
 

 

 

 

 

  



II  

 

 

 

  



iii  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

©  Ali Hassan Al-Gawas 

2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



iv 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To my beloved mother, father, wife, kids and sisters. 

 

 

 

 

 

  



v 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS  

First, I am most thankful to ALLAH, the most gracious, for guiding me through 

every aspect of my life.  

I would like to express my gratitude to my thesis advisor, Dr. Abdullatif Al-

Shuhail, for his supervision, support and valuable guidance he has provided me. I would 

like to thank my committee members Dr. SanLinn Ismail Kaka and Dr. Khalid Al-

Ramadan for their support and positive critiques. I thank all faculty and staff of Earth 

Science Department in King Fahad University of Petroleum & Minerals for their support 

and encouragement through my enjoyable learning experience. 

Thanks to Saudi Aramco management for providing the data for this work and for 

giving me the permission to publish it. Special thanks for the management of the 

Reservoir Characterization Department, Gas Fields Characterization Division for their 

encouragement and support. Special thanks to Aus Al-Tawil, Mohammed Ateeq Al-

Ghamdi, Hatem Al-Hendi and Marwan Al-Thagafy for their full support.  

I would like to thank Brian Wallick for his support, patience, guidance while I 

was under his mentorship all these years. A special thank-you goes to Dr. Ismail Ozkaya, 

who gave me so much of his time. I could not have finished without you. Thanks to 

Weiqi Bai, Nicoli Garner & Ashraf Hussain, who contributed in many ways to the 

outcomes of this thesis. Thank you to Jan Buiting, Peter Crisi and Youness ElOuair for 

reviewing this thesis and providing me with their valuable feedback. 

Finally yet importantly, I would like to thank my parents, wife and kids for their 

support, encouragement, patience and prayers through all these years.  



vi 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS  ............................................................................................... V 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  ............................................................................................... VI  

LIST OF TABLES ....................................................................................................... VIII  

LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................ IX  

ABSTRACT ..................................................................................................................... XI  

ABSTRACT (ARABIC)  .............................................................................................. XIII  

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTI ON ..................................................................................... 1 

CHAPTER 2 SEISMIC FRACTURE PREDICTION  .................................................. 3 

2.1 Amplitude Variation with Offset (AVO) Technique  ......................................................................... 5 

2.2 Amplitude Variation with Offset and Azimuth (AVOA) Technique  ............................................... 9 

2.3 Ellipse Fitting Technique .................................................................................................................. 12 

2.4 Other Seismic Techniques ................................................................................................................. 14 

CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOG Y .................................................................................. 15 

3.1 Workflow  ............................................................................................................................................ 15 

3.2 Presentation of Results ...................................................................................................................... 16 

3.3 Validation ........................................................................................................................................... 16 

CHAPTER 4 GEOLOGICAL  SETTING .................................................................... 18 

4.1 Reservoir Description ........................................................................................................................ 18 

4.2 Structural Setting ............................................................................................................................... 20 

CHAPTER 5 SEISMIC DA TA ACQUISITION  ......................................................... 26 



vii  

 

CHAPTER 6 RESULTS AND VALIDATION  ............................................................ 30 

6.1 Results ................................................................................................................................................. 30 

6.2 Timing and Types of Fracturing and Faulting ................................................................................ 31 

6.3 Fractures from Borehole Images ...................................................................................................... 32 

6.4 Fractures from Well Testing ............................................................................................................. 32 

6.5 Fractures and Fault Overview .......................................................................................................... 33 

6.6 Regional In-Situ Stress and Critically Stressed Fractures ............................................................. 42 

6.7 Comparison of Fractures from Well Data and AVOA ................................................................... 46 

6.8 Comparison of Anisotropy with Other Seismic Fracture Indicators ............................................ 46 

CHAPTER 7 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION ..................................................... 53 

REFERENCES ................................................................................................................ 57 

VITAE  .............................................................................................................................. 61 

 

  



viii  

 

LIST OF TABLES  

Table 5.1 - Survey Acquisition Parameters. ..................................................................... 27 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



ix 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 2-1 Combination of different techniques to predict fractures (Treadgold et al, 

2008). ............................................................................................................. 4 

Figure 2-2 Reflected and transmitted waves generated by an incident P-wave. ............. 8 

Figure 2-3 The amplitude response versus incidence angle for a particular carbonate-

carbonate interface. When wave propagation direction is parallel to the 

fractures or if both layers are non-fractured then there is a little AVO 

response (red curve). When wave propagation is perpendicular to the 

fractures then a strong AVO response (green curve) is observed 

(Williams and Jenner, 2002). ....................................................................... 10 

Figure 2-4 a-b) The effect of aligned fractures on the elasticity and reflectivity of a 

medium. c) 2D AVO principle. d) AVOA principle (Hall el al., 2002) ...... 11 

Figure 2-5 Variation of AVOA computed from seismic data at top reservoir for a 

CDP gather (Neves et al., 2003) .................................................................. 12 

Figure 2-6 The AVOA curve-fitting technique. ............................................................ 14 

Figure 4-1 Map of the study area in Eastern Central Saudi Arabia. .............................. 21 

Figure 4-2 Stratigraphic column of rock units in the study area (Wallick and Giroldi, 

2013). ........................................................................................................... 22 

Figure 4-3 Unayzah-C appears as chaotic and  irregular with no or very weak 

bedding on borehole image logs.  The glacial shear zones mentioned in 

literature cannot be differentiated because of the high degree of 

heterogeneity but are marked by high Thorium in spectral GR logs. .......... 23 

Figure 4-4 Cross bedding in Unayzah-A from borehole image log of WELL-I. 

Dominant cross bedding azimuth is N100E. ............................................... 24 

Figure 4-5 A-EW seismic profile through the field. B- Cross section flattened at 

Arab-D level. ............................................................................................... 25 

Figure 4-6 Structure map of top of Unayzah-C member. .............................................. 25 

Figure 5-1 Source and receiver line and station configuration ...................................... 28 

Figure 5-2 Offset vs. azimuth rose diagram for a CMP bin in the study area. Note 

that an even distribution is reached if we used no more than 6,000 m 

offset. ........................................................................................................... 28 

Figure 5-3 Offset vs. azimuth distribution for a CMP bin in the study area. Note that 

an even distribution is reached if we used no more than 6,000 m offset. .... 29 

Figure 6-1 Unayzah-C anisotropy azimuth (top) and intensity (bottom) maps. ............ 34 

Figure 6-2 Unayzah-C display of long axis of anisotropy ellipses on structural 

contour map.  The lower map shows only the sticks with the E values 

greater than 1. .............................................................................................. 35 

Figure 6-3 Unayzah-A anisotropy azimuth (top) and intensity (bottom) maps. ........... 36 



x 

 

Figure 6-4 Unayzah-A display of long axis of anisotropy ellipses on structural 

contour map. The lower map shows only the sticks with the E values 

greater than 1. .............................................................................................. 37 

Figure 6-5 Examples of curvature (top) and coherence (bottom) maps (Unayzah-A). . 38 

Figure 6-6 Nonconductive fractures in Unayzah-A in WELL-H. Gray tadpoles 

represent bedding and pink tadpoles represent cemented fracture. ............. 39 

Figure 6-7 Few layer-bound conductive fractures in Unayzah-A WELL-L. Green 

tadpoles represent conductive fracture. ....................................................... 40 

Figure 6-8 A nonconductive reverse fault within Unayzah-A in WELL-K. Gray 

tadpoles represent bedding and pink tadpole represents small fault. ........... 40 

Figure 6-9 Fracture azimuths from borehole image logs in Unayzah-A ....................... 41 

Figure 6-10 Fractures and exclusion zones from well testing. ........................................ 42 

Figure 6-11 Drilling induced fractures. Gray tadpoles represent cross bedding and 

blue mark represent drilling induced fractures. ........................................... 44 

Figure 6-12 Breakout example. ....................................................................................... 44 

Figure 6-13 Maximum in situ stress direction from breakouts and induced fractures. ... 45 

Figure 6-14 Stress values and analysis of critically stressed fractures (GMI, 2010). ..... 45 

Figure 6-15 Comparison of fracture data from wells (top) and AVO (bottom). The 

lower map shows only the southern lobe of the field structure. The rose 

diagram at the top shows the strike of conductive fractures from borehole 

images. ......................................................................................................... 48 

Figure 6-16 Comparison between a) AVOA ellipticity b) AVOA ellipticity with 

values greater than 1, c) curvature and d) coherence maps. ........................ 49 

Figure 6-17 Scatter diagrams between ellipticity, curvature and coherence. .................. 50 

Figure 6-18 Coherence maps of Unayzah-A (above) and Unayzah-C (below). ............. 51 

Figure 6-19 Curvature maps of Unayzah-A (above) and Unayzah-C (below)................ 52 

 

  



xi 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

Full Name : Ali Hassan Mohammed Al-Gawas 

Thesis Title : Fracture Detection Using Azimuthal P-wave Amplitude Variation with 

Offset (AVOA) in a Clastic Reservoir, Eastern Central Saudi Arabia 

Major Field : Geophysics 

Date of Degree : May 2015 

 

 

 

The late Carboniferous clastic Unayzah-C reservoir in Eastern Central Saudi Arabia is a 

potential deep, low porosity, possibly fractured reservoir. It is a challenge for the 

geoscientist to map the top and bottom of the Unayzah-C reservoir due to low signal-to-

noise ratio (SNR) and limited bandwidth in the conventional 3D seismic data. A related 

challenge is to delineate and characterize fracture zones within the Unayzah-C reservoir. 

To overcome those challenges, 3D full-azimuth broadband seismic data were acquired 

using point receivers, low frequency sweeps down to 2 Hz, and 6-km patch geometry. 

The new data show significant enhancement in continuity and resolution of the reflection 

data, which lead to improved mapping of the top of the Unayzah-C. 

Since the new dataset has rectangular patch geometry with full inline offsets to 6000 m, 

amplitude variation with offset and azimuth (AVOA) may be effective to delineate and 

characterize fracture zones within Unayzah-A and Unayzah-C reservoirs.  The current 

study was undertaken to determine the improvement of wide azimuth seismic data in 

fracture detection, especially in clastic reservoirs.  For this purpose, the results were 

validated with available well data including borehole images, well testing and production 

data in the Unayzah-A. There are no production data or borehole images within the 
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Unayzah-C, and for validation we had to refer to a comparison of alternative seismic 

fracture detection methods: mainly curvature and coherence.   

Anisotropy was found to be very weak in both reservoirs, with an ellipticity ratio of less 

than 1, which may be due to noise, clastic lithology and heterogeneity of the reservoirs. 

Only a few locations have an ellipticity ratio of more than 1, which are located along the 

western steep flank of the study area. These may correspond to some potential N-S 

trending faults suggested by circulation loss and borehole image data in few wells. The 

orientation of the ellipses is NW-SE and is not in agreement with the N-S structural trend. 

No correlation was found between curvature, coherence and AVOA in Unayzah-A or 

Unayzah-C reservoirs. Some possible explanation for the low correlation between AVOA 

ellipticity and natural fractures are noisy dataset, overburden anisotropy, reservoir 

heterogeneity, granulation seams and deformation.  
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ABSTRACT (ARABIC)  

ϣЮϝЂϼЮϜ Ј϶Яв 
 
 

ЬвϝЪЮϜ аЂъϜЈϜмЧЮϜ ϸвϲв дЂϲ сЯК : 
 

 :ϣЮϝЂϼЮϜ дϜмжК аϜϸ϶ϦЂϗϠ ФмЧІЮϜ дК РІЪЮϜ) ϣϲϜϾшϜ Йв ϣтвϾтЂЮϜ ϣϮмвЮϜ ϣЛЂ дтϝϠϦAVOA ̪сϦϝϦТ двЪв сТ (
ϣтϸмЛЂЮϜ ϣтϠϼЛЮϜ ϣЪЯввЮϜ АЂм ФϼІ 

 
 :ЈЊ϶ϦЮϜ̭ϝтϾтТмтϮЮϜ 

 
 :ϣтвЯЛЮϜ ϣϮϼϸЮϜ ϵтϼϝϦ мтϝв2015 

) ϢϿузЛЮϜ егЫвC ХҶугК еҶгЫв нҶк ϣтϸнЛҶЃЮϜ ϣҶуϠϽЛЮϜ ϣҶЫЯггЮϜ БҶЂм ФϽҶІ сҶТ сжнҶϠϽЫЮϜ ϽЋЛЮϜ Ͻ϶Ϝмϒ сТ днЫϧгЮϜ (

ϣувϝЃгЮϜ ЍУϷзвм ХЧҶЇϧв ϝгϠϼм пҶЯКϒ еуҶуЛϧЮ ϝҶуϮнЮнуϯЮϜ бЮϝҶЛЮ ϹҶϳϦ йҶжϖ .еҶгЫв ЭУҶЂϒм ϢϿҶузК )C ЌϝҶУϷжϜ ϟϡҶЃϠ (

 пЮϖ ϢϼϝІшϜ ϣϡЃж) ̭ϝЎнЏЮϜSNR (ФϝГзЮϜ ЌϽКм  .ϣҶтϹуЯЧϧЮϜ ϸϝЛϠцϜ ϣуϪыϪ ϣувϿуЃЮϜ ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜ сТ ϸмϹϳгЮϜ рϸϸϽϧЮϜ

ϤϝтϹϳϧЮϜ евм  СЊм ̪ϣЯЋЮϜ ϤϜϺХАϝҶзв ϹтϹϳϦм ϢϿҶузК еҶгЫв ЭҶ϶Ϝϸ ФнЧҶЇЮϜ )C бҶϦ ̪ϤϝтϹҶϳϧЮϜ ЩҶЯϦ пҶЯК ϟҶЯПϧЯЮ .(

 ЍУϷзҶҶгЮϜ ϸϸϽҶҶϧЮϜ ̪ЬϝϡЧϧҶҶЂшϜ ϣҶҶГЧж аϜϹϷϧҶҶЂϝϠ ЙҶҶЂϜнЮϜ ФϝҶҶГзЮϜ ϤϜϺ ϸϝҶҶЛϠцϜ ϣҶҶуϪыϪ ϣувϿуҶҶЃЮϜ ϤϝҶҶжϝуϡЮϜ пҶҶЯК ЬнҶҶЋϳЮϜ

 пЮϖ ънЊм ϤъыϧϲъϜ2  ̪ϿϦϽкм6 бҶЪ  ϣтϼϜϽгϧҶЂϖ сҶТ ϽҶуϡЪ еҶЃϳϦ пҶЮϖ ϢϹҶтϹϯЮϜ ϤϝҶжϝуϡЮϜ ϽуҶЇϦм .ϱуϳҶЋϧЮϜ ϣҶЂϹзк

 пЮϖ рϸϕт ϝгв ̪ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜϢϿузК егЫв ев рнЯЛЮϜ ̭ϿϯЯЮ БϚϜϽϷЮϜ еуЃϳϦ )C.( 

 "ϣувϿуЃЮϜ йϮнгЮϜ ϣЛЂ етϝϡϦ" ϣузЧϦ(Azimuthal Amplitude Variation with Offset)  ϣЮϝЛТ днЫϦ ϹЦ

 СЊнЮХАϝзв ϹтϹϳϦм ϢϿузК егЫв Э϶Ϝϸ ФнЧЇЮϜ )A (ϢϿузК егЫвм )C еуЃϳϦ ϹтϹϳϧЮ ϣуЮϝϳЮϜ ϣЂϜϼϹЮϜ ϥтϽϮϒ .(

ЂϜм ϣувϿуЃЮϜ ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜ бϦ ̪ЌϽПЮϜ ϜϻлЮ .ϣуϦϝϧУЮϜ евϝЫгЮϜ сТ ̯ϝЊнЋ϶ ̪ФнЧЇЮϜ еК СЇЫЮϜ Ьϝϯв сТ ϥгЃЮϜ ϣЛ

) ϼϝϠфϜ ЭУЂϒ ϼнЊ ЩЮϺ сТ ϝгϠ ϣϲϝϧгЮϜ ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜ Йв ϭϚϝϧзЮϜ ϣϳЊ ев ХЧϳϧЮϜborehole images ϼϝϡϧ϶Ϝм ̪(

) ϼϝϠфϜwell testingϢϿузК егЫв сТ ϬϝϧжшϜ ϤϝжϝуϠм ( )A ϬϝϧжшϜ еК ϤϝжϝуϠ ϹϮнϦ ъ .( ϼϝϠфϜ ЭУЂϒ ϼнЊ мϒ

ϢϿузК егЫв Э϶Ϝϸ )C ФнЧЇЮϜ еК СЇЫЯЮ ϣЯтϹϠ ϟуЮϝЂϒ ϭϚϝϧж Йв ϝлϧжϼϝЧв ϝзуЯК дϝЪ ϭϚϝϧзЮϜ ϣϳЊ ев ХЧϳϧЯЮм ̪(

) Эϫв ϣувϿуЃЮϜ ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜ аϜϹϷϧЂϝϠcurvature and coherence.( 

 ев ЭЦϒ ϣϡЃзϠ еузгЫгЮϜ ев ЭЪ сТ ϜϹϮ СуЛЎ етϝϡϧЮϜ дϒ ϹϮм ϹЧЮ1Ϯϝж днЫт ϹЦ рϻЮϜ ̪ ̭ϝЎнЏЮϜ ϟϡЃϠ ̯ϝг

ϣуϧϧУϧЮϜ ЉϚϝЋϷЮϜм  ϣтϽϷЋЮϜЁжϝϯϦ аϹКм  ев ϽϫЪϒ ϣуϯуЯуЯкшϜ ϣϡЃж ϝлтϹЮ ЙЦϜнгЮϜ ев ЭуЯЦ ϸϹК БЧТ .евϝЫгЮϜ сТ1 ̪
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 сЮϝгЇЮϜ иϝϯϦъϜ сТ ИϹЋЮϜ Йв иϻк ХТϜнϧϦ ϹЦ .ϣЂϜϼϹЮϜ ϣЧГзгЮ ϢϸϝϳЮϜ ϣуϠϽПЮϜ ϣлϯЮϜ ЬнА пЯК ЙЧϦ сϧЮϜм-  сϠнзϯЮϜ

 ЭуЯЦ ϸϹК сТ ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜ ϟЃϲ сϠϽО ЬϝгІ нк РϻϳЮϜ иϝϯϦϜ .ϼϝϠфϜ евï  сЯЫулЮϜ иϝϯϦъϜ Йв ХУϧт ъ сЦϽІ ϞнзϮ

 сЮϝгІï  .сϠнзϮϽϫЛт бЮм ) еуϠ АϝϡϦϼϖ рϒ пЯКcurvature and coherence (ϣЛЂ етϝϡϦм  ϣувϿуЃЮϜ йϮнгЮϜ

)AVOA( сТ ϢϿузК )AϢϿузК егЫв мϒ ( )CϝϡϦ еуϠ ЍУϷзгЮϜ АϝϡϦϼыЮ ϣЯгϧϳгЮϜ ϤϜϽуЃУϧЮϜ ЍЛϠ .( ϣЛЂ ет

) ϣувϿуЃЮϜ йϮнгЮϜAVOA( ϣуЛуϡГЮϜ ФнЧЇЮϜм  пЯК ЭЦϝϫϧЮϜ етϝϡϦ ̪ϣувϿуЃЮϜ ϤϝжϝуϡЮϜ сТ ̭ϝЎнЏЮϜ ИϝУϦϼϜ ск

 ϟуϡϳϧЮϜ ϤϝЧϡА ̪егЫгЮϜ ЁжϝϯϦ аϹК ̪егЫгЮϜинЇϦм. 
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1 CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION  

Open fractures in low porosity media have a significant influence on the movement of 

fluid during production. In addition, they may provide additional limited storage for 

hydrocarbon. Therefore, the prediction of fracture position, orientation and intensity has 

become important in the characterization of tight reservoirs to optimize drilling locations 

and plan future field development. 

Fracture detection and modeling can be conducted using well data successfully in mature 

fields, but in exploration or newly developing fields with few wells, seismic data is the 

main and perhaps the only means to predict fractures. There are several different 

approaches to extract fracture information from seismic and each has been widely applied 

with varying degrees of success.  The objective of this thesis is to test the Amplitude 

Variation with Offset and Azimuth (AVOA) technique in a deep-seated clastic reservoir 

in a gas field in Eastern Central Saudi Arabia.  

One of the challenging tasks in Unayzah-C fracture evaluation is to map the top of these 

low permeability and low porosity sandstones due to low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) for 

very deep reflections in the seismic section. A related challenge is to delineate and 

characterize open fracture zones within the Unayzah-C reservoir to optimize drilling 

locations. Conventional narrow azimuth 3D seismic data used in the past have failed to 

resolve these issues due to limited bandwidth and low SNR from contamination by 
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interbed and surface-generated multiples, particularly for the deep-targeted Unayzah-C 

reservoir in the study area. In addition, the lack of full-azimuth information in the 

conventional seismic data has limited the analysis of fracture detection techniques such as 

AVOA. Now a new 3D full-azimuth broadband seismic dataset is available and our study 

is based on this new data. 
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2 CHAPTER 2 

SEISMIC FRACTURE PREDICTION  

There are several techniques for indirectly extracting fracture information from seismic 

such as measuring shear-wave (S-wave) splitting, AVOA, azimuthal variations in 

primary-wave (P-wave) velocity, and post-stack techniques such as coherence and 

curvature analysis. Historically, seismic fracture prediction has concentrated on S-wave 

data. The first to describe S-wave splitting caused by fractures from earthquake data was 

Crampin et al. (1980). Alford (1986) studied S-wave splitting and concluded that when 

processing S-wave data, azimuthal anisotropy should be taken into consideration to 

enhance data quality. He demonstrated that when an S-wave propagates through a 

fracture, it splits into a fast S-wave parallel to the fracture and a slow S-wave 

perpendicular to the fracture, referred to as S-wave splitting. Many studies of S-wave 

splitting have been done on S-wave data for fracture analysis (e.g., Lynn and Thomsen, 

1990; Lefeuvre et al., 1992; Thomsen et al., 1995).  

Unfortunately, recording and processing S-wave data is significantly more complicated 

and expensive than the acquisition of P-wave data. Besides, the S-wave does not transmit 

through fluid media therefore; they are not usable in offshore field studies unless an 

ocean bottom cable (OBC) survey is used. For these reasons, the use of P-wave seismic 

data has recently drawn greater attention for use in fracture detection and analysis. Many 

studies have been published on fracture analysis using P-wave data (e.g., Thomsen, 1986; 
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Rüger and Tsvankin, 1997; Al-Shuhail, 1998; Al-Hawas et al., 2003; Al-Shuhail, 2004; 

Al -Shuhail, 2007; Al -Dajani, 2008; Balhareth, 2009; Alqahtani and Al-Shuhail, 2013).  

A combination of different techniques is the best approach for achieving confidence in 

predicting fractures (Figure 2.1) since there is no particular technique that works best all 

the time (Treadgold et al., 2008). Al-Marzoug et al. (2006) showed a large variation in 

AVOA and a small azimuthal variation in P-wave velocity on two case studies in Saudi 

Arabia. They concluded that AVOA is more reliable than azimuthal variations in P-wave 

velocity for predicting anisotropy related to fracture presence. 

 

 

Figure 2-1 - Combination of different techniques to predict fractures (Treadgold et al, 2008). 
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2.1 Amplitude Variation with Offset (AVO) Technique  

 

When an incident P-wave encounters an interface between two layers, a portion of its 

energy is reflected and the rest of the energy is transmitted to the lower medium. The 

incident P-wave generates four different waves at the interface. These are reflected and 

transmitted P-waves and reflected and transmitted S-waves (Figure 2.2). Snellôs Law 

explains the angles of different wave-generated modes as a function of their velocities. 

Zoeppritz (1919) derived equations to explain the amplitudes of different wave-generated 

modes as functions of their P-wave velocity, S-wave velocity, density, angle of incidence, 

angle of reflection, and angle of transmission. The reflection coefficients are the ratio of 

the reflected wave amplitudes to the incident wave amplitude and the transmission 

coefficients are the ratio of the transmitted wave amplitudes to the incident wave 

amplitude. I will be discussing only the reflected P-wave case in this study.   

For a normal incidence P-wave, Zoeppritz equation for the P-wave reflection coefficient 

2 between two layers of densities ʍ and ʍ and velocities 6  and 6  of the first and 

second layer respectively is simplified to: 

2      (1.1) 

In the case of non-normal incidence, the Zoeppritz equations become very complicated. 

The complexity of the Zoeppritz equations has resulted in a number of approximations 

such as those developed by Aki  and Richards (1980), Ostrander (1984) and Shuey (1985) 

to simplify the relationship between the reflection coefficient and angle of incidence.  
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Aki and Richards (1980) simplified the Zoeppritz equation by assuming a small change 

in elastic properties across the interface between two layers and assuming that the 

incidence angle was less than the critical angle. The Aki and Richards (1980) 

approximation becomes: 

2ʃ ρ τ ÓÉÎʃ τ ÓÉÎʃ   (1.2) 

where  

ɝ6 6 6  

ɝ6 6 6  

ɝʍ ʍ ʍ  

6
6 6

ς
 

6
6 6

ς
 

ʍ
ʍ ʍ

ς
 

and 

ʃ
ʃ ʃ

ς
Ȣ 

Shuey (1985) modified Aki and Richards (1980) equation by expressing the properties in 

terms of Poissonôs ratio ʎ and ɝʎ. This led to a 3-term Shueyôs approximation of 

Zoeppritz equations:  
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2ʃ 2 'ÓÉÎʃ &ÔÁÎʃ ÓÉÎʃ  (1.3) 

where 

2      (1.4) 

describes the variation of reflection amplitudes at normal incidence (ɗ = 0°),  

' !2      (1.5) 

describes the variation of reflection amplitudes at intermediate offset (ɗ Ò 30°),  

where  

! " ςρ "     (1.6) 

"
Ў ϳ

Ў ϳ Ўϳ
     (1.7) 

and 

&       (1.8) 

describes the variation of reflection amplitudes at offsets approaching the critical angle. 

Shuey further simplified this approximation by assuming that the offset is small when the 

angle of incidence is less than 30° so the third term (F) will go to zero leading to:    

2ʃ 2 'ÓÉÎʃ     (1.9) 
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This equation is called the AVO equation. 2  is called the AVO intercept and ' is called 

the AVO gradient. The AVO equation explains the amplitude variation with offset for an 

isotropic medium. 

 

 

Figure 2-2 - Reflected and transmitted waves generated by an incident P-wave. 
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2.2 Amplitude Variation with Offset and Azimuth (AVOA) 

Technique 

 

For an anisotropic medium, the AVO equation (1.9) has to be reformed to account for the 

effect of anisotropy. Rüger and Tsvankin (1997) indicated that the effect of fractures will 

be seen in the AVO gradient, but will not impact the AVO intercept. They reformed the 

AVO equation (1.9) to compute AVOA as: 

2ʃȟה 2 ' ' ÃÏÓה ɼ ÓÉÎʃ   (1.10) 

for angles of incidence less than or equal to 30°, where 2ʃȟה is the reflection 

coefficient as function of incidence angle ʃ and the source-receiver azimuth ה , 2 is 

the AVO intercept. ' is the isotropic AVO gradient and '  is anisotropic AVO 

gradient. ɼ is the azimuth perpendicular to the fracture direction.  

If there is no azimuthal anisotropy then the AVO response will be the same for all 

azimuths. However, if there is azimuthal anisotropy then the AVO response will be 

different from one azimuth to another. Figure 2.3 illustrates the impact of a fractured 

reservoir over AVO and AVOA on the stack response (Williams and Jenner, 2002). 

Figure 2.4 illustrates the effect of aligned fractures on the elasticity and reflectivity of a 

medium and clarifies the 2D AVO and AVOA concepts (Hall et al., 2002). To clarify the 

concept of AVOA further, Figure 2.5 shows AVOA curves for a target horizon for a CDP 

gather for a range of azimuths. Notice the large variation in the AVO gradient with 

azimuth (Neves el al., 2003).  
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Figure 2-3 - The amplitude response versus incidence angle for a particular carbonate-carbonate interface. 

When wave propagation direction is parallel to the fractures or if both layers are non-fractured then there is a 

little AVO response (red curve). When wave propagation is perpendicular to the fractures then a strong AVO 

response (green curve) is observed (Williams and Jenner, 2002). 
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Figure 2-4 - a-b) The effect of aligned fractures on the elasticity and reflectivity of a medium. c) 2D AVO 

principle. d) AVOA principle (Hall el al., 2002) 
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Figure 2-5 - Variation of AVOA computed from seismic data at top reservoir for a CDP gather (Neves et al., 

2003) 

 

2.3 Ellipse Fitting Technique 

 

Grechka and Tsvankin (1998) were the first to apply an ellipse fitting technique in the 

field of azimuthal seismic anisotropy. To perform the ellipse fitting technique, equation 

(1.10) has to be modified using the polar coordinate system. Jenner (2002) obtained the 

following from equation (1.10):  

2ʃȟה 2 7 ÃÏÓה ς7 ÃÏÓהÓÉÎה 7 ÓÉÎהÓÉÎʃ (1.11) 

where the three coefficients 7 ȟ7  and 7  represent an azimuthally varying AVO 

gradient ellipse and ה is the source-receiver azimuth. Then equation (1.10) and (1.11) are 

related as follow (Al-Marzoug et al., 2006): 
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ɼ ÔÁÎ    (1.12) 

' 7 7 7 7 τ7   (1.13) 

' 7 7 7 7 τ7   (1.14) 

where ɼ is the minimum gradient (' ) azimuth from zero azimuth (north direction),  

'  represents the major ellipse axis and '  represents the minor ellipse axis (Figure 

2.6). 

Now we can measure the ellipticity (E), which is the measure of anisotropy that could be 

related to the presence of fractures by the ratio:  

%      (1.15) 
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Figure 2-6 - The AVOA curve-fitting technique. 

2.4 Other Seismic Techniques 

 

Coherence and curvature attributes are produced from post-stack seismic data that can 

assist the analysis of fracture detection. Coherence is a measure of the similarity of a 

trace to its surrounding traces (Sheriff, 2002). Therefore, the coherence along 

discontinuities decreases significantly highlighting structural fractures and faults and 

stratigraphic channels and reefs on the seismic data. Curvature is computed to emphasize 

the changes in shape of the surface corresponding to faults, fractures, folds and 

depositional features. 
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3 CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY  

3.1 Workflow  

 

The top of the Unayzah-C reservoir is mapped using the newly acquired 3D full-azimuth 

broadband seismic data. The mapped surface is used in the AVOA analysis to determine 

areas of high fracture potential area. The results achieved through the AVOA 

methodology should constrain the existence of fractures away from well control. 

The Unayzah-C reservoir was never mapped directly using the original conventional 3D 

seismic data due to contamination from interbed multiples, limited bandwidth, and the 

resultant low SNR. There was no seismic signature to define the top and base of the 

reservoir, because the seismic data were obscured by interbed multiples and random 

noise. As an alternative, the base of the Khuff carbonate reflection was used as a proxy 

for the top of the reservoir (Wallick and Giroldi, 2013). In addition, delineation and 

characterization of fractures have not been directly measured from stacked seismic 

amplitude volumes to date.  

In 2010, a new 3D full-azimuth broadband seismic dataset was acquired over the study 

area. The uplift in bandwidth and improved SNR are a result of improved acquisition 

parameters and include the use of point receivers allowing high-density wavefield 

sampling to 12.5 m, low frequency sweeps down to 2 Hz, and full-azimuth offsets to 

6000 m in a full-azimuth patch (Pecholcs et al, 2012; Wallick and Giroldi, 2013). The 
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acquisition parameters were designed to enhance imaging of the subsurface data and to 

reveal reservoir properties information. The symmetric sampling of the data is 

appropriate for offset vector tile (OVT) sorting (Cary, 1999; Vermeer, 2002), which was 

used in the processing workflow to preserve azimuthal information in the PreStack Time 

Migration (PSTM) gathers for AVOA analysis. 

 

3.2 Presentation of Results 

 

The AVOA technique was applied to Unayzah-C and Unayzah-A reservoirs and the 

results are presented as three fundamental maps: 

1. Ellipse long axis as sticks 

2. Anisotropy ratio as color code 

3. Anisotropy orientation as color code 

The results are also displayed on seismic profiles to show vertical anisotropy and 

orientation variation.  

 

3.3 Validation 

 

Seismic techniques do not provide direct fracture information but only indicators, which 

must be validated and calibrated with actual data. The two main parameters provided by 

anisotropy analysis are anisotropy ratio and orientation of the anisotropy ellipse at each 

grid location.  Borehole image logs provide actual fracture orientation and density and 

hence are the best means to validate anisotropy ellipses as fracture density and strike 
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indicators. Well testing is another important source of fracture information.  Well tests 

identify not only faults but also diffuse fractures and their permeability, porosity and 

matrix block size, which can be correlated with seismic anisotropy (Ozkaya, personal 

communication).  Wells with homogeneous matrix interpretation cannot have fractures 

within the radius of investigation. Initial productivity index is among several other 

fracture indicators and can be correlated with seismic anisotropy.  

Unfortunately, image logs and dynamic data are available only from the Unayzah-A 

reservoir, which is the main producing reservoir, and little or no well data are available 

from the Unayzah-C reservoir.  Therefore, it was decided to correlate fracture anisotropy 

results with other seismic fracture indicators such as curvature and coherence over the 

reservoir zone. The primary objective of coherence and curvature is detection of faults, 

but because faults are often associated with fractures, these methods could provide 

information of fault related fracture orientation and density variation. 

Several overlay maps were also generated, displaying anisotropy sticks along with rose 

diagrams from borehole image logs, anisotropy ratio, an overlay of homogeneous matrix 

wells from well tests for the Unayzah-A reservoir. Comparative maps were prepared 

showing curvature and coherence maps along with anisotropy maps for Unayzah-C 

reservoir. In addition to maps, the long axis of anisotropy ellipses were extracted and rose 

diagrams were prepared to compare with the actual fracture rose diagrams from borehole 

image logs. 
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4 CHAPTER 4 

GEOLOGICAL SETTING  

4.1 Reservoir Description 

 

In Eastern Central Saudi Arabia, the late Carboniferous-early Permian Unayzah 

Formation is underlain by rocks of the Devonian-Carboniferous Jubah Formation and 

overlain by the Permo-Triassic Khuff Formation (Melvin and Sprague, 2006). The 

Unayzah Formation is bounded by two major unconformities that separate it from the 

underlying and overlying formations. The lower bounding contact is the Hercynian 

unconformity and the upper bounding contact is the pre-Khuff unconformity (Melvin and 

Sprague, 2006; Melvin and Norton, 2013). The Unayzah Formation is widespread in the 

Greater Arabian basin and is subdivided into four members from oldest to youngest: 

Unayzah-C member, Unayzah-B member, Unnamed Unayzah member and Unayzah-A 

member (Melvin and Sprague, 2006, Melvin et al., 2010). All four members of the 

Unayzah Formation in the subsurface are bounded by depositional hiatuses (Melvin and 

Norton, 2013). In this thesis, I only focus on the Unayzah Formation over a study area in 

Eastern Central Saudi Arabia. 

In the study area (Figure 4.1), the Unayzah-C member is comprised of quartz-cemented 

sandstones that were deposited during a retreat phase of the earliest stages of late 

Paleozoic Gondwanan glaciation (Melvin and Sprague, 2006 and Melvin and Norton, 

2013). Figure 4.2 shows that the Unayzah-C member is underlain unconformably by the 
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Silurian Qusaiba member of the Qalibah Formation and overlain unconformably by the 

Permian Unayzah-A member (Melvin and Sprague, 2006). Following the glacial retreat 

phase, several phases of glacial advances, retreats, and re-advances of the ice sheets 

occurred (Melvin and Sprague, 2006 and Melvin et al., 2010).  During these phases, 

sediments were deposited and thrust over each other forming a number of stacked, low-

angle thrusted, push moraine features separated by distinct shear zones (Melvin et al., 

2010; Melvin and Norton, 2013). According to Melvin and Sprague (2006) and Melvin et 

al. (2010), the distinctive sub-horizontal shear zones in the Unayzah-C member have 

been observed in cores in several wells in Central Saudi Arabia and range in thickness 

from 2 ft to over 20 ft. These shear zone features have not been observed in the adjacent 

rock units (Melvin and Norton, 2013). The distinct shear zone features of the Unayzah-C 

member may act to compartmentalize hydrocarbon within the reservoir (Melvin and 

Norton, 2013). Unayzah-C member appears as a poorly bedded and very heterogeneous 

unit on borehole image logs (Figure 4.3)  

The Unayzah-A member is very different from the glacial deposits of Unayzah-C 

member and consists mainly of cross bedded eolian dune sandstones, which grade to fine 

grained ephemeral lake sediments toward the south (Melvin et al. 2010; Wallick and 

Giroldi, 2013). Unayzah-A member is divided into two sub-units. The lower unit is 

mainly sandstone deposits in fluvial, coastal plain grading to estuarine or shallow marine 

depositional environment. The Upper unit is mainly eolian sandstone. Figure 4.2 shows 

that the Unayzah-A member is underlain unconformably by the Carboniferous Unayzah-

C member and overlain unconformably by the marginal marine basal Khuff clastics. 

Unayzah-A member cross bedding is very clear on borehole image logs (Figure 4.4). In 
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contrast to Unayzah-C member, Unayzah-A member is very well bedded. Unayzah-A 

member is the main reservoir in this field.  Currently all the gas production is from 

Unayzah-A member and hence all image logs, well tests and other dynamic data are 

confined to Unayzah-A member. 

 

4.2 Structural Setting 

 

The study area is a small field at the SE corner of the giant Ghawar field. The field 

produces from clastic reservoirs Unayzah-A and Unayzah-C, but mainly in the Unayzah-

A reservoir. The field structure is an asymmetric anticline, with a steeper western flank. 

Tectonic evolution based on flattened seismic profiles demonstrates that there were at 

least three phases of deformation: one in Pre-Khuff times, one in Late Cretaceous, and 

one in Late Tertiary (Figure 4.5). The field consists of two dome-shaped lobes. The main 

structural high is in the south, which is the focus of this thesis (Figure 4.6). 
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Figure 4-1 - Map of the study area in Eastern Central Saudi Arabia. 
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Figure 4-2 - Stratigraphic column of rock units in the study area (Wallick and Giroldi, 2013). 
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Figure 4-3 - Unayzah-C appears as chaotic and  irregular with no or very weak bedding on borehole image logs.  

The glacial shear zones mentioned in literature cannot be differentiated because of the high degree of 

heterogeneity but are marked by high Thorium in spectral GR logs. 
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Figure 4-4 - Cross bedding in Unayzah-A from borehole image log of WELL-I. Dominant cross bedding azimuth 

is N100E. 
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Figure 4-5 - A-EW seismic profile through the field. B- Cross section flattened at Arab-D level. 

 

Figure 4-6 - Structure map of top of Unayzah-C member. 
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5 CHAPTER 5 

SEISMIC DATA ACQUISITION  

In 2010, full-azimuth broadband 3D seismic data were acquired over a gas field in 

Eastern Central Saudi Arabia. The acquisition survey design geometry was orthogonal 

with high-density wavefield sampling, point receivers, full azimuth, and a vibroseis 

sweep from 2 Hz to 94 Hz. The spacing of source and receiver lines was 125 m. The 

spacing of source and receiver group interval was 12.5 m. The patch consisted of 48 

receiver lines with maximum inline and maximum crossline offset of 6,000 m. The 

survey resulted in 46,080 channels at 960 channels per receiver line at a sample rate of 4 

ms with a record length time of 6 sec and a nominal fold of 9,216. Table 5.1 lists the 

detailed acquisition parameters for the survey and Figure 5.1 shows the survey layout. 

More information about the acquisition can be found in Pecholcs et al. (2012), Wallick et 

al. (2012) and Wallick and Giroldi (2013).  

For the AVOA analysis, the maximum offset was reduced from 8,500 m to around 6,000 

m in each bin to achieve the same maximum offset in all azimuths (Figure 5.3 and 5.4). 

This is an essential step to avoid errors in computing the fracture orientation and intensity 

due to uneven offset vs azimuth distribution. 
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Table 5.1 - Survey Acquisition Parameters. 

Spread type 
WAS-1 Single Sensor 3D - Symmetric Split-

Spread 

Number of active receiver lines 48 

Number of active stations per receiver line 960 

Number of traces 46,060 

Distance between source lines 125 m 

Distance between receiver lines 125 m 

Source station interval 12.5 m 

Receiver station interval 12.5 m 

Inline offset 

Maximum offset ± 6,000 m 

Minimum offset ± 6.25 

Crossline roll 1 receiver line after each swath 

Nominal fold 9,216 

Sweep length 12 sec 

Frequency range 2-94 Hz 

Recording sample rate 4 ms 

Record length, uncorrelated 18 sec (12 sec sweep + 6 sec listen) 

Record length, correlated 6 sec 
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Figure 5-1 - Source and receiver line and station configuration 

 

 

Figure 5-2 - Offset vs. azimuth rose diagram for a CMP bin in the study area. Note that an even distribution is 

reached if we used no more than 6,000 m offset. 
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Figure 5-3 - Offset vs. azimuth distribution for a CMP  bin in the study area. Note that an even distribution is 

reached if we used no more than 6,000 m offset. 
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6 CHAPTER 6 

RESULTS AND VALIDATION  

In this chapter, the results from anisotropy analysis are presented and compared with 

curvature and coherence in Unayzah-C reservoir and with image logs and well test data in 

Unayzah-A reservoir.  

 

6.1 Results 

 

Anisotropy azimuth and intensity are presented as color-coded maps in Figure 6.1 for 

Unayzah-C reservoir. The long axis of the anisotropy ellipse is displayed on a structural 

contour map for Unayzah-C reservoir in Figure 6.2 for all ellipses and for only the 

highest anisotropy intensity (values greater than 1). The same maps are displayed in 

Figures 6.3 and 6.4 for Unayzah-A reservoir. The maximum ellipticity (anisotropy 

intensity) ratio is 4.21 (421%) for Unayzah-C reservoir and it is 3.97 (397%) for 

Unayzah-A reservoir. Curvature and coherence attributes were also extracted for both 

Unayzah-C and Unayzah-A reservoirs for comparison and validation purposes (Figure 

6.5).  

In both Unayzah-C and Unayzah-A reservoirs the highest anisotropy intensity is located 

along the relatively steeper western flank of the field structure. Orientation of the ellipses 

looks very chaotic in both reservoirs. A key question to answer is how well the 

anisotropy captures the actual fracture density and orientation from well data. For this 
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purpose we examine the fracture relevant data first and then compare the results from 

AVOA analysis with well data in Unayzah-A, after that we compare curvature and 

coherence attributes with AVOA analysis in Unayzah-C reservoir. 

 

6.2 Timing and Types of Fracturing and Faulting 

 

Only one or two image logs cover some section of Unayzah-C reservoir, and no fractures 

could be identified. Image log coverage and almost all the fractures detected are in 

Unayzah-A reservoir. Most of the fractures encountered in image logs are nonconductive 

(Figure 6.6). They are most probably cemented fractures but some could also be 

granulation seams, which are common in clastic sediments. Granulation seams are 

actually fractures that are filled with sand and clay gouge and have lower permeability 

than in the matrix. There are also a small number of conductive layer bound fractures 

(Figure 6.7).  The cemented fractures may belong to the early Paleozoic or Cretaceous 

deformation pulses and the open fractures belong to the Late Tertiary Zagros orogeny. 

A reverse fault was interpreted within Unayzah-A reservoir in WELL-K (Figure 6.8). 

Total losses were encountered in WELL-L within Jilh and a reverse fault was inferred 

which extends down to Unayzah-C reservoir. The presence of reverse faults on the steep 

western flank and the westward asymmetry of the field structure suggest a compressional 

deformation during Paleozoic when the structure was first formed.  It is also possible that 

compression and reverse faulting was reactivated during the Late Cretaceous NW-SE 

Oman compression. 
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6.3 Fractures from Borehole Images 

 

Image logs are available only from vertical wells and very few fractures are encountered 

in these logs. There are a total of 23 fractures in 7 wells (Figure 6.9). Two of the wells 

have no fractures at all. A total of 13 fractures are nonconductive. Only 10 conductive 

fractures are present and these are actually very small layer bound fractures in only two 

wells (WELL-L and WELL-H). Fractures in WELL-A are not included since the few 

fractures intersected are within carbonate reservoirs far above the Unayzah-A reservoir. 

Even so only 13 very small fractures are picked in this well. 

The overall strike of conductive fractures is NE-SW and of nonconductive fractures is N-

S. Although fractures strike NE-SW and NW-SE in WELL-K, the small reverse fault is 

oriented NNW, parallel to the steep flank of the structure supporting the hypothesis that 

the western flank is faulted. 

 

6.4 Fractures from Well Testing 

 

Out of eight wells with well testing, only WELL-I intersects a fracture zone or small 

conductive fault. All the remaining seven wells are interpreted as homogeneous matrix 

wells, which means there cannot be any fracturing or fracture corridors within the radius 

of investigation of these wells (Figure 6.10). 
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6.5 Fractures and Fault Overview 

 

No total losses were reported in wells within the Unayzah formation. The latest 

simulation runs achieved a good history match without any fractures and faults within 

Unayzah-A reservoir. The image logs, losses and well testing suggested possible faulting 

on the steep western flank of the field (WELL-K and WELL-L). The only other well with 

fracture intersection away from the steep western flank was well WELL-I on the eastern 

flank.  The overall impression is that the Unayzah-A reservoir is not a fractured reservoir. 

This may be attributed mainly to the friable nature of the eolian sands. Borehole stability 

reports indicate sand flow, which means the sand is not well cemented and hence difficult 

to fracture. The mild structural relief could also be an additional explanation why the 

reservoirs in the field are not fractured. Compared to nearby Ghawar, this field is a very 

low-lying flat structure. 

It is difficult to assess the degree of fracturing of Unayzah-C reservoir but the overall 

structural configuration of the field and the heterogeneous nature of the reservoir also 

suggest the Unayzah-C may also be devoid of fractures, except perhaps along the faulted 

steep western flank. 

One additional drawback for seismic fracture detection is the dominance of 

nonconductive fractures. Even if the Unayzah-C reservoir was highly fractured, it would 

be difficult to detect the fractures from anisotropy if the fractures are mostly cemented or 

filled with sand-clay gouge. 
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Figure 6-1- Unayzah-C anisotropy azimuth (top) and intensity (bottom) maps. 
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Figure 6-2 - Unayzah-C display of long axis of anisotropy ellipses on structural contour map.  The lower map 

shows only the sticks with the E values greater than 1. 
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Figure 6-3 - Unayzah-A anisotropy azimuth (top) and intensity (bottom) maps. 
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Figure 6-4 - Unayzah-A display of long axis of anisotropy ellipses on structural contour map. The lower map 

shows only the sticks with the E values greater than 1. 
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Figure 6-5 - Examples of curvature (top) and coherence (bottom) maps (Unayzah-A). 
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Figure 6-6 - Nonconductive fractures in Unayzah-A in WELL -H. Gray tadpoles represent bedding and pink 

tadpoles represent cemented fracture. 
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Figure 6-7- Few layer-bound conductive fractures in Unayzah-A WELL -L. Green tadpoles represent conductive 

fracture. 

 

Figure 6-8 - A nonconductive reverse fault within Unayzah-A in WELL -K. Gray tadpoles represent bedding and 

pink tadpole represents small fault. 
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Figure 6-9 - Fracture azimuths from borehole image logs in Unayzah-A 
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Figure 6-10 - Fractures and exclusion zones from well testing. 

 

6.6 Regional In-Situ Stress and Critically Stressed Fractures  

 

Drilling induced fractures from various wells consistently has a NE-SW strike (Figure 

6.11). Similarly, breakouts are oriented in NW-SE direction (Figure 6.12). Both 

breakouts and drilling induced fractures indicate a NE-SW maximum in-situ stress 

(Figure 6.13). A total of 197 induced fractures and 14 breakouts are measured. The in-

situ stress orientation from borehole image logs of the Unayzah-A wells is consistent 

with the in-situ stress orientation derived by GeoMechanics International (GMI) in 

Tuwaiq Mountain formation in the region (GMI, 2010).  GMI also compiled data on the 

magnitudes of the present day in-situ stresses. Accordingly in the WELL-A: 
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Vertical stress is Sv = 153.2 lb/ft3. 

Maximum horizontal stress is Shmax = 206.7 lb/ft3. 

Minimum horizontal stress is Shmin = 134.6 lb/ft3. 

Pore pressure is Pp = 91.0 lb/ft3. 

With these data, the field falls within a strike slip tectonic regime (Ozkaya, personal 

communication). 

Present-day in-situ stress is important for two reasons. First, fractures that are nearly 

parallel to maximum horizontal in-situ stress are more likely to be fluid conductive. The 

second reason is the connection between seismic anisotropy and in-situ stress. In the 

absence of any fractures, difference in maximum and minimum horizontal stress may 

create seismic anisotropy because of micro cracks that form parallel to maximum in-situ 

stress.   

A GMI study in different reservoirs and wells including WELL-A, WELL-B, WELL-L, 

WELL-G and WELL-J failed to show existence of any critically stressed fractures in the 

area (Figure 6.14). This means fluid conductive fractures, which are the focus of interest, 

are unlikely in this field. This in a way supports the conclusion pointed by production 

data, simulation, well tests and available borehole image logs. Since WELL-A and 

WELL-B are on the steep western flank where faults are supposed to exist, the 

conclusion by GMI is discouraging because conductive fractures are not expected even 

within the potentially faulted northern flank of the field. 

 



44 

 

 
Figure 6-11 - Drilling induced fractures. Gray tadpoles represent cross bedding and blue mark represent 

drilling induced fractures.  

 
Figure 6-12 - Breakout example. 
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Figure 6-13 - Maximum in situ stress direction from breakouts and induced fractures. 

 

 
Figure 6-14 - Stress values and analysis of critically stressed fractures (GMI, 2010). 
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6.7 Comparison of Fractures from Well Data and AVOA 

 

A combination of borehole image logs and well test data suggests there are only very 

sparse conductive fractures in the field within Unayzah-A reservoir and these fractures 

strike NE-SW. There are two or three cemented faults/fracture zones; two of which are 

located within the relatively steep western flank of the field structure (Figure 6.15).  

These faults/fracture corridors strike nearly N-S parallel to the structural trend on the 

western flank. Unfortunately, neither the intensity nor the orientation and distribution of 

AVOA anisotropy ellipses reflect the fracture data from well data. The field is almost 

devoid of conductive fractures as indicated by well testing, image logs, and simulation 

results. For the limited number of conductive fractures, fracture strike from well data has 

no agreement with strike of maximum anisotropy direction from seismic data. 

Although there is some agreement with the concentration of high anisotropy on the west 

flank of the structure, the orientation of the ellipses is NW-SE, not in alignment with the 

N-S trend of structures and small nonconductive faults. 

 

6.8 Comparison of Anisotropy with Other Seismic Fracture 

Indicators 

 

No borehole image logs or dynamic data are available within Unayzah-C reservoir to 

enable comparison of anisotropy with well data. It was therefore decided to generate 

curvature and coherence maps and compare the results with anisotropy. Coherence and 
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curvature maps were also prepared for Unayzah-A reservoir to see how these attributes 

correlate with well data. 

There was no visual or statistical correlation between ellipticity, curvature and coherence 

(Figure 6.16 and 6.17). Although there seemed to be some visual correlation between 

curvature and coherence, no statistical correlation was found.  

Both curvature and coherence maps from Unayzah-A reservoir look very similar to those 

from Unayzah-C reservoir (Figure 6.18 and 6.19). Neither the curvature nor the 

coherence maps have any correlation to borehole image data from well data that suggests 

very sparse or no fracturing in the field within Unayzah-A reservoir. 
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Figure 6-15 - Comparison of fracture data from wells (top) and AVO (bottom). The lower map shows only the 

southern lobe of the field structure. The rose diagram at the top shows the strike of conductive fractures from 

borehole images.  
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Figure 6-16 - Comparison between a) AVOA ellipticity b) AVOA ellipticity with values greater than 1, c) 

curvature and d) coherence maps. 
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Figure 6-17 - Scatter diagrams between ellipticity, curvature and coherence. 
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Figure 6-18 - Coherence maps of Unayzah-A (above) and Unayzah-C (below). 






















