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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Oil reservoirs are nearing maturation, necessitating novel enhanced oil recovery (EOR) techniques
Foam ) to meet escalating global energy demands. This demand has spurred interest in reservoir
Nanoparticles production analysis and forecasting tools to enhance economic and technical efficiency. Accurate
gjrsfactant validation of these tools, known as simulators, using laboratory or field data is pivotal for precise

reservoir productivity estimation. This study delves into the application of nanoparticles in foam
flooding for mobility control to improve sweep efficiency. Foam generation can occur in-situ
by simultaneous injection of surfactants and gas or through pre-generated foam injection into
the reservoir. In this work, a series of systematic simulations were run to investigate how much
injected fluids can reduce gas breakthrough while also increasing oil recovery. Subsequently,
we analyzed the most effective optimization strategies, considering their economic limits. Our
primary objective is to numerically model nanofoam flooding as an innovative EOR approach,
synergizing foam flooding mechanisms with nanotechnology benefits. In this work, modeling
of nanoparticles in foam liquid was represented by the interfacial properties provided to the
injection fluid. Additionally, we simulated Water-Alternating-Gas (WAG) injection schemes across
various cycles, comparing their outcomes. Our results showed that nanofoam injection achieved a
higher recovery factor of at least 38% and 95% more than WAG and gas injections, respectively.
The superior efficiency and productivity of foam injection compared to WAG and gas injection
suggest an optimal EOR approach within the scope of our model. These simulated optimization
techniques contribute to the future development of processes in this field.

Hydrodynamic modeling

1. Introduction

Fuel price variations, greenhouse gas emissions, and technical improvements in renewable energy resources [1] have all con-
tributed to the expectation that fossil fuels will soon be replaced in the energy mix. This notion has also contributed to the belief that
there is no need for further development of new oil resources. However, the fact is that this argument is disputable since gas capture,
usage, and storage may assist in reaching CO, emission reduction goals while fossil fuels remain in the energy balance [2].
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Fossil fuels currently make up approximately 80% of the global energy supply [1,3]. In the next 50 years, global energy con-
sumption will rise in lockstep with global population, which is predicted to reach 9 billion people. Indeed, the International Energy
Agency (IEA) proposes that global energy consumption will continue to climb until 2050, with oil remaining the most important
energy source. The IEA forecasts a 21% growth in global oil demand over the next 30 years, accounting for 35% of overall energy
consumption [3,4]. This will necessitate higher oil and natural gas production. The objective of the oil and gas industry will be to de-
ploy new technologies and enhance existing ones to maximize oil production efficiency. Modern EOR methods, which are guaranteed
to improve oil production by boosting oil formation sweep efficiency, are expected to be mobilized to achieve that.

Foam injection is one of the EOR methods that is considered in this study. Foam is a non-wetting gas dispersion into a continuous
liquid wetting phase [5,6]. Surfactant or polymer solutions are frequently used as the liquid wetting phase. Because injected gases are
significantly less dense and viscous than formation oil and water, they tend to finger through or migrate to the top of the reservoir,
leaving a significant amount of reservoir oil unaffected [7,8]. As a result, foams are employed in gas floods as mobility control agents
[4,9]. They boost oil recovery by enhancing the effectiveness of the injection fluid in sweeping the bulk of the reservoir volume
while also increasing oil displacement. The foam might be created in situ or pre-generated on the surface before being injected into
the reservoir [10].

Despite the potential of foam as a gas mobility control agent, its metastability prevents it from being widely employed in pilot
projects [11,12]. Foam stability is a crucial problem when designing foams for EOR processes; hence, laboratory tests should be
conducted in conditions near the target reservoir as possible to understand how foam behaves. Nanotechnology has gotten much
attention in the recent decade for its potential to enhance various processes in the petroleum industry [13-15]. Oil recovery is one
of these processes. Nanoparticles have proven to be effective in injection fluids because of their ability to stay at the interface for
extended periods [14,16,17]. They have unique chemical properties that allow them to adsorb to the surface of rocks and change
their wettability. Also, due to their tiny size, they have little retention in the pores, allowing them to travel a considerable distance
in the pore throats [18,19].

Nanoparticles have been shown to be important in several studies, notably for enhanced oil recovery. Moradi et al. (2015) [20]
claimed that nanoparticle adsorption on the reservoir surface induced a change in wettability from oil-wet to extremely water-
wet, resulting in an increase in oil recovery in a water-alternating-gas injection scheme. Maghzi et al. (2011) [21] investigated the
effect of silica nanoparticles in polyacrylamide solution on oil wettability using a glass micromodel. When compared to tests without
nanoparticles, injection experiments with nanoparticles resulted in a 10% improvement in oil recovery. Similar results were achieved
by Yousefvand et al. (2015) [22], with an increase attributed to a change in fluid viscosity and wettability of the porous media.

Although they may be time-consuming, numerical simulation studies are essential to analyze the performance of injected fluids.
They may be used to estimate oil recovery in various reservoirs under certain conditions [23]. However, experimental investigations
in the laboratory are expected to demonstrate the technical viability of these processes before numerical simulations [23,24]. Fur-
thermore, experimental research will provide additional input data for the simulator, allowing for more precise predictions. In recent
years, reservoir engineering simulators have been widely employed in the industry for EOR operations.

Due to its ability to mimic flooding results and simulate complicated interaction processes of three-phase systems (i.e., oil, water,
and injected fluid) in small and field-scale media, CMG was chosen as the simulator for this study. Pandey et al. (2008) [25] used
a commercial simulator to conduct core-flooding simulation studies using the Mangala oilfield model to provide more information
about the various mechanisms and generating chemical flooding parameters for projecting oil production. Their results described the
complex dynamics involved in common EOR flooding processes and predicted the performance of the injected fluid with respect to
the reservoir. This was clear in their findings since laboratory data was matched to the oilfield history data.

A numerical study was carried out in Tunnish et el. (2019) [26] to match alkaline flooding experimental results to a pseudo-
sand pack model in a commercial simulator. A Cartesian grid structure was used to depict the sand pack model. The authors
effectively history matched the oil production, water cut, oil cut, differential pressure, and liquid production rate profiles. They
then investigated the effect of alkaline concentrations and oil viscosity on the recovery factor. Loaiza et al. (2020) [27] developed
a numerical simulation model for polymer and nanoparticle co-injection. Although their findings validated previously published
nanoparticle interaction processes, the conditions under which the simulator operated were not clearly explained.

To the best of our knowledge, there are no commercial reservoir simulators in the industry that can adequately simulate
nanofoams to estimate oil recovery. This makes predicting the recovery performance of nanofoams difficult. To overcome this
difficulty, in this paper, we report the development of a nanofoam simulation that includes the primary interaction mechanisms
responsible for the efficiency of nanoparticles in displacing oil from formations. As reported in our previously published papers
[28,29], the introduction of nanofoams has shown to be an effective approach to controlling gas mobility and improving volumetric
sweep efficiency. In this work, we aimed to validate our experimental data.

This paper also includes a series of flooding experiments utilizing nanoparticle-enhanced foams to evaluate secondary and tertiary
oil recoveries. We used numerical modeling to examine the potential of nanofoams for oil recovery in an unconsolidated heavy oil
field in Western Siberia.

An extensive set of screening tests has been used to explore the physicochemical behavior of nanofoams in our previous work
[28]. The information obtained was used as input for this investigation, and it was matched with the simulation model. A sensitivity
analysis study was conducted after getting a satisfactory historical match to explore the influence of nanoparticle concentration
on oil recovery. In terms of recovery factor and economic assessment profiles, the performance of the nanofoams was evaluated
systematically.
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Fig. 1. Chemical structure of Alpha-Olefin Sulfonate (AOS) surfactant.

2. Experimental and simulation methods
2.1. Materials

The foaming agent used in this study was an anionic surfactant, alpha-olefin sulfonate (AOS) surfactant, and the stabilizing agents
were silica nanoparticles. AOS (BIO-TERGE AS-40 KSB) was obtained from Stepan, United States as a dispersion with a 39% active
content. The chemical structure is given below (Fig. 1):

LLC Khimuniverse, Russia, provided nanoparticle dispersion with a 30.4 wt.% silicon dioxide concentration. Brine was prepared
with sodium chloride (N aCI, >99.0 wt.% pure, Chimmed, Moscow). Crude oil sample with density of 945 kg/m> was obtained from
the oil field. All reagents were used as received.

2.2. Preparation of foaming suspensions

Surfactant solution was dispersed in brine to achieve the necessary surfactant concentration. Since the AOS surfactant was already
in liquid phase, the following dilution formula (Equation (1)) was employed to calculate the required volume:

aQVi=GV, ¥

where: C; = initial concentration of solution; V; = initial volume of solution; C, = final concentration of solution; V, = final
volume of solution.

The brine solution was prepared by weighing the required grams of NaCl into deionized water. The nanosolutions were homog-
enized for about 2 hours at 500 rpm using a magnetic stirrer. The silica nanoparticles used in this study was also obtained in a
dispersed form, and so the same dilution formula used for AOS surfactant was applied. A precise and analytical balance was used
to determine the masses of all reagents (Mettler-Toledo, Switzerland). During foam stability testing, mechanical vibrations were
minimized as much as possible. In our experiments, the concentration of AOS used was above its CMC - 0.3 wt.%. The concentrations
of silica nanoparticles in dispersions were 0.05 wt.% and 0.1 wt.%.

2.3. Determination of interfacial tension

A Spinning Drop Tensiometer (KRUSS, Germany) was used to measure the interfacial tension (IFT) between reservoir oil and
foaming solutions at temperatures of 25°C and 70 °C. Prior to the start of the experiment, the calibration of the spinning drop
tensiometer was performed with a standard reference material (Water and n-Decane), and a value of 46 mN/m was obtained. This is
in agreement with many literature [30-32] reporting IFT values of 45.7, 46.17, 46.5 mN/m respectively. The spinning drop capillary
tube was filled with foaming solutions during the measurements. The dynamic interfacial tension was then determined by placing an
oil drop at the meniscus of the tube and setting the capillary speed to about 8000 rpm for all tests. The temperature was set as 25°C
and 70 °C and the chamber was allowed to attain the desired temperature before tests were started.

Depending on the shape and form of the oil droplet in the foaming solution, either Vonnegut’s equation or Young-Laplace formula
was used to calculate the IFT. Vonnegut’s equation is presented in equation (2) and Young-Laplace formula in equation (3).

Apw?r3
= 2
c 1 (2)
Apw? D3
=t - 3
c = 3

where: w, D, r, Ap are the angular velocity, drop diameter, drop radius and density difference between foaming solutions and crude
oil, respectively.

2.4. Simulation methodology

Prior to running the simulations, it was assumed that there were no chemical reactions in the reservoir and that the oil and water
moving through the porous media complied with Darcy’s law.
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Fig. 2. Reservoir model.

Table 1
Simulation input of reservoir model.

Parameters Values

Grid block size 28x24x14
Formation thickness 129 m
Reservoir top 721 m
Porosity 20% - 30%
Permeability 100 mD - 5000 mD
Reservoir pressure 7.9 MPa
Reservoir temperature 16.85°C

0il density 945 kg/m?
Oil viscosity 100 cP

API gravity 17.45°
Initial oil saturation 0.48

2.4.1. Reservoir model description

The model used in this study is from a section of an unconsolidated heavy oil field in West Siberia. The reservoir has a complex
geological structure, a high degree of formation heterogeneity, and a large gas cap. The primary pay zones (productive layers) are
found in terrigenous reservoirs with extreme vertical and horizontal discontinuity. Sands and thinly stratified sandstones make up
the reservoir formation, which is highly heterogeneous. The porosity varies between 20% and 30%, while the permeability varies
between 100 and 5000 mD. The reservoir model showing the grid top distribution is presented in the figure below (Fig. 2).

The characteristics of the formation are summarized in Table 1. The model has 14 layers with a total of 9408 blocks. This
study takes into account the simulation of gas, water, and foam flooding with and without nanoparticles with eight horizontal wells
comprising of two injectors and six producers. The relative permeability curves can be seen in Figs. 3a and 3b.

2.4.2. Grid refinement and upscaling
In order to reduce the computation time of the hydrodynamic model and the cost of computer RAM resources, grid refining and
upscaling were employed to reduce the size of the grids and identify average geological properties [33]. During grid refinement, the
layers of the geological model were combined into groups of smaller cells of the refined model. To make the upscaled simulation
model as accurate as feasible, the grids were adjusted such that the blocks replicate the heterogeneities on the scale of the block.
Upscaling, on the other hand, includes computing the comparable properties of the large cells in the geological model and
incorporating them into the upscaled model [33]. Since the list of these properties is very large and difficult to focus on all of them
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Fig. 3. Relative permeability curves (a) Oil-Water relative permeability curve; (b) Liquid-Gas relative permeability curve.
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Fig. 4. Porosity-Permeability distribution plots (a) before upscaling and grid refinement (b) after upscaling and grid refinement.

during upscaling, net-to-gross ratio was selected and at the same time porosity and permeability were controlled. This is due to the
model’s highly permeable interlayers, which are necessary for the grid formation of the model.

A simple volumetric average was used to upgrade porosity. The area to be averaged was selected and defined by A, and the
average porosity in the upscaled model is calculated using the expression in Equations (4) and (5) below [34]:

¥ =% [ o0ax “
A
In the same way, net-to-gross ratio, N was upscaled by the formula below:
, 1 /
=—— [ $(x)N()dx )]
f 4 d(x)dx 4

The distributions of porosity and permeability before and after grid refinement and upscaling are shown in Figs. 4a and 4b. Mean
errors were calculated as 3.48% and 1.47% for permeability and porosity, respectively.

3. Results and discussion

In this work, firstly, the model was validated by matching the cumulative productions during water flooding to field production
data at the same time intervals. Afterwards, water injection was simulated to be compared with CO, and N, gas injections were
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simulated. In order to mitigate the effects of gas breakthrough which was noticed during gas flooding, WAG and nanofoam flooding
were implemented as optimization techniques.

3.1. Validation of model through history matching

Fig. 5 shows an appropriate history match results between modeling results and field production data. The results are consistent
with standard rules-of-thumb, which state that the geological oil reserves of an upscaled model should not deviate by more than 5%
from the original model [33]. It is also important to compare cumulative oil and water production and make sure that simulated
results do not differ by more than 5% from field data. As it can be seen in our results (Fig. 5, deviations of our simulated results
of oil and water recovery factors from field data are 1.32% and 2.05% respectively. Also, Figs. 6a - 6f show the adaptation of each
producing well to the liquid production rates of the field data. Therefore, the bottom hole pressures were history matched.

3.2. Interfacial tension of foaming solutions

Nanoparticles have the ability to aid surfactant solutions in IFT reduction due to their adsorption at the interface and additional
interactions with surfactant molecules. It was observed in this work that when nanoparticles were added to the foaming solutions, the
interfacial tension (IFT) between oil and foaming solutions was reduced. As such, IFT was lowered from 0.77 mN/m in the absence
of nanoparticles to 0.53 mN/m in the presence of nanoparticles, as shown in Fig. 7. Moreover, by increasing the concentration of
silica nanoparticles in the solution from 0.05 wt.% to 0.1 wt.%, IFT was further reduced from 0.529 mN/m to 0.352 mN/m.

These findings suggest that nanoparticles can increase oil recovery by lowering IFT. Furthermore, as indicated in Fig. 7, increasing
the temperature from 25 °C to 70 °C led to increase of interfacial tension. This is because temperature has a negative impact on AOS
surfactant solubility in water [35-37]. According to Vatanparast et al. (2018) [38], the increasing trend of IFT with temperature
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Fig. 7. Effect of nanoparticles on the interfacial tension between foaming solutions and reservoir oil at different temperatures.
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Fig. 8. Oil recovery efficiency during water and gas injection scenarios.

might be explained by a decrease in the number of hydrogen bonds between the surfactant and water molecules. These results were
also supported by findings [35,36,38] where the hydrogen bonds number was found to reduce upon increasing temperature. This
leads to a change in surfactant solubility and surfactant becomes less soluble in water and shows a stronger affinity to the oil phase,
resulting in a higher IFT.

3.3. Flooding simulations

Prediction studies were performed using the history-matched model. A restart file was prepared in order to begin a fresh sim-
ulation run from the last simulation date of waterflooding (history matching). The new model loaded the previous simulation run
obtained for the history-matched model and started the simulation run till our target date. Four injection methods were investi-
gated in this study: water injection, gas injection, water-alternating-gas injection, and foam injection in the presence and absence of
nanoparticles. All simulations were run under the same set of constraints, with 6 producers and 2 injectors. Production and injection
rates were controlled by the last known bottom hole pressure during history matching.

3.3.1. Comparison of water injection with N, and CO, gas injection

Figs. 8 and 9a - 9c show the results of water, N, and CO, flooding simulations.

As it can be seen from Fig. 8, the comparative deviations of CO, and N, injections from water injection are 17.2% and 3.1%
respectively. This means that within the same period and operational constraints, N, produced 3.1% less oil than water, while CO,
produced 17.2% less oil. Thus, it is clear that water injection is better than both N, and CO, gas injections. This can be explained
by breakthrough of gas, which can be inferred from Fig. 9.

The efficiency of water and gas injection processes were further assessed using their mobility ratios. Mobility ratio for both cases
were calculated using the formula (Equation (6)) below:

K
M= riH2 6)
Kiom

where: K|, K,,, 4; and pu, represent relative permeability of displacing fluid, relative permeability of displaced fluid, viscosity of
displacing fluid and viscosity of displaced fluid, respectively.
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Fig. 9. Oil recovery efficiency during (a) water and gas injection scenarios (b) N, flooding and (c) CO, flooding.

Water, N, and CO, mobility ratios were calculated from Equation (6) as 15.7, 31.25 and 32.63, respectively. Although mobility
ratios of fluids are generally high in this reservoir due to the high viscosity of reservoir oil, however mobility ratio during water
injection is lower than during gas injection. This means that the gas viscosity is not high enough to withstand the flow of reservoir
oil, and the gas does not have enough sweep efficiency as it should. As a result, injected gas separates after a while and, due to its
lower density, rises to the reservoir top. This is known as a gravity override, and it causes the injected gas to break through early,
which is why water injection produces more oil than both gas injections.

It is important to note at this point that N, injection performs better than CO, injection. However, in some studies, [39-43] it was
reported that CO, gas injection has a better effect on oil displacement due to its favorable properties, which include miscibility with
oil at low pressures, high density, oil swelling, and lowering of oil viscosity. Nevertheless, experiments conducted in [44-48] pointed
out that because of its immiscible displacement process, N, gas injection is particularly successful in reservoirs with sufficient depth
and high reservoir pressure.

CO, and heavy oil are immiscible due to the heavy components of the oil. Therefore, the immiscible displacement mechanism
of N, injection proves to be the displacement mechanism, resulting in the production of more oil with N,, because the gas does
not fully contact the reservoir oil throughout the simulation. Similar results were observed in the study of Yuan et al. (2015) [49],
which reported a considerable increase of 40% in oil recovery in a fractured-carbonate reservoir using N, gas flooding.

Depending on the level of heterogeneity in the reservoir, Joslin et al. (2017) [50] demonstrated the effectiveness of nitrogen gas
injection over CO, gas via pressure maintenance when permeability value is low. The reservoir oil is heavy and so our prognosis is
that the gases were injected at pressures far from the minimum miscibility pressure. Therefore, they were not able to mix with the
reservoir oil and thus, miscible recovery mechanism was not possible. Several articles have demonstrated immiscible CO, and N,
injection in heavy oil reservoirs and immiscible NV, injection was a better oil recovery option.

In fact, in Vogel et al. (1980) [51] it was demonstrated that in comparison with immiscible CO,, oil volume factor and solution
gas-oil ratio decreased, and the oil density and viscosity increased when a black oil was contacted by immiscible nitrogen. The
authors further mentioned that as an immiscible gas, nitrogen will lower oil viscosity more than CO, because of its lower density
relative to carbon dioxide. So irrespective of the many importance of CO, to extract oil, it still needs to be injected at least near
MMP in order to be miscible with reservoir oil. In this study, we believe that gas injection was injected at a pressure that could only
enhance oil recovery through pressure maintenance and nitrogen injection does that better than CO,.
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Furthermore, a dead oil was used in this simulation study. Several works from James Sheng’s Lab have presented immiscible gas
displacement from cores with dead oil [52-54]. Their results demonstrated better recovery factor for nitrogen. This is in agreement
with our work as well as in Rezaei et al. (2014) [55], where CO, and N, injections were considered in both miscible and immiscible
displacement scenarios. The authors stated that in fact, when the injection rate of immiscible nitrogen injection was lowered, nitrogen
breakthrough occurs later which gives rise to an increase in oil production. Additionally, the authors explained that even if miscible
mechanism is used in CO, gas injection, it would only result in oil swelling and viscosity reduction which would ease oil mobilization.
However, immiscible nitrogen injection is required to push the oil to the producers in order to improve oil recovery due to its better
pressure maintenance mechanism.

Fig. 10 shows the gas-oil ratio (GOR) during gas injections. From the result shown, we can conclude that at the later stage of
injection, the injection gas breaks through. To reiterate, we believe that the injected gas is unable to fully mix with the reservoir oil
and just moves to the producing well. This is a typical challenge with gas injection operations due to their low viscosity and density.
Moreover, we can conclude from Figs. 9 and 10 that CO, caused gas breakthrough earlier than N,. As a result of this, the CO, gas
sweep efficiency was lowered, resulting in a lower oil production.

3.3.2. Influence of cycle period on oil recovery in WAG injection process

Water-Alternating-Gas injection is a usual process in reservoirs with problems that are associated with viscous fingering and
gravity drainage due to gas breakthrough during gas injection. WAG can be used to control the mobility of the fluids as the gas
follows a different path through the reservoir to ensure that both areal and vertical sweep efficiencies are improved. In order to
select the best WAG case for comparisons with other injection schemes, the WAG injection scheme was optimized using three
scenarios — repeated water and gas cycles at intervals of 1 month, 3 months and 6 months (Figs. 11a and 11b).

As it can be seen in Fig. 11, 1-month and 3-month cycles produced higher recoveries in N, and CO, respectively. This is due
to the improvement of the injection fluid mobility which caused a higher volumetric sweep. Another explanation for the enhanced
recovery with shorter WAG cycles is an increase in gas injection displacement efficiency combined with the improved volumetric
sweep by water flooding after gas injection. Although, WAG is not the best approach for early gas flooding breakthrough, it reduces
the gas-to-oil ratio (GOR), as shown in Figs. 12a and 12b. The increased viscosity of the injected fluid (water) is helps to achieve a
favorable mobility ratio, which stabilizes the displacement front and thus enhances the WAG displacement process.

Notably that the enhanced recovery can also be linked to gas trapping [56,57]. During the imbibition cycle, gas trapping might
cause some residual oil to be mobilized, resulting in higher oil recovery in the reservoir. Since the gas is confined during imbibition,
the flow is reduced, resulting in larger pore spaces for the oil to flow; hence more oil is produced.

The higher oil recovery during WAG is due to the contact of unswept zones by water, as well as the improved displacement
efficiency of gas after water injection. Due to the low interfacial tension between gas and oil, gas injection after water flooding can
displace more oil from pore throats that have not been accessed by water. This considerably improves the effectiveness of microscopic
sweep, resulting in better overall recovery.

Oil production is better enhanced when gas is injected intermittently for short periods i.e. 1 and 3 months. This is because these
periods are ideal for the gases and cannot reach their breakthrough within those periods. In a longer period i.e. 6 months, gas already
breaks through before water is injected and this defies the whole idea of optimization with water, hence less oil is recovered when
compared with 1-month and 3-month cycles.

3.3.3. Effect of nanoparticles on oil recovery during foam injection
An empirical foam model in CMG STARS was employed in this investigation. When foam is available, this model simply rescales
the gas relative permeability using a dimensionless scaling factor. Foam strength is represented by this scaling factor, with a maximum
value of one indicating no foam present. It is a function of numerous factors that can be used to describe various effects on foam
strength, including limiting foam strength, surfactant concentration, capillary number, oil saturation, and mobility reduction factor.
In order to simulate nanofoams, the effect of nanoparticles should be taken into account. Therefore, in this study, the effect
of nanoparticles on foam was modeled by simply altering the IFT values from each case. The main oil recovery mechanism of
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nanoparticles is reduction of interfacial tension. This is also in line with previously published literatures [58-61]. The IFT values of
foaming solutions without and with 0.05% and 0.1% nanoparticles were adjusted in the simulation model from experimental data
and run with the same parameters and constraints as gas and WAG injections. Figs. 13a - 13d show cumulative oil and gas production
when foam is injected with CO, and N, in the presence and absence of nanoparticles.

The difference between oil production during CO, foam and N, foam injection with the addition of 0.05% and 0.1% nanoparticles
can also be seen in Figs. 13a and 13b. This is primarily due to a disparity in their levels of stability. We investigated foam stability
with CO, and N, in our previous work [28]. The results showed that N, foams are more stable than CO, foams due to an increased
solubility of CO, in water. As a result, CO, may easily transit within foam bubbles, thereby increasing gas diffusion and causing
bubble disproportionation and foam instability.

In both cases, however, it is evident that the addition of nanoparticles to foam increased cumulative oil production. This can
be explained by a couple of factors discussed in our previous work. Particularly in this study, an increase in oil production can
be explained by a reduction in interfacial tension. Although, only the mechanism of IFT reduction was documented in this work.
However, the effects of nanoparticles are, in fact, not only limited to that. Various articles [62,63] have reported that the addition
of nanoparticles can enhance oil recovery by causing wettability alteration, effecting a decrease in capillary forces, creating a wedge
film (structural disjoining pressure) as well as maintaining the very high specific surface area. Although, the effect of nanoparticles
on wettability has not been studied in this work, it is considered as one of the explanations for increased oil recovery.

According to Wang et al. (2012) [64], increasing the concentration of nanoparticles up to their optimum value reduces the
interfacial tension and zeta potential of oil drops, hence improving dilatational viscoelasticity. Nanoparticles in heavy oil reservoirs,
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such as the one used in this study, can alter the pH of the reservoir and improve heavy oil recovery. Furthermore, we believe that
the higher density and viscosity of the injected foam aided the blockage of gas and liquid phases hence, gas and water breakthroughs
were minimized, as shown in Figs. 14a - 14d.

3.3.4. Strengths of nanofoam over WAG as optimization techniques for gas injection

The comparisons between the best cases of each optimization technique simulated in this study are shown in this subsection. As
a case study, the result of the polymer injection which has already been implemented as a pilot project in this field is also included.
The best oil production during the WAG injection process was obtained during the 1-month cycle and the 3-month cycle for N, and
CO,, respectively, as shown in previous subsections. Also, during foam injection, foam containing 0.1% nanoparticles performed
better.

Figs. 15a and 15b present and compare the overview of these findings. The results indicate the influence of combining gas
injection with a liquid phase to stabilize the displacing front by increasing its viscosity. This prevents the liquid and gas phases
from breaking through, resulting in increased volumetric sweep efficiency. In this way, oil production is enhanced. Although the
viscosity of the injected polymer is similar to that of the nanofoam, a significant difference can be seen in their oil recovery factors.
This suggests that beyond viscosity, there are other superior underlying oil recovery mechanisms of nanofoams, which have been
discussed in the previous section.

Although polymer flooding was out of the scope of this work. It is important to mention that the type and concentration of the
polymer slug used in the flooding process might have contributed to its low recovery compared to foam flooding. Another major
challenge with oil recovery during polymer flooding could be attributed to its high adsorption which is a common issue in carbonate
rocks [65]. During conventional polymer flooding, high salinity is a big challenge [66]. In fact, Zhang et al. (2007) [67] noted
that the recovery efficiency of polymer flooding is usually limited in the field when oil viscosity is more than 100 cp, salinity is
more than 100000 ppm and permeability is higher than 20 mD. Also in this field, oil recovery by WAG is expected to be lower than
waterflooding. However, it should not be lower than gas flooding. This is because WAG optimizes gas flooding and not waterflooding.
These arguments are confirmed by the results obtained and presented in Fig. 15.

Alternating water and gas injections over a period of time by changing intervals is a common technological method aimed for
improving volumetric sweep efficiency during gas injection. As a result, the improved microscopic sweep efficiency of gas injection
is combined the with efficient macroscopic sweep efficiency of water injection. This is a well-established method of improving oil
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recovery in formations with a lot of heterogeneity or a low dip angle [68]. The mobility of gas is lowered by the presence of the
water throughout the WAG injection process, resulting in a lower cumulative mobility ratio when compared to only gas injection.
Although water and gas are injected alternately to overcome fingering by increasing the viscosity and density of the resultant
phase, the result is an upward movement of gas and downward movement of water due to their density difference. This results in an
override, leaving a substantial volume of oil unswept. As a result, this does not appear to be the best solution because the injected

phases move unevenly.

In fact, previous works [5,69-71] reported that similar to gas injection, gas breakthrough is a regular problem during most WAG
operations. This occurs when the injectivity of the reservoir is lost or the pressure is not maintained properly. This will lead to a
loss of miscibility and, as a result, a reduction in production rate. There have also been reports of pressure profile redistribution
when injection is changed from gas to water and vertical permeability is limited. This is due to residual gas saturation following
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gas injection. Although, by optimizing the different parameters that come into play, such as WAG ratio, WAG cycle time, and well
spacing, this can be optimized [70].

Foaming the injected gas is a better option for optimizing gas injection to overcome the difficulty with gas mobility, as validated
by the results in this study with general comparisons presented in Figs. 16a - 16d, because the injected foam is homogeneous and
moves uniformly within the reservoir in such a way that it encounters a high flow resistance [72,73]. This resistance is usually higher
than the resistance of the individual foam phases. As a result, they are potential displacement fluids that can be used as gas or water
blocking agents in production wells. Gases, particularly CO,, generate unstable foams in typical reservoir conditions, hence they
are not generally used in field operations. This is why nanoparticles are considered as additives to foam liquids in order to act as
stabilizing agents.

Nanofoam flooding is a chemical upgrade of conventional foam flooding by introducing nanoparticles. Nanoparticles are added to
a liquid phase that already contains surfactants. The liquid phase is co-injected with the gas phase into the reservoir to generate foam.
As a result, the density and viscosity of the gas increase, thereby decreasing its mobility. Thus, the injected fluid takes advantage
of the promising advantages of nanoparticles combined with the benefits of surfactants. The addition of nanoparticles in the foam
ensures that enough particles are present at the gas-liquid interface to produce an impervious barrier that inhibits gas diffusion
between the foam bubbles. Similarly, interfacial tension reduction is an essential process in this case. Low IFT reduces the amount of
external force required to generate bubbles and facilitates the generation of fine foams, which improves mobility control [74].

3.3.5. Optimization of gas injection with nanofoams

Earlier results have shown that gas injection is not suitable in this field for a long period, due to gas breakthrough (Figs. 6 and
7). Hence, in order to optimize gas injection in this oil field, foaming the injected gas is an efficient method for optimization of gas
injection in this oilfield

Moreover, it is important to understand the economic limit of each process. In this study, economic limit was determined as the
point where the injection of a fluid can no longer recover oil significantly. In technological processes, it is much easier to separate
water from oil than gas. Therefore, a high gas-oil ratio is not favorable for oil production. This is better presented in Figs. 9a and 9b,
where the point, at which recovery factors meet, signifies the period at when equal volume of gas and oil are produced.
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Table 2

Summary of simulation results.
Oil recovery method Duration Recovery factor (% of OOIP)
Water injection (HM) 2.83 years  3.62%
Water flooding 10 years 10.95%
N, gas flooding 10 years 9.11%
CO, gas flooding 10 years 7.84%
N, WAG (1 month) 10 years 9.87%
CO, WAG (3 months) 10 years 10.98%
N, foam flooding 10 years 12.44%
CO, foam flooding 10 years 12.02%
N, nanofoam flooding 10 years 15.47%
CO, nanofoam flooding 10 years 15.25%

Therefore, in order to reduce this to the minimum, that gas injection will not be economically viable in this field for a long period
of time. This means that gas breakthrough is expected to set in after about five to six years and further injection of gas might not
lead to significant oil production. Although there are still oil reserves in the formation, gas injection could no longer recover oil.
As explained in previous sections, this is due to a lack of gas contact and miscibility with the reservoir oil, that result in a poor
volumetric sweep efficiency. This can also be attributed to viscous fingering and gravity segregation, owing to low the viscosity of
the injected gas compared to that of reservoir oil [10]. Furthermore, the injection fluid was no longer able to maintain the pressure
needed to recover oil from the reservoir, and so another enhanced oil recovery technique is needed.

In sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3, WAG and foam injection strategies were evaluated with the regard of optimizing gas injection to limit
gas breakthrough, and foam injection recovered more oil by lowering GOR and WOR. During WAG injection, oil recovery is only
maximal during the first WAG cycle. This is one of its limitations, because gas breakthrough is likely to occur in subsequent cycles
due to the gas trapping. As a result, foaming the injected gas is a solution to address this issue. By blocking specific zones, the gas
mobility factor can be lowered, resulting in a large delay in gas breakthrough.

Table 2 presents the recovery factors of the simulation schemes in this study:

From the table above, the comparison of the oil recovery methods simulated in this subsection can be seen. The results have
shown that foam injection is a better enhanced oil recovery method. Higher recovery factor can be seen with foam flooding than in
waterflooding and gas flooding. In fact, the recovery factor of nanofoam is almost twice more than that of gas injection for both N,
and CO,.

In this study, the aim of nanofoam flooding was achieved as the gas injection profile and sweep efficiency were improved. This
brought about an increase in recovery factor. Furthermore, foam fluid contains surfactant and nanoparticles, which can greatly
reduce the interfacial tension between oil and water and enhance oil displacement efficiency. Notably that, foam fluid has high
viscosity, which can improve mobility ratio.

4. Conclusions

The existing limitations associated with gas injection which include early gas breakthrough, viscous fingering, gravity drainage
and gas channeling have prompted the industry to seek the best and efficient methods of optimizing gas injection. This study further
builds on the proposition to implement nanoparticles in foam flooding. The simulation of nanofoams was examined in this article as
an optimization approach to prevent early breakthrough during gas injection. The following points can be highlighted based on the
findings in this work:

Validation of the model used in this study was accomplished by history matching of production data from an unconsolidated
West Siberian oilfield;

Oil production, gas production, reservoir pressure, and oil saturation were carefully assessed for each scenario based on exper-
imental data using the simulator’s foam model parameters, while the methods of grid refinement, upscaling, and optimizing
transmissibility, skin factor, and well bottom hole pressure were used to match field production data;

Foam injection provides important benefits by diverting gas channelling from preferential flow zones, otherwise known as thief
zones. As such, it facilitates the access and mobilization of unswept oil towards the producers.

Due to its advantage of blocking gas and liquid phases, foam can reduce early gas breakthrough thereby increasing cumulative
production of oil;

Through the mechanism of IFT reduction and increase in viscosity, nanoparticles can improve foam stability and hence increase
oil productivity;

The results from this study have demonstrated that nanofoams can potentially increase oil recovery by almost two times when
compared to gas injection.
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