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High-Precision Geosteering via Reinforcement Learning and Par-
ticle Filters

Ressi Bonti Muhammad, Apoorv Srivastava, Sergey Alyaev, Reidar Brumer
Bratvold, Daniel M. Tartakovsky

• Integrated Approach for Geosteering: Presented a unified framework
that combines Reinforcement Learning (RL) and the Particle Filter
(PF) to optimize geosteering decisions.

• Diverse Decision Criteria: Introduced three decision-making methods
that leverage RL, PF, and their synergy, catering to different geosteer-
ing contexts, from direct well-log data utilization to state estimate-
driven decisions.

• Realistic Scenario Analysis: Applied the proposed methods to realistic
geosteering decision-making scenarios, demonstrating their applicabil-
ity and effectiveness in real-world contexts.
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Abstract

Geosteering, a key component of drilling operations, traditionally involves
manual interpretation of various data sources such as well-log data. This in-
troduces subjective biases and inconsistent procedures. Academic attempts
to solve geosteering decision optimization with greedy optimization and Ap-
proximate Dynamic Programming (ADP) showed promise but lacked adap-
tivity to realistic diverse scenarios. Reinforcement learning (RL) offers a
solution to these challenges, facilitating optimal decision-making through
reward-based iterative learning. State estimation methods, e.g., particle fil-
ter (PF), provide a complementary strategy for geosteering decision-making
based on online information. We integrate an RL-based geosteering with
PF to address realistic geosteering scenarios. Our framework deploys PF to
process real-time well-log data to estimate the location of the well relative to
the stratigraphic layers, which then informs the RL-based decision-making
process. We compare our method’s performance with that of using solely
either RL or PF. Our findings indicate a synergy between RL and PF in
yielding optimized geosteering decisions.
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1. Introduction

Geosteering is a sequential decision-making problem (Alyaev et al., 2021),
where a decision-maker faces a series of interdependent decisions over time.
Optimized decision-making in geosteering is crucial for maximizing the well-
bore length within the reservoir. Traditionally, geosteering decisions have
been guided by human expertise and intuitions, often relying on manual
interpretation of data sources such as well-log data measured using logging-
while-drilling (LWD) tools and prior geological models. While this method
has yielded valuable results, it is inherently subjective and does not follow
a logically consistent procedure for making high-quality decisions (Kullawan
et al., 2014; Alyaev et al., 2021; Cheraghi et al., 2022; Tadjer et al., 2021).

Automated geosteering represents a significant leap forward, as evidenced
by Denisenko et al. (2020), showing that artificial intelligence (AI) can
provide geological interpretations that closely align with the assessments
of expert geologists. Building upon our previous contribution to automate
geosteering decision-making, we are now extending our study to include the
integration of automated interpretation (or state estimation) algorithm. This
integration is designed to improve the reliability and efficiency of our auto-
mated geosteering method, ensuring optimal well placement and maximized
reservoir contact.

1.1. Decision Optimization Methods in Geosteering

The pursuit of a more consistent and efficient decision optimization method
for geosteering has prompted the exploration of alternative methods. Greedy
optimization was used for decision-making by Chen et al. (2014) and Kullawan
et al. (2016a). This method involves selecting locally optimal decisions or
those that offer the greatest immediate gain at each stage of the decision-
making process. However, relying solely on immediate gains without consid-
ering future decisions and learning in sequential decision-making scenarios
will, in general, lead to sub-optimal decisions, which, in turn, will lead to
sub-optimal value creation (Kullawan et al., 2016b, 2018).

To overcome the limitations of greedy optimization, Kullawan et al. (2018)
introduced Approximate Dynamic Programming (ADP). Unlike greedy op-
timization, ADP incorporates future decisions and learning in addition to
immediate gains. This enables proactive decision-making, which is optimal
within the chosen discretization (Alyaev et al., 2018). Thus, ADP ensures

2



globally optimized decisions, leading to maximum value creation for sequen-
tial decision-making scenarios. A study by Kullawan et al. (2016b) demon-
strated that ADP outperforms greedy optimization regarding the objective
function value when tested on various geosteering decision-making scenarios.
However, ADP is not without limitations. The computational requirements
associated with implementing ADP may render it unsuitable for real-time
decision-making scenarios where time and cost are crucial factors. Further-
more, ADP is typically designed for a specific scenario, making it challeng-
ing to adapt to different scenarios (Muhammad et al., 2023). Alyaev et al.
(2019) introduced a simplified ’naive-optimistic’ (Alyaev et al., 2018) ver-
sion of ADP, which increases the method adaptability but loses the proven
optimality of ADP.

Reinforcement learning (RL) has emerged as a promising method for solv-
ing sequential decision-making scenarios while addressing the limitations as-
sociated with ADP. Muhammad et al. (2023) has demonstrated the applica-
tion of RL in optimizing geosteering decisions. The ”RL-based geosteering”
method introduced by the study offers a promising approach for optimiz-
ing decisions in real-time geosteering scenarios. RL refers to a method that
trains an agent to make decisions based on rewards or penalties received from
a decision-making environment. The agent develops optimal decision-making
strategies through iterative learning from interactions with the environment.
The study demonstrated that RL produces results comparable to ADP for
the scenarios from Kullawan et al. (2016a) and Kullawan et al. (2018). At
the same time, RL offers flexibility and computational efficiency.

Muhammad et al. (2023) introduced two RL-based geosteering methods,
both of which use distance to reservoir boundaries as their primary decision-
making criterion. The main difference lies in the type of distance to reservoir
boundaries used in each method. The first method uses look-ahead1 distance
to reservoir boundaries estimates from a Bayesian inference method. On the
other hand, the second method relies on direct2 and current3 distance to
reservoir boundaries measurements. The study concluded that both methods
had identical performance in solving geosteering scenarios. However, the
second method excels in computational efficiency as it learns the optimized

1Look-ahead refers to a location ahead of the current position of the drillbit.
2Direct refers to value yielded without any state estimation method.
3Current is mentioned only once here. If look-ahead is not mentioned, the data is

measured at the drillbit.
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decision-making strategy without relying on state estimation methods.

1.2. State Estimation Methods in Geosteering

All the decision optimization methods described in Section 1.1 share a
common feature: they either require or offer the option to use state estimation
methods. This highlights the important role of state estimation methods in
providing estimates of relevant geological characteristics as inputs to the
decision optimization methods. When applied in a geosteering context, it
is important for the state estimation method to provide accurate estimates
while maintaining computational efficiency.

Deterministic state estimation methods, such as gradient descent, Gauss-
Newton, and Levenberg-Marquardt, are widely used in geosteering (Bakr
et al., 2017; Sviridov et al., 2014; Thiel et al., 2018; Wu et al., 2018). The
methods are generally gradient-based and involve minimizing the error term
between real-time measurements and the responses from the forward model.
Due to their computational efficiency, deterministic state estimation methods
are well-suited for real-time geosteering applications. However, a notable
drawback is their susceptibility to the local minimum problem and sensitivity
to the initial guess (Jin et al., 2020). Furthermore, these methods lack the
ability to provide uncertainty quantification (Jahani et al., 2022).

To address these challenges, considerable efforts have been dedicated
to developing improved state estimation methods for real-time geosteering
scenarios. Several studies explored probabilistic state estimation methods.
Ensemble-Kalman-filter- (Alyaev et al., 2019) and ensemble-smoother-type
(Rammay et al., 2022; Jahani et al., 2022, 2023) methods are extremely fast
probabilistic methods that update a subsurface state represented as an en-
semble of realizations. However, these methods can be sensitive to prior
selection and require special to alleviate multi-modality in the solution Ram-
may et al. (2022), which might be a constraining factor in a general operation.

More general, but slower, methods include the Markov chain Monte Carlo
(Lu et al., 2019), hybrid Monte Carlo (Shen et al., 2018), and sequential
Monte Carlo or the Particle Filter (PF) method (Veettil and Clark, 2020).
Unlike the deterministic state estimation methods, these probabilistic meth-
ods offer the advantage of exploring multiple state estimates that closely align
with the true geological characteristics. However, their overall computational
requirements are higher than the deterministic state estimation methods.

Other studies in state estimation methods for geosteering revolve around
using deep neural networks (DNNs). Most of the studies build fast deter-
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menistic estimators. (Puzyrev and Swidinsky, 2021) demonstrated the capa-
bility of deep convolutional neural networks to accurately perform 1D inver-
sion of electromagnetic survey data, specifically enhancing real-time explo-
ration by estimating the subsurface resistivity distribution. Jin et al. (2020)
introduced a physics-driven deep learning approach that combines a forward
physical model with a convolutional neural network. (Shahriari et al., 2020)
demonstrated the effectiveness of deep learning algorithms in the rapid in-
version of borehole resistivity measurements for real-time geosteering, while
their subsequent work (Shahriari et al., 2021) emphasized the importance
of error control and the strategic selection of loss functions within DNNs to
ensure accuracy and reliability. Alyaev and Elsheikh (2022) proposed a prob-
abilistic mixture density DNN trained with ”multiple-trajectory-prediction”
loss functions, resulting in a DNN capable of delivering several possible state
estimates and their probabilities within milliseconds. The DNN was later
tested for sequential predictions (Alyaev et al., 2022).

In this study, we use PF as our state estimation method. Veettil and Clark
(2020) demonstrated the effectiveness of PF in stratigraphic-based geosteer-
ing scenarios. This particular scenario refers to estimating well location rel-
ative to the stratigraphic layers of the reservoir. The stratigraphic-based
geosteering scenarios align well with the RL-based geosteering method pro-
posed by Muhammad et al. (2023), as the state estimates derived from PF
can be used to estimate the distance to reservoir boundaries. Moreover, PF
is a widely adopted state estimation method known for its relatively straight-
forward implementation.

1.3. Contribution

In this study, our contribution lies in combining the core idea behind the
RL-based geosteering methods and proposing an improved method capable
of addressing realistic geosteering scenarios. We aim to align the RL-based
geosteering method with the widely used decision-making process in geosteer-
ing practices. Specifically, we achieve this by integrating a state estimation
method (PF) that uses real-time well-log data to estimate well location rela-
tive to the stratigraphic layer of the reservoir. The relative well location can
be used to estimate the distance to reservoir boundaries. By incorporating
the estimates (the first RL-based geosteering method) of distance to reser-
voir boundaries (the second RL-based geosteering method) as the primary
decision-making criterion, we can create a robust and suitable framework for
making decisions in realistic geosteering scenarios.
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Additionally, we propose another method for real-time decision-making
scenarios using RL, where we directly use the well-log data as the primary
criterion. This method leverages RL independently of PF. As an alternative
to the RL-based methods, we present a rule-based decision-making method
that uses the outputs from PF to inform its decisions. Therefore, our main
contribution includes three decision-making methods: one that solely relies
on RL, another that uses PF independently of RL, and a third that combines
RL and PF.

To measure the performance of these three methods, we apply them to a
geosteering decision-making context that uses functions from Alyaev (2022)
to generate the reservoir boundaries randomly. The well-log data in this
scenario is taken from the Geosteering World Cup 2020 (Miner et al., 2021;
Alyaev and Elsheikh, 2022). Compared to the geosteering decision-making
scenarios optimized in Muhammad et al. (2023), this particular scenario
presents a more realistic scenario, which aligns with our study objective.

2. Methodology

In this section, we describe the methodologies supporting our study, cen-
tered around two key elements: PF and RL. The PF serves as the state
estimation method, adeptly estimating the states of the reservoir boundaries
through probabilistic representations. Complementing this, RL is used to
optimize decision-making by evaluating actions in terms of their expected
rewards, thereby facilitating more informed decisions in dynamic and uncer-
tain environments.

2.1. Particle Filter

The state estimation problem, encountered frequently in engineering ap-
plications, is addressed either through optimization-based variational meth-
ods summarized in Bannister (2017) or via methods based on Bayesian in-
ference, such as Kalman filter (and its many versions) and PF, outlined
by Vetra-Carvalho et al. (2018). Bayesian techniques, in contrast to vari-
ational methods, offer ways to quantify the uncertainties in the estimated
state. Such estimates are essential to decision-making processes under un-
certainties; consequently, Bayesian methods are used for state estimation
problems in this work.

The probabilistic nature of the Bayesian framework quantifies the uncer-
tainties by expressing the states and observations in terms of their respective
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probability distribution functions (PDFs). For a dynamical system under
Markovian assumptions, at time t, the conditional distribution fSt|ot(st) on
the state st given observations ot is updated sequentially using the Bayes rule
as (Ristic et al., 2004),

fSt|ot ∝ fot|StfSt|St−1fSt−1|ot−1 , (1)

where, fot|St(st), termed likelihood density, signifies the probability of observ-
ing ot given that the state is st, the PDF fSt|St−1 encapsulates the stochasticity
in model dynamics, and fSt−1|Ot−1 is the equivalent of fSt|ot from the previous
step.

Kalman filter-based methods are typically characterized by Gaussian as-
sumptions on the PDFs involved in Equation 1, whereas PF is known to
accommodate arbitrary distributions. To avoid any assumptions on the dis-
tributions involved, PF is employed in the results presented.

The assumption of PF and the algorithm used in this study, as elaborated
in Ristic et al. (2004) and Srivastava et al. (2023), along with its implemen-
tation in the context of the decision-making in geosteering problems, are
discussed next.

Particle Filter. The PF approximates the PDFs involved in Equation 1
through weighted discrete samples. The PDF fSt|Ot(s) is approximated by

fSt|Ot(s) ≈
Npar∑
i=1

wj
t δ(s− sit), wi

t ∝
fSt|Ot(s

i)

qSt|Ot(s
i)
, (2)

where, δ(s) is the Dirac delta function, {s1t , . . . , s
Npar

t } are discretely sampled

points, called particles, and {w1
t , . . . , w

Npar

t } are the associated weights such

that
∑Npar

i=1 wi
t = 1. The pairs {sit, wi

t}
Npar

i=1 are obtained through importance
sampling, in which the particles sit are sampled from qSt|Ot(s), any known
density with the same support as fSt|Ot(s), called importance density.

Suitably choosing the importance density qSt|Ot results in a sequential
weight update rule,

wi
t ∝ fOt|St(s

i)wi
t−1. (3)

The likelihood density fOt|St in the update rule (Equation 3) is designed to
capture the observation model and error and is specific to the problem under
consideration.
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To eschew the degeneracy phenomenon in which most of the particles
assume negligible weight, the particles are resampled after a fixed number
of estimation steps. Resampling serves to eliminate the less weighted parti-
cles and duplicate the highly weighted particles, and in doing so, increases
the density of particles in the high probability regions of the distribution,
improving the PDF approximation.

Algorithm. The PF is initiated with a known initial PDF fS0 ≡ fS0|O0 ,
where O0 = ϕ is a null set and indicates the absence of any observations. The
particles {s10, . . . , s

Npar

0 } are sampled using the importance density qS0 = fS0 ,
and, using the definition of weights from Equation 2, are assigned equal
weights, wi

0 = 1/Npar.

At any time t ≥ 1, given the PDF fSt−1|Ot−1 , approximated using {sit−1, w
i
t−1}

Npar

i=1

via Equation 2, the particles {sit−1, . . . , s
Npar

t−1 } are propagated through the for-

ward model, resulting in states {s1t , . . . , s
Npar

t }. Bequeathed with observation
ot at time t, the approximation of the updated PDF fSt|Ot is specified by

{sit, wi
t}

Npar

i=1 , where the weights wi
t (i = 1, . . . , Npar) are obtained using Equa-

tion 3.
To alleviate the aforementioned degeneracy phenomenon in PF, particles

are resampled periodically. Resampling involves drawing Npar independent

samples from the discrete PDF defined by {sit−1, w
i
t−1}

Npar

i=1 . All resampled
particles, being i.i.d. samples, are equally weighted, i.e., wi

t = 1/Npar, i =
1, . . . , Npar after resampling.

Implementation. In the present work, PF is used to extract a proba-
bilistic description of the well location with respect to the reservoir bound-
aries using well-log data. At any given location x along the reservoir, the
position of the reservoir boundaries bx is defined as the state, i.e., s = bx,
and the gamma-ray log observations from the drilled well gx are used as the
observations o. Consequently, the observation operator for the problem can
be summarized as

gx = f(bx), (4)

with the objective of estimating the reservoir boundaries bx using the gamma-
ray log observations from the drilled well gx and an offset well f(x). The offset
well is drilled in the vicinity of the currently drilled well and is assumed to
have similar characteristics.

The PF is initiated with uninformative uniform PDFs fS0|O0 ∼ U(a, b)
over a range of possible states to reflect the absence of prior knowledge,
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and the well-log data is assimilated after every advancement of fixed length
∆x = 10 ft. The likelihood function fOt|St critical to PF is designed to be a
Gaussian distribution

fOt|St(s) ≡ N (s;µ, σ) (5)

with mean µ = Ot and standard deviation σ = 0.2. The resampling proce-
dure to avoid degeneracy is carried out before each decision point and midway
between any two decision points.

The Npar particles obtained after assimilating the well-log data represent
the possible values of the stratigraphic layer function with corresponding
weights indicating their likelihood; such probabilistic representation is crucial
for capturing the stochastic nature of the subsurface. We would like to note
that though in this study, a single observation of well-log data at each step
is used to estimate the stratigraphic layer function, it can easily be extended
to multiple well-log observations by defining the likelihood function fOt|St

as a product of Gaussian densities from Equation 5 corresponding to each
observation.

2.2. RL-based Geosteering

This subsection provides a more detailed description of the RL-based
geosteering decision optimization method proposed by Muhammad et al.
(2023). This method is a fundamental basis upon which we will develop a
more robust and practical decision optimization method designed to address
realistic geosteering scenarios. We will describe the RL-based geosteering
method, starting with its core concept of RL. Subsequently, we will discuss
the specific RL algorithm used. Finally, we will conclude the section by
exploring the implementation of this method in a geosteering scenario previ-
ously discussed in the study.

Reinforcement learning. RL is a decision optimization method for
understanding and automating sequential decision-making scenarios (Sutton
and Barto, 2018). The term ”automate” in RL arises from its ability to
acquire optimal decision-making strategies through unsupervised and direct
interaction with the decision-making scenario (environment). The interaction
is made within a Markov Decision Process (MDP) system, a class of stochas-
tic sequential decision processes used to model decision-making scenarios in
discrete, stochastic, and sequential domains (Puterman, 1990).

The interaction is illustrated in Figure 1. During each iteration of the
decision-making process, an agent takes action, at, based on the current state
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of the environment, st. The environment provides feedback to the agent in
the form of a reward, rt+1, while transitioning to a new state, st+1. This
process is repeated, which allows the agent to adjust its decision-making
strategy to maximize value creation.

Figure 1: RL agent interaction with a decision-making environment (Muhammad et al.,
2023). A decision-making agent interacts with a decision-making environment by receiving
state st and reward rt inputs, taking action at, and receiving feedback st+1 and rt+1 in
response

.

The RL-based geosteering method uses an action-value-based algorithm
to improve the decision-making capabilities of the agent. The primary ob-
jective of the method is to improve the understanding of the action-value
function, which represents the expected value associated with taking a spe-
cific action in a given state. The agent can optimize its decision-making
strategy by improving its understanding of this function, consistently select-
ing actions with the highest value.

Algorithm. Q-learning is one of the action-value-based algorithms de-
signed to estimate the true action-value (Q-value) function. This method
relies on the following update rule for Q-value:

Q(st, at)← Q(st, at) + α[rt+1 + γmaxa′Q(st+1, a
′)−Q(st, at)]. (6)

In this context, Q(st, at) represents the current value assigned to perform
a specific action at in a given state st. The Q-value is updated by consid-
ering the immediate reward rt+1, the maximum Q-value among all possible
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actions in the subsequent state maxa′Q(st+1, a
′), and the current Q-value.

The learning rate α controls the magnitude of the update, while the discount
factor γ determines the relative importance of the next state values.

In Q-learning, Q-values are updated and stored in a tabular setting. The
convergence criterion for Q-learning is to update all state-action pairs con-
tinuously (Sutton and Barto, 2018). While this criterion is adequate for
small-scale scenarios, it becomes challenging to apply in large-scale scenar-
ios, particularly those with continuous state spaces. To address this limi-
tation, Mnih et al. (2015) proposed an alternative method called the Deep
Q-Network (DQN) that approximates and stores Q-values using a deep neural
network (DNN), replacing the tabular setting of the traditional Q-learning.
However, including a DNN within an RL framework can lead to instabilities
or divergent learning (Tsitsiklis and Van Roy, 1997). To effectively address
these challenges, the DQN method illustrates the importance of employing
mitigation methods, such as experience replay and target networks4, which
are crucial for ensuring stability and convergent learning.

DQN learns by updating the parameter of the DNN through the mini-
mization of the following loss function:

L(θ) = [yt −Q(st, at; θt)]
2. (7)

In the given equation, yt represents the target Q-value, and Q(st, at; θt) rep-
resents the predicted Q-value. The DNN is trained using stochastic gradient
descent to update the network weights θt at each time-step t, resulting in
improved estimates of the Q-values.

The RL-based geosteering method uses a DNN consisting of multiple hid-
den layers, where the input to the network is a state representation of the
environment, and the outputs are Q-values for each possible action. The
DNN architecture allows flexibility in adapting to different scenarios by ad-
justing the number of nodes in both the input and output layers. The con-
figuration of the hidden layers is not strictly specified, but it impacts the
outputted Q-values and the computational requirements. To provide an il-
lustrative example, we will demonstrate the procedure of initializing DQN
and its corresponding DNN for a geosteering decision-making scenario.

Implementation. We consider a geosteering scenario involving a hori-

4More detailed definition of experience replay and target networks can be found in
Mnih et al. (2015)
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zontal well drilled in a thin, faulted, three-layered reservoir model. Our prior
geological model provides information regarding the reservoir boundaries and
fault information. We assume that the reservoir maintains a constant thick-
ness and uniform properties throughout.

A decision-making agent is involved in a decision-making process to opti-
mize the length of the well within the reservoir. At each step of this process,
the agent receives direct distance to reservoir boundaries measurements. The
distance measurements in this scenario are assumed to be accurate. After-
ward, the agent can make estimates about the look-ahead reservoir bound-
aries.

Muhammad et al. (2023) proposed two RL-based geosteering methods
that demonstrated identical near-optimal efficacy in solving the geosteering
decision-making scenario. In the decision-making process, the first method
relies on look-ahead Bayesian estimates, while the second method uses direct
distance to reservoir boundaries measurements. Despite their differences,
both methods share similarities in leveraging direct distance to reservoir
boundaries measurements. The second method directly uses these measure-
ments for decision-making, while the first method uses them to update its
prior geological model and generate probabilistic look-ahead estimates.

The first method demonstrates how RL can optimize decisions when es-
timates are the primary decision-making criterion. In contrast, the second
method highlights the capability of RL to make optimized decisions based
solely on distance measurements. While either method can be selected, in
this case, we choose the distance measurements as the state representation
of the environment, along with some additional related information5. The
state representation serves as the input to the DNN.

After receiving the state representation, the agent chooses the optimal
alternative (action) from five available alternatives. Following the steering
decision, there is a subsequent conditional sidetrack decision, which can only
be chosen if the well exits the reservoir. If selected, the well is directed back
into the reservoir. In a conventional decision-making method, the steering
and sidetrack decisions are typically treated as separate decision nodes, neces-
sitating the use of two distinct DNNs within the DQN framework. However,
in this specific context, we use a single DNN with six output nodes5.

5More in-depth explanation of the implementation of RL in this geosteering scenario
can be found in Muhammad et al. (2023).
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Following each decision, the agent receives feedback in the form of a
reward function. If not already defined, the reward function should align
with the overall objective of the geosteering scenario. In this case, the ob-
jective is to maximize the length of the well within the reservoir (reservoir
contact) while simultaneously minimizing operational costs. One possible
reward function for this scenario is to adopt a common multi-objective deci-
sion analytic approach (Bratvold and Begg, 2010), where the objectives are
weighted. Therefore, the reward function for this particular scenario can be
written as follows:

r = w1 · v − w2 · c. (8)

Here, v represents the value given the location of the well, with a value of
v indicating that the well is located within the reservoir and 0 otherwise.
The operating cost c is the sum of the drilling cost and, if applicable, the
sidetrack cost. The weight of objectives one and two are represented as w1

and w2, respectively.
The decision-making process is subsequently repeated as the environment

transitions to a new state. Subsequently, the agent receives the updated
state representation and chooses the next alternative. This entire process is
repeated until the geosteering operation has been completed, which can be
referred to as one episode. The agent may need to be trained over several
thousand episodes to improve the decision-making strategy. This training
procedure allows the agent to learn from the feedback received through the
reward function, continuously improving its understanding of the optimal
Q-values.

In summary, implementing the RL-based geosteering method involves sev-
eral steps. Firstly, the DNN is initialized by defining the state representation
of the environment as the input and specifying the number of alternatives as
the output. This ensures compatibility between the network and the geosteer-
ing scenario. Secondly, defining a reward function that aligns with the overall
objective is essential if it is not initially available. This step ensures that the
RL agent learns to maximize the desired objectives effectively. Finally, the
training procedure can be initiated, allowing the RL agent to learn and im-
prove its geosteering decision-making strategy over time by interacting with
the environment.
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3. Proposed Method

This section will describe three methods used to optimize geosteering
decisions. Each method represents a different approach: one uses RL inde-
pendently of PF, another relies on PF independently of RL, and the third
combines both methods. These methods ensure a comprehensive evaluation
of what RL and PF bring to optimize realistic geosteering decision-making
scenarios.

For methods that use RL, we will propose the state representation that
suits each method most effectively. The remaining aspects of the methods
will remain unchanged, as described in Section 2.2. On the other hand, us-
ing PF or any other state estimation method without a decision optimization
method is generally not very helpful in a geosteering decision-making context.
Therefore, we will introduce a rule-based decision-making method that uti-
lizes PF outputs as a critical input to inform and guide the decision-making
process.

3.1. RL State Representations

Before describing the representations, it is important to establish that the
RL-based geosteering method is extended to align with the common practices
in geosteering. Prior to each decision, we receive well-log data, which can be
used directly, or as input to PF. Figure 2 illustrates the process of receiving
well-log data before using it as inputs to PF to estimate the distance to
reservoir boundaries. The details of the figure will be described alongside
each corresponding method. We propose the following state representations
that will serve as inputs to our DNN:

Direct well-log data measurements. The state representation is re-
lated to the second RL-based geosteering method. It emphasizes the utiliza-
tion of direct measurements rather than relying on state estimation methods
for representing the state. However, the main difference lies in utilizing well-
log data commonly used during geosteering operations, such as gamma-ray,
porosity, and resistivity logs. By using these widely available measurements,
we ensure the practicality of the representation. We refer to this method as
”RL-Log.”

RL-Log state representation is shown in the left-hand side of Figure 2.
The solid black lines show the true6 reservoir boundaries, where the red line

6True refers to the actual reservoir, used as a benchmark to compare and validate the
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shows the drilled well, and the red arrows show the surrounding locations
from which the well-log data is obtained. The RL-Log method uses this data
exclusively to optimize decision-making processes.

One advantage of RL-Log, or utilizing direct measurements as the state
representation in general, is its computational efficiency (Muhammad et al.,
2023). By avoiding the need for state estimation methods, the computational
requirements are primarily determined by the complexity of the geosteering
scenarios and the configuration of the DNN. However, RL-Log comes with a
potential drawback. The subsurface is highly variable, leading to variations
in well-log data across different geosteering scenarios. Consequently, the
decision-making strategies derived from RL-Log may be scenario-specific or
limit their applicability to scenarios used during the training procedure.

Outputs from PF. This state representation is related to the first and
second RL-based geosteering methods, as it incorporates a method to esti-
mate the distance to reservoir boundaries and uses the distance to reservoir
boundaries as its primary decision-making criterion. This method aligns with
the common practice in geosteering decision-making, which has been empha-
sized throughout this study. We refer to this method as ”RL-Estimation.”

The entirety of Figure 2 describes RL-Estimation state representation.
After receiving well-log data, the PF is used to process the data, resulting in
an estimated distance to the reservoir boundaries. These estimated reservoir
boundaries are indicated by the dashed black lines, and the corresponding
distances from the drilled well, from which the RL-Estimation optimized the
decisions, are indicated by the red arrows.

One advantage of RL-Estimation, specifically using distance to reservoir
boundaries measurements (or estimates in this context) as the state repre-
sentation, lies in its robustness and flexibility (Muhammad et al., 2023). The
core premise of this method is that within the geosteering context, distance
to reservoir boundaries serves as a more adaptable decision-making criterion
than direct well-log data. Hence, even when applied to scenarios with differ-
ent well-log data, the strategies remain applicable as the distance to reservoir
boundaries can be estimated using the well-log data.

However, RL-Estimation has a potential drawback, which is the increased
computational requirements due to using a state estimation method. The re-
quirement to run this method before making decisions significantly raises the

estimated reservoir boundaries
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Figure 2: Illustration of using well-log data as inputs for PF to estimate the distance to
reservoir boundaries. The solid black lines show the true reservoir boundaries, while the
dashed black lines show the estimated boundaries derived from PF. The red lines show
the trajectory of the drilled well, while the red arrows show the decision-making criterion.
The figure on the left illustrates the RL-Log method, while the complete illustration refers
to the RL-Estimation method.

computational requirements compared to RL-Log. This increment in compu-
tational requirements is particularly noticeable during the training procedure,
where the requirements are influenced by the number of training episodes.
Therefore, it is crucial to consider this factor when assessing the feasibil-
ity and practicality of implementing RL-Estimation, especially in realistic
geosteering scenarios.

3.2. Rule-based Decision-Making Method

The method involves making näıve estimates regarding the potential
look-ahead depth of reservoir boundaries. Unlike the RL-based geosteer-
ing method, which can use any available information through its DNN for
decision-making, traditional decision optimization methods usually depend
on the look-ahead estimates to make optimized decisions. In this context,
the rule-based decision-making method can be described as follows:

After completing a PF step, we select X particles that best represent the
likely reservoir boundaries based on the particles PDF after evaluating the
observed well log data. Each best particle is expected to provide a good
estimate of the true reservoir boundaries (due to their alignment with the
observed well log data). This makes them a solid initial reference point for
look-ahead estimates. We propose a näıve look-ahead estimation method
that uses the same state transition function used during the PF step to
generate the look-ahead estimates from these particles. The state transition
function is executed n times, where n represents the number of discrete points
between two decision points in the geosteering scenario. However, similar to
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its utilization in the PF step, the state transition function generates these
estimates in a stochastic manner, making the estimated look-ahead reservoir
boundaries inherently have higher uncertainty than the particles.

Figure 3 illustrates the use of a particle from PF, similar to the one used
by RL-Estimation in Figure 2, as the initial reference point. The particle is
the basis for generating look-ahead estimates, indicated by the dashed blue
lines. These dashed blue lines illustrate the stochastic nature of look-ahead
estimates, which may lead to significant deviations from the true reservoir
boundaries. The red arrows indicate the distances from the projected well,
represented by the dashed red lines, to the estimated look-ahead reservoir
boundaries. The calculation of the projected well is based on a single alter-
native, and this process is repeated for all available alternatives, as will be
described further below.

Figure 3: Illustration of the rule-based decision-making method. It shows the use of a PF
particle as an initial reference to generate look-ahead estimates. The estimates are shown
as dashed blue lines. Red arrows show distances to estimated look-ahead boundaries from
the projected well, which are shown as dashed blue lines.

Once the estimation step is completed, the subsequent step is a decision-
making step that involves iterating through all alternatives and selected par-
ticles to calculate the expected reward for each alternative. The expected
reward for each alternative, R, is computed as the weighted sum of the re-
wards for all particles and discrete points:

R =
X∑
i=1

wi ·
N∑
j=1

rij. (9)

Here, wi represents the normalized weight assigned to the i-th particle, indi-
cating its significance in the estimation process. The normalized weight for
each particle is calculated using the total weight of the set of X particles.
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The reward function, rij, is obtained based on the i-th particle at the j-th
discrete point, with N equals to the number of discrete points of the scenario.

The rule-based decision-making method adapts the following reward func-
tion:

r = −4(dmin

h
− 0.5)2 + 1 (10)

where r represents the reward function for one discrete point. The term
dmin corresponds to the minimum value between the distances from the drill
bit to the top and bottom reservoir boundaries. Furthermore, h shows the
thickness of the reservoir. The reward function reaches its maximum value
(1) when the well is optimally placed in the middle of the reservoir (dmin/h =
0.5). However, it is important to note that the function is unbounded for its
minimum value, as it is specifically designed to penalize situations where the
well is located far outside the reservoir boundaries.

Following the computation of expected rewards for each alternative, the
decision-making process concludes by selecting the best alternative, corre-
sponding to the one with the highest expected reward. Opting for the alter-
native that offers the highest immediate expected reward mirrors the greedy
optimization method. Consequently, the rule-based decision-making method
is likely to yield locally optimized decisions.

4. Numerical Example

In this section, we will describe the geosteering decision-making scenario
used for comparing the performance of the three proposed methods. Fur-
thermore, we will outline the implementation and training procedures for
the RL-Log and RL-Estimation methods. Finally, we will describe the eval-
uation procedure applied to all three proposed methods in this study.

4.1. Geosteering Decision-Making Scenario

In this geosteering decision-making scenario, we focus on a horizontal well
drilled in a faulted three-layered reservoir model. The reservoir is assumed
to maintain a constant thickness of h = 20 ft and uniform quality. Primary
uncertainties in this scenario lie in the depths of the reservoir boundaries,
which are randomly generated using functions from Alyaev (2022). The
horizontal section of the reservoir boundaries is discretized into N = 320
discrete points, each separated by 10 ft. The number of faults in this scenario
is limited to three, with each fault separated by at least 100 points (1000 ft).
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As the well is drilled past each decision point, real-time well-log data7

is measured using LWD tools. The well-log data used for this study is the
gamma-ray log data (Miner et al., 2021) used during the semifinal of the
Geosteering World Cup 2020 (Tadjer et al., 2021). The full gamma-ray log
data used in this study is illustrated in Figure 4. The data is shifted to a
desired true vertical depth (TVD) and scaled to be between 0 and 1. The
gamma-ray log data can be used as inputs to PF, with its outputs becoming
the primary criterion for decision-making. Alternatively, the gamma-ray log
data can be directly used as the primary decision-making criterion.

Figure 4: Gamma-ray log data based on Miner et al. (2021); Alyaev and Elsheikh (2022).

7Data measurement is assumed to provide perfect information, but the model can
incorporate uncertainties in the measurements if needed.
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In this case, the decision-making agent makes well-steering decisions by
adjusting the well inclination every n = 32 discrete points, resulting in 10
decision points. At each decision point, the agent has 11 alternatives for
adjusting the inclination, constrained between −5 and 5 degrees with an in-
crement of 1 degree. To further restrict the steering decisions, we include
another constraint where the inclination is bounded between 86 and 94 de-
grees, with values above 90 indicating the well is moving towards deeper
depths. Additionally, the dogleg severity (DLS) constraint of the scenario
is defined to be 3 degrees per 100 ft. After each decision point, the mini-
mum curvature method8 is used to calculate the well location for the next
32 discrete points based on the chosen alternative.

At the beginning of the geosteering scenario, the well is positioned be-
tween 200 and 250 ft above the reservoir boundaries to accommodate a land-
ing phase. The initial inclination is set to be 110 degrees. Throughout the
landing phase, the steering alternatives remain unchanged. However, the
constraint that bounded the inclination of the well is relaxed to be between
70 and 110 degrees during this phase. The landing phase concludes after the
third decision point, equivalent to 960 ft after the initial point.

The geosteering decision-making scenario is shown in Figure 5. The ver-
tical axis represents the TVD relative to the bottom reservoir boundary (y =
0). The trajectory of the drilled well is shown as a dotted red line, with each
marker along the line representing a decision point. The black lines show the
reservoir boundaries generated using functions from Alyaev (2022). A blue
line in a separate plot shows the gamma-ray log data. This data comprises
a portion of data shown in Figure 4, representing the gamma-ray log from
a specific depth interval. The scenario includes two faults at about 1250 ft
and 2500 ft.

The objective of this scenario is to maximize reservoir contact, which
means maximizing the length of the well placed within the reservoir. To
achieve this objective, we define a reward function, r, which returns a value
of 0 if the well is positioned inside the reservoir and −1 if the well is outside
the reservoir. The reward is accumulated over 32 discrete points and is
provided to the decision-making agent after each decision point. Unlike the
reward function used by the rule-based decision-making method, this reward

8Detailed explanation of the minimum curvature method can be found in Kullawan
et al. (2016a).
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Figure 5: Illustration of the geosteering decision-making scenario. The trajectory of the
drilled well is shown as a dotted red line, with each point indicating a decision point.
Reservoir boundaries are randomly generated using functions from Alyaev (2022) and
shown by black lines. The separate blue line plot shows the gamma-ray log data.

function is quite straightforward. It does not penalize the decision-making
agent based on the distance between the well and the reservoir boundaries.
Instead, it focuses solely on whether the well is placed within the reservoir
or not.

r =

{
0, if well is inside,

−1, if well is outside.
(11)

4.2. RL Implementation and Training Procedures

Recall that we need to initialize the DNN before implementing the RL-
based geosteering method. This initialization involves defining the state rep-
resentation of the decision-making environment as the input to the DNN
and the number of alternatives as the output of the DNN. Additionally, if
the reward function has not been previously defined, we must define one that
aligns with the overall objective of the scenario.

As mentioned previously, the RL-Log and RL-Estimation methods have
different state representations, resulting in distinct inputs to the DNN. Both
methods, however, share similarities. First, they share a similarity in that
both methods receive information about the latest inclination degree of the
well and the current discrete point (or the distance from the initial point).

21



Secondly, RL-Log and RL-Estimation use the same number of alternatives,
resulting in 11 outputs, and the same reward function, r, as described in
Section 4.1.

The state representation for the RL-Log method is the direct well-log data
measured using the LWD tools. The decision-making agent uses this well-
log data as its primary criterion for geosteering decisions. In contrast, the
RL-Estimation method uses the outputs from PF as its state representation.
The well-log data is processed to estimate the location of the well relative to
the reservoir boundaries. The decision-making agent receives this estimated
distance to the reservoir boundaries as its state representation. Additionally,
the agent receives the corresponding estimates’ probability relative to the
other particles.

PF can be configured to generate multiple estimates. This aligns with the
geosteering decision-making scenario, which is characterized by the possibil-
ity of having several solution modes or multi-modality, as reported by Alyaev
and Elsheikh (2022). Therefore, obtaining several likely estimates and their
corresponding probabilities is desirable. Given this, we will use two sets of
PF estimates9 as the state representation: one deterministic PF estimate (1
PF), representing the most likely solution of PF (particle with the highest
weight), and five probabilistic PF estimates10 (5 PF). Note that the 5 PF
state representation includes the deterministic and 4 probabilistic estimates.

After initializing the input and output of the DNN, we define additional
details for the training procedure. For this study, we use PyTorch (Paszke
et al., 2019) to design the DNN and handle the training procedure. The
default DNN configuration chosen is a three-hidden-layer network, each being
a fully-connected linear layer and using a ReLU activation function. The
number of neurons in the first and third hidden layers is set to two times
the input size, while the second layer is set to have a number of neurons four
times that of the input. For the RL-Log method, we adjust the configuration
by increasing the number of neurons to twice the original amount. This
results in 4-8-4 times the input size. This modification is implemented to
improve the performance of RL-Log, which could still maintain relatively
low computational requirements.

We also need to define a hyperparameter setting for the training proce-

9The rule-based decision-making method will also use two sets of PF estimates.
10The rationale behind using 5 PF estimates will be described in Section 5.1.
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dure. The definition and value for each hyperparameter11 are summarized
in Table 1. The training procedure can be initiated with all the necessary
components defined. The RL-Log and RL-Estimation will be trained using
11 training seeds drawn from a uniform distribution to ensure an unbiased
comparison with the rule-based decision-making method. The evaluation
procedure for all the trained decision-making agents from RL-Log and RL-
Estimation methods, as well as the rule-based decision-making method, are
described in the subsequent subsection.

Table 1: Hyperparameter setting used for the RL-Log and RL-Estimation methods

Hyperparameter Value Definition

Discount factor (γ) 0.95
Balances the importance of immediate and
future rewards during the training procedure.

Learning rate (α) 0.0005
Controls the magnitude to which new information
overrides existing Q-values during the training procedure.

Initial exploration 1.0
Initial probability of the agent taking a random
action instead of following the learned Q-values

Final exploration 0.1
Final probability of the agent taking a random
action instead of following the learned Q-values

Exploration
multiplier

0.9997
Multiplier to decrease the value of exploration
parameter each episode

Minibatch size 64
Number of samples used in each iteration of the
training procedure to update the model parameters.

Memory size 50000 Capacity of the experience replay buffer
Target network
update frequency

1000
Controls the frequency to update the target
Q-value with the weights from the main Q-value

Training episodes 20000 Number of episodes to train the agent

4.3. Evaluation Procedure

For the evaluation procedure, we generate 1000 reservoir boundary real-
izations using the same function used during the training procedure. How-
ever, there is a slight difference in the evaluation procedure between the
rule-based decision-making method and the methods using RL. The evalua-
tion for the rule-based decision-making strategy is straightforward, involving
the calculation of the average reward obtained from the 1000 realizations.

11More detailed information about the usage of each hyperparameter can be found in
Mnih et al. (2015).
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However, it is important to note that the average reward is calculated based
on Equation 11 rather than Equation 10 to ensure a consistent comparison.

Since both RL-Log and RL-Estimation methods each train multiple decision-
making agents, we need to calculate the median12 of the average rewards
obtained by all the agents. This is done using the following equations:

rRL = Median (r̄1, r̄2, . . . , r̄m) (12)

r̄ =

∑k
i=1 ri
k

(13)

Here,m equals 11 (the number of training seeds), and r̄ represents the average
reward out of k = 1000 realizations.

5. Results and Discussions

In this section, we present the results of the study along with compre-
hensive discussions about their significance. We begin by comparing the
outputs from PF with the true reservoir boundaries. Subsequently, we show
the training results obtained from the RL-Log and RL-Estimation methods.
Finally, we conclude this section by presenting the evaluation results of all
proposed methods.

5.1. PF Estimates

The estimates for gamma-ray and its corresponding reservoir boundaries
for PFs starting with Npar = 32 and up to Npar = 1024 along with the
corresponding MAE values are shown in Figure 6. Each line in the figure
represents the best particle (the particle with the highest weight) for each
Npar. The figure is generated based on 100 different reservoir realizations.

One of the objectives of our study with PF is to determine the optimal
number of particles before integrating it with RL. We established a Mean
Absolute Error (MAE) threshold of 0.01 to guide this selection. Observing
the MAE of the best particle, as presented in the left panel in Figure 6, it
is evident that starting from 64 particles, the MAE values consistently fall
below the 0.01 mark. Nevertheless, while increasing the number of particles

12Median is chosen over mean as the median of an odd dataset provides a more precise
reward value from a trained decision-making agent.
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Figure 6: PF results across different numbers of particles, Npar, for two parameters:
Gamma-ray (left) and Reservoir boundaries (right). The solid black line represents the
true data. Dashed lines of varying colors correspond to the results obtained from different
particle counts, with the MAE values provided in the legend. As evident, increasing the
number of particles generally leads to a reduction in MAE, thereby improving the accuracy
of the simulations.

enhances accuracy, it also increases the computational requirements associ-
ated with PF-based estimates. Though the 64-particle configuration yielded
an MAE of 0.0094, we opted for 128 particles, ensuring a more conservative
MAE value that lies well beneath our set threshold, thus providing a balance
between precision and computational efficiency.

A distinct observation can be drawn regarding the performance of PF in
estimating gamma-ray and reservoir boundaries. The left panel in Figure
6 shows that the Particle Filter is adept at selecting the best particle that
matches with the true gamma-ray values. However, a contrasting scenario is
shown in the right panel, where the corresponding reservoir boundaries are
incongruous with the true values. This observation indicates that there could
be multiple possible realizations of the reservoir boundaries that result in
similar gamma-ray observations and emphasizes the need to consider multiple
particles to deal with the ill-posed inverse problem.

Figure 7 highlights the relationship between the number of best particles,
Nbest, and the corresponding MAE for Npar. Each line represents the mean
of Nbest particles, ranging from 1 to 8 particles. As we increase the number
of particles from 1 to 8, the MAE is increasing. Note that the MAE for
Nbest = 1 aligns precisely with the MAE observed for Npar = 128 particles
from Figure 6. Of the eight particles shown, the Nbest = 5 exhibits an
MAE that aligns precisely with our predefined threshold of 0.01. The right
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Figure 7: PF results across different values of number of best particles, Nbest, for two
parameters: Gamma-ray (left) and Reservoir boundaries (right). The solid black line
represents the true data. Dashed lines of varying colors correspond to the results obtained
from different Nbest values, with the Mean MAE values provided in the legend. As evident,
increasing the Nbest values shows a slight increase in MAE, indicating a deviation from
the true values.

panel shows that the choice between using the best-performing single particle
(Nbest = 1) or employing multiple particles has minimal impact on the mean
absolute error (MAE) of the true reservoir boundaries. Therefore, we opt to
use the probabilistic solution of Nbest = 5 particles, including the most likely
solution (the best particle) for the integration with RL.

5.2. Training Results

Results. Figure 8 shows the training results of the RL-Log method and
the two RL-Estimation methods from 11 different training seeds. The lines
in the graph represent the average values, while the shaded areas depict the
corresponding confidence intervals. The legend provides the key to interpret-
ing the methods displayed in the figure. We calculate the average rewards
acquired during the last 100 training episodes to construct this figure. This
approach ensures a smoothed representation of the training procedure, effec-
tively mitigating the impact of short-term fluctuations.

All methods gradually improve the overall rewards throughout the train-
ing, as seen by the overall increase in the rewards. Initially, all methods start
with a reward of approximately -220, corresponding to 2 percent reservoir
contact. As training progresses, the RL-Log method achieves an average re-
ward of approximately -75, while both RL-Estimation methods achieve an
average reward of approximately -30. Furthermore, the RL-Estimation meth-
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Figure 8: The graph shows average training rewards with shaded areas indicating confi-
dence intervals. Average rewards over the last 100 training episodes are used for a smoother
depiction of training progress and to reduce short-term fluctuations.

.

ods demonstrate a more stable training procedure than the RL-Log method,
as seen by their relatively smaller shaded areas towards the end of the train-
ing procedure.

Another important aspect is the computational requirements of training a
single seed. While the RL-Log method achieves lower results at the end of the
training procedure, it only requires approximately 30 minutes for training. In
contrast, the RL-Estimation methods have expensive computational require-
ments. The RL-Estimation method using 1 PF input requires approximately
300 minutes for training. On the other hand, the RL-Estimation method
using 5 PF inputs requires approximately 420 minutes for training.

Discussions. With a training time of only 30 minutes, the RL-Log
method can be considered a computationally efficient method. However, this
advantage comes at the expense of possibly yielding relatively worse decision-
making strategies than the RL-Estimation methods. On the other hand, de-
spite requiring more computational requirements, the RL-Estimation meth-
ods show superior performance and stability during training. The stability
suggests that the RL-Estimation methods are less affected by random train-
ing seeds than the RL-Log method.

The training results of the RL-Estimation method using 1 and 5 PF in-
puts appeared similar. A more detailed look at the graph suggests a slight
advantage for the RL-Estimation method using 5 PF inputs, particularly in
the later stages of the training procedure. However, the difference in train-
ing results can be seen as insignificant, given the notable difference in their
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computational requirements. The difference in computational requirements
between 1 and 5 PF inputs is primarily attributed to the number of neu-
rons within the DNN. As the input’s dimensionality increases, there is a
corresponding increase in the computational requirements for the training
procedure.

On the other hand, the considerable difference in computational require-
ments between the RL-Log and RL-Estimation methods is primarily at-
tributed to the use of PF at each discrete point. A closer look at a single
episode in the RL-Estimation method reveals that PF accounts for approx-
imately 95 percent of the computational requirements. The percentage is
notably high and opens the possibility of exploring other methods, such as
DNN-based state estimation methods, to reduce computational requirements
while maintaining the accuracy of estimates.

Nevertheless, based on the overall training results, the RL-Estimation
method, using either 1 or 5 PF inputs, appears to be the preferred method
for solving realistic geosteering decision-making scenarios. This holds espe-
cially true in cases where sufficient computational resources are available.
To further validate the training results, we compare all proposed methods
more comprehensively based on the procedure described in Section 4.3 in the
following subsection.

5.3. Evaluation Results

Results. Table 2 shows the methods evaluated in the study, their corre-
sponding input parameters, rewards yielded, reservoir contact percentages,
and the MAE of input values. To ensure consistent comparisons, the rewards
are calculated after the landing phase, thus excluding the unavoidable -1 re-
wards. For the rule-based and RL-Estimation methods, results are provided
for both using the 1 and 5 PF inputs.

The application of the rule-based decision-making method results in re-
wards of -101.36 and -105.95 for inputs of 1 and 5 look-ahead estimates,
respectively. These rewards correspond to reservoir contacts of 54.75 and
52.70 percent, respectively. The RL-Log method, which utilizes RL with
gamma-ray log data as input, yields a reward of -74.27 and a reservoir con-
tact of 66.84 percent. The RL-Estimation methods perform significantly
better than the other methods, achieving rewards of -25.36 and -24.99 for
1 and 5 PF inputs, respectively, corresponding to reservoir contact of 88.68
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Table 2: Evaluation results for the Rule-based decision-making, RL-Log, and RL-
Estimation methods

Methods Input Rewards
Reservoir

contact (%)
MAE of
Input

Rule-based13 1 Look-ahead -101.36 54.75 4.27
Rule-based13 5 Look-ahead -105.95 52.70 4.27

RL-Log Gamma-ray -74.27 66.84 -
RL-Estimation 1 PF -25.36 88.67 1.29
RL-Estimation 5 PF -24.99 88.91 1.31

and 88.85 percent.
The MAE calculation varies with the method used as the decision-making

criterion. For the rule-based decision-making method, the MAE value refers
to the difference between the true reservoir boundaries and the random look-
ahead estimates, resulting in a value of 4.27. The RL-Estimation method uses
different calculations where the MAE value refers to the difference between
the true reservoir boundaries and the outputs yielded from PF. This results
in a lower MAE value of 1.29 and 1.31 for the methods using 1 and 5 PF
inputs, respectively. Contrary to the other two methods, the RL-Log method
is not subjected to the MAE calculation, given the underlying assumption of
accurate gamma-ray log data.

Figure 9 shows the results of evaluating the RL-Log and RL-Estimation
methods on various gamma-ray log samples. We have excluded the rule-
based decision-making method from this evaluation due to its inferior overall
performance. The gamma-ray log samples correspond to different TVDs in
Figure 4, which indicates the assumed reservoir depth. Specifically, Sample
1 in the figure refers to the gamma-ray log data used during the training and
evaluation procedure described above. It serves as the baseline against which
the other two samples will be compared.

The figure shows a significant decline in the reservoir contact of the RL-
Log method. This decline is observed when the method is evaluated using
different gamma-ray log data compared to the data used in its training.
The reservoir contact results for two different gamma-ray log samples de-

13The landing phase of the rule-based decision-making method is assisted by a trained
RL method, as the former is incapable of optimizing decisions during this phase.

29



viate significantly from the baseline of 66.84 percent. On the other hand,
both RL-Estimation methods show a consistent pattern across all samples,
maintaining reservoir contacts identical to their respective baseline of approx-
imately 88 percent. Furthermore, the figure shows that the RL-Estimation
method using 5 PF inputs consistently outperforms the method using 1 PF
input, despite the small difference between them.

Figure 9: Evaluation results of the RL-Log and RL-Estimation methods, considering dif-
ferent TVD at which the gamma-ray log data is sampled.

.

Figure 10 shows the results of evaluating the RL-Estimation methods,
focusing on the minimum number of encountered faults. We have excluded
the RL-Log method from this evaluation due to its inferior performance in the
prior evaluation. We use three different thresholds for the minimum number
of faults. Reservoir contact for faults ≥ 0 refers to the percentage obtained
from the previous evaluation. The figure shows an expected decrease in
reservoir contact as the minimum fault number increases. As a result, when
faults ≥ 2, the reservoir contact reaches its minimum value at approximately
74 percent for both the RL-Estimation using 1 and 5 PF inputs. Furthermore,
the figure shows a consistent trend observed in the previous evaluation, in
which the RL-Estimation method using 5 PF inputs consistently outperforms
the one using 1 PF input. This difference becomes slightly more noticeable
in scenarios involving more faults.

Discussions. The rule-based decision-making method performs the worst.
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Figure 10: Evaluation results of the RL-Estimation methods, considering different mini-
mum numbers of encountered faults.

.

This is attributed to two key factors: adopting the greedy optimization
method and using the näıve estimation method for generating look-ahead
estimates. Selecting locally optimized decisions is suitable for simpler se-
quential decision-making scenarios. However, its application in geosteering
decision-making scenarios is ineffective, especially compared to RL, which
integrates a learning process and its impact on future decisions.

Additionally, the input provided to the rule-based method is also sub-
optimal. While the initial reference points for these estimates are derived
from the best-performing particles from PF, the subsequent look-ahead esti-
mates are generated in a stochastic manner. This explanation is validated by
the MAE values presented in the table. Specifically, the rule-based decision-
making methods optimize decisions using an input featuring an MAE of 4.27.
Moreover, the performance of the rule-based method with 5 look-ahead esti-
mates is slightly worse than that with only 1 look-ahead estimate. It can be
attributed to the accumulation of high MAE values from all five estimates.

The RL-Log method improves rewards and reservoir contact percentages
compared to the rule-based decision-making method. This improvement
is primarily attributed to using RL for optimizing decisions. The RL-Log
method yields improvement in results even when provided with gamma-ray
log data, which we considered a less adaptable decision-making criterion than
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the distance to reservoir boundaries. However, the improvements observed
in the RL-Log method are restricted to the gamma-ray log data used during
its training. The resulting decision-making strategy is not applicable to dif-
ferent gamma-ray log samples. Consequently, attempting to apply it to such
samples will lead to suboptimal decisions and low overall reservoir contact.

In contrast, the RL-Estimation methods yield consistent results across
all gamma-ray log samples, whether using 1 or 5 PF inputs. The results
demonstrate the ability of the RL-Estimation method to produce an optimal
decision-making strategy irrespective of the gamma-ray log data. The results
also confirm that using the distance to reservoir boundaries, represented here
by PF inputs, is a more flexible decision-making criterion than direct well-
log data. The significant difference in reservoir contact justifies the computa-
tional requirements associated with integrating PF into the framework of the
RL-Estimation method. Considering the results from all methods, it is evi-
dent that the integration of RL and PF establishes a synergistic dependency
between the two, leading to significantly enhanced outcomes in optimizing
geosteering decisions.

Further evaluation of the RL-Estimation methods indicates that using 5
PF inputs results in consistently better performance than using 1 PF input
across all evaluation parameters. The results demonstrate the additional
value created from using probabilistic PF inputs compared to relying solely
on deterministic inputs, especially in scenarios with a possibility of multi-
modality occurrences. However, the insignificant improvement in results may
indicate that there are only a few multi-modality occurrences in this scenario.

Nevertheless, it is evident that both RL-Estimation methods encounter
challenges from an increased number of faults. This result can be attributed
to the lack of look-ahead estimates. However, PF is ill-suited for generating
accurate look-ahead estimates, as demonstrated by the rule-based decision-
making method. Therefore, an alternative state estimation method is needed
to evaluate the value created from integrating look-ahead estimates within
the RL framework.

6. Benchmarking Study

In this benchmarking study, we use an RL that uses the distance to the
true reservoir boundaries as its decision-making criterion as a benchmark for
the RL-Estimation method, thus eliminating the errors arising from the state
estimation method. The distance to the true reservoir boundaries represents
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the theoretically optimal criterion for RL, assuming the real condition of not
having access to the look-ahead reservoir boundaries. This benchmarking
study evaluates whether the outputs derived from PF are sufficient as the
decision-making criterion for the RL-Estimation method or if a more accurate
state estimation method is needed.

Furthermore, we provide an additional benchmark for the RL-Estimation
method. Specifically, we compare the method against RL using the distance
to the true and look-ahead reservoir boundaries as the decision-making crite-
rion. It represents the theoretically optimal criterion for RL. Consequently,
it is expected to yield the optimal results when using RL as the decision
optimization method.

Figure 11 illustrates the decision-making criterion provided to RL for the
benchmarking study. Similar to the figures in Section 3, the black lines show
the true reservoir boundaries, while the solid red lines show the trajectory
of the drilled well. The dashed red lines show the projected well used to
calculate the distance to the true and look-ahead reservoir boundaries. The
red arrows show the decision-making criterion for each benchmarking study.
Specifically, the left-hand side figure illustrates the distance to the true reser-
voir boundaries, while the right-hand side figure illustrates the distance to
the true and look-ahead reservoir boundaries.

Figure 11: Illustration of the decision-making criterion, indicated by the red arrows, used
for the benchmarking study. The black lines show the true reservoir boundaries, while
the solid red lines show the trajectory of the drilled well. The figure on the left illustrates
the distance to the true reservoir boundaries as the decision-making criterion for RL. The
right-hand side figure illustrates the distance from the projected well, indicated by dashed
red lines, to the true and look-ahead reservoir boundaries.

Results. Figure 12 shows the results of the benchmarking study. The
evaluation is conducted across different numbers of encountered faults. The
figure shows a consistent trend wherein RL using the distance to the true
reservoir boundaries consistently yields 1 to 2 percent better reservoir con-

33



tact compared to the RL-Estimation method. Furthermore, providing the
distance to the true and look-ahead reservoir boundaries to RL leads to the
optimal results, resulting in a consistent reservoir contact of above 90 per-
cent. The most notable difference occurs in scenarios where faults ≥ 2, a
scenario in which the RL-Estimation method is known to struggle.

Figure 12: Benchmarking study of the RL-Estimation method to the theoretically possible
results, considering different minimum numbers of encountered faults.

.

Discussions. The results of the benchmarking study show that the RL-
Estimation method yields comparable results to RL provided by the distance
to the true reservoir boundaries. With a difference in reservoir contact of only
1 to 2 percent, we can reasonably consider that PF yields sufficiently accurate
outputs for the RL-Estimation method. The only drawback of PF is its
expensive computational requirements, which take approximately 95 percent
of the computational requirements for the RL-Estimation method. Despite
this, the RL-Estimation method requires less than a second to evaluate a
single geosteering decision-making scenario, demonstrating its efficiency in
practical applications.

The second benchmarking study shows that providing RL with the dis-
tance to the true and look-ahead reservoir boundaries results in the highest
reservoir contact. While these results are theoretical in nature, they show the
potential of RL in further optimizing geosteering decisions that will lead to
optimal results, particularly the ones involving multiple faults. However, it
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requires a state estimation method capable of providing accurate look-ahead
estimates. If the level of accuracy of the method is similar to PF, it is pos-
sible to achieve a reservoir contact optimal reservoir contact comparable to
the maximum benchmark.

7. Conclusions

In this study, we introduce ”RL-Estimation”, a novel geosteeering-decision
method for optimal results in realistic geosteering decision-making scenar-
ios. Building upon the verified decision-making capabilities of RL meth-
ods, we developed the RL-Estimation method to align with common prac-
tice in geosteering. The practice refers to an informed decision-making pro-
cess driven by the interpretation of well-log data. To achieve this, the RL-
Estimation method relies on PF, a state estimation method, to yield an
estimated distance to the reservoir boundaries.

The RL-Estimation method performs better than the two alternative
methods developed and discussed in this study. Specifically, these methods
are the RL-Log method, which relies on RL without including PF, and the
rule-based decision-making method, which solely uses PF without integra-
tion with RL. Upon evaluation, the RL-Log method suffers when evaluating
data other than the one used during the training procedure. On the other
hand, the rule-based decision-making method is the least effective method
across the metrics considered. Therefore, it becomes evident that there is a
dependency between RL and PF in yielding optimized geosteering decisions.

The RL-Estimation method achieves comparable results to the optimal
benchmark, which indicates a high level of estimates accuracy provided by
PF. However, the RL-Estimation method requires relatively high computa-
tional requirements as a result of using PF. Therefore, future studies should
build upon this work by exploring more complex state estimation meth-
ods, such as the DNN-based method, as the alternative to PF. This has the
potential to ensure comparable results to the RL-Estimation method while
significantly reducing computational requirements. Furthermore, the bench-
marking studies reveals the potential of exploring the additional value created
by using look-ahead estimates as the decision-making criterion for RL, most
notably for faulted geosteering scenarios.
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