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Abstract: Optimization studies are an important task in reservoir engineering practices such as
production optimization and EOR (Enhanced Oil Recovery) assessments. However, they are extensive
studies with many simulations that require huge computational effort and resources. In terms of EOR,
CO; injection is one of the most common methods employed due to a high recovery potential and
environmental benefits. To assess the feasibility of CO,-EOR projects, a reservoir design study must
be conducted before optimization is performed. Some studies have demonstrated the advantages of
employing proxy models to perform this task in terms of saving huge amounts of computer memory
space and time. In this study, proxy models were developed to solve a multi-objective optimization
problem using NSGA-II (Non-dominated Sorting Genetic Algorithm II) in two selected reservoir
models. The study was performed for a CO,-WAG (Water Alternating Gas) application, where gas
and water injection rates and half-cycle lengths were assessed to maximize the oil recovery and CO,
stored in the reservoir. One model represents a simple geological model (the Egg Model), while
the other represents a complex model (the Gullfaks Model). In this study, the good performance
of the proxy models generated accurate results that could be improved by increasing the amount
of sampling and segmenting the behavior of the reservoir model (depending on the complexity of
the reservoir model). The developed proxies have an average error of less than 2% (compared with
simulation results) and are concluded to be robust based on the blind test results. It has also been
found that to reach the maximum oil recovery using CO,-WAG, the maximum gas injection rate with
the minimum water injection rate is required. However, this configuration may result in a reduction
in the total CO, stored in the reservoir.

Keywords: proxy model; CO,-WAG; optimization study; NSGA-II; CO, storage

1. Introduction

Global energy demand declined by 3.8% in the first quarter of 2020, where oil demand
was hit strongly (by about 5%) due to the pandemic [1]. Albeit that the pandemic shifted the
common behavior from work-from-office to work-from-home and caused a sharp reduction
in non-essential activities, it is predicted that the oil demand will rebound to 2019 levels in
2023 [1]. This prediction is based on the recovery of the global economy;, as the pandemic
had a diverse impact across countries [2]. The growth needs to be balanced by supply, yet
the global oil supply was adversely impacted due to project delays and demand uncertainty.
The current active projects are barely able to fulfill the demand growth until 2026 [3]. At the
same time, some companies have shifted focus and business models based on the demand
from governments and activists to move towards net zero carbon emissions in 2050 [3].

The pandemic has also been one of the reasons for the renewable energy growth. By
2020, the growth in capacity of renewable energy generation, dominated by the increase
in solar and wind energy capacities, increased by 10.3% compared to 2020 [4]. Efforts to
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reduce the dependency on fossil fuels have also emerged, but some measures were affected
by the pandemic. The price of the carbon tax, pricing initiatives, allowance prices, and key
meetings have been reduced and these initiatives have been delayed due to the uncertainty
of the market [5]. Despite this situation, several countries such as Germany and China are
planning to join the carbon tax plan (planned in 2021) [5]. This plan will create a paradigm
shift in the operation plans for oil companies in these countries by adding extra constraints
in tax calculation, i.e., emissions tax, given that the volatility of the oil price and demand
will exist even after the pandemic.

Fulfilling the oil demand while reducing carbon footprint are considered two tasks
that refute each other. Producing negative emission is challenging for the oil industry as
a lot of parameters are involved in every stage of the reservoir exploitation. Nonetheless,
near-zero emission is attainable in some conditions. The Johan Sverdrup field (operated by
Equinor), for example, emits only 4% of the world’s average CO, emissions per barrel of oil
produced due to the power from shore [6]. Preplanning during exploration is important,
but most existing fields were not preplanned as well as this field. Considering the decline in
production in most existing fields, an alternative approach to reach the climate targets and
meet the energy demands is CO, Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR). CO,-EOR is considered as
one of the answers to satisfy the demand in carbon capture, utilization and storage (CCUS),
while retaining the profit [7].

Assessing the feasibility of EOR projects requires several evaluations before field-
scale application. Aside from the common steps, viz. technical and economical screening,
reservoir design is needed for CO,-EOR [8]. Several considerations, for instance, the
injection design, rate, cycle, composition, and existing field constraints, are accounted for
in this phase. In the context of CO,-EOR injection design, water-alternating-gas (WAG)
has been proven as one of the best designs [9]. CO,-WAG increases the microscopic
displacement efficiency and yields a better mobility control to contact the unswept zones
compared to continuous flooding. To design the parameters of the process, optimization
needs to be performed. Optimization is a computationally expensive study, as numerous
runs are required to solve the problem. Running optimization using existing reservoir
simulators demands extensive amounts of time and memory space to solve the problem.

Building proxy models to solve the optimization problem is commonly performed
for study assessment. A proxy model is a mathematically or statistically defined function
that replicates the numerical simulation model outputs given selected input parameters.
The ability of proxy models to learn complex reservoir model behavior has been proven
in recent studies using both synthetic and field models [10]. A proxy model learns from
the given training and validation data generated from the response surface or simulation
model output. A proxy model is an engineering tool that also honors the physics of the
problem at hand. This powerful tool is constructed based on managing, clustering, and
filtering data into information, later learned as knowledge.

The primary objective of this work (which is mainly based on the results obtained
in [11]) is to find a strategy that allows a significant reduction in runtime and storage
space associated with the commercial simulators without sacrificing accuracy. This study
is performed using CO,-WAG as one of the most common Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR)
methods. A proxy model is built as a reservoir model substitute, and the total oil produced
and CO; stored will be maximized as the objective function of the optimization problem.
This study will be performed on two geological models, where one acts as a simple model,
while the other represents the complexity that is expected in a real field model. Several
points that are studied in this research are:

1.  Development of a proxy model for simple and complex reservoir models that involves
sampling using experiments, proxy buildings, and proxy robustness assessments.

2. Analysis of the problem and complexity encountered when building a proxy of a
complex reservoir model, in comparison with the results of a simple reservoir model
proxy development.
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3. Solving the optimization problem with the generated proxy, both for the simple and
complex reservoir models, using an optimization algorithm.

The paper is divided into several sections. Section 1 introduces the background and
the objective. Section 2 summarizes the basic theory and workflow of the study. Section 3
describes the materials and method to solve the optimization problem. Section 4 focuses on
the details of how the proxy model is built to solve the optimization problem. The Section 5
describes the results of the two proxy models. Finally, the discussion and conclusions are
presented in the last two sections.

2. Basic Theory
2.1. Previous Study on Proxy Modeling

The study of proxy models was initiated in the 2000s in the field of petroleum /reservoir
engineering, mostly to solve computationally expensive problems. Zubarev [10] reviewed
the growth of proxy model studies from 1998 to 2008. They found that all proxy modeling
techniques showed dependence on the complexity of the reservoir model, solution space
dimensions, and the dataset quality.

Gholami [12] applied a proxy model or a surrogate reservoir model (SRM) in their
study of a complex problem, where a smaller elemental volume was studied. The study
was applied to CO,-WAG to mimic the grid behaviors (pressure and saturation) and well-
based behaviors (production rates of oil, gas, and water). Based on the study results, the
constructed proxy model learned the preferred pressure, saturation, and rate behavior, in
which one year was used as the timestep interval for reporting frequency.

Amini [13] performed a detailed study for a grid-based proxy model following Gho-
lami’s results. The cascading effect (in which error is carried over and accumulates by
iteration) and a comparison between fine-grid and coarse-grid reservoir models were an-
alyzed in a CO; sequestration study. The study showed that the coarser model required
fewer runs for training purposes than the fine grid model. In alignment with that, the
cascading procedure illustrated significant errors when observed in the last time step.

In one of the recent studies performed by Chaki et al. [14], they developed a proxy
model to perform history matching using the Brugge field model as the reservoir model
to be learned. They applied two methods, a deep neural network (DNN) and a recurrent
neural network (RNN), to build a proxy that learns the behavior of the reservoir model (oil
and water production rate and cumulative production). The RNN demonstrated better
performance than the DNN, yet the amount of time needed to construct it was 15 times
higher than that for the DNN.

Nait Amar et al. [15,16] performed a CO,-WAG optimization study using proxy
models. Two different machine learning (ML) techniques, namely an ANN [15] and a
hybrid support vector [16], were implemented. These developed ML-based proxy models
were able to learn the reservoir behavior (oil and water rate) and were then coupled with
nature-inspired algorithms for the CO,-WAG optimization study. Besides that, a study also
demonstrated how an ANN could be employed to build a proxy model for waterflooding
optimization in a fractured reservoir model [17]. Thereafter, this study was extended to
improve the methodology as discussed in [18].

2.2. Possibilities for Proxy Modeling Improvement

Although many studies related to proxy modeling have been performed, there are still
research gaps to be filled. Most studies showed that a proxy model could be a powerful
tool for various tasks, including predictive models related to CO, and H; property estima-
tions [19,20] and substitutes for reservoir models as detailed in the previous section. In the
domain of reservoir and production engineering, proxy models can provide an alternative
to overcome the current computational limitations in reservoir modeling (tremendous run
time and memory consumption). In this aspect, most studies have worked with only one
geological model and there are few studies focusing on the feasibility of this idea begin
applied in different geological models (considering geological uncertainty) [21,22]. Some
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studies have also mentioned that the proxy would reflect the complexity of the reservoir
model, yet quantitative results are to be found [14]. Therefore, an investigation was per-
formed to check whether a proxy model is a feasible substitute for the reservoir models
studied in this paper. It is worth noting that the proxy models are generally case specific.

2.3. Workflow
There are generally four big steps that can be used as a guideline for proxy modeling.

1 Determining the study objective:
A proxy model only learns from the given sets of data and information, and this creates
a limitation for the model, making it case specific. Different proxies need to be built
for different study objectives, leading to sampling, proxy input—output combinations,
study limitations, and the requirement of algorithms to solve the problem.

2 Data sampling:
After determining the study objectives, proxy scale, and input data for the proxy, data
sampling can be performed. Data sampling is usually performed by running the reser-
voir model. The results to be learned are then sampled for the proxy learning dataset.
Data sampling can be performed using available statistical sampling.

3  Data management:
After obtaining the sampling plan, reservoir model runs will be performed. Many
data points can be obtained, yet not all of them will be used for proxy model training.

4  Designing and building the proxy model:
Using available machine learning or deep learning models, a proxy model can be
built. The proxy model will approximate the numerical reservoir model. It should
mimic the nonlinearity in responses of the numerical model. The complexity of the
proxy model itself reflects the complexity of the reservoir model. Studies on proxy
modeling have used approximately the same workflow shown in Figure 1.

Definition of Input
Variables
¥

Conducting Sensitivity
Analysis |

B

[ Sampling Input Dataset

Verification of Proxy Improvement of
V Input Dataset

Quality-Check of Proxy
o

No

Yes O

Application of Proxy
odel |

Figure 1. Workflow of proxy modeling [10].

2.4. Artificial Neural Network (ANN)

In this study, an ANN was used to build the proxy. An ANN is a computational model
inspired by the biological behavior of the human neurological system. An ANN consists of
inputs, weights, bias, and an activation function. The structure, formed of several layers,
each containing several nodes before reaching the output, is called the topology (Figure 2).
The activation function gives ANNSs the ability to model the nonlinearity of a reservoir
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model. An ANN learns from forward and backpropagation, where the weights will be
updated during each process to minimize the error. During forward propagation, the
network moves from the input layer to the output layer, passing through each node and
being transformed by the activation function, and eventually the results will be output.
This will be noted as the neural network prediction.

Bias

0] 34

Output

Inputs

Activation
Function

Weights

Figure 2. Main ANN structure.

The differences between the predicted and the actual output dataset are then calculated
using a loss function, such as mean squared error (MSE), root mean square error (RMSE),
absolute error (AE), and any other loss function. Backpropagation will then be performed
to minimize the loss function. The loss will be sent back to the input layer as a fraction of
the total signal of the loss. These two processes will be performed until the error satisfies
the limit set or the number of iterations (epoch multiplied by batch size).

A hyperparameter is a parameter that controls the learning process. The activation
function, number of hidden layers, and number of nodes are considered as hyperparameters
in an ANN. Other than these, other hyperparameters such as learning rate, the optimizer,
batch size, dropout, and number of epochs, are also considered. The learning rate is the
step size for each iteration and the optimizer is the optimization function to minimize
the loss function. The dropout is the probability that nodes are randomly disconnected
during training and the batch size is the number of data points that pass through the neural
network in every step. The epoch number is the number of cycles the training dataset goes
through.

2.5. NSGA-II (Non-Dominated Sorting Genetic Algorithm 1I)

NSGA-II, an optimization algorithm to solve the multi-objective optimization problem,
works based on genetic algorithms. A genetic algorithm is inspired from natural evolution
theory. The algorithm reflects the natural selection process, where the fittest individuals are
selected to reproduce the new offspring of the next generation. NSGA-II can be categorized
as an evolutionary algorithm. This algorithm type was developed due to issues found in
classical and gradient-based techniques, including the performance, which depends on the
initial guess, and sub-optimal convergence issues. This algorithm uses a genetic algorithm
as its fundamental knowledge. Three features of this algorithm are:

1  Elitist principle;
2 Explicit diversity preserving mechanism;
3  Emphasis on the non-dominated solutions.

The PyMoo [23] built-in is used to implement NGSA-II in this study. For an illustration
of the NGSA-II procedure, please refer to the work in [24].

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Reservoir Model

In this study, proxy models will be built to represent two reservoir models. One of
these models is the simple model taken from Jansen, J.D. et al. [25], while the other one is
developed from the Gullfaks K1/K2 dataset. Both proxies will solve the multi-objective
optimization problem in the study of CO,-WAG design using the same optimization



Energies 2023, 16, 3337

6 of 19

N
] ; .
LN ; - o
o .
. p LA ';f.“,'f.xm.,. [mD)
| g - {

algorithm. An overview of the complexity difference between the models is listed in
Table 1.

Table 1. Overview of the two reservoir models in this study.

Parameter Egg Model Gullfaks Model
Permeability Channel distribution Heterogeneous
Porosity Homogeneous Heterogeneous
Faults 0 14
Fluid From SPE136530 From SPE136530
Transmissibility No multiplier Heterogeneous multiplier
Relative permeability Sand preset Sand preset
Grid system Cartesian Cornerpoint
Grid size Homogeneous Heterogeneous
Initial condition 320 bar, 120.85 °C, 1850 m 320 bar, 120.85 °C, 1850 m
W Three injectors, three Three injectors, three
ells
producers producers
Perforations Throughout all layers Different for each well

ECLIPSE 300 and PETREL were used as the simulator for running the models. It is
worth noting that an identical relative permeability relationship is applied in both models
that are shown in Figure 3. Both reservoirs have the same rock characteristics (sandstone),
so the sand preset is used. The compaction function used for both models is the Newman
correlation for consolidated sandstone rock. Both models are initialized using the same
conditions as described in the fluid model data. This was done to ensure the miscibility
conditions are identical, as it will be applied under different geological conditions.

"— 1000.0000 |

l!mmo r

(a) (b)

Figure 3. Model illustration, faults, well locations, and perforation zones for (a) the Egg Model and
(b) the Gullfaks Model.

The dimension of the grid for the Egg Model (used to visualize the performance
difference between simulators) is considered small. This model is too small compared to
the complex model in terms of volume. For this reason, the grid dimension was altered by
multiplying by 3.125 (from 8 x 8 x 4 m to 25 x 25 x 12.5 m). This increases the volume
to 30.5 times the original volume. The initial oil amount is then 16.5 million sm? after
initializing the fluid model.

3.2. Fluid Model

Both models are applied using the same fluid model, taken from Negahban, S. et al. [26].
The fluid model, categorized as light oil from its density, has a low viscosity (based on EOS
tuning results) and fulfills the screening criteria of CO,-EOR by Al-Adasani [27] modeled
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with the Peng—-Robinson equation. Constant composition expansion (CCE), differential
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data are available. These PVT test data are sufficient for fluid modeling in the CO,-EOR

study. EOS PR78 was used in this study.

Due to the lack of molecular weight data on the matched pseudo-components, EOS
tuning was performed on the available data. The primary process for EOS tuning here is
splitting Cpp, and regressing on conventional PVT test data (CCE, DL, multi-stage separator
test). After that, lumping was performed into seven components. Regression was then
performed based on the available advanced PVT tests (slim tube and swelling test). The

matched PVT results are shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. EOS tuning results for the PVT data used.

3.3. Depletion Scenario

Both models have about the same initial oil in place after the alteration (16.5 million sm
for the Egg model and 17.2 million sm? for the Gullfaks model). Both will be depleted for
eight years, supported with water injection to keep the reservoirs undersaturated. Equal
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injection rates and production rate limits were applied to both models. All wells are active
(producing and injecting), starting in 2013 and continuing to operate until 2021. Table 2
shows the depletion study details and results obtained from each model.

Table 2. Depletion scenario parameters and results after depletion for both models.

Parameter Egg Model Gullfaks Model
Injection rate 2000 sm>/day /well 2000 sm®/day /well
Production rate limit 2000 sm3/ day/well 2000 sm3/ day/well
Start of depletion 1 January 2013 1 January 2013
End of depletion 1 January 2021 1 January 2021
STOOIP 16.55 Msm?® 17.24 Msm®
STOIP (2021) 8.94 Msm? 8.90 Msm?
RF 46.0% 48.4%
Pavg (2021) 254.9 bar 264.3 bar

Test runs were also performed to test the performance of both reservoirs. A waterflood-
ing study was performed to see the field performance compared to CO,-WAG. Figure 5
shows the results for both reservoirs. A higher recovery is seen when CO,-WAG is applied
(3 months half-cycle, 6000 sm3/ day field water injection rate, and 0.9 Msm3/ day field gas
injection rate) compared to waterflooding (3000 sm?/day field injection rate).

1500 0.66
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§ ¢
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- = — Egg-WF Egg-WAG = = = Gullfaks-WF Gullfaks-WAG - — — Egg-WF Egg-WAG = = = Gullfaks-WF Gullfaks-WAG

Figure 5. Test results of the CO,-WAG feasibility study for both models.

3.4. Optimization Study
Objective Function

The two results that will be analyzed are the field total oil production (FOPT) and
CO; stored in the reservoir. Based on this, two objective functions need to be defined. The
parameters that will be studied are the half-cycle length (HC), the field gas injection rate
(9¢), and the field water injection rate (q.,), with several segmentations and ranges. These
are formulated as follows:

122

maximize ~ FOPT = Y. (FOPR(HC, g, quw)),, - 30
n=1
122
CO,Stored = g - tg inject — 21 (FCO,PR(HC, qg,qw)), - 30 O
n=

subjectto HC = [3,6,9,12] months
1Msm3/d < gg < 2 Msm?/d
3000 sm3/d < gy < 9000 sm3/d

4. Proxy Development Workflow

In this section, the proxy development process is explained briefly and performed for
both reservoir models.
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4.1. Design of Experiments

The sampling was performed using LHS (Latin Hypercube Sampling) [28] in this
study. This sampling can be considered as a leveled sampling. It was performed based on
previous study results and successful work on sampling for the study of WAG, for example,
by Nait Amar, M. et al. [16]. The two levels of sampling that were performed in this study
are as follows.

1.  Half-cycle length:
Sampling was performed for 3, 6, 9, and 12 month half-cycle lengths. This means
that the proxy will not predict the CO,-WAG behavior out of the half-cycle length
correctly.

2. Gas injection rate and water injection rate:
The gas injection and water injection rates are sampled for each possible half-cycle
length equally, since the probability for half-cycle length is equal for each possible
value. More samples can be added if the proxy cannot learn from the given number
of samples. The distribution of this parameter probability is uniform. Parameters are
not dominating the others. Hence, the usual LHS can be performed.

4.2. Data Preparation

Based on the formulation of the optimization problem, two simulation outputs will
be learned by the proxy, i.e., FOPR and FCO,PR. These variables are available as output
results of a simulation run. In addition, the half-cycle length, timestep, gas injection rate,
and water injection rate are used as the proxy inputs. Normalization is performed to help
the convergence of the ANN. Maximum-minimum normalization will be performed as:

X — Xmin

XNorm = ————— ()
om Xmax — Xmin

4.3. Proxy Building

The proxy can be developed properly only if the types of proxy built and data used
are known. Failure to perform in sequence will cause an infinite loop between these three
sections (problem formulation, model preparation, and proxy building) until the first two
sections are determined. An overview that shows the outline of the study, performed with
the available software and programming language, is shown in Figure 6.

@& 380

LHD Sampling Run Cases Field Report
ﬁ Jupyter Notebook
O 1 Datab.ase Hyperpal.'ameter Best ANN Bllr?d Optimization _» Resiit
creation Tuning Reporting Testing Study {

Figure 6. Workflow of proxy building, the optimization study, and the software involved in this study.

WAG has distinct behavior. For a WAG ratio higher than 1, a sharp increase in
production during the water injection phase is observed. When the WAG ratio is less than 1,
an increase in production during the gas injection phase is noted. This distinct behavior is
thus used as the base of building the proxy. The database is then split based on the injection
phase. These concepts are applied to FCO,PR and FOPR proxies. For the Gullfaks model, a
sharp production change is identified after 1 month, since the injection fluid (water or CO5)
was changed, which can be observed as a delay compared to the Egg model. This results in
proxy segmentations based on the injection phase.
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4.4. Proxy Training and Validation

An optimization process was conducted to find the best topology of the ANN for every
proxy segmentation. The optimized parameters were the learning rate, number of hidden
layers, and number of nodes of each layer with an epoch of 100 with MSE (Equation (3)) used
as the loss function. The optimum hyperparameters are then retrained with 1500 epochs to
obtain their best performance. The detailed hyperparameters are listed in Table 3.

n 2
MSE = %Z (Xi - Xi,predicted) ®3)
i=1

Table 3. Hyperparameters in ANN design.

Parameter Value
Learning function Adam
Learning rate 10~6-102
Number of hidden layers 1-3
Number of nodes 2-20
Activation function relu
Batch size 64
Dropout -
Training ratio 75
Validation ratio 25
Loss function MSE
Epochs 100, then 1500

It is essential to think of the behavior of the segments as a one proxy system. As one
of the inputs is the result from the previous timestep, the value obtained from the proxy
was used as the input value. The segments were then tested as parts of one proxy to verify
its robustness. In lieu of relying on visual inspection, an error calculation was performed to
quantify the robustness of the proxy model. For this reason, the average percentage relative
error (%) was used. The equation is shown below.

Xpred — Xreal

APRE =
Xreul

100 4)

4.5. Blind Test

Following training, a blind test was performed on the proxy models. Here, 12 runs
outside of the sampling from LHS were prepared. The same assessment as explained
above was performed before the proxy model was used, where APRE was used as the error
calculation to determine the performance.

4.6. Optimization Study

NSGA-II was employed in this study. It is worth mentioning that no optimization
study was performed for the hyperparameters in our optimization algorithm. To perform
this, a better understanding of how the NSGA- II function is built must be acquired. Other
than that, the population size will be kept at 40. The number of generations for one study
was set to 100, where ten new offsprings will be generated in each generation. The whole
study will take more than 1000 proxy runs to be finished.

5. Results
5.1. Proxy Structure Results

Sampling was performed using Latin Hypercube Sampling (LHS). In total, 68 (Egg
Model) and 97 (Gullfaks Model) runs were performed on the proxy training validation
dataset. Eight samples, representative of the Latin Hypercube space, are included. This
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is based on a three-dimensional hypercube, which indicates eight edges based on the
combination of extremes of the studied parameters.

The proxies are segmented into several parts. The distinct WAG behavior explained
before is used as the base idea, then additional ideas are included to complement and give
better proxy results. The first idea is to mimic the first-year behavior, which is unique
compared to the others. For this part, the proxy is not differentiated based on its injection
phase. The second idea is to build one proxy to mimic the performance of the first 5 years
and another proxy to mimic the behavior from the 6th year to 10th year. The segmentation
results for each model are listed below.

1. Egg Model:

- The base: both proxies (FOPR and FCO,PR) are segmented based on injection phase.
- Timestep split: the proxy is then split again into 1st year, 2nd year-5th year, and
6th year-10th year.

2. Gullfaks Model:

- The base: both proxies (FOPR and FCO,PR) are segmented based on injection phase.

- Half-cycle split: the base is then segmented based on low half-cycle lengths (3
and 6 months) and high half-cycle lengths (9 and 12 months).

- Timestep split: the proxy is then split again into 1st year, 1st year-2.5th year, 2.5th
year-5th year, 5th year—7.5th year, and 7.5th year-10th year.

5.2. Proxy Training, Validation, and Testing Results

As explained above, an optimization process was executed to find the best topology of
the ANN for every segment. After that, an APRE analysis, shown in Table 4, was conducted
for both models. An average 2% APRE with an error window less of than 10% range was
the target.

Table 4. APRE statistics of each model for training and validation phases.

APRE, Egg Model (%) APRE, Gullfaks Model (%)
Parameter
Min Average Max Min Average Max
FOPR —2.307 —0.129 3.227 —2.364 0.042 1.443
FCO,PR —9.882 0.842 10.962 —2.871 1.270 11.166
FOPT —2.435 —0.268 2.449 —2.533 —0.125 1.429
FCO,PT —3.252 1.052 6.114 —6.048 —0.909 2.778

A significant error can be seen in the maximum and minimum of FCO,PR. This is due
to the error obtained at early times (first year), as the difference in small value leads to a
significant error calculated in APRE term. Nevertheless, FCO,PT (Field CO; Produced
Total) should be the focus, as it will be used in the optimization study. The proxy and
reservoir model results (selected randomly) are shown in Figure 7 for the Egg Model and
Figure 8 for the Gullfaks Model.

After the training and validation, the proxy model was tested with the blind test data.
Table 5 shows the APRE of the blind test results. The error window is about the same as
the training validation dataset. A considerable difference is again observed in the F CO,PR
maximum error. Observing the data for every timestep indicates that the error is due to the
early time errors, the same as observed in the training validation phase.
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Table 5. APRE statistics of each model for the blind test phase.

APRE, Egg Model (%) APRE, Gullfaks Model (%)
Parameter - .
Min Average Max Min Average Max
FOPR —1.078 0.646 2.85 -0.7 0.511 3.93
FCO,PR —3.538 2.944 12.433 —1.823 2.006 10.055
FOPT —1.575 0.168 2.162 —0.728 0.194 3.405
FCO,PT —1.783 1.74 5.81 —2.191 —-0.071 5.612
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Figure 7. Proxy results and comparison with the reservoir simulation output, sampled cases show
different injection patterns (3 months, 6 months, and 12 months) (Egg Model).
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Figure 8. Proxy results and comparison with the reservoir simulation output, sampled cases show
different injection patterns (3 months, 6 months, and 12 months) (Gullfaks Model).

A random blind test (upper) and the worst blind test (lower) in terms of FOPT and
FCO,PT errors are plotted in Figure 9 for the Egg Model and Figure 10 for the Gullfaks
Model. The blind-tested proxy is then ready to be used as a proxy to represent the reservoir
model. An optimization study was then performed with this proxy model.

5.3. Optimization Study Results

NSGA-II was employed in this study. Forty pareto solutions from the Egg Model
proxy and 32 pareto solutions from the Gullfaks Model proxy were obtained, as shown in
Figure 11. As there are no objective functions that need to be prioritized, the middle point
of the front or the value near the mean of all possible positions can be selected. From all
Pareto solutions, the one that is selected is the one closest to the average values of both
objective functions.

It is crucial to test the relative error between the solution and the actual reservoir
model run result. The selected Pareto optimum is then tested using PETREL. All error
results (between the proxy and reservoir model) are shown in Table 6. The results show a
miniscule relative error for the selected cases.
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Figure 9. Proxy results and comparison with the reservoir simulation output (Egg Model), blind test.
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Figure 10. Proxy results and comparison with the reservoir simulation output (Gullfaks Model),
blind test.
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Figure 11. Pareto front for: (a) the Egg Model and (b) the Gullfaks Model.
Table 6. Error analysis (between the proxy model and the reservoir simulation results).
Egg Model Gullfaks Model
Parameter Relative Relative
PETREL Proxy Error (%) PETREL Proxy Error (%)
FOPR * - - 0.26 - - 1.04
FOPT (Msm?) 2.49 2.51 1.05 2.08 2.1 1.19
FCO,PR * - - 1.23 - - 0.45
FCO,PT (Msm?3) 78.84 79.43 0.75 95.91 94.83 -1.12

* The relative error shows the average error between the simulation and proxy results for each timestep. The
values of FOPR and FCO,PR are not specified as they comprise a set of data points.

6. Discussion

Each proxy model is case specific based on the data provided for its learning. This
results in limitations of the proxy models; for example, they are not seen as one-size-fits-all
solutions for optimization problems. In this work, the proxy models were created based
on the discussed reservoir models. They do not have the ability to reflect the physical
trends of other reservoir models. Hence, this, to a certain extent, limits their application.
Additionally, the established proxy models are field based. This indicates that they are
only able to depict the responses of the reservoir on the field scale, such as FOPR. These
proxy models cannot predict any output on the grid and well scales. In this study, the
methodology was illustrated without aiming to create a model that is a universal solution.
Therefore, two proxy models that represent different reservoir models were built for solving
the optimization problem in this study. One of the models (Egg Model) was modified to
make both models similar in size for comparison purposes. A comparative study will be
presented based on the steps of building the proxy model. Concerning this, it is important
to note that this methodology was only tested with simulation data. Therefore, justification
with real field data is recommended (when available) in future work to achieve higher
maturity in terms of implementation.

6.1. Data Complexity

The rate response to the WAG injection phase for both models is shown in Figure 12.
Two cases are presented. One is for a 90 day half-cycle length, 2 Msm?/d gas injection
rate, and 3000 sm>/d water injection rate. This case is shown until 1800 days only. The
other case is for a 360 day half-cycle length, 2 Msm?/d gas injection rate, and 9000 sm?/d
water injection rate. These cases were run as training cases for both models, as one of Latin
Hypercube edges.
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Figure 12. Differences between the Egg Model and the Gullfaks Model regarding rate response to the
WAG injection phase (left: 90 day half-cycle, right: 360 day half-cycle).

Regarding FCO,PR behavior, a sharp increase in CO, production can be seen for the
90 day half-cycle. However, in the case of the 360 day half-cycle for the Gullfaks model,
there is a smooth transition rather than a sharp increase or drop in production behavior.
This different behavior will be learned using the same proxy model if it is not segmented
based on half-cycle length. From FOPR plots, higher production rates can be noticed
compared to the base case shown in Figure 5.

The difference in the responses of the two models is primarily due to different geologi-
cal model and well placements. Other parameters such as fluid model, relative permeability
relationships, and initialization are identical for both models. The complex behaviors were
learned by the proxies built for the respective reservoir models.

6.2. Number of Samples Needed

It can be concluded that complexity aligns with the number of samples needed for
developing the proxy. For the Egg Model, 68 samples are enough, while for the Gullfaks
model, 97 samples are needed to develop the proxy model. The total time to run all samples
is aligned with the number of samples needed. This phase is the most time-consuming part
as both models need more than 9 h to complete all runs for the training validation dataset.

There is generally no stringent guide in deciding the exact number of samples used in
building a proxy [29]. Adding extra runs means increasing the dimensionality, the amount
of time to collect the data, and additional time needed for the algorithm to learn the data.
Therefore, there is a trade-off to be considered when selecting the number of samples. To
tackle this, segmentations were performed, which will be explained in the next section.

6.3. Proxy Model Development Process

To improve the robustness, segmenting the proxy was the first attempted method
rather than increasing the number of samples. Segmenting the time into several parts
shows the best improvement compared to other methods. The question that might arise is
the number of segmentations needed. In this study, three segmentations were enough for
the Egg model, but more than five were needed for the Gullfaks model.

Before assessing the proxy robustness, the computational time needed to build all the
proxy segments was studied. Here, the time presented includes the database segmentation,
topology optimization, re-learning of ANN with higher epoch, and running the whole



Energies 2023, 16, 3337

17 of 19

training validation blind dataset using the proxy model. More data and segmentation will
increase the amount of time needed. All proxy development statistics are tabulated in
Table 7.

Table 7. Proxy development statistics.

Process Egg Gullfaks
LHS 68 97
Samplin Sampling time 9h43m 12h35m
ping Run time per case 9m25s 8m45s
Memory space per case 97 MB 85 MB
FOPR 2 ANNs 8 ANNs
Proxy Development FCO,PR 5 ANNs 9 ANNs
Total time needed 1h23m 2h49m
Run time 875s 9.16s

Proxy Performance Memory space 14 KB 13 KB

6.4. Proxy Robustness

In this study, an average APRE of less than 2% for the training validation phase
was used as the target. Other than that, the error window should be in the range of
10%. These numbers are selected arbitrarily as the boundary for this study. Both proxy
models must fulfill these criteria before being tested using the blind test dataset. A more
profound assessment was also performed to determine the error variations for each training
validation case.

Both models are assessed using the blind test as the final test to check the robustness.
In general, both models have similar APRE values for both training, validation, and blind
tests. The robustness of blind test was assessed in the same way as for the training and
validation. It is observed in this study that when the proxy model meets the robustness
criteria during the training and validation, it tends to show the same robustness during the
blind test.

6.5. Optimization Results

Both proxy models need an almost equal amount of time to finish optimization. The
difference between the proxy models in the time taken to finish a run is only 0.41 s. No
hyperparameters were changed and the total generations used for both models were the
same (100 generations).

The number of Pareto optima are different, where there are 40 Pareto optima in the
Egg model and only 32 Pareto optima in the Gullfaks model. The Pareto front of the two
models is different. Both models still have the same behavior. If the water injection rate is
increased while the gas injection rate stays the same, the oil production will increase while
the amount of CO, stored in the reservoir will reduce. For the Egg model, this behavior is
almost linear. However, for the Gullfaks model, it is not anywhere near linear. All statistics
for the optimization process are tabulated in Table 8.

Table 8. Optimization study statistics.

Egg Gullfaks
Pareto optima 40 32
Time needed 2h25m 2h23m
Runs needed 1030 1030
Eclipse equivalent time 6d17h39m 6d5h38m
Half-cycle (months) 3-6 3-9
Results Gas rate (Msm?/d) 1.98-2 1.95-2

Water rate (sm>/d) 3000-9000 3000-9000
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7. Conclusions

In this study, an advanced workflow was proposed for establishing proxy models
de-voted to optimizing the WAG CO; process. The proxy models were proven to be pow-
erful modeling tools and can efficiently tackle the problems associated with conventional
reservoir simulations, such as runtime and memory needed to store the results. In this
context, the proxy models were built to mimic the oil production rate and CO, production
rate, where the Egg model was the simple reservoir model and the Gullfaks model was
the complex reservoir model in this study. Several proxy segments were used to construct
these proxy models. Each segment was made using an ANN. The robustness (as a whole
proxy) was tested using APRE, both during training and validation and blind testing. The
results can be improved by changing the ANN, the assessment of the proxy, or even the
optimization algorithm. In addition, the following points can be highlighted.

1. A higher number of samples is needed for a more complex reservoir. For the Egg
Model, 68 samples are enough, but for the Gullfaks model, 97 samples are required to
develop an appropriate proxy model.

2. To obtain the maximum oil recovery for CO,-WAG study, a maximum gas injection
rate with a minimum water injection rate is needed. This will, however, reduce the
amount of CO, stored in the reservoir. A linear relationship between water injection
rate, total oil produced, and total CO, stored can be observed in the simple reservoir
model. The complex reservoir model shows the same trend, but the relationship is not
linear. This is because of the reservoir heterogeneity that affects the sweep efficiency
and the CO, entrapment.

8. Future Recommendations

Based on this study, there are several recommendations that may be implemented in
future work.

1.  The workflow developed here can be employed as a good starting point to develop
proxy models, for example, to be used in optimization studies.

2. A separate study regarding the amount of sampling and sampling method is recom-
mended as there is no clear guideline on how the sampling must be performed.

3. APRE leads to positive and negative errors. This might lead to incorrect overall error
values, and hence incorrect proxy robustness assessments. The AAPRE (average
absolute percentage relative error) might be more suitable to assess the performance
of the proxy, as this will remove the possibility of the negative errors being nullified
by other positive value errors.
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