 0.1782629
03 | 729037605 | 01094225 | 0.0328267 | 0.8903775 | 0.6924233 | 03573767 | 0.5330009 | 0.1703277
TS| TSR [N [ TR [ TR | 0580y [ 0 [ TSI s | OI3mT
027 | 5.67960662 | 01193993 | 0.032227 | 08506407 | 0.6534892 | 03443108 | 0.5342296 | 0.182934
023 | 105359102 | 01313358 | 00315656 | 0.8664602 | 0.6665173 | 03334827 | 0.5349773 | 0.1973339
036 | 523196131 | 0.1231342 | 0.0320145 | 08768576 | 0.6577725 | 03923275 | 05346383 | 0.1671987
039 | 7.709803% | 01123261 | 0.0326326 | 08874735 | 0696027 | 0353973 | 05335009 | 0.1741817
03 | 729037604 | 01094225 | 0.0328267 | 0.8905773 | 0.6429233 | 03573767 | 0.5330009 | 0.1703277
039 | 7.709803% | 01123261 | 0.0326326 | 0.8874739 | 0646027 | 0353973 | 0.5335009 | 0.1741817
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Fig. 1: Results of m =1.3

Table 3: Petrophysical results for m = 1.65

[WELL | ZONE |phi | F Sw BVW | Sk S0 Shr NMOS | HEAD
AAL | 03| 79037608 | 01099200 | 7| 08905773 | 0.6429233 | 03573767 | 0.5330009 | 0.1703277 |
A AL |07 | SO [UITHRT [ GO [ USRS [ U [ THSIE [T NNRS [ IR |
AAS | 037 554913331 | 01271836 | 0.0317995 | 08728164 | 0.6620%3 | 0337937 | 0.5346794 | 0.1921077 |
AAd | 024 | 109354102 | 0.1313396 | 0.0315696 | 08654602 | 0.6663173 | 03334827 | 0.5349773 | 0.1973339 |
AAL [ 039 | 7709803+ | 01129261 | 0.0336336 | 08874735 | 0696027 | 0353973 | 03335009 | 0.1741817 |
B AAT | 034 | 353006533 | 0.0986873 | 0.0333337 | 09013127 | 0.6292921 | 0370707 | 03306048 | 0.1568233 |
AAS | 03| T SUNTER [ VIR [ U3 IEIST [ USSUSTY [ URANIIT [ U3 | US| GRS |
AAL | 027 | 554913331 | 01271836 | 00317955 | 08728164 | 0.6620%3 | 0337937 | 0.5348554 | 0.1921077 |
AAS | 029 103354102 | 0.1313395 | 00313696 | 0.8684602 | 0.6663173 | 03334827 | 0.5399773 | 0.1973339 |
AAL | 025 | 5.16938283 | 011798314 | 0.0334328 | 08341656 | 0.6497783 | 03502217 | 0333947 | 0.1762629 |
AAT | 03| 129037605 | 0.1054235 | 0.0338367 | 08903773 | 0.6934233 | 03573767 | 0.3330009 | 0.1703277 |
c AL [0S TORR [UIIDRI [ O R [0SR [ 0557 N [0 SIRS [ U RN
AAL | 037 567960662 | 01153993 | 0032237 | 0.5806407 | 0.6534892 | 03463108 | 03343296 | 0.1829934 |
AAL | 034 105354102 | 013139396 | 00313696 | 08684602 | 0.6665173 | 03334627 | 05399773 | 0.1973339 |
AAT | 0236 | 523156131 | 01331343 | 0.0320145 | 0.8768638 | 0.6377723 | 03423273 | 0.5346383 | 0.1871987 |
D AAS | 039 | 77008034 | 01133261 | 00306336 | 08879735 | 0646027 | 0333573 | 0.5335000 | 0.1741817 |
AAL | 03| 729037604 | 01094223 | 00328267 | 0.8903773 | 0.6429233 | 03575767 | 0.533000 | 0.1703277 |
AAS | 029 7.7098034 | 01129261 | 00326326 | 08874739 | 0.696027 | 0333973 | 0.5335009 | 0.1741817 |
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Fig. 2: Results of m =1.65

Table 4: Petrophysical results for m=2.0
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WELL phu|F Sw BVW Sh S0 Shr MOS HMI

03 | TLITTITIIT | 0135069961 | 0.0%052573% | 0.86B14015 | 0670072903 | 0329927097 | 038823 | 0015691 |
LR RERIESIINE DRSICHSTE R daspiad R 2 ooty T USTRTR3T [ U3 032 | U2IeashuT |
[¥3] 16 | 0163103177 | 0090325794 | 0837096823 | 069537993 | 0.305093405 | 0332554418 | 0233396213 |
029 | 1736111111 | 0.168857976 | 0.09032379% | 0.831142934 | 0 70065731 | 0.299343269 | 053197233 | 09099352
029 | 1159060642 | 0.139744118 | 0.09032379% | 0.56023 852 | 0679631643 | 0323368397 | 0934687925 | 007141363
034 | 5.690°19031 | 0115193513 | 0.09092979% | 0.530006487 | 0653507421 | 0346492379 | 0534313506 | 0.162390%5 |
U3 [ TLITITITIT [T | DRSS 59 | UESB 1010 [ UEN0TS03 | USSR 0T | USSHeess | U0l eo! |
(53] T6 [0.163103177 | G.0%033370% | 0.8 096823 | 0699597993 | 0305093903 | 0.93265416 | 0233236213
029 | 1736111111 | 0.168837476 | 0.040352379% | 0.831142324 | 0. 700654731 | 0299349269 | 0.931797233 | 040999352
038 | 1279510004 | 0.144734975 | 009032379% | 0.539067021 | 067038304 | 032081696 | 033464606 | 0313035547
03 | ILIIIITITT | 0135063981 | 0.04032379% | 0.86914019 | 0670072903 | 0329927097 | 0534086922 | 020198931 |
TS | TTEO00GT U150 7SR1TE | DURUSII 758 | USR0S0 08s | U8 4E316RT | US23308307 | U338 1303 | U0 13138y |
037 | 1391743112 | 0150095534 | 0090933739 | 0.54990+66 | 0664342567 | 0313837933 | 0934097032 | 021933607 |
024 | 1736111111 | 0.188837476 | 0090325794 | 0.831192324 | 07006731 | 0299343269 | 0.931797235 | 090999552
036 | 1479289991 | 0139665435 | 0.08032579% | 0544131361 | 0689327573 | 0310972427 | 0.933639133 | 0226001061
035 | 1189060632 | 0135744118 | 0.09092979% | 0560259652 | 0679631643 | 0323368337 | 09396871905 | 007141383
O3 [ TLITIIIIIT | 0133069061 | 0.0%093579% | 056819015 | 0670073903 | 0329937097 | 03923 | 00158931 |
039 | 1189060652 | 0.135749118 | 0.09073373% | 0.860257882 | 0679631643 | 0323368337 | 0.534687923 | 0207141383 |
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Fig. 3: Results of m =2.0

Comparative analytical evaluation of water saturation revealed that the results for cementation factors of 1.3, 1.65 and 2
gave range of 0.081709065 to 0.102469408 (m =1.3), 0.0986873 to 0.1315398 (m =1.65) and 0.135085981 to 0.168857476
(m = 2.0) revealing that cementation factor of 1.3 relationship of water saturation with porosity is appropriate and not as
high as m =2.0 as shown in Figures 4 and 5.
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Fig. 4: Water saturation and porosity results (a)
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W Sw (m=13|
W Sw (m=163)
® Sw (m=20)

Fig. 5: Water saturation results of all zones (b)

Hydrocarbon saturation (Sp) results gave a range of 0.897530592 to 0.918290935 (m = 1.3), 0.8684602 to
0.9013127 (m =1.65) and 0.831142524 to 0.880806487 (m = 2.0) revealing also the choice of m = 1.3 as maximum
hydrocarbon saturation with porosity as shown in Figures 6 and 7. Flushed zone water saturation (Sxo) result gave a range
of 0.60597408 to 0.634043195 (m 1.3), 0.6292921 to 0.6665173 (m=1.65) and 0.670072903 to 0.700654731 (m = 2.0)
revealing the least trend of m = 1.3 as flushed zone water saturation varies with porosity as shown in Figures 8 and 9.
Residual hydrocarbon saturation (Sy) results gave a range of 0.365956805 to 0.39402592 (m 1.3), 0.3334827 to 0.3707079
(m=1.65) and 0.299345269 to 0.346492579 (m = 2.0) revealing the same stable trend but of least linear increasing pattern
with average effective porosities of m = 1.3 indicating better prediction of uncertainties as shown in Figures 10 and 11.
Movable oil saturation (MOS) results gave a range of 0.524265015 to 0.531573787 (m=1.3), 0.5306048 to 0.5349775
(m=1.65) and 0.531797255 to 0.534986922 (m=2.0) revealing appropriate least inverse trend for m=1.3 followed by
m=1.65 but it was unusually an increasing polynomial functional trend for m=2.0 as shown in Figures 12 and 13. This
means there is a direct impact of higher degree of cementation factor of the rock matrix on the movable oil saturation with
respect to the porosity. Hydrocarbon movability index (HMI) results gave a range of 0.134839207 to 0.16162662 (m=1.3),
0.1568228 to 0.1973539 (m=1.65) and 0.18239045 to 0.240999552 (m=2.0) validating the choice of the least inverse HMI
trend with porosity for m=1.3 as shown in Table 2, Figures 14 and 15.

0513 +—n-
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§ 0295 |
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2 087 | —
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gow"l' 7 w—Sh (M=163)
€ 0833 +— <

0.843 - —<

0.233 [ — -

0.22s v -

02 023 a3 033

e S (M=2.0)

Fig. 6: Hydrocarbon saturation and porosity results (a)
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Fig. 7: Hydrocarbon saturation results of all zones (b)
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Fig. 8: Flushed zone water saturation and porosity results (a)
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Fig. 9: Flushed zone water saturation results of all zones (b)
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Fig. 10: Residual hydrocarbon saturation and porosity results (a)
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Fig. 11: Residual hydrocarbon saturation results of all zones (b)
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Fig. 12: Moveable oil saturation and porosity results (a)

Fig. 13: Moveable oil saturation results of all zones (b)
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Fig. 14: Hydrocarbon movability index and porosity results (a)
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Fig. 15: Hydrocarbon movability index results of all zones (b)

However, a robust re-evaluation of the results was carried out again for water saturation, hydrocarbon saturation,
movable oil saturation and hydrocarbon movability index with a view of technically establishing the degree of confidence
of choice of m=1.3 for this study. Sequel to this, water saturation results of lower and upper 95% confidence intervals for
the standard deviations gave the least range of 0.00415 to 0.00724 (m=1.3), 0.00660 to 0.1151 (m=1.65) and maximum of
0.00996 to 0.01747 (m=2.0). This was however validated by the bias results of the standard deviation with -0.00025 for
m=1.3, -0.00040 for m=1.65 and -0.00060 for m=2 as shown in Table 5. Hydrocarbon saturation results of lower and upper
95% confidence intervals for the standard also gave the least values of 0.00427 to 0.00740 (m=1.3), 0.00680 to 0.01171
(m=1.65) and 0.01031 to 0.01773 (m=2.0). The bias results of the standard deviation gave the least for m=1.3 as -0.0002,
-0.00032 for m=1.65 and -0.00048 for m=2.0 as shown in Table 6.

Table 5: Statistical water saturation results

Decoriptive Statictios
Statictic | 3ta. Emror Bootctrap*
Blac 3td. Error 8§% Conficence
interval
Lower Upper

N 18 ] (-] 18 18

Mean 0935 00141 -.0001 oC13 0907 09862
Sw (m=1.3) Sto. Deviation 00597 - 00025 20C7Ts 00218 00722

Steaneszs 08s $36 100 4TE ~ 654 1.196

Kurmozis -5%5 1.038 033 g70 ~1.847 1437

N 18 o < 18 18

Mean 1174 00224 -0001 0023 1128 1217
Sw (m=1.86) Stc Deviation 00950 - 00040 00128 Ccesc D115

Steaness 117 $36 os< 473 -633 1202

Kurozs -728 1.038 107 873 -1.850 1.452

N 18 -] (] 18 18

Mean 1472 993sC ~0001% 203s 1402 1538
w (m=20) 212 Dewvaton D1sss - 00052 00188 CCsss 01747

Skeaness 143 S$26 o33 470 - 603 1219

Kuroz's ~761 1038 130 78 18435 1481
Vabid N gizzeze) |N 18 ] o 18 18
3. Uniess ctherwize noted. Boot resuts are bozed on 1000 bootstrap sampies
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Table 6: Statistical hydrocarbon saturation results
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Movable oil saturation (MOS) results of lower and upper 95% confidence intervals for the standard deviation however
gave the least range for m=1.65 of 0.00066 to 0.00155, 0.00075 to 0.00144 (m=2.0) and maximum of 0.00137 to 0.00252
for m=1.3 while the bias results of the standard deviation gave the least for m=2.0 as -0.00004, -0.00007 for m=1.65 and
maximum of -0.00009 for m=1.3 as shown in Table 7. Hydrocarbon movability index results of lower and upper 95%
confidence intervals for standard deviation gave the least range for m=1.3 of 0.00521 to 0.00934, 0.00793 to 0.01415 for
m=1.65 and 0.01155 to 0.02049 for m=2.0 as shown in Table 8. The bias results of the standard deviation gave also the
least for m=1.3 as -0.00031, -0.00047 for m=1.65 and -0.00068 for m=2.

Table 7: Statistical movable oil saturation results

Decoriptive 3tatictioc
Statictio | 2ta. Ervor Sootetrap®
Blac 3ta. Ervor 86% Conficence
Interval
Lower Upper

~ 18 -] (-] 13 18

Mean S08< D01a1 0003 oc1s SC3% 2083
3h (m=1.3) St Devaton 00597 =.00020 00078 Ll 00740

Skeaness -08S 526 -082 456 -1.1%0 672

Kurozis -E85 1038 oc3 816 -1843 1.311

N 18 S < is is

Mean 5826 09224 - 0001 3c22 8781 53856
h (m=1.86) St Dewaton 00950 -.00032 00123 .CC6€8C 01171

Steanezs =117 $36 -078 453 ~1202 $3%

Kurozsis ~725 1038 032 817 -1.850 1.362

N 18 2 c 18 18

Meanr 5528 2332C -.0001 oC233 8253 8589
ah (m=20) Stg Dewviaticn Disss = 000£8 00185 Ci031 1773

Steaness - 143 S36 - 070 <sC -1.218 812

Kurtoziz -781 1038 053 8231 -1848 1393
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3 Uniess octheraize noted. DOOIRAAD resuls are based on 1000 bootstrap sampies

Table 8: Statistical hydrocarbon movability index results

Statictios
3ta. Ervor !
Blac | 3ta. Error 96% Conficence
interval
Lower Uoper

N 18 ] c 18 18
Mean 1503 00181 0002 0C18 L) 1539
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N 18 ] =} 18 18
Mean 1801 00278 0003 0027 1747 1855
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N 18 ] [+] 18 18
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3. Uniess ctheraize noted. Dootstrap results are based on 1000 bootstrap samples
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5. CONCLUSION

This study has clearly shown that the formation factor, water saturation, water of flushed zone, movable oil
saturation and hydrocarbon movable index have the same lower and upper limits in sand zones AA2 (well B) to maximum
sand zones AA4 (well A), AA5 (well B) and AA1 (well D) for m=1.3 while this trend was similar to results of m=1.65 but
different for m=2.0 where the lower limits occurred in sand zones AAL (well A), AA3 (well B), AA2 (well C) and AA4
(well D) but only for formation factor (F), water saturation (Sw) and water of flushed zone saturation (Sxo). Bulk volume
water (BVW), hydrocarbon saturation (Sp) and residual hydrocarbon saturation (Syr) depicts lower and upper limits in sand
zones for m=1.3 and 1.65 from AA4 (well A), AA5 (well B) and AA1 (well D) to a maximum of AA2 (well B). When
m=2.0, the trend was similar for hydrocarbon saturation (Sn) and residual hydrocarbon saturation (Syr) but the bulk volume
water (BVW) was relatively constant revealing the degree of degrading confidence. Furthermore, with m=2.0, the movable
oil saturation (MOS) and hydrocarbon movability index (HMI) deviated from the usual trends of m=1.3 and 1.65. For the
movable oil saturation (MOS), the least values changed from sand zone AA2 (well B) in m=1.3 and 1.65 to three zones of
AA4 (well A), AA5 (well B) and AAL (well D) while the three earlier maximum values of AA4 (well A), AA5 (well B)
and AAL (well D) varied to four maximum values from sand zones AA1 (well A), AA3 (well B), AA2 (well C) and AA4
(well D). These remarkable heterogeneous disparities in the increased degree of hydrocarbon movability are an indication
of uncertainties technically hinged on fluctuations in the degree of cementation of the rock matrix. The results were
however of the same trend with hydrocarbon movability index but relatively higher. This means that the most sensitive
shaly sand reservoirs in this study for m=1.3 and 1.65 are AA4 (well A), AA2 (well B), AA5 (well B) and AAL (well D)
but with m=2.0, additional zones were AA1 (well A), AA3 (well B), AA2 (well C) and AA4 (well D) while the bulk
volume water (BVW) is constant for all values of porosity and water saturation meaning that for cementation factors higher
than 1.65, the formation factor becomes independent of the cementation factor with adverse effects on the hydrocarbon
movability index (HMI) and movable oil saturation (MOS).

6. GEOPHYSICAL IMPLICATION

This study has clearly shown the impact of the pliability of cementation in shaly sand reservoir for vigorous plausibility of
hydrocarbon potentials particularly for m=2.0 which is initially intended for consolidated reservoirs and the possible
infusions of shales should not be used as a criteria for its applicability for petrophysical analytics. Cementation factors of
m=1.3 should be applied for unconsolidated shaly sand reservoirs and care should be taken to increase it depending on the
field data available. Earlier publications such as Adeoti et al (2015) should be reviewed and re-evaluated using m=1.3 and
reevaluating the shale content and volume before considering the application of the Waxman Smits equation and validating
the vigorous comparisons, this would virtually enhance the sense of value of the research findings as depicted by the results
of this research.
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