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Abstract

There is a significant difference between shale reservoir and conventional reservoir. Under the cha-
racteristics of typical continental shale reservoirs in China, 4-parameter models and 9-parameter
models for porosity interpretation are established by using shale reservoir parameters and log-
ging parameters. Using the optimization algorithm, some important parameters are fitted in rea-
sonable ranges. These models can explain the porosity effectively when partial parameters are
known or unknown, and thus are a suitable method for the interpretation of the porosity of shale
gas reservoirs.
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Figure 1. Sketch map of simplified volume model
of shale reservoir
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Table 1. Input parameters and output results of 4 parameter porosity interpretation model
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Table 2. Input parameters and output results of 9 parameter porosity interpretation model
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Table 3. Comparison of prediction parameters and fixed parameters of 4 parameter porosity logging interpretation model
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Table 4. Comparison of prediction parameters and fixed parameters of 9 parameter porosity logging interpretation model
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Figure 2. Contrast between multiple regression log interpretation porosity
and core porosity
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Figure 3. Contrast between 4 parameter logging interpretation porosity and core
porosity
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Figure 4. Contrast between 4 parameter logging interpretation porosity and core
porosity
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Figure 5. Log interpretation section of J4 well
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Figure 6. Log interpretation section of J6 well
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