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ABSTRACT

Gas-oil ratio (GOR) is the ratio of the volume of gas that is liberated from the solution to the volume of oil and this situation occurs
because of the pressure and temperature decrease to the surface condition (60 °F and 14.7 psi). When the reservoir pressure above
the bubble point pressure there is no prevailing free gas, however in gas cap reservoir and in solution gas drive reservoir which the
reservoir is depleted, reservoir pressure is going to decline and gas will come out of the solution, when gas is mobile, producing
GOR occurs. This study is conducted in Z field well X which is flowing naturally to the surface with the purpose to understand how
low increase of GOR has an impact on production rate and the optimum tubing size selection in well X. Thus, Vogel’s equation
method is used to compute the inflow of fluids into the wellbore by performing steady-state, multiphase flow simulator (PIPESIM
v2011.1). Case 1 with producing GOR 60 scf/sth, case 2 with GOR 90 scf/sth and case 3 with producing GOR 120 scf/stb and tubing
ID varies from: 1.751-in, 2.441-in and 3.068-in. The results indicate that when amount of gas-oil ratio increases production rate is
also going to increase in Z field well X and the larger the tubing ID the greater the production rate, in this case 3.068-in is the

optimum tubing ID based on higher production rate.
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1. Introduction

Production in oil and gas industry is defined as an activity
which include extraction of saleable hydrocarbons in the solid,
liquid or gaseous state (Peacock et al., 2015). Production
activity is to deliver oil and gas from underground to the
surface and into the downstream facilities through production
systems. Generally, there are two methods in production of oil
and gas such as: natural flow and artificial lift methods.

In the beginning of production phase, oil and gas will
flow naturally from reservoir up to the surface and these
naturally flowing wells have enough reservoir pressure or
down-hole pressure to reach suitable wellhead production
pressure and maintain an acceptable well flow in an
economical rate (Devold, 2009). However during the
production, reservoir pressure is going to decline causing
production rate not to flow in an economical rate, therefore in
order to do the optimization there will be a transition from
natural flow to the artificial lift method and Guo et al., (2007)
explains that to obtain high production rate of a well is to
increase production pressure drawdown by reducing the
bottom hole pressure with artificial lift methods.

In production phase, there are several problems that will
be encountered during production. Guo et al., (2007) states
that to enhance production it is crucial for engineers to
identify problems that cause low production rate of wells,
quick decline of the desirable production fluid, or rapid
increase in the undesirable fluids, therefore for oil wells these
problems include: low productivity, excessive gas production,
excessive water production, sand problem and for gas wells
these problems are: low productivity, excessive water
production, liquid loading, and sand production. Gas-Oil ratio
is the volume of gas which comes out of the solution to the
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volume of oil as reservoir pressure decline below the bubble
point pressure and solution gas-oil ratio is the volume of gas
dissolved at standard conditions in a unit volume of stock tank
oil at certain pressure and temperature (Kumar, 2008). GOR
has an impact on production rate mainly in oil production,
Pressure decline rate increase, production rate is also
increased in solution gas drive reservoir because pressure
decline rate generates larger super saturation and faster
nucleation that leads to more-dispersed gas bubbles. And
under field conditions pressure decline rate change with space
and time (Sheikha and Pooladi-darvish, 2009). Many studies
has been done regarding the effect of GOR and in this case,
the effect of producing GOR and optimum tubing selection in
Z field well X that is flow naturally is going to be taking into
account.

2. Literature Review

GOR is defined as a volume of gas (at standard condition,
60 °F and 14.7 psi) liberated from the oil (Ratnakar et al.,
2019). Basically in production, gas-oil ratio means the ratio of
gas that comes out of the solution to the volume of oil and this
situation occurs because of the pressure and temperature
decrease to the surface condition. Solution gas oil ratio (also
called gas in solution), Rs, is defined as gas dissolved in oil at
any pressure and temperature when it is taken down into
reservoir condition (El-Banbi, 2018). Solution gas oil ratio
will remain constant in undersaturated reservoir or when
reservoir pressure is greater than bubble point pressure
however when reservoir pressure fall below the bubble point
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pressure, gas bubbles and coalesce to form gas phase as gas is
mobile (Kraus et al., 1993). Instantaneous gas-oil ratio is
defined as the produced gas-oil ratio (GOR) at any particular
time is the ratio of standard cubic feet of total gas being
produced at any time to the stock tank barrels of oil being
produced at that same instant (Ahmed, 2012).

Tubing is relatively small-diameter pipe that is run into a
well to serve as a conduit for the passage of oil and gas to the
surface (Oil & Gas Glossary). APl acknowledges two tubing
ranges: Range 1 from 20 to 24 ft and Range 2 from 28 to 32 ft,
range 2 is normally used and shorter tubing joints (pup joints)
are available in 2-, 3-, 4-, 6-, 8-, 10- and 12-ft lengths with a
tolerance of + 3 in (petrowiki, 2015). According to APl 5CT
(2011), the range of tubing outside diameter (OD) from 1.050
inch to 4-1/2 inch and tubing inside diameter (ID) varies from
0.7421 inch to 3.9582 inch.

Gilbert (1954) in his study, he introduced Inflow
Performance Relationship (IPR) which is a basic necessity in
equipping and operating oil wells through measurement of
static pressure in the well and mass rate inflow of each liquid.
The Inflow Performance Relationship (IPR) curve is the plot
of flowing bottom-hole pressures versus the oil/gas production
rates at that pressure values (Mohamed and Abdalla, 2020).
Thus, IPR means fluids that a reservoir can deliver to the
bottom hole or flow rate of the reservoir to the bottom of the
well (wellbore). While Tubing Performance Curve (TPC) or
Vertical Lift Performance (VLP) also known as outflow
means fluids that a well can deliver from bottom-hole to the
surface with a specified wellhead pressure or what bottom-
hole pressure should be for each flow rate inside the tubing.

Pressure

Outflow

Inflow

Operating rate

Rate
Figure 1. System of nodal analysis (Lea, 2019)

The intersection between inflow and outflow is called
operating point which is the actual rate of the well that is
performed using nodal analysis. Nodal analysis for well
performance is based on the principle that a reservoir inflow
and wellbore outflow can be independently characterized as
functions of flow rate and pressure (Duncan et al., 2015). The
objective of system analysis is to combine the various
components of the production system for an individual well
to estimate production rate and optimize the components of
the production system (Beggs, 2003).
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There are several empirical methods that is used to
generate current future IPR: Vogel; Fetkovich; Jones et al.;
Richardson and Shaw; Wiggins; Klins and Majcher; Sukarno
and Wisnogroho (Daoud et al., 2017).

In a two phase flow reservoir, solution gas drive reservoir,
straight line method is known to have limitations in such a
reservoir thus, VVogel (1968) introduced an equation of a curve
that give a reasonable empirical:

Lzl—o.z(‘;—‘:‘f)—u.s(ﬁf

{Qo)max PI‘
Where:
Qo = Oil rate
Q max = Maximum oil flow rate, i.e., AOF
Pr = current average reservoir pressure, psig
Pwf = pressure flowing well, psig

According to Chang et al., (1986), three main reasons for
producing high GOR in a well are caused by gas underrunning
shale complexes, evolution of solution gas and gas coning.
Beliveau (2004) in his work explains that there are three major
factors that have an impact on gas-oil ratio (GOR)
performance such as gas-oil relative permeability curve, the
presence of initial gas cap and the strength of any associated
aquifer. Generally, once producing GOR occurs it has an
impact directly on production rate which can be one of the
reservoir driving mechanisms to push fluids up to the surface
as Slider (1983) in his work explains that when gas begins to
flow from reservoir to the well along with oil, the production
rate will increase during the initial phase as a result of an
increase of fluid viscosities in the reservoir. However,
Chukwueke et al., (1998) and Ivanov et al., (2016) argue that
GOR can suspend the production of the well, in reservoirs
with a thin oil rim below a gas cap, oil production can be
severely hampered by gas coning problems especially in
horizontal wells as gas coning and early gas breakthrough in
producer can lead to significant reduced of oil recovery and
the resulting early suspension of wells due to high GOR.
When producing GOR is too higher which equal or greater
than solution GOR can cause problem such as pressure loss or
liquid loading along the well which caused by the bubbling of
gas.

Tubing size selection plays an essential role in production
phase in order to flow fluids from the bottom of the well up to
the surface. Shadizadeh and Zoveidavianpoor (2009) states
that large tubing is good for the higher flow rate, low pressure
loss and lower fluid velocity desirable during the early life of
a well however, as reservoir pressure and flow rate decline,
large tubing may become less advantageous as liquid hold up
problem encountered, thus smaller tubing size maybe
necessary. And Nwanwe et al. (2020) argues that there are
three criteria for optimum tubing size (OTS) selection such as:
(1) the difference between the operating flow rate of the
considered OTS and the immediate larger tubing must be
minimal; (2) the considered OTS must be cheaper than the
larger tubing sizes; (3) the considered OTS must be able to
produce when the reservoir pressure drop to 75% of its
original value.
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3. Research Methodology
3.1. Data Collection

These data are quantitative data from Z field well X
which is located in onshore. Reservoir rock is sandstone with
the porosity of 20% and average reservoir pressure 4000 psi;
bubble point pressure 4250 psi; bottom-hole pressure 3500
psi; perforation depth 7800 ft and production rate is 1800
bbl/d; reservoir temperature 210 °F; tubing depth at 7700 ft
and ambient temperature is 80 °F.

3.2. Diagram Research

a). Methodological Approach

This study is carried out to understand how low increase
of GOR has an impact on production rate and to select
optimum tubing size in well X and in this case, higher
production rate is the parameter for optimum tubing size
selection. The required data for this study is the PVT data and
wellbore data from the well. Data used for this study is
collected from secondary data.

b). Data Pre-processing

Data collection is the process of gathering the data for a
particular purposes or to provide solution to the relevant
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questions. The tool used to collect the existing data from
research journal. The dataset were taken from journal that has
been published by the authors Sadeed and Al Nuaim in 2017.
Then these data is used to develop new approach which is to
analyze the impact of gas-oil ratio on production rate and
optimum tubing size based upon tubing specification in well
X.

¢). Data Analysis

Prior to the data analysis, the dataset was checked for the
missing data. Thus, variation of GOR includes: 60 scf/stb, 90
scf/stb and 120 scf/stb and tubing ID differs from 1.751-in,
2.441-in and 3.068-in to examine the effect of GOR on
production rate. The data then analyzed using PIPESIM
software and two phase IPR method or Vogel equation is used
to do the calculation.
The Vogel equation is preferred is this computation due to the
condition of the reservoir which is two phase flow (oil and

gas).

4. Result and Discussion
4.1. Nodal Analysis of Gas-Oil Ratio (GOR) Variation
with an Outflow 2.441 in

PIPESIM Project:
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Figure 2. Result of Nodal Analysis of GOR variation with 2.441-in

Figure 2. above reveals the result of nodal analysis of

inflow Gas-Oil ratio variation 60 scf/d, 90 scf/d and 120 scf/d
with a tubing inside diameter 2.441 in. During production,
nodal analysis plays an important role as an approach that is
used in oil and gas well to optimize the production rate
through the diagram of pressure-rate in a well. Result of the
nodal analysis shows that the production rate increases with
an increase in the instantaneous GOR, in this case, tubing ID
2.441-in with instantaneous GOR 60 scf/stb the production
rate is 2,796.99 bbl/d; when instantaneous GOR increases to
90 scf/stb the production rate is 2,957.49 bbl/d; instantaneous
GOR further increase to 120 scf/stb the production rate
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increases to 3,149.54 bbl/d. The low increase of GOR has the
ability to push more oil because of an increase in the fluid
viscosities which affect the velocity of the fluids itself to flow
faster up to the surface and Slider (1983) said that once gas
begins to flow the GOR increases rapidly and during the
initial phase of producing GOR, gas has the ability to lighten
the fluid density thereby it may increase the production rate.

4.2. Nodal Analysis of Tubing ID Variation With Each
Case of GOR (60, 90 and 120 scf/stb)
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Figure 3. Result of Nodal Analysis with Tubing ID Variation and GOR 90 scf/st
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Figure 4. Result of Nodal Analysis With Tubing ID Variation and GOR 90 scf/stb
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Figure 5. Result of Nodal Analysis With Tubing ID Variation and GOR 120 scf/sth
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Figure 3, 4, and 5 illustrate the results of nodal analysis which
is performed separately with tubing inside diameter variation
and each case of GOR in order to select the optimum tubing
size. Nodal analysis of GOR 60 scf/stb with tubing ID 1.751-
in the production rate is 1,874.80 bbl/d; tubing ID 2.441-in
the production rate increases to 2,805.77 bbl/d; and when
having tubing ID 3.068-in production rate further increases t
3,141.44 bbl/d. Production rate of nodal analysis with GOR
90 scf/stb and tubing inside diameter 1.75-in, 2.441-in and
3.068-in are:  1,951.91 bbl/d; 2,957.51 bbl/d; and 3,345.47
bbl/d. And the production rate of nodal analysis with GOR
120 scf/stb and tubing inside diameter 1.75-in, 2.441-in and
3.068-in are: 2,029.32 bbl/d; 3,147.66 bbl/d; and 3,589.33
bbl/d. Apart from the low increase of GOR, results of NA of
tubing ID variation shows that when tubing ID is larger the
amount of production rate is increasing and one of the major
factors cause this increase is higher pressure in the reservoir.
As higher reservoir pressure will cause higher velocity
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therefore when tubing inside diameter is larger, fluids will go
up with higher quantities by occupying the space of the large
tube than smaller tubing sizes and Nwanwe et al., (2020)
states that the operating flow rate will increase with increase
in tubing size as a result of decrease in frictional pressure
loss. And in order to boost the production rate it is good to
have larger tubing size which lead to high quantities of
production in a certain time. However, there are several
controversies among authors regarding the tubing size
selection as Belyadi et al. (2019) argues that having the
larger than necessary tubing size can cause a faster need for
using artificial lift as a result of pressure decline in a well
which cause production rate to become uneconomical.
Furthermore, having larger tubing size in a well will cause oil
production to reach its peak earlier and shorter lifetime
production.

Table 1. Comparison of Each Case of GOR on Production Rate with Each Tubing id Using Nodal Analysis

g 12 GOR 60 scf/stb
1.751-in 1,874.80 bbl/d
2.441-in 2.805.77 bbl/d
3.068-in 3.141.44 bbl/d

Table 1 above illustrates the comparison of production rate
with each case of gas-oil ratio and tubing inside diameter in
which comparison of production rate of GOR 60 scf/stb, 90
scf/stb and 120 scf/stb with each tubing ID of 1.751-in, 2.441-
in and 3.068-in. when GOR increase from 60 scf/stb to 90
scf/stb with tubing size 1,751-in the production rate increases
form 1,874.80 bbl/d to 1,951.91 bbl/d and when GOR further
increases to 120 scf/stb with the same tubing size the
production rate goes up more to 2,029.32 bbl/d and upon this,
production rate increases respectively with increasing GOR.
And based on table 1 the production increases with larger
tubing in which replacing 1.751-in to 2.441-in with GOR 60
scf/stb the production rate increases from 1,874.80 bbl/d to
2,805.77 bbl/d and when having 3.068-in with the same
producing GOR, production rate increases more to 3,141.44
bbl/d and production rate increases respectively with
increasing GOR and larger tubing size. According to Makinde
(2017) producing GOR occurs due to reservoir pressure
decline below the bubble point and gas saturation start to
forming “GOR hill” at that time gas is not mobile yet however
when critical gas saturation is reached gas can flow or gas
evolution accelerates and producing GOR starts to increase
rapidly. The result of sensitivity analysis proves that low
increase of GOR 60 to 120 scf/stb cause the production rate to
increase and the larger the tubing size of each case of GOR
causes an increase in production rate therefore 3.068-in is the
optimum tubing size based on higher production rate.
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Production Rate

GOR 90 scf/stb  GOR 120 scf/stb

1,951.91 bbl/d 2,029.32 bbl/d
2,957.51 bbl/d 3,147.66 bbl/d
3,345.47 bbl/d 3,589.33 bbl/d

5. Conclusion and Recommendation
5.1. Conclusion

The conclusion of this study as the following:

a) The result of the sensitivity analysis reveals that low
increase of GOR production add some value to the
production of oil by increase the velocity of fluids from
reservoir up to the well head. And no doubt that producing
GOR occurs when reservoir pressure decline below the
bubble point pressure;

b) In addition, the result of tubing size selection indicates
that larger tubing produce higher production rate in
which caused by strong reservoir pressure to carry
fluids along the tubing to the wellhead;

c) And finally through this study by conducting
simulation of PIPESIM software can provide new
insight about the effect of GOR on production rate in
two phase flow reservoir and the optimum tubing size
selection.

5.2. Recommendation

The effect of Gas-Oil Ratio and the tubing size selection in
this study which is done in Z field well X has limitation
because only focus on higher production rate to be considered
as the optimum tubing size. Therefore, suggestions for research
in the future to put into consideration pressure loss across the
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perforation zone, pressure loss in the tubing, the lifetime Kraus, W. P., McCaffrey, W. J. and Boyd, G. W.
production of the well, and correlations for solution gas drive (1993). Pseudo-Bubble Point Model for Foamy Oils’,

reservoir.
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Appendix
Table 1. Data of nodal analysis Gas Oil Ratio variation with tubing ID 2.441-in
Stodk tank h:quili Pressurz at NA | Stock-tank liquid at Pressureat NA | Stock-tank liquid at | Pressurzat NA | Stock-tank liquidat | Pressurzat NA | Stock-tank liquid at .
“ E;i;‘m point NA point (STB/S) Point NA point (STB/d) Point NA point (STB/S) Poiat N point (STBig) | Tressuee at NA Peiat
Operating Point | Operating Point | Inflow: 60 sef'sbbl | Inflow: 60 scf'sbbl  [Inflow: 90 sef/'sbbl | Inflow: 90 scf'sbbl |Inflow: 120 sef'sbbl | Inflow: 120 scf/sbbl |Qutflow: ID 2.441 ins| Cutflow: ID 2.441 ing
2.797.00 3.194.03 84,5206 84,5296 397101 84,5206 397111 16,1513 3.077.73
295749 314239 2340587 264.0897 3.930.18 276,0027 3.926,98 461,0864 3.060.12
3.140.34 3.079.61 4233879 4436498 3.882.07 467.6539 3.875.59 1.128.49 3.068.69
162,6462 802,7701 3.784.22 830,7822 3.770.97 1.795,89 3.103.10
1.101,70 1.161.89 3.684.00 1.233.91 3.663.73
144076 152101 338151 161703 355364
1.779.82 1.880.13 347628 2.000,16 344048
2.118,88 223925 3.368.19 238329 3.323,98 3.081.63 321126
203749 314230 30082 343404
3.503.99 2.960.74 3.644.42 291249 3.812.47 285383 3 3.761.33
421099 271031 433136 2.663.94 447539 261177 1.226.88 3.963.28
491798 2439.06 5.01829 239849 513832 134018 §.350.23 4.308.66
5.624.08 213085 570522 2103,72 580105 205,81 230840 474496
6.331.97 1.802,07 6.392.16 1.770.99 6.464.17 1.733.24 10.347.30 3.028.77
7.038.97 140331 1.380.29 1.340.90 11.470,63 549713
130246 1.172,00 1.130,61 1.124.63 1221955 583183
1.743.96 9003311 1.766.02 8833143 862,673 13.342.89 637113
8.098.46 361,2633 8.109.49 330,437 $.121.49 336,463 14.466.24 6.936.18
827621 341,5938 §.281.22 334034 §.281.22 326.4046 15.140.23 1.329.68
845296 40,031 $.432.96 40031 845296 40,031 16.151.27 193354
Table 2. Data of nodal analysis tubing inside diameter variation with Gas-Oil Ratio 60 scf/STB
Smck-tmkh:quid Pressure at NA| Stock-tank hquid at | Pressureat NA | Stock-tank liquid at | Stock-tank liquid at .| Stock-tank liquid at .
at ;1:;;;111[ point NA point (STB) Pt NA paint (STB/0) Pressure at NA Point NA poict (STB) Pressure at NA Point NA point (STB9) Pressure at NA Point
Operating Point |Operating Poin{Inflow: 60 scfizbbl |Inflow: 60 sefisbbl | outflow: ID 1.731 ins|outflow: ID 1.731 ins|outflow: ID 2.441 ins|outflow: ID 2.441 ins| Outflow: ID 3.068 ing| Outflow: ID 3.068 ing
1.874.80 347786 843277 3977 6,6277 307783 16,0644 307801 204549 30784
280378 31014 3083118 301838 303,335 30734 4624183 3.060.16 127425 304734
EALIEE) 308228 32,0939 385807 484 8799 300053 L1393 306881
9796641 37320 733,9968 313021 1.801.48 310331 482330 315047
142123 360853 120226 323476 BRERE) 3240
1.874.80 347186 147128 33100 363433 330564 135159 3.343.36
234020 3333 1.874.80 347786 416346 33813 836203 343687
217398 361548 492716 33025 0.877.68 3.398.19
263526 3.868,18 343629 362033 1139334 3.783.08
3.80336 283636 309133 416107 6.199.99 379780 13.666.82 411438
446927 261400 3.365.30 433664 6.963.69 398549 1467126 427084
SREERL] 235131 35 4680,78 8.10023 431879 16.19291 45409
BREIAS! 206112 4300 508246 038206 474011 17.708.37 483032
646102 173491 430598 MU 10.145.76 5L 1998203 iy
1149 135128 401663 5.77003 1120131 R 2149970 366381
743690 112587 319039 6.074 19 12.0355,00 581846 2377118 62424
7788 83 863 6303 3.601,04 6.36237 13.200.33 6.36403 24.680.38 6.490 61
812081 3372364 6.011,69 108046 1434610 6.960.48 26.04467 6.88097
828679 3270014 6.238,08 14509 13.033.42 1344 2740873 119393
8435277 404346 6.627.66 193334 16.064.41 1933 2043439 1933
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Table 3. Data of nodal analysis tubing inside diameter variation with Gas-Oil Ratio 90 scf/STB

Stock-tank liquid | Pressure at NA |Stock-tank liquid at| Pressureat NA | Stock-tank liquid af | Stock-tank liquid at .| Stock-tank liquid at .

A NAD oiit poit NA poin (SE%I’B.' 9 Point NA poin (SqI'B.'d) Pressure at NA Point NA poin [SqI’B.'d) Pressure at NA Point NA point (SE%I’BC 9 Pressure at NA Point
Operating Point | Operating Point|Inflow: 30 sef/sbbl | Inflow: 90 sef/sbbl |outflow: ID 1.731 ins |outflow: ID 1.751 ins |outflow: ID 2441 ins|outflow: ID 2441 ins|Qutflow: ID 3.068 ins | Outflow: ID 3.068 ins

195191 345401 843274 39T 6,847 3.039,78 16,1715 3.039.8 20,3866 306043

295731 314239 3179304 391580 3179209 302021 485,7837 3.002,01 133394 108216

33434 301439 3313734 383293 304,6627 303367 110271 3.004.87 215173 108597

101822 3744 1841733 307599 1.808.63 304183 33434 01439

148307 3.391,8% 123163 3.180.29 302481 3.099.38

1.331,74 3.282.81 3.803.21 32992 6.032.37 316789

431062 334316 73406 309741

2234381 3.603.11 307,73 343640 8.331,7 339483

334547 301439 270915 385031 6.34030 ENIENS] 1008321 336300

308388 279296 316350 415924 110142 397168 1157470 375500

462020 155533 343610 433839 824311 430907 1384104 408920

3.260,70 220802 384501 469529 8.75053 447313 1484080 425487

iRl 201427 429936 5.100,14 9.511,66 474180 16.361,09 452362

633751 160413 457196 336393 1027,18 3.032,02 1787238 4816,16

117592 131847 4.080,87 378843 1141447 3.496.51 2013982 331382

140513 109787 325348 6.092.46 1217560 385,17 2165131 366837

181433 §414332 1.662,30 6.57642 1331729 637747 2391853 6.247,62

§.133,54 312,6335 6.071,30 1.098,81 1443898 6.97043 26.185,78 6.883.83

§.203,14 3179131 6.316,63 142037 13.144.00 13313 21.546.13 129387

§432,74 40,3031 6.584,67 1.933,34 16.171,32 193334 20.386,64 193334

Table 5. Data of nodal analysis tubing inside diameter variation with Gas-Oil Ratio 120 scf/STB
Stock ark h:quid Pressure at NA | Stock-tank iquid at | Pressureat NA | Stock-tank liquid at .| Stock-tank liquid at .| Stock-tank liquid at .

at EIS:;EE';m poit NA point (S%B.' 9 Doint NA poin (SqTB. 9 Pressure at NA Point NA point [SE!I'B.'d) Pressure at NA Point NA poia (SqI'B.'d) Pressure at NA Point
Operating Point | Operating Point|Inflow: 120 sef'sbbl |Inflow: 120 sef'sbbl |outflow: ID 1.731 ingoutflow: ID 1.731 ins |outflow: ID 2.441 ins|outflow: ID 2.441 ins| Outflow: 1D} 3.068 ins |Outflow: [D 3.068 ins

202832 34314 84,3247 3971771 6,7047 30413 16,1512 3.041,16 2033% 304101

3.14766 3.08023 3276276 391321 3303232 204066 3171926 201807 145346 188774

3.38034 283130 570,7265 384770 3244943 296337 126873 201806 230781 289300

1138 378118 §13,7300 3.006.46 2.020,32 1057.80 358034 203130

103692 371361 130118 313331 j4078 3.025,02

134312 3375,11 130244 324062 397089 3150 6.246,06 3.099.88

447923 330230 174047 323893

132833 338047 343461 173674 334301

277738 3.858.67 336899 1023115 352083

3.380.34 322622 416361 3.761.20 11.725 335 372138

419728 271535 349353 436708 396491 13.967,16 40m1

480522 248401 jf0048 470145 §.340.09 430830 14.963 44 424131

541316 223183 434332 511313 959743 474461 1645784 451398

6.021,10 195632 461762 337166 10.346.43 02844 1793225 4.809.70

6.620.04 16443 3.021,58 5.801.18 1146084 496,84 2019336 330227

123699 127830 3.200,88 6.103.42 1221893 3.831.69 2168827 3.662,52

7.84403 8142513 369484 6.383.43 1334246 6.370,04 23.920.88 §.230,13

8.14890 304,7629 6.008,79 109972 14.465.96 6.956,04 2617140 6.870,93

8.300.88 306,6363 834117 142576 15.140,07 132059 2151645 127681

845287 402224 6.704.73 193354 16.131.23 1.935,54 2053390 1.935,54
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