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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: After performing hydraulic fracturing in shale reservoirs, the hydraulic fractures and their adjacent rocks can be
Shale gas reservoir damaged. Typically, the following fracture damage scenarios may occur: (1) choked fractures; (2) partially
SRV

propped fractures with unpropped or poorly propped sections at the middle or tail of fractures; (3) fracture face
damage; and (4) multiple damage cases. The classical fracture skin factors are derived under steady-state con-
ditions. They are not accurate when the damaged length is relatively long and are not applicable for multiple
damage and partially propped fractures. In this article, a new analytical model is established considering all
above-mentioned fracture damage mechanisms, complex gas transport mechanisms, and the stimulated reservoir
volume (SRV) of shale gas reservoirs.

The matrix model is a spherical element model considering the slip flow, Knudsen diffusion, surface diffusion,
and desorption. Natural fractures are idealized as a thin layer that evenly envelops the matrix. The reservoir-
fracture flow model is a ten-region linear flow model which can handle fracture damage mechanisms. Specif-
ically, the inner reservoir region is treated as an SRV where the secondary fracture permeability obeys a power-
law decreasing trend due to the attenuate stimulation intensity.

This model is validated by matching with the Marcellus Shale production data. And the degraded model’s
calculation matches well with that of a published linear flow model. New type curves are generated and
sensitivity analyses are conducted. Results indicate that the presence of the SRV diminishes pressure and de-
rivative values in certain flow regimes depending on the SRV properties. Different damage mechanisms all
control specific flow regimes but the fracture face damage shows the slightest influence. In the multiple fracture
damage case, some typical flow regimes can be easily identified except those induced by the partially propped
fractures. The field application example further ensures the applicability in dealing with real field data.

Fracture damage

1. Introduction

Shale gas reservoirs with ultra-low permeability are generally arti-
ficially fractured to obtain economical gas rates. Owing to the ultra-low
matrix permeability, fractures serve as the major flow channels for gas
production. Unfortunately, during hydraulic fracturing, induced frac-
ture impairment may occur due to various mechanisms including
proppant embedment (Guo and Liu, 2012; Liu et al., 2018), fine mi-
grations (Pope et al., 2009), proppant crushing and deformation (Mittal
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etal., 2018; Han and Wang, 2014), fracturing fluids leak-off (Ning et al.,
1995; Guo and Liu, 2014), proppant backproduction (Parker et al.,
1999), proppant diagenesis (LaFollette and Carman, 2010), insufficient
proppant injection, proppant over-displacement (Themig, 2010), and
stress-induced fracture damage (Valko and Economides, 1993). In this
article, the fracture damage of shale gas formations involves the
following types. The first type is the choked fracture which has a
damaged section at the connection between the horizontal well and the
hydraulic fracture. A reduction of fracture permeability or fracture


mailto:jie.zeng@research.uwa.edu.au
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/09204105
https://http://www.elsevier.com/locate/petrol
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.petrol.2019.106686
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.petrol.2019.106686
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.petrol.2019.106686
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.petrol.2019.106686&domain=pdf

J. Zeng et al.

Choked fracture section

7

Hydraulic fracture Horizontal wellbore

Choked fracture section

=

Horizontal wellbore

-

7

Hydraulic fracture

Fig. 1. Schematic of choked fractures (plan view).
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Fig. 2. Schematic of a partially propped fracture (plan view).
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Fig. 3. Schematic of fracture face damage (plan view).

width can occur in the damaged section, as shown in Fig. 1. Proppant
backproduction and over-displacement are the main causes of this
damage (Romero et al., 2003) while proppant embedment and crushing
can be possible reasons as well. The second type refers to the partially
propped fracture with an insufficiently propped or unpropped section
and an undamaged near-wellbore region within the fracture, as shown in
Fig. 2. It can result from the undesired proppant distribution and
placement, proppant embedment and crushing, and insufficient prop-
pant injection and is heavily influenced by the hydraulic fracture ge-
ometry. The third type is the fracture face damage which involves a
damaged region at the fracture face, as shown in Fig. 3. Common causes
of this damage include fracturing fluids leak-off, polymer impairment,
the phase change near fractures, and stress effects (Romero et al., 2003;
Reinicke et al., 2013). Moreover, the above-mentioned damage mech-
anisms may co-exist in a multi-stage fractured horizontal well (MFHW),
which refers to multiple fracture damage.

Actually, damaged fracture height caused by stress effects is also a
fracture damage mechanism. Here, we treat these fractures as partially
penetrating fractures which can be handled by our model as well.
Although we know well about the damage mechanisms, how they affect
the pressure and rate responses of a fractured shale gas reservoir has not
been fully understood. In the literature, skin factors have been widely
used to simulate fracture damage in well testing and production. Cin-
co-Ley and Samaniego (1977) established a model which is modified
from a finite conductivity fracture model to include wellbore storage
and fracture damage. Their study reveals that the fracture face damage
can be estimated from the early-time well responses through type-curve
matching. Then, Cinco-Ley and Samaniego (1981) further considered
the effects of choked fracture damage on the transient pressure behavior
and analyzed different pressure responses between finite-conductivity
and damaged fractures. Azari et al. (1991) presented how choked frac-
ture damage controls the well performances of constant-pressure pro-
duction cases. Results show that it impairs the productivity of wells with
high-conductivity fractures more significantly. Wang et al. (2000)
studied the fracture face skin effects caused by the liquid condensate in
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gas-condensate reservoirs. They concluded that the productivity of
fractured gas-condensate wells experiences a dramatical reduction due
to this tantamount fracture face skin. Romero et al. (2003) used a direct
boundary element method (BEM) to investigate the influence of fracture
face skin and choked fracture skin on fractured well performances. Re-
sults indicate that the nonuniform fracture face skin significantly re-
duces the dimensionless productivity index while choked fractures’
effects are less complex and can be addressed through an apparent drop
of the proppant number. The stress-induced fracture face skin was
examined by Reinicke et al. (2013). They pointed out that the me-
chanical interaction between rocks and proppants can cause a perme-
ability reduction up to 90% at the fracture face. However, the
fundamental equations of skin factors are derived under the steady state
and are accurate when the damaged-zone length is relatively small
(Cinco-Ley and Samaniego, 1977). Moreover, the pressure and rate
behavior of dual-porosity shale reservoirs under multiple fracture
damage conditions or partially propped fracture conditions cannot be
analyzed through traditional skin factors. Recently, linear flow models
were derived to handle only the fracture face skin under unsteady state
conditions (Miao et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2019). For partially propped
fractures, Qin et al. (2018) developed a double-segment fracture model
which considers the damaged fracture effective length caused by frac-
ture closure and can interpret effective fracture properties and identify
fracture closure. However, that model is only applicable for infinite
reservoirs and is not suitable for more complex fracture damage cases.
For multiple fracture damage, Zeng et al. (2019) developed a
single-porosity composite linear-flow model. However, that model is too
simple to deal with dual-porosity shale formations with SRVs and
complex gas transport mechanisms. And the flow regimes of
dual-porosity shale formations with SRVs are significantly different from
those of a single-porosity reservoir. Until now, no effective and simple
method has been proposed to evaluate complex fracture damage cir-
cumstances of shale gas formations.

Apart from fracture damage, the existence of newly generated large
fracture networks has been observed and evidenced by microseismic
mapping in many shale reservoirs (Mayerhofer et al., 2010). The prop-
erties of the SRV are key parameters for post-fracturing performances.
The induced fracture network size can be treated as a 3-D volume and is
dependent on the rock properties and the injected fracturing-fluid vol-
ume (Mayerhofer et al., 2010). Within the SRV, the stimulation intensity
decreases along the fracture branch propagation direction, which leads
to the fracture network transport property variation (Wang et al.,
2015Db). In the literature, many researchers used power-law expressions
to depict fracture network property variations in the fluid-flow direc-
tion, as shown below (Chang and Yortsos, 1990; Acuna et al., 1995;
Wang et al., 2015b; Fan and Ettehadtavakkol, 2017a, 2017b)

H-E-0
Kysrv (v) —ko< J ) , (€8]
yref
H-E
Drsev (V) = by < Y > ) (2)
yref

where H is the mass fractal dimension; E is the Euclidean dimension; 8 is
the fractal exponent which increases with higher fracture network tor-
tuosity and poorer connectivity; y is the flow direction coordinate; ys is
the reference length of the power-law equation in ft; ksgy is the fracture
network permeability that changes along the flow direction in md; ko is
the permeability at ¥, in md; ¢y is the fracture network porosity; ¢,
is the porosity at y,s. Fan and Ettehadtavakkol (2017a) validated the
induced fracture network property power-law distribution by matching
the power-law fracture distribution with Barnett Shale microseismic
fracture density data. To obtain analytical solutions, we follow the
assumption of Fan and Ettehadtavakkol (2017b) and assume H = E.
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Fig. 4. Schematic of the matrix flow model.
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Fig. 5. Schematic of the reservoir-fracture linear flow model (modified from Fan and Ettehadtavakkol, 2017a; Zeng et al., 2019).

Consequently, kgry(y) = k¢ /y.)"* and $psrv(Y) = ¢y. Here y, is the
reference length which is the sum of fracture face invaded thickness and
half-fracture width in ft. Fan and Ettehadtavakkol (2017b) assumed that
the unstimulated reservoir volume (USRV) is single-porosity, which can
underestimate the contribution of USRVs as they are naturally fractured.
The aforementioned literature review has revealed several gaps in
modeling shale gas production with damaged hydraulic fractures. This
research aims at establishing a more general analytical model that
considers special features of stimulated shale gas reservoirs and complex
fracture damage and uncovering how SRV properties and different
fracture damage mechanisms affect the responses of MFHWs in shale gas

plays.

2. Conceptual models

In this section, the conceptual models and the assumptions used to
develop the mathematical models are introduced. The reservoir is a box-
shaped shale gas reservoir with closed outer boundaries. The MFHW is
drilled at the center of the reservoir. To effectively describe the artifi-
cially fractured shale reservoir, we utilize three distinct porous systems:
the matrix, natural (secondary) fractures, and hydraulic fractures. As
indicated in Figs. 4 and 5, the spherical flow in shale matrix elements
and the composite linear flow in the reservoir-fracture system are
considered. For matrix gas flow modeling, an improved model that takes
into account the slip corrected flow, Knudsen diffusion, surface diffu-
sion, desorption, and real-gas effects is employed. Following de Swaan-
O’s model (de Swaan, 1976), the matrix gas moves from the inner
spherical block to its surface. The secondary fracture system is idealized
as a constant-thickness layer that envelopes the spherical blocks. Due to
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the relatively high permeability of secondary fractures, the matrix gas is
instantaneously and evenly distributed in 1/2 of the secondary fracture
layer volume (Ozkan et al., 2010). After entering secondary fractures,
the gas flow turns into 1-D linear flows in each reservoir-fracture flow
region. Fig. 5 illustrates the composite linear flow model with ten
linear-flow regions for the reservoir-fracture system. Regions 5 and 6
serve as the reservoir volume beyond the hydraulic fracture height with
1-D vertical flows. Regions 3 and 4 represent the reservoir volume
beyond the hydraulic fracture tip with 1-D flows in the x-direction. The
height of the two regions equals the hydraulic fracture height. And re-
gions 2 and 1 are the inner reservoir blocks representing the USRV and
the SRV respectively with 1-D flows in the y-direction. Particularly, four
sub-regions are applied to handle complex fracture damage. Damaged
zone 3 is suitable for fracture face damage. Damaged zone 2 is designed
for partially propped or unpropped sections. One can also change the
propped zone properties to simulate the partially propped or unpropped
section in the middle of a fracture. And damaged zone 1 can deal with
choked fractures. Therefore, it is flexible and easy to model complex and
multiple fracture damage with these sub-regions. Flows in different flow
regions are coupled via flux and pressure continuity conditions at their
interfaces. Other assumptions include:

(1) The reservoir is isothermal with single gas-phase flows. The gas
flow in the matrix involves complex transport mechanisms
(slippage, Knudsen diffusion, surface diffusion, desorption, and
real-gas effects) while the gas flow within fractures simply obeys
Darcy’s law.

(2) A cased-hole completion is applied to the MFHW, therefore, the
fluids flow into the wellbore through hydraulic fractures only.
Gravity effects are ignored due to the single-phase flow condition
and the extremely tight texture of shale rocks.

(3) The MFHW can produce under either a constant-rate condition or
a constant-pressure condition.

(4) Due to the symmetry, 1/8 of a fracture drainage volume is
selected to derive the mathematical models, as shown in Fig. 5.

3. Mathematical models

In this section, the mathematical models and their analytical solu-
tions are outlined. For convenience, the analytical solutions are all
demonstrated in the Laplace domain in the dimensionless form. Here,
the definition of dimensionless variables is introduced first.

The dimensionless pseudopressure is defined as

krefhrzf

= T422g,, T [P»(Pi) = Py (P)] 3)

Ppp
where g is the total flow rate of the MFHW in Mscf/D; T is the tem-
perature in °R; ks is the reference permeability for the dimensionless
variable definition in md; h.y is the reference height in ft; p, is the
pseudopressure in psi?/cp; p; is the initial reservoir pressure in psi; and p
is the pressure in psi. The pseudopressure is expressed by the following
equation (Ozkan et al., 2010; Al-Hussainy and Ramey, 1966)

P k p
p (p):2/ — ——dp, (C)
v Sy Ki M Z

where , is the gas viscosity in cp; py is the reference pressure in psi; k
and k; are permeability and initial permeability in md; and Z is the Z-
factor. The dimensionless time is expressed as

Nreyla
tp= y

ref

: )

where dys is the reference length in ft; 1, is the reference diffusivity in

ft2/hour; and t, is the pseudotime in hour and is given by Anderson and
Mattar (2007).
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"odr
ta:ﬂg,‘czi/ = (6)
0

X

Here, i, and ¢, are gas viscosity and total compressibility under the

average pressure condition in cp and psi~* respectively; and Hg and ¢4

are gas viscosity and total compressibility under the initial condition in

cp and psi~!. We use the pseudopressure and pseudotime to linearize the

diffusivity equations (Ozkan et al., 2010; Anderson and Mattar, 2007).
The dimensionless distances in the x-direction are written as

Xip :XF/dmf = x3/dref~, )
XFD1 = X1 /drefv (8)
Xrp2 = xZ/dref7 9
XeD :xe/dref\, (10)

where xr and x5 are the hydraulic fracture length in ft; x; is the distance
from the wellbore to damaged zone 3 in ft; x; is the choked section
length in ft; x, is the half reservoir width in ft; and x1p, Xpp2, Xpp1, and xp
are their corresponding dimensionless length. The dimensionless dis-
tances in the y-direction include

Yip =1/ dry, a1
Yop = yZ/dre_h 12)
Yoo = s+ wr [ 2) [ dug, a3
Wp =W /dyef, a4

where wy is the hydraulic fracture width in ft; y; is the thickness of the
damaged fracture face in ft; y; is the half SRV width in ft; y, is the half
fracture spacing in ft; and wp, ¥;p, y1p, and yap are their corresponding
dimensionless length. For the z-direction, we have

Zip =21 /drff =hp / (Zdrff)7 s
=2 [duy =h [ (2dpy), (16

where hy is the fracture height in ft; h is the reservoir height in ft; z; is the
half fracture height in ft; 2, is the half reservoir height in ft; and z;p and
zop are the dimensionless expressions of z; and 2. In the spherical flow
direction, we also have

rp=r/dy (0<r<1,), a7)
where r is the distance from the location we study to the spherical

element center in ft; rp is the dimensionless form of r; and r,, is the
matrix element radius in ft. The diffusivity terms are given by

2.637 x 10k,

= (18)
g DrefbrefCres
2.637 x 10*kyppm
Ny = (717]] ) ) (19)
¢m:umgical7p'”i n
2.637 x 10~%k,
M = (457/) : (20)
P giCf n
2.637 x 107%k,
M = <7¢ , F) : (1)
FH FgiCiFi n

where the subscript ref is for reference variables; app is for apparent
variables; m represents matrix properties; i is for parameters under the
initial condition; f describes secondary fracture properties; F describes
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hydraulic fracture properties; and n indicates the n-th region. According
to Ozkan et al., (2010), #,,, = #f,,,» The dimensionless expressions of
them are

Nmpn = Nn /’7refv (22)
Nipn = N / Nref» (23)
NEgpn = ’7Fn/’1ref~ 24)

3.1. Matrix flow models

After defining the dimensionless variables, we formulate the con-
ceptual models in this section. The mass balance for the spherical matrix
flow can be expressed as

1o 2 _ a(pmgd)m) d [(1 - (/)m )/)gchESC]
5 5 (PPug¥n) ===+ . : (25)

where p,, is the matrix gas density in 1bm/ft3; v, is the matrix gas total
velocity in md-psi/(cp-ft); ¢,, is the matrix porosity; is the standard
gas density in Ibm/ft3; and Vg is the standard-condition equilibrium gas
volume that is adsorbed per unit rock grain volume in scf/cf. For real-gas
adsorption, many scholars used the following equation (Wu et al.,
2016a; Wang et al., 2015a; Civan et al., 2013; Song et al., 2016)

Z
y, P12
p/z +pL

Pscg

Ve = (26)

where V}, represents the Langmuir volumetric concentration in scf/cf,;
and p; is the Langmuir pressure in psi. In fact, Eq. (26) (the Langmuir
equation) is a function of the mean molecular speed (Langmuir, 1918). If

the real-gas effects are added to the mean molecular speed, the mean
molecular speed can be written as (Michel Villazon et al., 2011)

8 ZRT
V=g [ — ——. 2
v 1/” o 27)

In Eq. (27), we use SI units for convenience. v is the mean molecular
speed in m/s; R is the universal gas constant (8.314 J/mol/K); T is in K
here; and M is the gas molar mass in kg/mol. By applying Eq. (27), the
equilibrium gas volume is modified as

p/VZ
p/VZ+p

Eq. (28) is used to describe gas adsorption and its derivation is given

Vee =Vi (28)
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Karniadakis, 1999) to modify the permeability term, the free gas ve-
locity can be written as

kmfg apm ¢ T /Z)m 4Kn 1 apm
g = — 8 TP e P om ) 4 gk (1 . (30
Ve Hyg OF él‘rm 8 (1 +akn) T bkn Hig OF (30a)
_ b 4Kn
kg =k (1 akn) (141 ), (30b)

where kng and kg are the matrix free gas permeability and liquid
permeability of a nanopore in md; &; is a unit conversion coefficient
(9.4127 x 103 md/ft?) converting ft? into md; 7, is the matrix tortu-
osity; rpm is the matrix nanopore (nanochannel) radius in ft; Kn is the
Knudsen number; and « and b are coefficients of the Beskok-Karniadakis
model. The Knudsen number in this model is defined as Kn = 1/r,n, ac-
cording to Beskok and Karniadakis (1999). 1 is the mean free path of gas
molecules and is given by the following equation in SI units (Jennings,
1988; Michel Villazon et al., 2011)

4t [AZRT

= 1
Pave V 2M 7 G

where pgy. is the average pressure in Pa. The velocity for the adsorbed
gas phase is

D.\(l — (ﬁm)p“-ZT 3 (1 +pmcmg) apm
mexc 2\/2 2 or
o

where &, is a unit conversion coefficient, 158 md-psi-D/| (ftz-cp) (Ertekin
et al., 1986; Zeng et al., 2017); D; is the surface diffusion coefficient in
ftZ/D; Ty is the standard condition temperature in K or °R; ¢y is the
matrix gas compressibility in psi_’; and C; is matrix gas molecular
concentration in Ibm-mol/ft>. Here, C; is given by

(1 - ¢m )p.xcg Vise
7]‘4 .

MD, aC,
“pue O

(32)

Vms:7§ 2

C,= (33)

The unit of the gas molecular weight is lbm/Ibm-mol for Eq. (33).
Combining Egs. (4), (25) and (28)-(30), and (32), the mass balance
equation can be written as the following pseudo-pressure form

10/, op kappmi \ 0P,

— k, miﬂ — o —dppmt ) ZEpm 34
5o (Par) =t (22 ) P 34
where

D rzz)m 4Kn :ung-s'(l - (/Im)pﬂ»ZT VipL (1 +Pmcmg)
Kappm =& —(1 Kn)|( 1 == ,
ppm = &1 7, 8 (1+akn)( 1+ 1= bKn +& [ WZ 2 (35
(n)
in the Appendix. The matrix gas is produced through two mechanisms and
including free gas transport and adsorbed gas surface diffusion. Similar |
to Wasaki and Akkutlu (2015), the free gas phase and the adsorbed gas Cappm = Cmg +PscTZ (1= ¢,) Vipr (Pucng +1) (36)

phase follow their own paths. Therefore, the total gas velocity can be
expressed as the sum of the free gas velocity and adsorbed gas diffusion
velocity

Vin = Vinfg + Vs (29)

In Eq. (29), Vpy, is the matrix free gas velocity in md-psi/(cp-ft). Free
gas transport in matrix nanopores involves the slip corrected flow and
Knudsen diffusion. By using the Beskok-Karniadakis model (Beskok and

Tl &w  2VZ [, >
ﬁJFPL

Using the pseudo-pressure and pseudo-time to linearize Eq. (34) and
converting it into the dimensionless form, we obtain

1 d ( 2017me> 7L appml)

== (A _ :
3 Orp orp Mo 0D

37

Correspondingly, the initial condition and boundary conditions for
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Table 1
Input data for the model verification.

Parameters Values

Reservoir size (length x width x height) 2000 ft x 1000 ft x

250 ft
Reservoir temperature 568.67 °R
Initial pressure 2300 psi
Matrix porosity 0.05
Matrix tortuosity 4.47
Water saturation 0
Matrix nanochannel (pore) radius 8x 107 8ft
Matrix element radius 5 ft

Langmuir volume 15.727 scf/cf
Langmuir pressure 500 psi
Total compressibility 2.5x 107 psi!

Hydraulic fracture number 4

Hydraulic fracture spacing 500 ft
Hydraulic fracture half-length 400 ft
Hydraulic fracture height 230 ft
Hydraulic fracture width 0.01 ft
Hydraulic fracture permeability (for all regions within the 3000 md
hydraulic fracture)
Hydraulic fracture porosity (for all regions within the 0.38
hydraulic fracture)
Secondary fracture layer thickness 1x103ft
Secondary fracture permeability (for all regions) 200 md
Secondary fracture porosity (for all regions) 0.45
Surface diffusion coefficient 0.23 ft2/D
Length of damaged zone 1 (no damage for this case) 20 ft
Length of the propped zone 280 ft
Length of damaged zone 2 (no damage for this case) 100 ft
Thickness of damaged zone 3 (no damage for this case) 0.01 ft

Fractal exponent (homogeneous region 1) 0

Reference permeability 2000 md
Reference height 250 ft
Reference length 250 ft
Reference porosity 0.45
Reference gas viscosity 0.0184 cp

Reference total compressibility 2.5 x 107 psi~!

the matrix spherical flow are shown by
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Pomp ("D = Twp, Xp, tp) = Pp (XD, 1p).- (40)

Here, xp represents one of the three 1-D secondary fracture flow
coordinates. Because the dimensionless pseudopressure in the matrix
element center is an unknown finite parameter, we define the following

function to facilitate solving Egs. (37)-(40) (Ozkan et al., 2010)
41

Foup(rp, Xp, tp) = rpPpmn (rp, Xp, tp).

Therefore, in the Laplace domain, Egs. (37) and (39) and (40) can be
written as

0°F,, —
" L Fy =0, (42)
oy Mup
FmD(rDZO;xDaS):Ov (43)
Foup (rmps X0, 8) = run Doy (X, 5). (44
Solving Egs. (42)-(44) gives
F ool | rmeinh(\ /SN rD>_ ( \ 4s)
wp (7D, Xp, §) = ——————P,p (XD, 5).
sinh (\ /S N> rmD) "
Therefore, the solution for the matrix flow is obtained
rmDsinh(\ /S Mp rD)
ppmn(rD;xDas): (46)

)ﬁpr(xDvs)'

rpsinh <\ /S Nup TmD

3.2. USRYV flow models

The matrix gas is instantaneously and uniformly distributed in the 1/
2 volume of the secondary fracture layer. Therefore, mass transfer be-
tween the matrix and the secondary fracture layer can be written as
(Ozkan et al., 2010; Zeng et al., 2017)

2 ka mi apm
1) = = (e %) “7)
Pomp (7D, Xp,tp =0) =0, (38) he N7 g O J
o> (70 = 0,30, 1) = P (0,30, 1), (39) Tk}en, the n?ass balance equation for the secondary fracture linear
flow in USRVs is
1e+6
—&— Pressure (This model)
=== Derivative (This model) 1 Vi
(] Pressure (Seven-region linear flow model) il
a Derivative (Seven-region linear flow model) |
1e+5 i
I
‘EQ
ii le+4
3
Q
©
% 1e+3
Q
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le+1 + T T T T T T T T T T T
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tD

Fig. 6. Comparison between the seven-region linear flow model (Zeng et al., 2017) and the degraded model.
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Fig. 7. Secondary fracture permeability variation along the y-di

rection in the SRVs with different SRV fractal exponents.
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Fig. 8. Effects of the SRV fractal exponent on pressure responses.
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Rewriting the above equation in the dimensionless pseudopressure )
form in the Laplace domain, we obtain the diffusivity equation that 321 Reg1.0n 6 o ) )
couples the matrix flow and the secondary fracture flow as follow For region 6, the 1-D diffusivity equation can be written as
’p /D o D6 _
) = —s=— =0. 51
ax%’) —c(8)Pm =0, (49) 0 (8)sPyms (51)

where the c-function is is

The no-flow boundary condition at the top or bottom of the reservoir
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Fig. 9. Effects of the SRV fractal exponent on rate responses.
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Fig. 10. Effects of the SRV width on pressure responses.

- _1_7/7./174|z0::m’ [ c(s)gtanh[y/ c(s)s (z2p — z1p)]-

ZD=ZID

(52) WPy

0zp

And the pressure continuity conditions on the interfaces of regions 6 and

2 and regions 6 and 4 are given by

Powolyey, =Pon = Pyl ey

ZD=2ID

Solving Egs. (51)-(53) gives the solutions of region 6

aﬁpﬂ)e

6z D

= — Dy

p=2ID

D=21D

c(s)gtanh[y/c(s)s (220 — z10)]s

3.2.2. Region 5

(54b)

Similarly, for region 5, the 1-D diffusivity equation can be written as

(53) _
azpp/T)5 _

0z, c(8)sPpms =0.

The no-flow boundary condition at zp = 2ap is
(54a)

(55)
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Fig. 11. Effects of the SRV width on rate responses.
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Fig. 12. Effects of the SRV length on pressure responses.
OPyms ap.
R n) =0. P pips —
o o 0 (56) #ﬁ’ = _prD3|zp:zm \/c(s)stanh[y/c(s)s (z2p — z10)]s (58b)

ZD=21D

And the pressure continuity conditions on the interfaces of regions 5 and

ap,
1, regions 5 and 3, and region 5 and damaged zone 3 are #fs = —Dypy ZD:Z”)\/C(S)Stanhh [¢(8)s (zap — 21p)]- (58¢)
D=21D
ﬁI’fDS =21p :ﬁl’fm D=2p :ﬁR"D3|zD:zm = ﬁf’ﬂ)“ w=zp " (57)
. . . . 3.2.3. Region 4
Solving Egs. (55)-(57), we obtain the solutions of region 5 For region 4, the diffusivity equation is given by

617pr5 o
o5 T h — 0 ks 0P,

o | . 2 . \/@tan [\/¢(5)s (z2p — 21p)]; (58a) $f4+k 6 Igpfm — c(8) Py =0. (59)

D faZip 0Zp |,z
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Fig. 13. Effects of the SRV length on rate responses.
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Fig. 14. Effects of the SRV height on pressure responses.

The no-flow condition at the reservoir outer boundary is

dp,
- TR By, Vaatanh [\/074 (tep — xw)] , (62)
EpD4 =0. (60) D lxp=xip
axD XD=XeD
where
And the pressure continuity condition at xp = x1p between regions 4 and X
2 can be written as ay :kﬂ%, Je(s)stanh[y /e (s), (z2p — 210)] + €(5),- (63)
ﬁp/D4|xn:xm :ﬁPfDZLcD:xlD' (61)
X X . . 3.2.4. Region 3
Solving Egs. (59)-(61) gives the solution of region 4

Similarly, we have the diffusivity equation for region 3 as follow

10



J. Zeng et al.

Journal of Petroleum Science and Engineering 187 (2020) 106686

1e-1 —Q
ii!.. ———e—e  (=0.25 h=250 ft, h=hg, =150 ft
%&; =cmemsmes  (=0.25, h=250 ft, h=hg =180 ft
1e-2 - @'@,. cecmeemene 0=0.25, h=250 ft, h=hs, =210 ft
\%’}, oo we o=  0=0.25, h=250 ft, h=hg =250 ft
Sl o
NS
Nn"".s'.? -
1e-3 e O L
TEI TS
_a.
NS
T
o le-4 -
1e-5 4
1e-6
1e-7 T T T T T T T T T T T !
1e-7 1e-6 1e-5 1e-4 1e-3 1e-2 1e-1 1e+0 1e+1 1e+2 1e+3 1e+4 1e+5
tD
Fig. 15. Effects of the SRV height on rate responses.
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Fig. 16. Effects of choked fractures on pressure responses.

Ip, ks 0P
D3 F5 ofD5 _
—¢(8)3P 3 =0. (64)
ax%) kf3ZID aZD Zp=21p ( )3plﬂ)3
The no-flow condition at the reservoir outer boundary is
pa
9Ppp3 =0. (65)
Oxp Xp=XeD

And the pressure continuity conditions between regions 3 and 1, and
region 3 and damaged zone 3 are

(66)

Pp/D3|XD:m =Ppm1 |,m:x.,, = Ppps LD:M,,-

11

Solving Egs. (64)-(66) gives the solutions for region 3

% = =Pyl VLD [\/“_3 (xep = xln)] ; (672)
D lxp=xip
%fz} T Pyl ey, Vs tanh [\/073 (Xen fxm)} , (67b)
where
- kf]?ZSlD \/C—“)-S‘a“h[\/@ (z2p = 210)] + €(5)3- (68)
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Fig. 17. Effects of choked fractures on rate responses.
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Fig. 18. Effects of the damaged middle section on pressure responses.

3.2.5. Region 2
For region 2, the diffusivity equation is given by
PPy | ke Oy ks 0Py
> : - —c(8),p,m =0. (69)
aY%) kp22ip 0zp =210 kpaxip oxp |w:)qo ( )prfm

The no-flow boundary condition between two adjacent hydraulic
fractures is shown by

aﬁpfoz

=0. 70
9p 70

YD=Y2D

12

And the pressure continuity condition between regions 2 and 1 is
ﬁpr2|,\’D:,"lD :ﬁpﬂ)l I)‘n:,\'w' 71

Solving Egs. (69)-(71) gives the solution of region 2

o

Bl =, Vet [V (20 = y10)] 72)
D yp=yip :

where
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+ c(s),.

Now all the solutions for USRVs are obtained.

Q
o
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Fig. 19. Effects of the damaged middle section on rate responses.
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Fig. 20. Effects of the damaged section near the fracture tip on pressure responses.
kse ks SRVs is given by
a, = tanh — + vagtanh | /ay (x.p —
2 knzip \/0(5)6 [\/C(S)a (220 = z1p)] knxin 4 [ 4 (Xep xlD)]
d {k/SRv ») och & 2

) Dof O pyy

(73) T*’%‘Rv()’) (wp + kysav () azf
2kﬂppmi appm _ N appf
- ( hf or (rim X,1) _¢/SRV(y)Lfgﬂfg o

3.3. SRV flow models

The mass balance equation for the secondary fracture linear flow in

(74)

Converting Eq. (74) into the dimensionless form in the Laplace

domain yields

13
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Fig. 21. Effects of the damaged section near the fracture tip on rate responses.
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Fig. 22. Effects of fracture face damage on pressure responses.
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k/3 ()’i > 0617,1/113

k3
b Yo Oyp  kpxip \vip/ Oxp i 75) a; = {C(A‘)l + kflj;m /a3 tanh [\/a—:; (X 7x1D)]
, 77)
kys Yp ) Sal’pfvs (yp ) 0_ k
- | 5 — —C - " =0. /5 » . —
knzi (ySD 9 " c(s), Vo Ppm1 +k/1110 \/e(8)s tanh[\/ c(s)s (z2p — zip)] ¢-
The above equation can be rewritten as Eq. (76) is the diffusivity equation for the SRV (region 1). The flux
y 8
- B continuity condition between regions 1 and 2 is
O Poymi _ﬂ Py —a (y_L)) 5o =0 76) .
W yo O o) Por|  _kn <y‘—"> Tl 78)
ayD YD=Y1D kfl Ysp ayD YD=Y1D
where

14
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Fig. 23. Effects of fracture face damage on rate responses.
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Fig. 24. Effects of multiple fracture damage on pressure responses.

And the pressure continuity condition between region 1 and damaged

B w—1 5 [} 3 [0}
zone 3 is y; :Alw(ym) {1 [0 (0p)"]o = Koot [ () }} 81)
B B ! L[ (Y;-D)w]o' + K, [ ()’:\-D)w]
Pp1 |,Vr>:y;u =py “'|yn:,v;[,' 79
s \—0
Solving Egs. (76)-(79) through the method of Fan and Ettehadta- e ai () (82)
vakkol (2017a), we obtain the solution for the SRV ' 0] ’
Pymr _ 0+2
o _— :prDxLD:}.;D/}l’ (80) = (83)
0+1
where r="— (84)
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Fig. 25. Effects of multiple fracture damage on rate responses.
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1D
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e (g) Vaastanh [/ (v — yio)| K, (1%, L,

i > k <ysD> 617,,/01

. o (2) S

hoyip Lo (hyip) + Z*f <‘%§> /@xtanh [\/0‘_2 (20 — yw)]h (41¥1p) Yo P

—k aﬁprs

=k
. dyp

Y=Y

87)
(85) The pressure continuity conditions between damaged zone 3 and the
primary hydraulic fracture are
I,(x) and K,(x) are the two linearly independent solutions of the
modified Bessel’s equation. And v is the order.

3.4. Fracture sub-region flow models

ﬁ,ng.\v|yD:WTn :ﬁpFD] |yn:’%” = ﬁpFDZ
3.4.1. Damaged zone 3

| YD

—p :ﬁme‘_‘.D:an ; (88)
Solving Egs. (86)-(88) gives the solution of damaged zone 3
Py _ _ _
70 " = ﬁszFm |yD:% = ﬂprFDZ ‘m:’%” = ﬁzl’,mm |vD—”—”’
For damaged zone 3, the diffusivity equation is shown by
. where
0 Ppfps kf3 aﬁp/m n ka aﬁpﬂ)s - c(s) _ -0
O, kexip Ox knzip 0 Pps =
YD fsA1D D lxp=xip fs21D 2D D=2p

. 89)
(86)
where kg, is the secondary fracture permeability of damaged zone 3 in

md. In damaged zone 3, secondary fracture permeability is lower
compared with that of USRVs. The flux continuity condition between

ki /@5 + kpi By Jexp | as (%2 =y )| = (kisv/&s — knfy Jexp| — vas (%2 =y
e b Jerw [V (% -5)] - ( Jew| v (4 -]
’ ) (k/s'\/a: +k;1ﬂ1)exp{\/6§ <”7"—)’yp)} + (kfs\/a: —kﬂﬁl)exp{— \/a;(WTD—y':nﬂ’

(90)
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Table 2 kf’g kfs
. . . o, =——/ast h[\/a — } — 4/ tanh -
Reservoir and MFHW properties for matching the Marcellus well performance. * kpxip stan 3 (o —210) | + kszip c(s)stanh[y/¢(s)s (220 = 210)]
Parameters Values +c(s),
eservoir size (length x width x height t x t x
R ir size (length x width x height) 5000 ft x 1400 f 91)
100 ft
Reservoir temperature 609.67 °R 3.4.2. Damaged sone 2
Initial pressure 5300 psi For damaged zone 2, the diffusivity equation is written as
Bottom-hole pressure 1000 psi
Effective matrix porosity 0.0608 .
Matrix tortuosity 4.05 O Porps . kv OPps _ S5 ) 92)
Water saturation 0.24 ax%) %km 6yo ”Fuzp pFD3 — %
Matrix nanotube (pore) radius 2.3x1078ft yp="2 )
Matrix element radius 5ft
Langmuir volume 15.727 scf/cf where kg is the bulk secondary fracture permeability defined by
Langmuir pressure 500 psi .
Total compressibility 2.28 x 10~ * psi~? (Apaydin et al., 2012)
Hydraulic fracture number 10 5
Hydraulic fracture spacing 500 ft i = ki Vi _ ks nryhy /2 _ 3kgshy ] (93)
Hydraulic fracture half-length 520 ft o Vi + Vi “Axrk hy / 2 +4nr} / 3 3k +2r,
SRV half-width 125ft
Hydraulic fracture height 100 ft The no-flow boundary condition at the fracture tip is
Hydraulic fracture width 0.01 ft
Hydraulic fracture permeability (damaged zone 1) 8 md 3ﬁ,,FD3 =0 94)
Hydraulic fracture permeability (propped zone) 1000 md oxp =xip ’
Hydraulic fracture permeability (damaged zone 3, no 1000 md
damage) A T s
nd the pressure continuity condition between damaged zone 2 and the
Hydraulic fracture porosity (for all regions within the 0.38 p . ty 8
hydraulic fracture) propped zone is given by
Secondary fracture layer thickness (for all regions) 1x1073ft _ - o5
Secondary fracture permeability (USRVs) 30 md Pprp3 |XD:XH): = Pprp2 |XD:»‘n>z' ©5)
Secondary fracture permeability (damaged zone 3) 0.3 md . . .
Maximal secondary fracture permeability (SRVs) 400 md Solving Egs. (92)-(95) gives the solution of damaged zone 2
Secondary fracture porosity (for all regions) 0.45 op
oo . 2 pFD3 =
Surface diffusion coefficient 0.23 ft*/D T — _ pFFDZ|xD:x”,2 \/(l_pglanh \/(l_m (xm _me)] , (96)
Length of damaged zone 1 33ft XD | xp—xppn
Length of the propped zone 267 ft
Length of damaged zone 2 (no damage here) 220 ft where
Thickness of damaged zone 3 (no damage for this case) 0.01 ft
Fractal exponent 0.25 s kﬁ\h
Reference permeability 2000 md Ap3 = W k - 97)
. NMeps 5 KF3
Reference height 250 ft
Reference length 250 ft
Reference porosity 0.45 3.4.3. Propped zone
Reference gas viscosity 0.0184 cp Similarly, for the propped zone, the diffusivity equation is expressed
Reference total compressibility 2.5x 10" psi~! by
3.0
e==== This model
Field gas rates
2.5 4
) \
(@]
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Fig. 26. Comparison between analytically simulated rates and historical data from the Marcellus-shale well.

17



J. Zeng et al.

kf:b app/l)? s _
v — —— =0.
Lkry Oyp WFszme

W

2
a9 Pprp2
2
0x3,

(98)

S}

Yp=

4

The flux continuity condition between this region and damaged zone
2 is given by

dap op
km% = kFZ% 99)
XD XD=XFD2 XD XD=XFD2

The pressure continuity condition between the propped zone and
damaged zone 1 is
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(108)

For the constant-pressure production case, the definition of the
dimensionless pseudopressure is different. The dimensionless rate of
that case is shown by
95 1 1
L —— (109)
qFt Dprp1j

drpj ‘xn -0 s
xp=0

where the subscript j represents the j-th hydraulic fracture and

f)pFDU‘ o is calculated by Eq. (107).

Since it is difficult to find a comprehensive simulator that addresses
all the features of the proposed model, the newly developed model is
degraded into a homogeneous ten-region dual-porosity model (ks; = kg,
i=23,4,5,6; 0 =0)with anideal gas phase, and is compared with
a published seven-region linear flow model (Zeng et al., 2017). The four
fracture sub-regions are used but the properties of these regions are the
same as the undamaged one. In this way, we can validate the 1-D flow

(102)

directions of the ten regions. If the assumed flow directions are correct,
complex fracture damage can be realized by merely changing the
properties of the four fracture sub-regions, which has no influence on the
flow directions in these regions. Besides, using damaged zone 3 to
address fracture face damage has been validated by comparing a simpler
linear flow model with numerical results (Wu et al., 2019). The input
data used for comparison of the two models are listed in Table 1. The
reservoir and fracture properties are selected from Zeng et al. (2017)
while the pore size of matrix is based on Wu et al. (2016b). Fig. 6

Pprmn }m:-w--m =DPprp1 L‘o:-w-m' (100) Xp=!
Solving Egs. (98)-(100) gives the solution for this region 3.5. Model verification
aﬁpf‘vz
—= =—-p By, 101
ox) . Pprp1 |XD:XFm/3’ ( )
where
k2 /@3 —kps /Arstanh| s (x1p—xppa)
exp( — VA2 xl"l.)l) — exp (\/ Q2 XFD1 ) EXP( —2\/ap sz) ,: \/\/;H,: \/gmh \/\/;(X:ﬂ:;
ﬁ3 =Var k2 /@3 —kps J/@rstanh| Jars (xip—xrp2)|”
exp( —VOr2 xFDl) + exp (\/(XFZ XFD1 ) exp( —2\/ap XF02> PP ST = Sp—"
S k s
Uy =—— — fk L (103)
FD2 7 F2
3.4.4. Damaged zone 1
Finally, the diffusivity equation of the choked region is
p ky 0P,y s
pFDI fsb O pfps _
- ——7P 1 = 0. (104)
0x5 kg Oyp ﬂFDlppwl

=D
=7

The flux continuity condition between the choked region and the
propped region is

op, ap, ;.
ke, I;pwl - l;pmz (105)
XDy =xepy XD Nxp=sxpp

And based on Darcy’s law, the boundary condition at the fracture and
wellbore interface is given by

9Pprpi _ 9 Thrlierdiey (106)
oxp xp=0 qr kpywehp

Solving Egs. (104)-(106) yields the dimensionless pseudopressure at
the wellbore

_ kpLvapi—pakin _ Y
5 ‘ g ﬂkrefh»'efd»‘qf + k1 v/ap+Pskra exp( 2v/ar XFD]>
PFDU =0 ™ _
» qre kpywrhpy/0g 1— kpLvapi—pskin exp< _ ZMXFD1>

)

kpiv/arp+pakp
(107)

where @p; is the flow rate of the j-th hydraulic fracture in the Laplace
domain, and
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demonstrates the comparison between the simplified model and the
published model. An excellent agreement has been achieved and five
typical flow regimes can be observed. The first flow regime is the frac-
ture linear flow regime with a half-slope. After that, a concave
matrix-fracture transient regime occurs. This is followed by the
quarter-slope bi-linear flow regime. Next, the flow regime turns into a
transient compound linear flow regime where the fracture interference
appears but the pressure wave generated by gas extraction has not
reached the outer reservoir boundary. Finally, the unit-slope boundary
dominated regime emerges. Therefore, the assumed 1-D flow directions
in these flow regions are correct. At the end of this paper, a field
application example will be given, which further ensures the reliability
of this model accounting for SRVs and complete features of shale gas
reservoirs with damaged fractures. There could be alternative flow di-
rections in these 1-D reservoir flow regions in extreme geometry cases. If
the following conditions are met, results with high accuracy, compared
with numerical results, can be obtained under current flow direction
assumptions (Stalgorova and Mattar, 2013; Zeng et al., 2018). (1)
¥y1 > 0.1y,: the half SRV width is at least 10% of the half fracture spacing
(Stalgorova and Mattar, 2013); (2) xp > 0.1x,: the half fracture length is
at least 10% of the half reservoir width (Stalgorova and Mattar, 2013);
(3) xe > 2y,: the half reservoir width is no smaller than the fracture
spacing (Stalgorova and Mattar, 2013); (4) hg > 0.6h: the hydraulic
fracture vertical penetrating ratio is at least 60% (Zeng et al., 2018). If
the fracture height and length are too small, the operation can be treated
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as completely unsuccessful and no further analyses are required.
4. Discussion of the results

This section focuses on discussing the impacts of SRV properties and
fracture damage on pressure and rate responses through a set of sensi-
tivity cases. The impacts of the SRV fractal exponent and the SRV size
with undamaged fractures are first analyzed. Then, single and multiple
fracture damage mechanisms are added and new type curves with
distinct flow regimes caused by specific fracture damage are docu-
mented. In sensitivity analyses, the undamaged hydraulic fracture
permeability and USRV secondary fracture permeability are 10000 md
and 30 md respectively. Hydraulic fractures are fully penetrating the
reservoir in the vertical direction unless we analyze the influence of SRV
height in specific cases. In SRVs, the maximal secondary fracture
permeability near the fracture face is 2000 md. Finally, this model is
applied to a Marcellus Shale field example with significant skin effects
(Nobakht and Clarkson, 2012), which further confirms the reliability
and validity of this model.

4.1. Effects of SRV properties

The power-law permeability variation is employed to describe the
intrinsic secondary fracture permeability distribution along the flow
direction (y-direction) due to the decreasing stimulation intensity within
SRVs. For fracture networks (or SRVs), the fractal exponent is from 0 to
0.5 according to Acuna et al. (1995). Fig. 7 shows the variation of SRV
secondary fracture permeability along the y-direction with different
fractal exponents. It can be seen that the permeability decreases along
the y-direction. When the fractal exponent is small (¢ = 0.01), only
marginal drops in secondary fracture permeability can be observed.
With the fractal exponent increases, the permeability reduction along
the y-direction becomes more noticeable. And the permeability drops
faster in the near-fracture areas (y < 20 ft). It is worth noting that the
SRV half-width here is 125 ft and the secondary fracture permeability at
y = 125 ft is still larger than that of USRVs (30 md). Fig. 8 depicts the
influence of the fractal exponent on transient pressure responses. When
the fractal exponent increases from 0 to 0.25, the average SRV secondary
fracture permeability decreases from 2000 md to around 250 md. The
pressure values become obviously larger from the matrix-fracture
inter-porosity flow regime to the end of the compound linear flow
regime. However, this dramatic permeability reduction only affects the
concave matrix-fracture transient regime in the derivative curve. This is
because the SRV secondary fracture permeability is still considerably
larger than the USRV fracture permeability (30 md) at & = 0.25. And it
does not significantly affect the later secondary fracture property
dominated regimes. When the fractal exponent further increases to 0.5,
the average SRV fracture permeability is close to the USRV fracture
permeability. Both the pressure and derivative go up except those in the
fracture linear flow regime and the boundary dominant regime. Fig. 9
shows that with 0 increases, the secondary fracture permeability of SRVs
decreases, resulting in a rate reduction after the fracture linear flow
regime and a later arrival of the boundary-flow regime.

Then, the SRV width, length, and height are changed respectively to
investigate the impacts of the SRV size at constant 6 (0.25). As shown in
Figs. 10 and 12, an increasing in the SRV size lowers the pressure and
derivative from the end of the matrix-fracture transient regime to the
beginning of the boundary flow. And this influence is more observable
when the SRV is relatively small. In this model, raising the SRV width
contributes more to the increment of the SRV because the SRV length is
larger than its width. In damaged zone 3 (thickness 0.01 ft), the sec-
ondary fracture permeability is also 2000 md because fracture damage is
not considered in Figs. 10-15. Similarly, as shown in Figs. 11 and 13, the
late-time rate responses are more sensitive to the increment in SRV
width when the SRV size is relatively small. In contrast, the variation of
SRV height mainly controls early to mid-time flow regimes. Figs. 14 and
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15 demonstrate that the increasing of SRV height reduces pressure and
derivative values and enhances productivity from the fracture linear
flow regime to the end of the bilinear flow regime. This is because when
we change the SRV width, the hydraulic fracture geometry and its
adjacent region remain unchanged. And if the SRV height varies, the
hydraulic fracture height will also change resulting in earlier influences.

4.2. Effects of fracture conductivity damage

As mentioned earlier, four possible fracture damage scenarios are
considered in this study. Fig. 16 displays the comparison among the
undamaged and different-level choked fracture damage cases. It is
shown that the existence of the choked section remarkably raises both
pressure and derivative values in certain regimes. When the residual
permeability of the damaged near-wellbore section is lower, the dura-
tion of this effect turns longer. In the heaviest damage case (0.01kf), the
original transient bilinear and compound linear flow regimes of Fig. 6
are replaced by a new transient concave regime before the arrival of the
boundary flow. For rate responses, as shown in Fig. 17, the production
rates move down parallelly when severer choked damage occurs except
for those near the boundary flow regime. And in the heaviest damage
case, boundary flow’s arrival is delayed.

Figs. 18 and 20 show the effects of partially propped or unpropped
sections within hydraulic fractures on pressure responses. Particularly,
we also consider the possible partially propped or unpropped section
(length 200 ft, x; = 100 ft, xp2 = 300 ft) in the middle of the hydraulic
fracture (length 400 ft) as shown in Fig. 18. This damage dominates the
pressure behavior from the mid-to-late time matrix-fracture transient
regime to the end of the compound linear flow regime. And the in-
crements of pressure and derivative caused by the fracture conductivity
reduction become more noticeable after the concave transient regime.
However, when the damaged section (length 200 ft, xp; = 200 ft, xr =
400 ft) is located at the fracture tail, the overall influence of this damage
is smaller, as shown in Fig. 20. Because it is a log-log type curve, the
duration of this effect is relatively long. By comparing Figs. 18 and 20,
one can conclude that the damage in the middle of a hydraulic fracture
results in a stronger influence on well performances even the fracture-
tail region is undamaged, which means the undamaged tail does not
contribute significantly to effective fracture length. Figs. 19 and 21
depict that the productivity is higher from the late matrix-fracture
transient regime to the fracture interference regime but drops faster
later with the reduction of conductivity damage. Moreover, in the
heaviest damage case, the duration of the fracture interference regime is
longer.

4.3. Effects of fracture face damage

Figs. 22 and 23 compare the performances of the undamaged case
and cases with various levels of fracture face damage. Note the sec-
ondary fracture permeability of damaged zone 3 is lower than that of the
USRY for all damaged cases. It is found that fracture face damage con-
trols the late fracture linear flow regime to the end of the matrix-fracture
transient regime. When the damage becomes heavier, the humps of both
pressure and derivative curves turn larger and the concave matrix-
fracture transient regime in the derivative curve moves down. For rate
curves, the influence of fracture face damage becomes more noticeable
when the residual permeability is lower than 1% of the undamaged one.
And this damage does not affect late-time performances.

4.4. Effects of multiple damage

The comparison between the undamaged case and the multiple
damage case is shown in Figs. 24 and 25 and the multiple damage case
here involves fracture face damage, choked fracture damage, and
damaged fracture-tail regions. Based on the features shown in Figs. 16,
17, 22 and 23, it is easy to diagnose fracture face damage and choked
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fracture damage. Nevertheless, it is difficult to detect the partially
propped or unpropped section near the fracture tip directly from the two
multiple damage curves. The properties of the partially propped or
unpropped section can represent the effective fracture length. Thus,
engineers can notice choked damage and fracture face damage from type
curves with multiple damage more easily than interpret the effective
fracture length.

4.5. Field case studies

Previously, the degraded model has been verified against a published
seven-region linear flow model and the new model with complete fea-
tures has not been implemented to interpret field data. In this part, the
proposed model is utilized in the history matching of the production
data from the Marcellus Shale (Nobakht and Clarkson, 2012). The well is
a 5000-ft MFHW with 10 equally spaced hydraulic fractures producing
under a constant-pressure condition. The reservoir and MFHW proper-
ties are summarized in Table 2. The SRV size (y1, Xy) is calculated from
the fracture complexity index (FCI) which is defined as the ratio of
fracture network width to its length (Cipolla et al., 2008). According to
Cipolla et al. (2008), the FCI normally ranges from 0.1 to 0.5. In this
model, the hydraulic fracture length is equal to the fracture network
length. As the actual SRV size is unknown, we assume the SRV width
(250 ft) is half the fracture spacing (500 ft) with an FCI of 0.24. The
matrix intrinsic permeability given in the literature is 90 nd. Therefore,
the input matrix pore radius of this model is 2.3 x 1078 ft (correspond-
ing matrix intrinsic permeability 93 nd). It is also worth noting that the
water saturation is 24% and the effective porosity for the gas flow within
the matrix consequently becomes 6.08%. Fig. 26 exhibits the matching
results with a reasonable agreement between the analytical computation
results and the actual gas rates. The natural and hydraulic fracture
properties are estimated from the field case. Choked fracture damage
and fracture face damage are identified, which is in accordance with the
description of the significant amount of skin of this case in the literature.
In this well-matched case, the estimated choked section within the hy-
draulic fracture is 33 ft with a 99.2% conductivity reduction. The esti-
mated thickness of the impaired fracture face is 0.01 ft with a 99%
permeability reduction.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, we present a new analytical model for MFHWs in shale
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gas reservoirs with SRVs and damaged hydraulic fractures. This
approach is verified against a published analytical model and field
production data. The solutions shown here are applicable for analytical
computation of well responses of general shale gas formations. On the
basis of this research, the following key conclusions can be drawn:

(1) The existence of the SRV can be a possible reason that makes the
type curve deviate from those of homogeneous dual-porosity
shale reservoirs. The larger the SRV fractal exponent is, the
heavier the SRV secondary fracture permeability drop occurs
along the y-direction and the permeability decreases faster near
the hydraulic fracture. The variation of the SRV fractal exponent
with large values affects more flow regimes than the variation of
the SRV width and length. The response from the variation of SRV
height is significantly different compared with changing its width
and length.

(2) The dominant periods of fracture face damage range from the late
fracture linear flow regime to the end of the matrix-fracture
transient regime. Choked fractures cause the most serious in-
fluences on the early-to-mid time pressure and rate responses.
And the partially propped fractures affect the regimes between
the mid-time matrix fracture transient regime and the boundary
flow regime. Choked damage and partially propped sections can
influence the arrival of the boundary-dominated regime. Both
choked fractures and fracture face damage can be easily identi-
fied from the type curve of the multiple fracture damage case.

The model that accounts for both the SRV and the complex

fracture damage is applicable for conducting the history match-

ing of field data. Detailed high-quality input parameters, such as
the SRV size and the fractal exponent, can improve the inter-
pretation accuracy of reservoir and fracture properties.
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Appendix. Derivation and verification of the modified Langmuir adsorption equation

According to Atkins and De Paula (2009), the following relation can be obtained for ideal gas

1
pV= gnvam =nRT,

(A-1)

where n is the gas amount in mol; v, is the root-mean-square speed. Similarly, the following relationship for the real gas can be obtained

1% 1M2
=—nmwv
PY=3

crms

= ZnRT,

(A-2)

where V. is the real-gas Z-factor corrected root-mean-square speed. Combining Egs. (A-1) and (A-2) yields

3ZRT

Verms = M

(A-3)

The relationship between the mean molecular speed and the root-mean-square speed is expressed by Atkins and De Paula (2009)

_ /8 |8ZRT
V=77 Verms = .
3n ™

(A-4)

Therefore, Eq. (27) is obtained. In fact, the Langmuir equation is a function of the mean molecular speed. Let we follow the derivation of Langmuir
(1918) to derive Eq. (28). When the gas is in equilibrium at the shale nano-pore surface, the rate of gas condensation on the nanopore surface is ua.6,
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where u is the number of free-gas molecules that strike the pore surface per unit time per unit surface area (the molecule-wall collision frequency per
unit surface area); a. is the fraction of molecules that strike the pore surface and then are held by the surface force; and 6 is the ratio of the bare surface
area to the total surface area. The adsorption on the nanopore surface only happens in the bare surface area and gas evaporation only occurs in the
surface area that is completely covered by the adsorbed gas molecules. The molecule-wall collision frequency in the molar unit per unit surface area
(mol/s/m?) can be expressed by Thompson and Owens (1975); Tan (2014).

slpr o P (A5)

where Ny is the Avogadro constant. The rate of gas evaporation can be expressed by v.0;, where v, is the rate of gas evaporation on the surface that is
completely covered by gas molecules in mol/s/m? and 6, is the ratio of the surface area covered by adsorbed gas molecules to the total surface area.
Therefore, in the equilibrium state, the rate of gas adsorption on the surface equals the rate of gas evaporation

ua.0 =00, (A-6)
and
0+6,=1. (A-7)

Substituting Eq. (A-6) into (A-7) yields

0, = AU _ \/anf/IZRT _ VZ ‘ (A-8)
Vet @ gt V2aMRT =+ L

By defining p; = v2zMRT ¥ in Pa, we finally have

p/VZ
9 =—"r"" A-9
"Nz (A-9)
p/VZ
Vige = Vi—-le——. A-10
=V (A-10)

The following two figures compared the modified model, the original model, as well as the ideal-gas model. The experimental data are from sample
2 of Yu et al. (2016). It is found that under a high-temperature condition (350 °F, Fig. A-1), the original and modified real-gas models match well with
experimental results. For a lower temperature condition (150 °F, the field case), the revised model results fall between two boundaries drawn by the
ideal-gas model and the previous real gas, g&odel, as shown in Fig. A-2.
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Fig. A 1. Comparison of experimental data (Yu et al., 2016) and the real-gas adsorption models.
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Fig. A 2. Comparison of the three models under the field case temperature.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.petrol.2019.106686.
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