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Abstract

This study presents an automated method for objectively measuring rock hetero-
geneity via raw X-ray micro-computed tomography (micro-CT) images, thereby
addressing the limitations of traditional methods, which are time-consuming,
costly, and subjective. Unlike approaches that rely on image segmentation,
the proposed method processes micro-CT images directly, identifying textural
heterogeneity. The image is partitioned into subvolumes, where attributes are
calculated for each one, with entropy serving as a measure of uncertainty. This
method adapts to varying sample characteristics and enables meaningful com-
parisons across distinct sets of samples. It was applied to a dataset consisting
of 4,935 images of cylindrical plug samples derived from Brazilian reservoirs.
The results showed that the selected attributes play a key role in producing
desirable outcomes, such as strong correlations with structural heterogeneity. To
assess the effectiveness of our method, we used evaluations provided by four
experts who classified 175 samples as either heterogeneous or homogeneous,
where each expert assessed a different number of samples. One of the presented
attributes demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the homo-
geneous and heterogeneous samples labelled by all the experts, whereas the
other two attributes yielded nonsignificant differences for three out of the four
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experts. The method was shown to better align with the expert choices than tra-
ditional textural attributes known for extracting heterogeneous properties from
images. This textural heterogeneity measure provides an additional parameter
that can assist in rock characterization, and the automated approach ensures
easy reproduction and high cost-effectiveness.

Article highlights

• An automated method for measuring rock textural heterogeneity using only micro-
CT images without human evaluations.

• Lithological variations, diagenetic minerals, porous structures, and artifacts have
the greatest influence on the measure.

• Our method outperforms traditional texture attributes in capturing distinct behav-
iors of both heterogeneous and homogeneous groups.

Keywords: Rock heterogeneity, presalt carbonate, micro-CT images, image entropy

1 Introduction

Reservoir characterization is crucial to understanding the petrophysical properties and
determining the viability of exploration and production activities, such as identifying
optimal drilling locations and designing enhanced oil recovery methods. Reservoir het-
erogeneity can then be defined according to the variations exhibited by these properties
as a function of space [1]. The traditional heterogeneity assessment methods include
visually inspecting core samples and using coefficients that are statistically derived
from well logs. Techniques such as the coefficient of variation, the Lorenz coefficient
[2], and the Dykstra-Parsons coefficient [3] summarize heterogeneity with single-value
coefficients. However, these methods overlook the detailed spatial distributions of rock
components and petrophysical property discontinuities [4], leading to an incomplete
understanding of formation heterogeneity.

Determining petrophysical properties in a laboratory can be time-consuming,
costly, and potentially destructive [5]. The patterns exhibited by the variability of
rock textures and geological features change depending on the chosen scale. Differ-
ent forms of heterogeneity may be present at each measurement level. High-resolution
imaging technologies have enabled the detailed capture of rock textures and composi-
tions at various scales, leading to a substantial number of digital rock physics studies
aimed at predicting petrophysical properties and rock characterizations being pub-
lished in recent years [6–9]. However, challenges remain, particularly concerning the
trade-off between the image resolution and field of view. When the imaging resolu-
tion exceeds the smallest pore size, subresolution porosity can significantly impact the
obtained petrophysical property estimates (including the assessment of heterogeneity),
as fine-scale variations may be overlooked [10].

The proposed methodology involves systematically dividing the input images into
subvolumes and calculating statistical attributes, such as the mean and standard
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deviation, within each subvolume. Shannon’s entropy [11] is then applied to these
attributes to quantify their variability and assess their degree of heterogeneity, with
higher entropy values indicating greater unpredictability or heterogeneity. Finally,
quantiles are applied to the entropy values to provide a more interpretable measure
of the heterogeneity observed across the dataset.

This approach is designed to address the need for an automated, objective method
that can directly quantify rock heterogeneity from the texture of micro-computed
tomography (micro-CT) images, bypassing the need for segmentation. The traditional
methods for analysing rock heterogeneity often rely on laboratory measurements or
expert interpretation, both of which can be time-consuming, subjective, and prone
to variability. Moreover, segmentation approaches, which are commonly used in other
methods, depend heavily on the input image resolution and the employed segmentation
technique, introducing other potential sources of error. Our method overcomes these
challenges by working directly with micro-CT images and using a systematic approach
to quantify heterogeneity. By doing so, petrophysical experts are provided with an
easy and rapid additional metric, i.e., a measure of texture heterogeneity that can
support their analyses by enabling comparisons across values derived from different
images. However, as a measure of textural heterogeneity, this metric does not always
align with the geological concept of sample heterogeneity.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the related
works. Section 3 outlines the materials, methods, and metrics used. Section 4 presents
the results. Section 5 concludes with a discussion and suggestions for future work.

2 Related works

One rock heterogeneity characterization approach involves identifying related features.
Jones [12] proposed the notion that an inertial coefficient substantially greater than
the characteristic length indicates a sample that is nonhomogeneous with respect to
permeability. Li [13] employed the fractal dimension to quantify heterogeneity, as
it represents a measure of the complexity and irregularities exhibited by rock pore
structures. A positive correlation with heterogeneity was qualitatively determined by
comparing pore size distributions. However, both of these approaches rely on labora-
tory measurements (since the fractal dimension is determined from capillary pressure
curves), which can be costly.

Lin et al. [14] introduced a manually labelled homogeneous coefficient for quan-
tifying rock heterogeneity on the basis of CT scans. Building on this research, Tian
et al. [15] used image recognition to predict rock properties, incorporating the previ-
ously proposed coefficient. Their methodology involves a convolutional neural network
(CNN) that includes a 3D spatial grid based on the observed mineral distribution.
Detailed information concerning the spatial arrangement of rock components is pro-
vided, allowing the CNN to predict coefficients for new samples. By incorporating the
rock homogeneity coefficient, the loss values induced when predicting rock strength
and elastic modulus values were reduced by 25.7% and 3.9%, respectively. However,
the training data employed for the homogeneity coefficient consisted of prelabelled
samples with coefficients discretized into only six values, adding subjectivity.
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Mohamed and Prodanović [16] extended an existing method to automate the het-
erogeneity estimation process at the pore scale for two-phase media; this approach is
independent of the input image resolution. The algorithm calculates porosity within a
moving window at various radii based on the maximum solid-to-pore distance observed
in the given 3D image. Porosity variances are then plotted against the radius index,
providing a heterogeneity measure that is influenced by these radius-based bounds,
with larger radii generally leading to smaller variations. While the method can incorpo-
rate other features, the presented results focused on the spatial variability of porosity
to obtain variability measures. Yazynina et al. [17] categorized rock heterogeneity
based on pore size and pore arrangement variability. By setting a distinct threshold
for each parameter, they divided the observed heterogeneity into four distinct areas.
Both of the above approaches, despite being designed to quantify heterogeneity at the
pore scale, require segmentation to implemented beforehand, which introduces a new
source of error due to the limited accuracy of this process [18].

Altieri et al. [19] identified two approaches for estimating spatial entropy. The
first method accounts for unequally partitioned subareas and is computed only for
binary variables, indicating the presence or absence of an attribute at each location.
The second approach introduces spatial considerations by transforming the examined
variable to account for the distances between realizations (cooccurrences). One area
that extensively applies spatial entropy involves the quantification and characteriza-
tion of landscape patterns, where entropy-related metrics have rapidly developed into
efficient tools for this purpose [20–22].

Given the advancements achieved in terms of high-resolution imaging technolo-
gies, texture analysis has emerged as a promising option for assessing heterogeneity
via automated approaches. It describes the spatial arrangement and relationships of
the components of a rock, thereby aiding in identifying variability and heterogene-
ity. Recently, Sahu and Heidari [4] proposed a methodology that uses a grey-level
cooccurrence matrix (GLCM) to extract textural attributes and captures additional
compositional attributes from well logs. Principal component analysis [23] is applied to
these attributes to represent the variability at each depth with a unique value. Finally,
an index is analytically calculated to quantify the heterogeneity at each depth. While
this method is applied on a macro scale, it underscores the potential of texture analy-
sis for assessing rock heterogeneity, since applying this approach at a finer scale with
more details could yield even better results.

3 Materials and methods

Dataset

The study was carried out using 4,744 cylindrical plug samples collected from the oil-
fields of Brazil. Most of the samples are carbonates, but sandstone samples are also
present. The dataset consisted of 4,935 micro-CT images, as some samples had mul-
tiple images acquired at different resolutions and/or under varying rock preparation
conditions. The image resolution ranged from 13.00 µm to 64.59 µm. Micro-CT images
were generated directly through a reconstruction process conducted via the VTomex
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L300 system manufactured by Baker Hughes. The images underwent a subjective qual-
ity control process, where factors such as noise levels and the presence of artefacts,
including beam hardening, were evaluated. The median energy and source current used
for the scanning process were 160 kiloelectronvolts and 40 microamperes, respectively.

Proposed approach

The proposed method for quantifying rock sample heterogeneity is summarized by the
RankSample procedure in Algorithm 1. First, the DivideImageIntoSubcubes func-
tion splits each 3D micro-CT image into subcubes based on the specified number of
divisions along the x and y coordinate axes. The CalculateAttributes function then
computes the statistical attributes of each subcube, which are subsequently standard-
ized. Following this, the CalculateEntropy function calculates the Shannon entropy
of each image. For continuous attributes, kernel density estimation is applied to esti-
mate the corresponding probability density functions, whereas for discrete attributes,
empirical probability mass functions are used. The resulting entropy values produced
for the set of images are stored in an entropy database. Finally, the Rank function uses
this database to rank the images based on their entropy quantile probabilities. The
output of this process is an entropy-based heterogeneity coefficient, which provides
an automatic and objective rock sample textural heterogeneity measure determined
using only micro-CT images.

Algorithm 1 Entropy-based assessment of rock sample heterogeneity

1: Input: Set of 3D micro-CT images I restricted to the cuboid VOI (dimensions:
dimx × dimy × dimz, with dimx = dimy), number of divisions along the x and y
coordinates d, and attribute f .

2: Output: Entropy-based heterogeneity coefficient H
3: procedure RankSample(I, d, f)
4: subcubes← DivideImageIntoSubcubes(I, d)
5: standardizedAttributes← CalculateAttributes(subcubes, f)
6: entropyDatabase← CalculateEntropy(standardizedAttributes)
7: H ← Rank(entropyDatabase, d, f)
8: return H
9: end procedure

To apply this method, the empty space surrounding the rock sample in the input
image must first be removed by defining a cuboid volume of interest (VOI), as illus-
trated in Figure 1. The process begins with the representation of the cylindrical rock
sample, as depicted in Figure 1a. For each micro-CT image, the void area around the
cylindrical sample is removed by cropping the horizontal cross-section to the largest
possible square area that fits within the circular boundary, as shown in Figure 1b.
The z-dimension is then expanded to include the maximum possible volume of the
rock within the cropped region while ensuring the exclusion of voids caused by mis-
alignment, crookedness, or any external structures used to stabilize the sample during
imaging (Figure 1c).
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The sample images, now restricted to the VOI, are subdivided into equal-sized
cubic parts by performing division operations along the three spatial dimensions. The
x- and y-dimensions are divided a specified number of times to determine the segment
size. This segment size then dictates the number of divisions along the z-dimension,
defining the total number of subcubes contained within the sample, as shown in Figure
2. A portion of the VOI derived from the sample may remain unused, depending on how
well the subcubes fit within the volume. Figures 2a1 and 2a2 illustrate that dividing
the sample into 2 segments per axis may leave a considerable volume not covered by
subcubes. A more refined division scheme with 7 segments per axis (Figures 2b1 and
2b2) provides a more detailed subdivision result. In the x- and y-directions, within
each subcube, statistical attributes are calculated directly from the grayscale values.

Whether discrete or continuous, any attribute that can be applied to the grayscale
values of the micro-CT images can be used; however, we focus on simple attributes
that are straightforward and computationally efficient to derive (such as the mean,
standard deviation, median, and maximum). Once an attribute is chosen, its corre-
sponding value is calculated for all subcubes. These values are then standardized by
considering all samples across a selected number of divisions and a chosen attribute.
Standardization matters because although discrete Shannon entropy is invariant to
scaling, this does not hold in the continuous case where kernel density estimation is
applied. By standardizing the values, we ensure that the entropy calculations remain
unaffected by issues related to varying scales, preserving the integrity of the analysis.
In particular, we note that the entropy results calculated based on 8-bit and 16-bit
images yield significantly different results if attribute standardization is not applied.

(a) The representation of
the original cylindrical rock

sample.

(b) Cropping to the largest
possible square area within
the horizontal cross-section.

(c) Expanding the VOI
along the z-dimension to
maximize the volume.

Fig. 1 Illustration of the steps used to define the VOI.
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(a1) The VOI is divided into
subcubes for 2 division segments
along the x and y dimensions.

(a2) Subcubes selected for the 2
division segments.

(b1) The VOI is divided into
subcubes for 7 segments along the x

and y dimensions.

(b2) Subcubes selected for 7
segments.

Fig. 2 Illustration of the VOI division and subcube selection processes.

The concept of entropy, as defined by Shannon, measures the amount of uncertainty
or information contained in a system [24]. In the context of micro-CT rock images,
entropy quantifies the variability or heterogeneity within a given set of subvolumes
(subcubes) based on the selected attribute. Higher entropy values indicate greater
variability, meaning that the subvolumes present more diverse and heterogeneous
characteristics, whereas lower entropy values suggest greater uniformity.

In our approach, we calculate the entropy between the subcubes of a 3D image,
with each subcube s assigned a value based on the selected attribute, such as the
minimum, maximum, or mean. For discrete attributes, such as the minimum or max-
imum grayscale value, the possible values are limited to the grayscale range of the
input image. We define a(s) as the value of the attribute a applied to each subcube
s. Then, p(k) represents the empirical probability mass function of a value k, where k
is an element of the image of a(s), denoted as Im(a(s)), which is the set of all values
that the function a assigns to the subcubes. The Shannon entropy H(I) is then mea-
sured in bits and is calculated by summing over all the possible values assigned to the
subcubes across the image:

H(I) = −
∑

k∈Im(a(s))

p(k) log2(p(k)) (1)

For continuous attributes, such as the mean or standard deviation, it is not possible
to limit their values to a discrete set. In this case, we estimate the probability density
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function f(k) via the kernel density estimation [25] process obtained from the scikit-
learn library [26]. The estimation step is performed using the default parameters of
the KernelDensity class, which employs a Gaussian kernel with a bandwidth of 1 and
the Euclidean metric to compute distances. The entropy for continuous attributes is
then numerically approximated according to the following equation:

H(I) = −
∫ ∞

−∞
f(k) log2(f(k)) dk (2)

However, the value can vary significantly depending on the chosen attribute. Con-
tinuous probability distributions may be more prone to issues such as extreme values
or instability [27]. To address this concern, after calculating the entropy for a fixed
number of segments along the x and y coordinates for a given attribute, we determine
the quantile probability for each image contained within our dataset. This approach
provides a measure that is flexible and comparable across different micro-CT images,
allowing us to objectively assess heterogeneity relative to the entire dataset. By apply-
ing quantiles, we obtain a measure that is comparable across the chosen set of samples.
This method can be used to identify which samples of a given type or with a shared
characteristic exhibit greater heterogeneity or to compare samples from different types
or regions, making it suitable for various reservoir characterization tasks.

Metrics and statistical assessment

Comparison among the obtained rank results

To evaluate the relationships between entropy ranks, which are derived by sorting the
input samples based on their calculated entropy values given an attribute and a number
of segments along the x and y dimensions, the Spearman correlation coefficient was
employed. Spearman correlation is particularly suitable for rank-based data because
it measures the strength and direction of the monotonic relationship between two
variables without assuming a linear relationship, which makes it ideal when working
with ranks. As a nonparametric measure, it does not require the input data to satisfy
the assumption of normality, allowing for more flexibility when handling data that
may not fit traditional parametric models. The Spearman correlation coefficient (ρs)
is calculated as follows:

ρs = 1− 6
∑

d2i
n(n2 − 1)

(3)

where di is the difference between the ranks of the corresponding values of the two
tested variables and n is the number of data points.

The corresponding values refer to paired observations derived from two variables
A and B for the same entity. For example, RA represents the entropy rank derived
from attribute A, and RB represents the entropy rank derived from attribute B,
di = RAi

−RBi
, where RAi

and RBi
represent the ranks of the i-th image. The formula

is straightforward when no tied ranks are observed; however, in the presence of ties, a
more general method involving the covariance of the ranks is applied [28].
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Phi coefficient

The Phi coefficient (ϕ) is a measure of the association between two binary variables.
The Phi coefficient is a special case of the Pearson correlation that is used when
both examined variables are binary [29]. It quantifies the strength and direction of
the association between two dichotomous outcomes, such as expert assessments of
heterogeneity. This coefficient is calculated as follows:

ϕ =
n11n00 − n10n01√
(n1•n0•n•1n•0)

(4)

where n11, n00, n10, n01 are the frequencies of the contingency table cells, and
n1•, n0•, n•1, n•0 are the marginal sums, with n1• and n0• representing row sums and
n•1 and n•0 representing column sums.

Rank-biserial correlation

Rank-biserial correlation is a nonparametric association measure that evaluates the
difference between the ranks two groups (e.g., expert classifications of heterogeneity or
homogeneity) based on ordinal data, such as heterogeneity rankings [30]. Unlike point-
biserial correlation, which assumes normally distributed data, rank-biserial correlation
makes no such assumption, making it more suitable when the conditions of normality
and similar spreads (equal variances) are not satisfied. The rank-biserial correlation
coefficient (ρrb) can be computed via the following formula:

ρrb =
R1

n1
− R0

n0
(5)

where R1 and R0 are the sums of the ranks of the continuous variables for the
two groups and n1 and n0 are the sizes of the two groups (e.g., the numbers of
heterogeneous and homogeneous classifications, respectively).

Mann-Whitney U test

The Mann-Whitney U (MWU) test is a nonparametric test used to assess whether
a significant difference is present between the distributions of two groups [31]. It is
commonly used in cases where the assumptions of a t test, i.e., normality within
each group and homogeneity between the variances of the groups, are not met. The
null hypothesis of the MWU test assumes that the two groups come from the same
distribution, meaning that there is no significant difference between the groups. A
low p value indicates that the null hypothesis can be rejected, suggesting that the
distributions of the two groups are significantly different.

GLCM textural attributes

The GLCM, introduced by Haralick et al. [32], is a tool used to analyse texture by
examining the spatial relationships in a 2-dimensional image. The GLCM analyses
texture by counting how often pairs of pixels with specific grey levels appear together
at a certain distance and direction from each other in an image. The matrix entries
p(i, j) represent the normalized frequency at which a pixel with a grey level of i is
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adjacent to a pixel with a grey level of j. Element p(i, j) in the GLCM represents the
normalized frequency of such occurrences, yielding a pixel pair probability distribution
for the image. This enables the extraction of attributes that convey meaningful aspects
of the image, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1 GLCM attributes with their formulas and descriptions

attribute Formula Description

Energy
∑

i,j p(i, j)
2 Measures the uniformity of texture. High energy values indi-

cate homogeneous textures with few dominant pixel pairings.

Dissimilarity
∑

i,j |i− j|p(i, j) Quantifies the amount of variation or contrast between grey
level pairs, with higher values indicating greater differences.

Homogeneity
∑

i,j
p(i,j)

1+|i−j| Measures the closeness of the distribution of elements in the
GLCM to the diagonal, indicating how much similar pixel
pairs dominate.

4 Results

The proposed method was tested on three discrete attributes (the minimum, maxi-
mum, and median) and five continuous attributes (the standard deviation, coefficient
of variation, skewness, kurtosis, and mean). The x and y coordinates were divided into
2 to 10 segments, with the total number of subcubes varying depending on the dimen-
sions of the given image. When 10 segments were used, the number of subcubes ranged
from 1,000 to 4,200 across the 4,935 images. This large variation in the number of sub-
cubes was due to differences between the z-dimension and the x- and y-dimensions, as
exemplified by Figure 3. The yellow rectangles delimit the VOI in the different views.
The VOIs of the images, in terms of their dimensions, range from 275 to 5220 voxels.
In Figure 3a, the VOI has a larger z-dimension than its x- and y-dimensions, leading
to the generation of more subcubes.
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(a) A micro-CT image with a z-dimension that is larger than its x- and y-dimensions.

(b) A micro-CT image whose z-dimension is close in size to its x- and y-dimensions.

Fig. 3 Central slices of micro-CT images derived from different samples. The VOI is delimited by
yellow rectangles in each view.

Behaviours under different attributes and numbers of divisions

Not all attributes behaved as expected in relation to the intended purpose of the
proposed method. The minimum, maximum, skewness, and kurtosis failed to cap-
ture meaningful relationships with heterogeneity based on the expert evaluation. The
median and mean are measures of central tendency and are highly correlated, but for
simplicity, we favoured the mean in the results. The standard deviation and coeffi-
cient of variation, which are inherent measures of variability, were tested, and their
results aligned with the expert opinions, reinforcing the validity of the method when a
favourable attribute was chosen. Kurtosis measures the ”tailedness” of a distribution,
with negative values indicating more tapered distributions and positive values sug-
gesting heavier tails. Although kurtosis did not appear to correlate with heterogeneity
in our initial visual analysis, it was included to emphasize the value of choosing the
correct attributes by contrasting it with those that produced better results. Therefore,
we present the standard deviation, coefficient of variation, mean, and kurtosis in the
results.

Spearman correlation was applied to explore the relationships between the mea-
sures observed across different attributes and the number of divisions, as shown
in Figure 4. Figures 4a and 4b present the correlation matrices between different
attributes and the entropy ranks obtained via 5 and 10 segments along the x and
y coordinates. The results revealed that the standard deviation and coefficient of
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variation strongly correlate with each other. The mean displayed slightly weaker cor-
relations with them. In contrast, kurtosis exhibited consistently low correlations with
the other selected attributes, indicating that the ranks it produced diverged signifi-
cantly from those of the other attributes. The overall trends were consistent across
both division configurations.

Figures 4c and 4d illustrate the Spearman correlation heat maps produced for
the mean and standard deviation attributes in different numbers of segments. Both
heat maps demonstrate strong positive correlations, starting from a minimum value
of 0.78. Notably, the correlations involving the 2-segment case were slightly weaker,
especially compared with those produced under higher segment counts, suggesting
that the ranks derived from only 2 segments were less consistent with those obtained
from finer subdivision schemes. Overall, the heat maps indicate that while the levels of
granularity introduced by different division schemes had an impact, the ranks remained
strongly correlated throughout the procedure. Therefore, for the sake of simplicity,
all subsequent results focus on the 5-segment case for the x and y coordinates case.
Additionally, in some instances, specific attributes are selected for further analysis.
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(a) Spearman correlation heatmaps
between different attributes: 5 segments.

(b) Spearman correlation heatmaps
between different attributes: 10 segments.

(c) Spearman correlations for the mean
attribute across different division

schemes.

(d) Spearman correlations for the
standard deviation attribute across

different division schemes.
Fig. 4 Spearman correlation matrices produced for the entropy ranks of different attributes and
division schemes with respect to the x and y coordinates. (a) 5 segments, (b) 10 segments, (c) Mean
attribute, (d) Standard deviation attribute.

Visualization of the top and bottom 5 images

To better understand how the above attributes impact the heterogeneity coefficient,
Figure 5 displays the central cross-sectional slices of the images with the five highest
and lowest entropy values for each attribute. Ideally, these slices should represent the
most heterogeneous and most homogeneous samples, respectively. However, this pat-
tern is not consistently observed for the kurtosis attribute, which displays a completely
different behaviour, as expected from the results presented in Figure 4. In contrast,
the results obtained for the CV, mean and standard deviation attributes align well
with the proposed hypothesis. When these attributes are selected, a clear distinction
emerges between the high- and low-entropy micro-CT scans, with the high-entropy
group clearly appearing more heterogeneous.

13



Fig. 5 Horizontal cross-section centre slices of the images with the highest and lowest entropy values
for the selected attributes. The yellow boxes delimit the corresponding area within each VOI.

The dataset presents some attributes that might cause incorrect predictions, such
as different luminous conditions that are produced due to the polychromatic nature
of X-ray beams and image artefacts, which can be caused by high-density materials.
The grey levels in a reconstructed CT image represent X-ray attenuation through
the material, causing higher-density phases to appear brighter [33]. To minimize the
interference caused by artefacts and high-density regions, a filter was applied to remove
all images with more than 0.1% of the voxels possessing intensity values higher than
60,000. Figure 6 displays the images with the highest and lowest entropy values for
each attribute in this scenario. The results remain consistent, suggesting that even
though high-density materials can produce outliers leading to elevated entropy values
and ranks, excluding these images, the distinction between the high- and low-entropy
micro-CT scans remains evident.
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Fig. 6 Horizontal cross-section centre slices of the images with the highest and lowest entropy
values after a high-density filter was applied for the selected attributes. The yellow boxes delimit the
corresponding area within each VOI.

Analysis of selected Aptian-age formations

We selected two Aptian-age formations [34], each representing the final sedimentary
layer deposited before the onset of salt accumulation in two distinct coastal sedimen-
tary basins. The data were grouped by facies to enable a more controlled assessment
of heterogeneity by focusing on samples within specific facies groups. This approach
allows experts to evaluate heterogeneity within well-defined geological contexts.

The plot in Figure 7 illustrates the complementary cumulative distribution of our
measurements across five facies from these formations. In general, rudstone and stro-
matolite exhibit the highest levels of heterogeneity, as indicated by their slower decline
in the lower range of the complementary cumulative distribution curves. This pat-
tern reflects a concentration of values at higher levels of the textural heterogeneity
measure. In contrast, laminite displays a more textural homogeneous profile, with a
complementary cumulative distribution curve that declines more steeply, reflecting a
lower proportion of values at higher heterogeneity levels.

In the case of stromatolites and rudstones, their pore systems are characterized by
a range of pore sizes, some larger than the rock framework itself, often resulting from
dissolution processes. Laminite, while also exhibiting a complex pore structure when
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observed at higher resolutions, generally displays more uniform pore sizes, contribut-
ing to a more homogeneous profile in the textural heterogeneity measure. However, it
is important to note that this result is not the expected following the geological con-
cept of heterogeneity, since grainstones were expected to be more homogeneous than
laminites. Experts identified that our measure of textural heterogeneity reflects vari-
ations arising from lithological changes, diagnostic minerals, porous structures, and
potential artifacts, such as barite residue from incomplete sample cleaning. While the
measure does not always align with the geological concept of heterogeneity, it remains
a valuable tool for efficient analyses, offering insights into textural variations.

Fig. 7 Cumulative distribution plot of the textural heterogeneity measure across five facies from the
final Aptian-age formation of the two coastal sedimentary basins. The x-axis represents our measure,
while the y-axis shows the cumulative distribution percentage for each facies.

Figure 8 presents micro-CT images displaying both high and low textural het-
erogeneity measures for facies with varying levels of heterogeneity: laminite, which
generally exhibits lower heterogeneity, and rudstone and stromatolite, which show
higher heterogeneity. In Figure 8a, the high heterogeneity ranking of the laminite
sample may be attributed to the presence of high-density minerals. This is an excep-
tion, as most laminite samples generally fall on the lower end of the measure. Figure
8c illustrates stromatolite with notable lithological changes, characterized by distinct
structures and compositional variability within the sample. Meanwhile, Figure 8e
depicts a rudstone sample in which heterogeneity arises primarily from a complex and
irregular pore structure.
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(a) Laminite - high heterogeneity (b) Laminite - low heterogeneity

(c) Stromatolite - high heterogeneity (d) Stromatolite - low heterogeneity

(e) Rudstone - high heterogeneity (f) Rudstone - low heterogeneity

Fig. 8 Examples of micro-CT images with high and low textural heterogeneity measurements for
each facies. (a) Laminite with high heterogeneity, (b) Laminite with low heterogeneity, (c) Stro-
matolite with high heterogeneity, (d) Stromatolite with low heterogeneity, (e) Rudstone with high
heterogeneity, (f) Rudstone with low heterogeneity.

Comparison with an expert heterogeneity assessments

Out of the 4,744 samples contained in the dataset, 175 were labelled by at least one
specialist as either heterogeneous or not. Since most samples are carbonates derived
from a presalt region, they inherently exhibited some degree of heterogeneity, which
was considered by the experts during the assessment process. The number of samples
each expert evaluated varied, as shown in Table 2. Examples of micro-CT images
showcasing expert-labeled samples are shown in Figure 9. Figure 9a presents a sample
unanimously identified as homogeneous, Figure 9b displays a sample unanimously
labeled as heterogeneous, and Figure 9c represents a case with conflicting labels, where
one expert assessed the sample as homogeneous and another as heterogeneous.

Homogeneous Heterogeneous Total

Expert 1 38 122 160
Expert 2 50 48 98
Expert 3 9 19 28
Expert 4 16 26 42

Table 2 Numbers of homogeneous
and heterogeneous assessments
performed by each specialist.
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(a) Central slices of a micro-CT image from a sample unanimously
labeled as homogeneous by all four experts.

(b) Central slices of a micro-CT image from a sample unanimously
labeled as heterogeneous by all four experts.

(c) Central slices of a micro-CT image from a sample with conflicting
labels: one expert assessed it as homogeneous, and another as

heterogeneous.
Fig. 9 Central slices of micro-CT images showcasing examples of expert-labeled samples: homo-
geneous, heterogeneous, and conflicting assessments. (a) Homogeneous, (b) Heterogeneous, (c)
Conflicting.

Figure 10 presents the entropy values produced for the standard deviation attribute
in descending order. The samples are marked with dots possessing different colours
based on the basis of the annotations provided by the specialists: green for hetero-
geneous samples and red for homogeneous samples. The plot clearly shows that the
samples identified as heterogeneous tend to cluster on the left side, where the entropy
values are higher, whereas homogeneous samples are more prevalent on the right, where
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the entropy values are lower. The samples for which the experts diverged are generally
located in the middle of the entropy value range. This distribution demonstrates a
positive correlation between higher entropy values and the heterogeneity assessments
provided by specialists.

Fig. 10 Micro-CT images ordered by their entropy values calculated from the standard deviation
attribute. The grey dots represent images for which the corresponding samples were not labelled by
experts. The coloured dots represent the expert assessments: dark green signifies unanimous agree-
ment regarding a heterogeneous sample, light green indicates a majority agreement, yellow represents
a tie between the numbers of heterogeneous and homogeneous labels, light red indicates a majority
agreement regarding a homogeneous sample, and dark red signifies unanimous agreement concerning
a homogeneous sample.

Figure 11 shows the distribution of the entropy quantile probabilities derived from
the standard deviation attribute for the samples assessed by the experts, where red
boxes represent images of samples labelled as heterogeneous samples and green boxes
represent those labelled as being homogeneous. Across all the experts, heterogeneous
samples led to images with higher entropy values, whereas homogeneous samples exhib-
ited the opposite trend. This finding indicates that our method correlates positively
with structurally heterogeneous samples according to the expert assessment results.
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Fig. 11 Box plots of the entropy quantile probabilities produced by each expert and the heterogene-
ity assessment results; attribute: standard deviation.

Table 3 presents a comparison among the binary assessments of heterogeneity or
homogeneity provided by different pairs of experts. The data indicate the levels of
agreement among the experts regarding the characterizations of rock samples. The ϕ
coefficient points to strong positive relationships in all the cases. This correlation was
expected given that the expert opinions tended to converge when the images exhibited
clear indicators of heterogeneity or homogeneity. However, the degree of disagreement
between the experts was considerable. For example, Experts 1 and 2 agreed on 63
samples but disagreed on 20 samples, include 18 cases where Expert 1 deemed a sample
to be heterogeneous while Expert 2 did not and 2 cases where Expert 2 considered
a sample to be heterogeneous while Expert 1 did not. This level of disagreement
underscores the subjectivity of the task and why automation is an ongoing challenge.

The association between the samples labelled as heterogeneous by experts and
the higher entropy values (and consequently higher ranks) anticipated in Figure 11
is confirmed by the data presented in Table 4. This table shows the rank-biserial
correlations between the specialists’ assessments and the ranks calculated via our
method, alongside the MWU test results produced for two groups (the samples labelled
as homogeneous and heterogeneous by each expert). Importantly, the experts labelled
heterogeneous samples as 1 and homogeneous samples as 0. Therefore, a positive
correlation means that as the attribute value increased, the corresponding sample
tended to be more heterogeneous. The p-values indicate the likelihood of obtaining
the observed results, or even more extreme outcomes, under the assumption that there
was no difference between the groups. Significant differences between the groups were
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Table 3 Phi coefficient and contingency table values produced during the comparison among the
heterogeneity assessments performed by the specialists. ”True-True” represents the number of
samples that both experts labelled as heterogeneous, ”True-False” represents samples labelled as
heterogeneous by the first expert and as homogeneous by the second expert, ”False-True”
represents samples labelled as homogeneous by the first expert and as heterogeneous by the second
expert, and ”False-False” represents samples that both experts labelled as homogeneous.

ϕ True-
True

True-
False

False-
True

False-
False

Expert 1 Expert 2 0.54 43 18 2 20
Expert 3 0.74 15 1 1 4
Expert 4 0.64 23 3 2 7

Expert 2 Expert 3 0.64 13 0 6 9
Expert 4 0.53 21 4 5 11

Expert 3 Expert 4 0.66 11 4 0 6

observed when the mean, standard deviation, and coefficient of variation were used.
The only cases that did not achieve p-values lower than 0.05 were the comparisons
between the mean and standard deviation attributes with the assessments of Expert 4.
As expected, the results obtained via kurtosis were weaker, but a significant difference
was still observed between the groups assessed by Experts 1 and 2, who evaluated the
largest sample size.

Sample size discrepancies are important, and it should also be noted that the
experts evaluated different sets of samples, with only partial overlap. This could have
resulted in some experts encountering samples with less clear heterogeneity or homo-
geneity, potentially affecting the comparison outcomes of their assessments. Notably,
the correlations with Expert 4 were weaker than those observed with the other experts.
The results demonstrate that our method performed well when the mean, standard
deviation, and coefficient of variation attributes Were utilized. The latter attribute
produced statistically significant correlations with all the experts, effectively rejecting
the null hypothesis of no correlation. This outcome is particularly noteworthy given
that considerable divergences were observed among the experts themselves. The rank-
biserial correlation coefficient and the MWU test were used instead of the point-biserial
correlation coefficient and the t test because the assumptions of normality and equal
variances were not satisfied in our data.

Table 5 presents the rank-biserial correlation coefficients between the GLCM
attributes calculated for the micro-CT images and the same set of samples labelled
as homogeneous or heterogeneous by each expert. Since the GLCM method is a 2D
technique, the attributes of the 3D micro-CT images were obtained by averaging
the results obtained across 100 equally spaced slices per view, using a distance of 1
and angles of 0 and 90 degrees. Energy consistently showed a negative correlation
with our rank, indicating that samples that were more likely to be homogeneous had
higher energy values. Similarly, homogeneity and dissimilarity showed correlations
in the expected directions: homogeneity produced predominantly negative correla-
tions, whereas dissimilarity produced positive correlations. This was in line with the
attribute descriptions presented in Table 1. However, despite these expected trends,
the magnitudes of the correlations were relatively small, and none were statistically

21



Table 4 Rank-biserial correlation coefficients (ρrb) and p-values derived from the MWU test conducted between
the results of our method and the heterogeneity assessments of the four experts for different statistical attributes.
The table includes results for the mean, standard deviation, coefficient of variation, and kurtosis attributes. The
significance levels are denoted by asterisks: *p-value < 0.05, **p-value < 0.01, ***p-value < 0.001.

Mean Std. Dev. Coeff. of Var. Kurtosis

ρrb p-value ρrb p-value ρrb p-value ρrb p-value

Expert 1 0.80 1.28× 10−13*** 0.73 8.71× 10−12*** 0.73 9.21× 10−12*** 0.31 3.77× 10−3**

Expert 2 0.51 1.63× 10−5*** 0.71 1.15× 10−9*** 0.73 4.69× 10−9*** 0.26 2.73× 10−2*

Expert 3 0.68 4.32× 10−3** 0.75 1.64× 10−3** 0.68 4.33× 10−3** 0.29 2.38× 10−1

Expert 4 0.33 7.60× 10−2 0.36 5.70× 10−2 0.40 3.26× 10−2* 0.16 4.00× 10−1

significant (p-value < 0.05). This means that we could not reject the hypothesis that
both groups, labelled homogeneous and heterogeneous, shared the same distribution.
Compared with the results obtained by our method, which revealed significant differ-
ences between the homogeneous and heterogeneous samples labelled by most experts
across three different attributes, our method better captured the distinct behaviours
of these groups, as indicated by the MWU test.

Table 5 Comparison among the rank-biserial correlation coefficients (ρrb) and
p-values derived from MWU test between the GLCM attributes and the
heterogeneity assessments provided by the four experts. The table includes
results for the dissimilarity, energy, and homogeneity attributes.

Dissimilarity Energy Homogeneity

ρrb p-value ρrb p-value ρrb p-value

Expert 1 0.01 9.11 · 10−1 -0.09 4.31 · 10−1 0.02 8.72 · 10−1

Expert 2 0.07 5.55 · 10−1 -0.17 1.65 · 10−1 -0.06 6.31 · 10−1

Expert 3 0.15 5.53 · 10−1 -0.23 3.96 · 10−1 -0.06 8.29 · 10−1

Expert 4 -0.12 5.26 · 10−1 -0.16 3.86 · 10−1 0.06 7.66 · 10−1

5 Conclusion

Reservoir heterogeneity plays a crucial role in assessing the viability of exploration
and production processes in oil and gas fields. Traditional methods, such as visual
core inspection and laboratory measurements, are time-consuming, expensive, and
prone to subjectivity. Moreover, segmentation-based approaches add another layer
that can induce potential errors. In this study, we proposed an automated method for
quantifying rock heterogeneity using only micro-CT images. The approach involves
systematically dividing the input images into subvolumes and calculating statisti-
cal attributes within each subvolume. Entropy, a statistical measure of uncertainty
and information content, is then computed for each attribute to assess the degree of
heterogeneity, providing an objective textural heterogeneity measure.
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The proposed method was applied to a dataset consisting of 4,935 micro-CT images
of 4,744 cylindrical plug samples derived from Brazilian reservoirs. The results demon-
strated that the textural heterogeneity measure is sensitive to variations arising from
lithological changes, diagenetic minerals, porous structures, and potential artifacts.
The entropy values calculated from the mean, standard deviation, and coefficient of
variation attributes were found to be consistent with each other and strongly corre-
lated with expert assessments of heterogeneity, as evidenced by the significant p-values
obtained through statistical tests. In contrast, it was also shown that this outcome did
not hold true for all attributes, highlighting the importance of conducting attribute
selection. The performance of the proposed method was further validated by compar-
ing its results to those obtained via GLCM attributes, where our method consistently
produced stronger and more reliable correlations with the expert evaluations.

The automated method developed in this study provides an objective measure of
rock textural heterogeneity via micro-CT images. Owing to its sole reliance on images,
this method addresses the common limitations of the traditional heterogeneity assess-
ment techniques found in the literature and offers a scalable solution for reservoir
characterization. Future work should further evaluate the impacts of finer or coarser
division schemes and attribute selection on the accuracy of heterogeneity assessments,
with a focus on utilizing more complex attributes that may better capture the spatial
distribution within each subvolume. Additionally, efforts should be made to address
challenges associated with high-density materials and artifacts, which highly affect the
heterogeneity measure. Implementing advanced image processing techniques to miti-
gate these effects could enhance the robustness of the method. Correlating the measure
of heterogeneity with petrophysical properties could also provide deeper insights into
the applicability of the proposed method in reservoir characterization.
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