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Introduction

The Piceance Basin in northwest Colorado contains trillions of cubic feet
of natural gas in tightly packed (6-12% porosity, 0.1-2 microdarcy
permeability) fluvial sandstones, primarily in the Williams Fork Formation
of the Mesaverde Group (Pranter, Sommer pg. 900). For the purposes of
this project, 85 of Marathon QOil's wells were analyzed in Garfield County,
Colorado in order to estimate reservoir potential in the zones where the
property model was run. The lithologies and facies of the Williams Fork
were interpreted using spectral gamma ray logs on Petrel in order to
predict the facies of the formation where no well data was provided.
Additional sequence indication simulations were run in order to compare
and search for the best fit regarding the different property models.
Finally, using the models as a guide, reservoir sandstone bodies were
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