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Abstract

We propose a full-wave pseudo-analytical numerical electromagnetic (EM) algorithm to model subsurface induc-
tion sensors, traversing planar-layered geological formations of arbitrary EM material anisotropy and loss, which are
used, for example, in the exploration of hydrocarbon reserves. Unlike past pseudo-analytical planar-layered modeling
algorithms that impose parallelism between the formation’s bed junctions however, our method involves judicious
employment of Transformation Optics techniques to address challenges related to modeling arbitrarily-oriented, rela-
tive slope (i.e., tilting) between said junctions. The algorithm exhibits this flexibility, both with respect to anisotropy
in the formation layers as well as junction tilting, via employing special planar slabs that coat each “flattened” (i.e.,
originally tilted) planar interface, locally redirecting the incident wave within the coating slabs to cause wave fronts
to interact with the flattened interfaces as if they were still tilted with a specific, user-defined orientation. Moreover,
since the coating layers are homogeneous rather than exhibiting continuous material variation, a minimal number of
these layers must be inserted and hence reduces added simulation time and computational expense. As said coating
layers are not reflectionless however, they do induce artificial field scattering that corrupts legitimate field signatures
due to the (effective) interface tilting. A subsequent version of this manuscript will quantify the spurious scatter-
ing’s effect on reliable (effective) tilting this algorithm can model, as well as exhibit responses of sensors traversing
three-layered anisotropic media with relative tilting between the formation layers.

Keywords: multi-layered media, deviated formations, geological unconformity, induction well-logging, borehole
geophysics, geophysical exploration

1. Introduction

Long-standing and sustained interest has been directed towards the numerical evaluation of electromagnetic (EM)
fields produced by sensors embedded in complex, layered-medium environments [1]. In particular, within the context
of exploring geophysical resources experiencing both growing global demand yet increasingly scarcer and harder-to-
reach supply (hydrocarbon reserves, for example), there exists great interest to computationally model the response
of low-frequency induction-regime (i.e., 2MHz and under) subsurface geophysical exploration tools that can re-
motely sense the electrical and structural properties of complex geological formations (and consequently, their hy-
drocarbon productivity) [2]. This is because, among other reasons, induction tools facilitate strategic deployment of
and increased chance of reservoir detection using far more invasive and expensive exploration techniques (namely,
drilling), resulting in hybrid remote-sensing/drilling techniques such as “Logging While Drilling” operations that can
dynamically redirect drilling instruments based on local induction tool readings [3]. Indeed, high-fidelity, rapid, and
geophysical formation geometry-robust computational forward-modeling aids fundamental understanding of how the
formation’s global inhomogeneity structure, conductive anisotropy in formation bed layers, induction tool geometry,
exploration borehole geometry, drilling fluid type, etc. affect the sensor’s responses. This knowledge informs both
effective and robust geophysical parameter retrieval algorithms, as well as sound data interpretation techniques [2, 4].
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On the other hand computational forward-modeling engines, and their repeated use, in many cases represent the
critical bottleneck, in terms of solution speed, accuracy, and ability to model all of the salient, dominant geophysi-
cal formation features, of such retrieval algorithms. Developing forward-modeling algorithms then which not only
deliver rapid, accuracy-controllable results, but also simulate the effects of a greater number of dominant, geophys-
ical features without markedly increased computational burden, represents a high priority in subsurface geophysical
exploration [5, 6].

In the interest of obtaining a good trade-off between the forward modeler’s solution speed while still modeling the
EM behavior of the environment’s dominant geophysical features, a layered-medium approximation of the formation
proves very useful. Indeed cylindrical layering, planar layering, and a combination of the two (for example, to
model the cylindrical exploratory borehole and invasion zone embedded within a stack of planar formation beds)
are arguably three of the most widely used layering approximations in subsurface geophysics [2–5, 7–25]; their
prevalence is self-evident in both onshore and offshore geophysical exploration modeling [26–36]. The prevalence of
layered-medium approximations stems in large part, at least from a computational modeling standpoint, due to the
typical availability of analytically closed-form EM eigenfunction expansions to compute the sensor’s radiated EM
field [37][Ch. 2-3]. These rigorously full-wave techniques are quite attractive since they can robustly deliver rapid
solutions with high, user-controlled accuracy under widely varying conditions with respect to arbitrary anisotropy
and loss in the formation’s layers, arbitrarily-oriented and positioned electric or (equivalent) magnetic current-based
sensors (namely, electric loop antennas), and arbitrary (non-zero) source radiation frequency [22, 36]. The robustness
characteristic in particular is highly desirable in geophysics applications since geological structures are known to
exhibit a wide range of inhomogeneity profiles with respect to conductivity, anisotropy, and geometrical layering [2,
6, 12]. For example with respect to formation conductivity properties, diverse geological structures can embody
macro-scale conductive anisotropy in the induction frequency regime, such as (possibly cross-bedded) sand-shale
micro-laminate deposits, clean-sand micro-laminate deposits, and either natural or drilling-induced fractures. The
electrical conduction current transport characteristics of such structures indeed are often mathematically described by
a uniaxial or biaxial conductivity tensor exhibiting directional electrical conductivities whose value range can span
one to four orders of magnitude [2, 7, 14].

Due to its widespread utility and convenience, when employing planar and cylindrical layer formation approxi-
mations one almost always assumes (for cylindrical layers) that the interfaces exhibit parallel central axes (say, along
z) [24, 25], or (for planar layers) that the interfaces are all parallel to a common plane (say, the xy plane) [3, 12].
However, it may be more appropriate in many cases to admit layered media with material property variation along the
direction(s) conventionally presumed homogeneous. For example, in cylindrically-layered medium problems involv-
ing deviated drilling, gravitational effects may induce a downward diffusion of the drilling fluid that leads to a cylin-
drical invasion zone angled relative to the cylindrical exploratory borehole, which motivated our recent investigation
into modeling the responses of sensors within tilted, multi-eccentered, and generally anisotropic cylindrically-layered
formations [6]. Similarly formations that locally, in the proximity of the EM tool, appear as a “stack” of beds with
tilted planar interfaces can appear (for example) due to relatively abrupt temporal discontinuities in the formation’s
geological record. These temporal discontinuities in turn can manifest as commensurately abrupt spatial disconti-
nuities, known as unconformities (especially, angular unconformities) [38–40]; see Figure 1a below for a schematic
illustration. Indeed, the effects of unconformities and other complex formation properties (such as fractures) have
garnered increasing attention over the past ten years [41–43], particularly in light of the relatively recent availability
of induction sensor systems offering a rich diversity of measurement information with respect to radiation frequency,
sensor and receiver orientation (“directional” diversity), and transmitter/receiver separations [43–47].

A natural question now arises, at this stage of the discussion, about what numerical technique is best suited to
modeling these more complex geometries involving tilted layers. Namely, what are the advantages and disadvantages
of EM eigenfunction expansions (the method we are investigating) versus alternative numerical techniques? One
could immediately resort to the most flexible (in terms of geometrical, sensor, and material profile) numerical tech-
niques such as finite difference and finite element methods [3, 16, 46, 48]. The potential for low-frequency instability
(particularly serious for the considered low-frequency geophysical sensors), high computational cost (unacceptable,
especially for repeated use of the forward-modeler engine in geophysical parameter retrieval), and the ill-posed nature
of truncating the domain’s exterior arising from the particular transverse translation-variant nature of the tilted-layer
domain [49], render these numerical methods unsuitable for use in developing a geophysical sensor forward-modeler
engine. Another candidate approach worth mentioning involves employing an asymptotic high-frequency, geomet-
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rical ray-like approach which traces the progress of incident rays and their specular reflections within subsurface
formations [50]. This method’s high-frequency approximation represents a lack of rigor in solving Maxwell’s Equa-
tions (and hence lacks well-defined error-control). Moreover the method’s stipulation of isotropic, highly conductive
subsurface media renders it unsuitable for modeling low-frequency sensors, which can operate in highly resistive,
highly conductive, and intermediately-conductive media (not to mention anisotropic media!) exhibiting a wide range
of characteristic EM skin depth values that (for anisotropic media) can vary also with respect to wave polarization and
propagation direction [51]. Yet a third possible approach called the “Tilt Operator” method, which assumes lossless
media and negligible EM near-fields to avoid spurious exponential field growths (arising from violation of “primitive”
causality [i.e., cause preceding effect], which is inherent in this method), is another possibility [52, 53]. Akin to the
other mentioned high-frequency approach however [50], the Tilt Operator method is not appropriate for our more
general class of problems with respect to sensor and geological formation characteristics.

Turning our attention henceforth to tilted planar-layered media, we propose a pseudo-analytical method based on
EM plane wave eigenfunction expansions that manifest mathematically as two-dimensional (2-D) Fourier integrals.
This is in contrast to faster, but more restrictive (with respect to allowed media) 1-D Fourier-Bessel (“Sommerfeld”)
and Fourier-Hankel integral transforms that express EM fields in planar-layered media as integral expansions of EM
conical wave eigenfunctions [37][Ch. 2]. Our choice rests upon the historic error control and speed performance
robustness of the 2-D integral transform with respect to source radiation frequency, source distribution, and material
properties [5, 36]. Of course, the pseudo-analytical approach is not without its potential drawbacks; principal among
concerns is our having to model the effects of tilted interfaces under the restriction of using a computational geometry
consisting of parallel planar layers. We propose addressing this challenge by leveraging the versatility of specially-
designed Transformation Optics media that coat and “flatten” each (effectively) tilted interface. Indeed these planar
“interface-flattening” slabs internally redirect within them, in an unequivocally-prescribed manner based on the user-
desired effective tilting orientation of the “flattened” interfaces, EM waves such that the waves locally interact with
the coated interfaces as if said interfaces were in fact tilted (c.f. Figs. 1a-1b).

Before proceeding we should mention three other important characteristics, beyond flexibility with respect to
material anisotropy and loss, of our proposed interface-flattening coating slabs; in Fig. 1b, observe any two pink-
colored interface-flattening slabs and the shared blue interface they flattened. First, the coating slabs are spatially
homogeneous in the employed Cartesian coordinate system, and hence we require only one planar layer to represent
each slab, and that too to represent the slab’s spatial material profile exactly. This homogeneity characteristic is
important from a computational efficiency standpoint, as it means only one coating layer’s EM eigenfunctions, Fresnel
reflection and transmission matrices, etc. must be repeatedly computed as part of the integral plane wave expansion
process [22]. Second, as we will be fundamentally approximating the transverse translation-variant geometry as a
transverse translation-invariant one, modeling scattering from the “apexes” and more complex intersection points of
the tilted bed junctions is simply out of the question. As we concern ourselves with subsurface geophysical media,
which typically are quite conductive anyway (typically on the order of 10−3S/m to 2S/m [2]), we conjecture that one
can safely ignore these more complex effects on sensor responses so long as the sensors are not in the immediate
neighborhood of said intersections. This is quite reasonable in cases where the junction polar tilting angles are
kept small; as this manuscript’s subsequent version will show, the spurious wave scattering (introduced in the next
paragraph) engendered by these coating slabs will anyway place stringent limits on the effective interface tilting
angles.

Finally, a critical point discussed in more detail in this manuscript’s subsequent version: The “interface-coating”
slabs themselves are not “perfectly” impedance matched to their respective ambient layers.1 Indeed, for a given
flattened interface its upper coating slab is not perfectly impedance matched to the formation layer immediately
above it. Likewise holds for the lower coating slab and the formation layer immediately below it. The practical
consequence of artificial field reflections, which based on past and present studies lead to artificially-introduced and/or
corrupted “cross-polarized” fields and “co-polarized” fields (i.e., received field components orthogonally or identically
oriented to the source current, resp.) [6], will be coherent interference, at the sensor’s receiver, between the artificially-
scattered wave and the actual wave scattered from the coated (effectively tilted) interface. By judiciously reorienting

1By “perfectly” impedance matched, we mean that said two layers are impedance matched (i.e., zero wave reflection at the interface), regardless
of the flattened interface’s desired effective tilting orientation, for any temporal radiation frequency, wave polarization, and EM eigenfunction wave
vector (i.e., even for evanescent plane waves) [54].
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the geometry to minimize the absolute polar deviation of any given interface while still preserving the full range
of relative tilting however, we conjecture that artificial scattering can be mitigated to a limited extent (albeit not
eliminated).

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we overview the 2-D plane wave expansion algorithm, derive
the material blueprints for the planar interface-flattening coating slabs, and exhibit how to systematically incorporate
these into the computational model for any transmitter and receiver depth. In this manuscript’s subsequent version,
Section 3 will exhibit error results to understand how the artificially-scattered fields behave; that is, how the errors de-
pend on effective interface tilting, material profile, transmitter/receiver spacing, sensor position, and complex-valued
measurement component (both its real and imaginary parts). In Section 4 we will apply the algorithm to predicting
EM multi-component induction tool responses when the tool traverses (effectively) tilted formation beds for different
interface tilt orientations as well as central bed conductivity profile. The formation anisotropies studied will span the
full gamut: All the way from isotropic to (“Transverse-Isotropic”/non-deviated) uniaxial, (“cross-bedded”/deviated)
uniaxial, and full biaxial anisotropy. We adopt the exp(−iωt) convention, as well as assume all EM media are spatially
non-dispersive, time-invariant, and are representable by diagonalizable anisotropic 3 × 3 material tensors.2

2. Formulation

2.1. Background: Electromagnetic Plane Wave Eigenfunction Expansions
In deriving the planar multi-layered medium eigenfunction expansion expressions, first assume a homogeneous

formation whose dielectric (i.e., excluding conductivity), relative magnetic permeability, and electric conductivity
constitutive anisotropic material tensors write as ε̄r, µ̄r, and σ̄. Specifically, the assumed material tensors are those of
the layer (i.e., in the anticipated multi-layered case), labeled M, within which the transmitter resides. Now Maxwell’s
Equations in the frequency domain, upon impressing causative electric current J (r) and/or (equivalent) magnetic
currentM(r), yields the electric field vector wave equation (duality in Maxwell’s Equations yields the magnetic field
vector wave equation) [22, 37]:3

Ā(·) = ∇ × µ̄−1
r · ∇ × −k2

0 (ε̄r + iσ̄/ω) ·, Ā (E) = ik0η0J − ∇ × µ̄
−1
r ·M (2.1)

Now define the three-dimensional spatial Fourier Transform (FT) pair for some generic vector field L (e.g., the
magnetic field or current source vector) [22]:

L̃(k) =

+∞∫∫∫
−∞

L(r) e−ik·r dx dy dz, L(r) =

(
1

2π

)3 +∞∫∫∫
−∞

L̃(k) eik·r dkx dky dkz (2.2)

where r = (x, y, z) is the position vector and k = (kx, ky, kz) is the wave vector. Expanding the left and right hand
sides, of the second equation in Eqn. (2.1), in their respective wave number domain 3-D integral representations and
matching the Fourier-domain integrands on both sides, one can multiply the inverse of ˜̄A (the FT of Ā) to the left of
both integrands. Admitting a single Hertzian/infinitesimal-point transmitter current source located at r′ = (x′, y′, z′),
and denoting the receiver location r, one can then procure the “direct” (i.e., homogeneous medium) radiated time-
harmonic electric field Ed(r) [22]. Indeed, performing “analytically” (i.e., via contour integration and residue calculus
techniques) the kz integral leads to the following expression:

Ed(r) =
i

(2π)2

+∞∫∫
−∞

u(z − z′)
2∑

n=1

ãD
M,nẽM,neik̃M,nz∆z + u(z′ − z)

4∑
n=3

ãD
M,nẽM,neik̃M,nz∆z

 eikx∆x+iky∆y dkx dky (2.3)

2Diagonalizability of the material tensors, which physically corresponds to a medium having a well-defined response for any direction of
applied electric and magnetic field, is required for completeness of the plane wave basis. All naturally-occurring media, as well as the introduced
interface-coating slabs, are characterized by diagonalizable material tensors.

3ε0, c, and µ0 = 1/(ε0c2) represent vacuum electric permittivity, vacuum speed of light, and vacuum magnetic permeability, respectively.
Furthermore, ω = 2π f is the angular temporal radiation frequency, k0 = ω/c is the vacuum wave number, and η0 =

√
µ0/ε0 is the intrinsic vacuum

plane wave impedance [37, 55].
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where ∆x = x− x′, ∆y = y− y′, ∆z = z− z′, u(·) denotes the Heaviside step function, and {ẽp,n, k̃p,nz, ãD
p,n} stand for the

electric field polarization state vector, longitudinal wave number component, and direct field polarization amplitude
of the pth formation bed’s nth plane wave polarization (1 ≤ p ≤ N, 1 ≤ n ≤ 4), respectively. Now introducing
additional formation beds will induce a modification, via reflection and transmission mechanisms interfering with the
direct field, to the total observed electric field. We mathematically codify this interference phenomenon by deriving
the (transmitter layer [M] and receiver layer [L]-dependent) time-harmonic scattered electric field Es(r) [22]:

Es(r) =
i

(2π)2

+∞∫∫
−∞

(1 − δL,N)
2∑

n=1

ãs
L,nẽL,neik̃L,nzz + (1 − δL,1)

4∑
n=3

ãs
L,nẽL,neik̃L,nzz

 × eikx∆x+iky∆y dkx dky (2.4)

where ãs
p,n is the scattered field polarization amplitude of the nth polarization in layer p, and δP1,P2 denotes the

Kronecker Delta function.

2.2. Tilted Layer Modeling
For simplicity, assume an N-layer medium where the mth planar interface (m=1,2,...,N − 1) is characterized as

follows. First, its upward-pointing area normal vector ẑ′m is rotated by polar angle −90◦ ≤ α′m ≤ 90◦ relative to the
z axis, and azimuth angle 0◦ ≤ β′m ≤ 180◦ relative to the x axis. Second, the mth interface’s “depth” z′m is defined
at the Cartesian coordinate system’s transverse origin (x, y) = (0, 0). See Figure 1 for a schematic illustration of the
environment geometry’s parameterization.
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Figure 1: (Color online) Figure 1a shows the original problem with tilted planar interfaces in an N-layer geological formation
possessing the EM material tensors {ε̄p, µ̄p, σ̄p}. Figure 1b shows the transformed, equivalent problem obtained through employing
special “interface-flattening” media (c.f. Eqn. (2.7)) that coat the underside ({ε̄′m+1, µ̄

′
m+1, σ̄

′
m+1}) and over-side ({ε̄′′m , µ̄

′′
m, σ̄

′′
m}) of the

mth interface. d represents the thickness of each T.O. slab in meters. For simplicity of illustration, all interfaces here are tilted
within the xz plane (i.e., interface-tilting azimuth orientation angles {β′m} = 0◦).

To make the mth planar interface parallel to the xy plane yet retain its tilted-interface scattering characteristics, as
the first of two steps we abstractly define, within the two slab regions (z′m − d ≤ z < z′m and z′m ≤ z < z′m + d) bounding
the mth interface, a “coordinate stretching” transformation. Namely this transformation relates Cartesian coordinates
(x, y, z), which parameterize the coordinate mesh of standard “flat space”, to new oblique coordinates (x̄, ȳ, z̄) that
parameterize an imaginary “deformed” space whose coordinate mesh deformation systematically induces in turn a
well-defined distortion of the EM wave amplitude profile within said slab regions [56–58]:4

x̄ = x, ȳ = y, z̄ = z + amx + bmy (2.5)

4We remark in passing upon a strong similarity between the coordinate transform shown in Eqn. (2.5) versus the “refractor” and “beam
shifter” coordinate transforms prescribed elsewhere [57, 59]. However, while the beam shifter transform (and the equivalent anisotropic medium
it induces [57]) is perfectly reflectionless due to continuously transitioning the coordinate transformation back to the external ambient medium

5



where am = − tanα′m cos β′m and bm = − tanα′m sin β′m. Indeed this coordinate transform will cause wave fronts to
interact with the mth flattened interface as if said interface were geometrically defined by the equation z = z′m −
amx−bmy rather than z = z′m. As the second step in the interface-flattening procedure, we invoke a “duality” (not to be
confused with duality between the Ampere and Faraday Laws) between spatial coordinate transformations and doubly-
anisotropic EM media which “implement” in flat space the effects, of an effectively deformed spatial coordinate mesh
(and hence effectively deformed spatial metric tensor), on EM waves propagating through flat space (see references
deriving this “duality” [54, 56, 58, 62, 63]). Following one of two common, equivalent conventions [54, 58] leading
seamlessly from coordinate transformation to equivalent anisotropic material properties, by defining the Jacobian
coordinate transformation tensor [58]:

Λ̄m =


∂x̄
∂x

∂ȳ
∂x

∂z̄
∂x

∂x̄
∂y

∂ȳ
∂y

∂z̄
∂y

∂x̄
∂z

∂ȳ
∂z

∂z̄
∂z

 =

1 0 am

0 1 bm

0 0 1

 (2.6)

within the region (z′m − d) ≤ z < z′m one has the interface-flattening material tensors {γ̄′m+1} in place of the original
formation’s material parameters {γ̄m+1} within layer m + 1 (γ = ε, µ, σ). Similarly, within the region z′m ≤ z <
(z′m + d) one has the interface-flattening material tensors {γ̄′′m} in place of the original formation’s material parameters
{γ̄m} within layer m. How are the interface-flattening material tensors defined though? Quite simply, in fact, and
this definition holds regardless of the original formation layer’s anisotropy and loss (“T” superscript denotes non-
Hermitian transpose) [58]:

γ̄′m+1 = Λ̄T
m · γ̄m+1 · Λ̄m, γ̄

′′
m = Λ̄T

m · γ̄m · Λ̄m (2.7)

Note that if the mth interface lacks effective tilt then Λ̄m reduces to the identity matrix, which in turn leads to the
two interface-flattening media reducing to the media of the respective formation layers from which they were derived
using Eqn. (2.7): γ̄′m+1 = γ̄m+1 and γ̄′′m = γ̄m (as expected!). Now the new material profile, characterized by parallel
planar interfaces, appears for a simple three-layer, two-interface geometry as:

γ̄1, (z′1 + d) ≤ z < ∞ (2.8)
γ̄′′1 , z′1 ≤ z < (z′1 + d) (2.9)
γ̄′2, (z′1 − d) ≤ z < z′1 (2.10)
γ̄2, (z′2 + d) ≤ z < (z′1 − d) (2.11)
γ̄′′2 , z′2 ≤ z < (z′2 + d) (2.12)
γ̄′3, (z′2 − d) ≤ z < z′2 (2.13)
γ̄3, −∞ < z < (z′2 − d) (2.14)

with an analogous material profile resultant for N > 3 layers.
There are two advisories worth mentioning. First, we recommend adaptively (i.e., depending on the transmitter

and receiver positions) reducing the thickness d of coating layer(s), within which receiver(s) and/or transmitter(s)
may reside depending on their depth, just enough so that the receivers and transmitters are located once more within
the formation layers. Why this recommendation? Although pseudo-analytical techniques are available to compute
fields when the receiver and/or transmitter are located in such layers [64], the main reason is to eliminate spurious
discontinuities of the normal (z in our case) electric and magnetic field components manifest when the source (or,
as can be anticipated from EM reciprocity, the receiver) traverse a boundary separating a true formation layer and a
coating slab [54]. Second, the thickness d of the coating slabs must also be adjusted to ensure the coating layer just
beneath the mth interface does not cross over into the coating layer just above the (m + 1)st interface. We account for
these two points within our numerical results below.

(e.g., free space), our coordinate transformation is inherently discontinuous. Indeed, note in Eqn. (2.5) that the mapping z̄, which depends on x
and y in addition to z, can not be made to continuously transition back to the (identity) coordinate transform z̄(z) = z implicitly present within
the ambient/background medium. Alternatively stated, our defined anisotropic coating slabs have the exact same material properties as the beam
shifter, but our slabs border the ambient medium at planes that, though parallel to each other, are orthogonal relative to the junction planes between
the beam shifter and its background medium (e.g., free space). See other references for the importance of the junction surface’s orientation in
ensuring a medium perfectly impedance-matched to the ambient medium [60, 61].
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