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A B S T R A C T
Effective prediction of shale gas production is crucial for strategic reservoir development. However,
in new shale gas blocks, two main challenges are encountered: (1) the occurrence of negative transfer
due to insufficient data, and (2) the limited interpretability of deep learning (DL) models. To tackle
these problems, we propose a novel transfer learning methodology that utilizes domain adaptation and
physical constraints. This methodology effectively employs historical data from the source domain to
reduce negative transfer from the data distribution perspective, while also using physical constraints
to build a robust and reliable prediction model that integrates various types of data. The methodology
starts by dividing the production data from the source domain into multiple subdomains, thereby
enhancing data diversity. It then uses Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) and global average
distance measures to decide on the feasibility of transfer. Through domain adaptation, we integrate
all transferable knowledge, resulting in a more comprehensive target model. Lastly, by incorporating
drilling, completion, and geological data as physical constraints, we develop a hybrid model. This
model, a combination of a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) and a Transformer (Transformer-MLP),
is designed to maximize interpretability. Experimental validation in China’s southwestern region
confirms the method’s effectiveness.

1. Introduction
Shale gas, acclaimed for its relatively low environmental

impact compared to other fossil fuels, is recognized as a
practical avenue for achieving decarbonization [1]. Accu-
rate production prediction plays a vital role in evaluating
reservoir development and formulating secondary stimu-
lated strategies [2–5]. It directly determines whether the
stimulation measures are successful enough to meet the
economic requirements [6].

Production prediction is a highly anticipated research. To
attain this challenging goal, extensive research has been con-
ducted, primarily categorized into methods based on decline
curve analysis (DCA) [7], numerical simulation [8] and deep
learning (DL) [9]. DCA is an empirical method that involves
fitting historical production curves. The most widely used
methods include the Arps decline method [10], the Valko
stretch exponential production decline (SEPD) [11], and the
Duong rate decline for fractured-dominated fracture flow
(Duong method) [12]. DCA is straightforward but highly
influenced by subjective factors, resulting in overly idealized
result [13]. Numerical simulation methods are employed to
simulate complex shale gas flow mechanisms, providing a
partial solution to the limitations of DCA. Lin et al. [14]
studied the impact of fracture length and initial gas pressure
on shale gas production by exploring multiple gas transport
mechanisms in nanoscale pores and the variation of the
permeability of the shale gas reservoir with nanoscale pore
pressure. Yang et al. [15] used digital rock core technology to
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investigate gas transport on the pore scale, considering fac-
tors such as desorption, surface diffusion, and sliding during
shale gas production. However, these methods have limita-
tions in practical applications. Accurate numerical simula-
tion results often require a substantial investment in com-
putational resources and time. Furthermore, the randomness
and volatility of data can significantly impact predictive
outcomes [16].

In recent years, DL has gained substantial attention in
production prediction [8]. Viet et al. [17] presented a model
for predicting cumulative shale gas production by combining
Arps decline and artificial neural network, and verified the
results based on numerical simulation data. Guo et al. [18]
proposed a novel approach for predicting production from
well logging data using DL, combining convolutional au-
toencoders and LSTM networks. Yang et al. [19] developed a
data-driven framework that employs physically constrained
neural networks for production prediction, aiming to incor-
porate well-logging data and static geological parameters
into LSTM to create a physically constrained neural network.
FJ López-Flores et al. [20] developed a DL model based on
MLP, utilizing the Eagle Ford Formation study area dataset
to predict cumulative shale gas production for 12 months
and 90 days of return of water production. Qin et al. [21]
presented a model based on gated recurrent units and a mul-
tilayer perceptron (GRU-MLP) for prediction of horizontal
well production of multistage hydraulic fracturing. They
integrated the non-dominated sorting genetic algorithm II
(NSGA II) into the model for automatic structural optimiza-
tion. Li et al. [22] proposed a Temporal Convolutional Net-
work (TCN) that predicts shale gas production by capturing
dependencies between the pressure of the previous wellhead
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and production. Kocoglu et al. [23] introduced a Bi-LSTM
model that effectively handles sequential data to explore the
relationship between explanatory variables and production.

However, DL models still encounter the following diffi-
culties in production prediction:

(1) The inevitable occurrence of negative transfer in
production prediction under insufficient data.

Although existing DL models have delivered satisfactory
results, their performance heavily depends on having a suf-
ficient quantity of samples. However, meeting this require-
ment may not be feasible in a newly developed shale gas
block. Furthermore, the existing models based on transfer
learning (TL) ignore the problem of negative transfer.

(2) The inherent black-box nature of DL models.
The practical applicability of DL models is constrained

by their inherent black-box nature, creating doubts among
decision-makers about the validity of their results.

Establishing a reliable shale gas production prediction
model under insufficient data, while avoiding negative trans-
fer, is a valuable challenge. Therefore, we employ domain
adaption TL and the addition of physical constrains to the
DL models can address the above mentioned difficulties. TL
is an effective technology to solve the problem of insufficient
data. The concept of TL originates from the knowledge
transfer mechanisms observed in human learning processes
[24]. At its core, TL involves the application of knowledge
and characteristics acquired from a source domain to im-
prove the performance and efficiency of models in a target
domain [25]. To go into details, TL comprises two distinct
stages: pre-training and fine-tuning [26]. During the pre-
training stage, models are trained on source domain that
are sufficiently endowed with labeled data and bear some
relevance to the target domain. The primary objective of TL
is to acquire feature representations with high generalization
capabilities in this stage [27]. On the other hand, the fine-
tuning phase involves applying pre-trained models to the
target domain and making necessary adjustments to align
them with the demands of the new domain. Fine-tuning
often includes self-adaptive updates to model parameters to
ensure the preservation of universally applicable knowledge
from the source domain while optimizing for task-specific
information in the target domain [28]. The paramount ob-
jective of TL is to uncover commonalities and similarities
between the source and target domains and then transfer
knowledge from the former to the latter. The significance of
this method lies in its ability to mitigate challenges stemming
from data scarcity in the target domain, ultimately bolstering
a model’s generalization capacity. TL approaches have gar-
nered substantial attention owing to their capacity to identify
and leverage domain-agnostic features to ensure effective
knowledge transfer. Especially in the face of insufficient data
and distribution disparities, it is a potent tool for addressing
real-world problems in the academic and industrial realms
[29].

TL has seen extensive application in various fields, in-
cluding image classification [30], text classification [31], and
computer vision [32]. However, its application in production

prediction, particularly for shale gas, remains limited. Niu
et al. [33] utilized transfer component analysis (TCA) and
deep learning (DL) to predict static production and estimate
maximum recovery in various shale gas wells. In a separate
study, Niu et al. [34] proposed an ensemble learning-based
transfer learning method to enhance neural network perfor-
mance for predicting shale gas production across different
formations and blocks. Yet, these studies primarily focus on
transferring knowledge regarding final static production. To
the best of our knowledge, in terms of dynamic production
prediction, the research is scarce. Traditional fine-tuning
TL methods involve transferring knowledge between neural
networks of identical structures. However, these methods
often face the issue of negative transfer, especially when the
target domain’s data features significantly differ from those
in the source domain. This challenge arises from traditional
TL methods neglecting the differences in data distribution
between the source and target domains. To address this, we
propose a novel transfer learning methodology for shale gas
production that leverages domain adaptation and physical
constraints. This approach aims to mitigate negative transfer
and enhance the interpretability of DL models.

• Leveraging the maximum entropy principle, a dy-
namic segmentation method is applied to divide a sin-
gle source domain into multiple subsource domains,
enhancing the diversity of the samples.

• Dynamically determining knowledge transfer is achieved
through the Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD)
and global average distance , effectively avoiding the
problem of negative transfer from the perspective of
data distribution.

• a hybrid model is proposed that utilizes MLP to in-
corporate drilling, completion, and geological infor-
mation as physical constraints, combined with Trans-
former and attentional mechanism to improve the in-
terpretability of the model.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows: Sec-
tion II introduces a detailed methodology of domain adap-
tion in shale gas prediction production. Section III presents
the proposed hybrid Transformer-MLP model based on
physical constrains. Section IV conducts experimental val-
idation and analyzes the results. Section V concludes the
proposed methodology and outlines our future work.

2. Methodology of domain adaption for shale
gas production prediction
The traditional transfer learning framework is illustrated

in Fig. 1. The target domain model undergoes migration by
sharing parameters for feature extraction from the source
domain model and subsequently retraining the feature ex-
tractor’s parameters. However, this approach overlooks the
distribution difference between the target and source domain
data, inevitably resulting in negative transfer.
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Fig. 1. Traditional transfer learning model framework.

To address the problem, we propose a novel domain
adaption TL methodology from the perspective of data dis-
tribution. The complete algorithm process is presented in
algorithm 1. This method is primarily divided into three
stages. Firstly, we utilize a dynamic segmentation algorithm
to partition the accumulated historical production data from
the shale gas source domain into multiple batches. Then,
each of these batches, after splitting, is considered as an
individual subsource domain. This is crucial as historical
production data from different time periods may exhibit
distinct distribution characteristics compared to the target
domain production data. In the second stage, the model
compares MMD distance and global average distance to
identify subsource domain data that is similar to the target
domain. It dynamically evaluates whether knowledge trans-
fer is reasonable. In the final stage, we consolidate all trans-
ferable knowledge to maximize the utilization of information
from the source domains, enabling domain adaptation. The
proposed dynamic domain adaption framework is shown in
Fig. 2.
2.1. Shale gas production source domain data

dynamic segmentation
The production data from various historical periods ex-

hibit distributional characteristics that different from those
observed in the production data of the target domain. To
extract useful information from the source domain data and
enhance the diversity, our first objective is to dynamically
segment the source domain, as shown in Fig. 2(a). The
historical production data from the shale gas source domain
is partitioned into 𝐾 batches. Each of these 𝐾 batches is
considered as an individual subsource domain, allowing us
to establish 𝐾 source domain models, as shown in Fig. 3.

According to the principle of Maximum Entropy [35],
leaveraging this approach proves advantageous in the realm
of dynamic time series transfer. Maximizing shared knowl-
edge within time series requires pinpointing the least similar
time intervals to each other. Given the substantial diversity
across these time periods, this method effectively bolsters
the diversity of data [36]. To accomplish this objective,
the dynamic segmentation is implemented by solving an
optimization problem as follows:

Algorithm 1: Domain adaptation shale gas pro-
duction prediction

Input: 𝐷𝑆 (source domain),𝐷𝑇 (target domain)
Output: the target domain shale gas production

prediction model
1 Initialization: weights 𝑤𝐸𝑠

, 𝑤𝐸𝑡
for source and

target feature extractor 𝐸𝑠, 𝐸𝑡; parameters 𝜃𝑃𝑠 , 𝜃𝑃𝑡for source and target feature predictor 𝑃𝑠, 𝑃𝑡;
2 Dynamic segmentation stage;
3 Segment 𝐷𝑆 into 𝐾 subsource domains

{

𝑆𝑖

}𝐾

𝑖=1through Eq. 1;
4 for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝐾 do
5 calculate MMD distance Dis

(

𝑇 ,𝑆𝑖

)

as
Eq. 2

6 end
7 Calculate the global average distance through Eq. 4
8 Positive knowledge transfer stage;
9 for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝐾 do

10 Sample 𝑥𝑠, 𝑦𝑠 ∼ 𝐷𝑆𝑖
and 𝑥𝑠, 𝑦𝑡 ∼ 𝐷𝑇 ;

11 Feed samples to the feature extractor 𝐸;
12 if Dis

(

𝑇 ,𝑆𝑖

)

≤ Disglobal then
13 sharing weights for 𝐷𝑆𝑖

and 𝐷𝑇 , namely,
𝑤𝐸𝑡

= 𝑤𝐸𝑠
;

14 else
15 not sharing weights for 𝐷𝑆𝑖

and 𝐷𝑇 ,
namely, 𝑤𝐸𝑡

≠ 𝑤𝐸𝑠
;

16 end
17 From feature extractor, get the time features ;
18 𝑥̂𝑠 = 𝐸𝑠

(

𝑥𝑠, 𝑤𝐸𝑠

)

;
19 𝑥̂𝑡 = 𝐸𝑡

(

𝑥𝑡, 𝑤𝐸𝑡

)

;
20 Domain adaptation transfer learning stage;
21 Feed 𝑥̂𝑠 and 𝑥̂𝑡 to the feature predictor to get the

subsource domain predicted values
𝑦̂𝑠 = 𝑃𝑠

(

𝑥̂𝑠; 𝜃𝑃𝑠
)

and target domain predicted
values 𝑦̂𝑡 = 𝑃𝑡

(

𝑥̂𝑡; 𝜃𝑃𝑡
)

;
22 Calculate the MMD distance between 𝑥̂𝑠 and 𝑥̂𝑡as Eq. 2;
23 Calculate the domain adaptation loss 𝐷𝐴(𝜃) as

Eq. 6;
24 Calculate the regression loss 𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝜃) for

𝑃𝑠 and 𝑃𝑡;
25 end
26 Total loss (𝜃) = 𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝜃) + 𝐷𝐴(𝜃);
27 Update the predicted values, the feature extractor 𝐸,

and the feature predictor 𝑃 by minimizing the total
loss;

28 return the target domain of the model
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(a) Shale gas production source domain dynamic segmentation
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Fig. 2. The proposed dynamic domain adaption framework.
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Fig. 3. Different data distribution in different time periods.

max
0<𝐾≤𝐾0

max
𝑛1,⋯,𝑛𝐾

1
𝐾

∑

1≤𝑖≠𝑗≤𝐾
𝑑
(

𝑖,𝑗
)

,

s.t.∀𝑖,Δ1 < |

|

𝑖
|

|

< Δ2;
∑

𝑗

|

|

𝑖
|

|

= 𝑛.
(1)

where 𝑑(.) is a distance metric. The parameters Δ1 and Δ2are predefined to prevent trivial solutions. 𝐾0 is a hyperpa-
rameter employed to mitigate over-splitting.

The above optimization problem Eq. 1 aims to maximize
the average distribution distance by searching for K and
their corresponding periods, with the goal of promoting
diversity in the distribution within each period. To achieve
this objective, we utilize MMD to calculate the average
distribution distance. Briefly, MMD quantifies distribution
differences by calculating the distance between the mean
of the domain in the Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space
(RKHS). MMD is maximized when the mean difference
reaches the largest value, indicating a greater similarity
between the two domains when the MMD value is smaller.
The MMD formula is shown below:

MMD
(

𝑋𝑆 , 𝑋𝑇
)

= 1
𝑁𝑆

𝑖=1
∑

𝑁𝑆

𝜑
(

𝑥𝑖𝑆
)

− 1
𝑁𝑇

𝑗=1
∑

𝑁𝑇

𝜑
(

𝑥𝑗𝑇
)2

𝐻
.

(2)
where 𝜑(.) is the Radial Basis Function [37], 𝑁𝑆 and 𝑁𝑇are the number of samples for source and target domain.

Then, we apply a greedy algorithm [38] to solve this
optimization problem. After determining the split points,
the source domain is divided into 𝐾 subsource domains. As
a result, the resulting predictive model possesses enhanced
generalization capabilities, promoteing diversity within each
period.
2.2. Positive knowledge transfer

The secondary objective is to screen out the subsource
domains similar to the target domain to ensure positive
knowledge transfer, from the perspective of the data distri-
bution, as shown in Fig. 2(b). Because not all the knowledge
acquired from the subsource domains proves beneficial for
learning in the target domain. We introduce the concept
of global average distance to evaluate the similarity. The
distances between each subsource domain 𝑆𝑖

and the target
domain 𝑇 are as follows:

Dis
(

𝑇 ,𝑆𝑖

)

= MMD
(

𝑇 ,𝑆𝑖

)

. (3)
Then, the method determines the transfer subsource do-

mains by comparing the distance between Dis
(

𝑇 ,𝑆𝑖

)

and the global average distance. When Dis
(

𝑇 ,𝑆𝑖

)

≤

Disglobal , the subsource domain data 𝑆𝑖
is considered as

transferable; otherwise, this 𝑆𝑖
is automatically disregards.

To balance the extreme value differences, we calculate the
global average distance as follows:
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Fig. 4. The Transformer-MLP model structure.

Disglobal =
∑𝐾−2

1 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑖

𝐾−2 ,
{

max
(

Dis
(

𝐷T, 𝐷𝑆𝑖

))}

∉ Dis𝑖.
(4)

2.3. Domains adaption transfer learning
The ultimate goal is to integrate all transferable knowl-

edge for establishing a target domain model, as illustrated
in Fig. 2(c). When considering domain adaptation feature
mapping, we calculate the distance between the features
mapping extracted from the subsource domains and the
target domain. To enhance the prediction accuracy of the
target domain, the target feature distribution should closely
align with the feature distribution of the source domains. We
then minimize the prediction loss of each source domain and
the target model. The loss function of dynamic TL process
between different structures can be described as follows:

(𝜃) = 𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝜃) + 𝐷𝐴(𝜃). (5)
The domain adaption loss from the feature mapping is as

follows:

𝐷𝐴(𝜃) = MMD
(

𝐹𝑆1, 𝐹𝑇
)

+MMD
(

𝐹𝑆2, 𝐹𝑇
)

+,
⋯ +MMD

(

𝐹𝑆𝐾 , 𝐹𝑇
)

. (6)

where 𝐹𝑆𝑖 are the features extracted from the source do-
mains, 𝐹𝑇 represent the features extracted from the target
domain.

The regression loss of each source domain and the target
model is follows:

𝐿regression = 1
|

|

𝐷𝑇
|

|

|𝐷𝑇 |
∑

𝑖=1
MSE (

𝑦𝑇 𝑖,𝑀
(

𝑥𝑇 𝑖; 𝜃
))

,

+ 1
𝐾

𝐾
∑

𝑗=1

1
|

|

|

𝐷𝑆𝑗
|

|

|

|𝐷𝑆𝑖|
∑

𝑖=1
MSE

(

𝑦𝑗𝑆𝑖,𝑀
(

𝑥𝑗𝑆𝑖; 𝜃
))

.

(7)
where MSE is the Mean Squared Error [39], 𝑀 denotes the
proposed hybrid model, 𝑦 represents the true value, 𝑥 are the
inputs, and 𝜃 refers to the model parameters.

3. The hybrid Transformer-MLP prediction
model based on physical constraints
The inherent black-box nature of DL models raises

doubts among decision-makers about the validity of their
results, limiting their practical applicability. To address the
problem, we propose a hybrid Transformer-MLP model,
serving as feature extractor. This model incorporates drilling,
completion, and geological information as physical con-
strains to ensure model interpretability.
3.1. Transformer

The Transformer model was first proposed by Vaswani et
al. for natural language processing [40]. It relies primarily on
the self-attention mechanism to enhance its ability to capture
primary dependencies between input and output [41]. The
Transformer architecture consists of two core components:
the Encoder and Decoder, as shown in Fig. 4(b).
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The Encoder consists of stacked units designed to cap-
ture dependencies within the input sequence, incorporating
multihead attention and a feedforward neural network. The
output of one unit feeds into the next, forming a layered
propagation of information. To address gradient problems,
residual connections integrate the original input with the
unit output. Layer normalization is employed to ensures
stable training [42]. The Decoder, responsible for generat-
ing final predictions, is composed of multiple units, each
featuring two multi-head attention layers and a feedforward
neural network. Specialized self-attention within Decoder
units captures the Encoder-Decoder relationship. Residual
connections and layer normalization maintain information
flow and stability [43].

Attention is a crucial component in the Transformer,
enabling features to interact with each another and gener-
ate more informative and expressive representations [44].
The attention mechanism takes three essential elements: the
query matrix 𝐐, the key matrix 𝐊, and the value matrix
𝐕. The query matrix 𝐐 is used to compare with the key
matrix 𝐊, resulting in a set of weights that mirror the rela-
tionships between various queries and keys. A higher weight
indicates a stronger correlation. These weights can then be
used to modulate the value matrix 𝐕, generating a weighted
average for each query. Consequently, the attention score is
calculated by multiplying each weight by the corresponding
value vector and subsequently adding these weighted value
vectors. The scaled dot-product attention is as follows:

𝐀𝐭𝐭𝐞𝐧𝐭𝐢𝐨𝐧(𝐐,𝐊,𝐕) = softmax
(

𝐐𝐊⊤
√

𝑑𝑘

)

𝐕. (8)

where 𝐐, 𝐊, and 𝐕 are generally obtained by applying
some transformations to the original inputs; 𝑑𝑘 represents
the dimensions of keys.

The Transformer usually adopts multihead attention
[45]. The multihead attention mechanism differs from a
single self-attention mechanism in that it compares each
query to a set of key vectors from multiple representation
subspaces. Performs this calculation multiple times, not just
once. The output matrix of the 𝑖 th self-attention mechanism
is defined as 𝐇𝐞𝐚𝐝𝑖(𝑖 = 1, 2,… , 𝑛), which is computed as:

𝐇𝐞𝐚𝐝𝑖 = 𝐀𝐭𝐭𝐞𝐧𝐭𝐢𝐨𝐧
(

𝐐′𝐖Q
𝑖 ,𝐊

′𝐖K
𝑖 ,𝐕

′𝐖V
𝑖

)

. (9)

𝐦𝐮𝐥𝐭𝐢−𝐡𝐞𝐚𝐝 = Concat (

𝐇𝐞𝐚𝐝1,… ,𝐇𝐞𝐚𝐝𝑛
)

𝐖𝑜. (10)
where 𝐦𝐮𝐥𝐭𝐢 − 𝐡𝐞𝐚𝐝 is the output matrix of multihead
attention, Concat (.) is the concatenation operation, 𝑛 is the
number of heads, and 𝐖𝑜 is the parameter matrix.
3.2. Hybird Transformer-MLP deep learning

model
By incorporating physical constraints, we propose a

novel hybrid model called the Transformer-MLP model, de-
picted in Fig. 4(a). This model combines the capabilities of

a Transformer for extracting temporal features and an MLP
for incorporating static physical constraints. It utilizes an
attention mechanism to emphasize crucial features. Different
from the conventional DL production prediction models,
this hybrid model processes static physical information and
dynamic production data simultaneously. This approach
enables us to extract physically meaningful features from the
input data, resulting in greater reliability and interpretability
compared to traditional models that solely rely on time-
based structures.

The dynamic feature structure of the proposed hybrid
model is illustrated in Fig. 4(b). Initially, gas and water
production data from multiple time series are converted into
matrices using a time window and then fed into the Trans-
former. Subsequently, static physical information, including
drilling, completion, and geological features, is input into the
MLP. The number of neurons is determined by the number
of static input features in the static input layer. The dynamic
data within the sliding window and static data are defined as
the following equations:

𝑋𝑑 =

[

𝑥1𝑑,1 𝑥1𝑑,2 ⋯ 𝑥1𝑑,𝑡
𝑥2𝑑,1 𝑥2𝑑,2 ⋯ 𝑥2𝑑,𝑡.

]

(11)

𝑋𝑠 =
(

𝑥1s 𝑥2s ⋯ 𝑥𝑚s
)⊤ . (12)

As shown in Fig. 5, the process begins with dimension-
ality expansion of static data through a linear layer. This step
is crucial in preventing the feature dimension of the time
series from becoming excessively large, thereby avoiding the
risk of the model neglecting features from the static input
component. Following this, the MLP architecture comprises
three linear layers, each separated by Rectified Linear Unit
(ReLU) activation functions. Previous research [33] suggest
that a three-layer structure (including two hidden layers)
is sufficient for approximating complex function structures.
While deeper network architectures can enhance learning
efficiency and model performance to some extent, they may
also increase the risk of overfitting.

After combining the outputs from both the MLP and
Transformer, we apply batch normalization before inputting
them into the attention layer. The attention layer accesses
the significance of crucial dynamic and static features. Ulti-
mately, a linear layer is employed to predict gas and water
production for the target time period. This structured ap-
proach enhances the logical coherence of our model, mak-
ing it more competitive, especially in shale gas production
prediction scenarios under insufficient data.

The workflow of the proposed methodology can be di-
vided into the following three steps, as illustrated in Fig. 6.

Step 1: Data preprocessing and dynamic segmentation.
Begin by collecting shale gas source and target domain
data. Then, normalize the data using the min-max scaling
normalization [46] to scale all values within the range (0, 1).
Next, apply the dynamic segmentation algorithm described
in subsection 2.1 to partition the source domain into 𝐾
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Fig. 5. Inputs and outputs diagram of the proposed model.

subdomains. Finally, preprocess the production data using
the sliding window method.

Step 2: Domain adaptation transfer learning. Utilizing
the proposed Transformer-MLP model, we extract the in-
tricate relationship between input and production. Subse-
quently, we determine the transfer by assessing the simi-
larity between each subsource domain and the target do-
main, along with the global average distance. We consolidate
transferable knowledge to establish a model for the target
domain. Lastly, we employ grid search to optimize the model
hyperparameters.

Step 3: Shale gas and water production prediction and
model evaluation. We input the test set from the target
domain into the trained model using the optimal model
configuration to obtain predictions. Since the input data has
been normalized, we inversely normalize the predictions to
generate final forecasts that correspond to the original obser-
vations. Finally, we evaluate the model based on predefined
evaluation criteria.

4. Experiments
To validate the effectiveness and superior capabilities of

the proposed methodology in shale production prediction,
we conducted extensive experiments using datasets from the
southwestern region of China. The experiments are divided
into two groups. In the first set of experiments, we com-
pared the performance of the hybrid model with DL models
that have previously demonstrated excellent performance in
production prediction. In the second set of experiments, we
conducted a comparative study contrasting dynamic domain
adaptation with traditional TL to demonstrate the accuracy
and robustness of our methodology.

4.1. Dataset description and experiment setting
We utilize production datasets from two actual shale gas

production blocks, Block A and Block B, located in the
southwest region of China, to assess performance. Block
A’s primary production zone spans depths from 2500 to
4000 meters, encompassing a diverse range of reservoir
types. This area is characterized by well-developed natu-
ral fractures, showcasing diversity in fracture orientations,
indicative of a mature shale gas production region. On the
other hand, Block B boasts a formation pressure coeffi-
cient exceeding 1.8, along with elevated gas content and
gas saturation, signifying favorable conditions for shale gas
preservation. The organic content and porosity of the shale
in Block B are generally similar to those in Block A, albeit
with slightly higher gas saturation and gas content. Block B,
as one of the most recently developed shale gas blocks, has
emerged as a key player in future shale gas production.

Data collection included 268 shale gas wells in Block
A and 52 shale gas wells in Block B. To ensure data con-
tinuity and model stability, we selected shale gas wells
with longer production histories, designating Block A as
the source domain and Block B as the target domain. For
each well, a time window was applied to process production
data from the last 120 days, including wellhead pressure
(MPa), flowline pressure (MPa), gas production (104 m3/d),
and water production (m3/d) as inputs. Following the time
window algorithm, Block A yielded approximately 200,000
data samples, while Block B resulted in around 25,000.
Additionally, we incorporated static drilling factors (total
length and well volume), completion parameters (fracturing
segment length, number of stages, fracturing fluid intensity,
intensity of sand, and displacement), and geological factors
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(TOC, horizontal minimum principal stress, and average
porosity), as depicted in Table 1. These static factors, high-
lighted in the literature [20, 33, 34, 47, 48], are recognized
as key contributors influencing production. Ultimately, gas
and water production data for the subsequent 30 days served
as the outputs

To evaluate the model’s performance, we employ three
metrics: the root mean squared error (RMSE), the mean
absolute error (MAE), and the R-squared (R2) [39]. These
metrics are calculated as follows:

RMSE =

√

√

√

√
1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

(

𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦̂𝑖
)2 (13)

MAE = 1
𝑁

𝑁
∑

𝑖=1

|

|

𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦̂𝑖|| (14)

R2 = 1 −
∑𝑁

𝑖=1
(

𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦̂𝑖
)2

∑𝑁
𝑖=1

(

𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦̄
)2

. (15)

where N is the number of test samples, and 𝑦𝑖 , 𝑦̂𝑖 are the
𝑖th real producation data and the corresponding forecast
respectively.
4.2. Comparison of various DL methods

In this subsection, we compare the performance of the
Transformer-MLP with previously excellent DL models.
Additionally, we introduce a physical constraints component
into the baseline models to assess the contribution of physi-
cal constraints. To validate the performance of the proposed
hybrid model, our study uses Block A as the dataset since the
dataset of Block A is more comprehensive and representative
compared to Block B. The input dimension of dynamic data
is 4, the input dimension of static data is 10, and the output
dimension is 2, representing daily gas and water production,
respectively. We partition the data into three sets: 70% for
training, 20% for validation, and the remaining 10% for
testing

Hyperparameters are crucial to ensure a fair compari-
son between different models. All models are trained using
similar training hyperparameters. For example, we apply the
same fundamental training epochs, with a training duration
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Table 1
Static data statistics of data set

Category Symbol Parameter Unit Block A Block B
Mini Max Mini Max

Drilling Lw Total length m 2240 6165 3826 6460
Wv Wellbore volume m 20.6 64.3 40.1 66.2

Completion Fsl Fracturing Segment Length m 511 2576 1058 2301
Ns Number of stages # 4 36 25 34
Fsi Fracturing Fluids Intensity m3/m 16.5 28.6 21.6 36.76
Is Intensity of Sand t/m 0.54 2.98 1.69 3.68
Ad Displacement m3/min 10.2 16.8 11.0 18.2

Geology TOC Total organic carbon % 3.2 7.1 2.4 5.6
𝜎ℎ Horizontal minimum principal stress MPa 65.4 99.6 78.3 100.8
𝜙 Average porosity % 5.1 8.9 2.5 5.3

Table 2
the range of hyperparameter search

Model name hyperparameter search
Bi-LSTM[49] LSTM units {50,100,150,200,300}

Number of layers {2,4,6,8,10}

Bi-LSTM-MLP
LSTM units {50,100,150,200,300}
Number of layers {2,4,6,8,10}
The number of neurons in MLP {20,40,60,60,100}

LSTM[50] LSTM units {50,100,150,200,300}
Number of layers {2,4,6,8,10}

LSTM-MLP
LSTM units {50,100,150,200,300}
Number of layers {2,4,6,8,10}
The number of neurons in MLP {20,40,60,80,100}

TCN[22] The number of convolution kernels {22,23,𝟐𝟒,25,26}
The kernel size {2,3,5,7,9}

TCN-MLP
The number of convolution kernels {22,𝟐𝟑,24,25,26}
The kernel size {2,3,5,7,9}
The number of neurons in MLP {20,40,60,60,100}

Transformer[51]
The number of heads {2,4,6,8,10}
The number of sub-Encoder layers {2,4,8,12,16}
The number of sub-Decoder layers {2,4,8,12,16}

Transformer-MLP
The number of heads {2,4,6,8,10}
The number of sub-Encoder layers {2,4,8,12,16}
The number of sub-Decoder layers {2,4,8,12,16}
The number of neurons in MLP {20,40,60,60,100}

of 1000 epochs, to train all models. Furthermore, we use
a grid search approach to determine the batch size for all
models, with a search range of {32, 64, 128, 256}. The
learning rate search range includes {1e-3, 1e-4, 1e-5, 1e-
6}, and the optimizer search range includes {Adam [52],
SGD [53], RMSprop [54], LBFGS [55]}. Table 2 displays
the range of different model hyperparameter searches and
the best results.

After conducting experiments with the source domain
dataset, the results for all models, including RMSE, MAE,

and R2 values, are presented in Table 3. These results are fur-
ther visualized in Fig. 7. It is evident that the proposed model
outperforms others in predicting gas and water production.
Below are detailed analysis results:

(1) The comparison of prediction results clearly demon-
strates that the inclusion of physical constraints enhances the
predictive performance of the model. Taking RMSE as an
example, for models augmented with physical information,
the average values for gas and water production prediction
scenarios are 2685.1m3/d and 40.1m3/d, respectively. These
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Table 3
Comparison of prediction performance of all models on various DL methods

Methods Gas Water
R2 RMSE(m3) MAE(m3) R2 RMSE(m3) MAE(m3)

Bi-LSTM [49] 0.8221 3115.1186 1547.1181 0.7898 43.6590 36.3918
Bi-LSTM-MLP 0.8767 2572.0346 1460.4256 0.8751 36.4708 29.9762
LSTM [50] 0.7682 4656.8327 3905.8025 0.7727 69.8927 60.5043
LSTM-MLP 0.8077 3995.2728 3310.4915 0.7932 61.6440 52.304
TCN [22] 0.8414 3408.5745 2970.0212 0.8114 49.0224 41.0815
TCN-MLP 0.8609 2518.2191 2225.2538 0.8687 40.7030 34.1386
Transformer [40] 0.8595 2098.2323 1280.5308 0.8278 31.9330 26.2273
Our model 0.9257 1655.0766 903.9395 0.9081 25.1806 20.2181

values are significantly lower than those of DL models
without physical information, which have average RMSE
values of 3319.6m3/d and 48.6m3/d for gas and water pro-
duction prediction scenarios. This indicates that physical
constraints effectively assist the model in comprehending
dynamic production changes and future development trends.

(2) When comparing the outcomes of fusing physi-
cal information with different DL models, our proposed
Transformer-MLP stands out with the lowest RMSE and
MAE values, as well as the highest R2 values, signifying
its superior predictive accuracy. For instance, the average R2

value of the proposed model in gas and water production pre-
diction scenarios is 0.9169, markedly surpassing the average
R2 values of other DL models in the same scenarios, such as
LSTM-MLP (0.8005), TCN-MLP (0.8648), and Bi-LSTM-
MLP (0.8759). These results highlight that, in comparison to
various DL-based models, our proposed Transformer-MLP
is the optimal choice for integrating physical information
and dynamic data in production prediction. The model’s at-
tention mechanism enables it to handle relevant information
in the input data more effectively, thereby enhancing model
performance and accuracy. It aids the model in focusing
on critical input components while reducing the impact of
irrelevant information.
4.3. Performance of domain adaption for shale gas

production prediction
To evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed methodol-

ogy, we employ data from both the source domain (Block
A) and the target domain (Block B). We compare the results
with those obtained using traditional fine-tuning transfer
learning methods. Additionally, we utilize the Transformer-
MLP as the feature extractor and the fully connected layer
as the feature predictor. It’s important to highlight that, to
maintain consistency and avoid potential bias in the research
outcomes, all hyperparameters are selected based on the
results presented in subsection 4.2.

First, we employ a greedy algorithm in the source do-
main to address the optimization problem outlined in Eq. 1.
In this paper, we set the value of 𝐾0 to 10, signifying that
the time series is evenly divided into 10 segments, with each
segment representing the smallest unit period that cannot

be further subdivided. We then search for the optimal value
of 𝐾 from the set {2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10}. To clarify
the process, let’s consider the case when 𝐾=2. We start
by traversing through the nine candidate split points and
calculate the split point 𝑄 by maximizing the MMD distance
between 𝐷𝐿𝑄 and 𝐷𝑄𝑅. Once we determine the point 𝑄,
we proceed to consider 𝐾=3. Using the same approach,
we determine the split point 𝑄 and continue to identify
the remaining segmentation points in a similar manner. In
this specific example, the final value of 𝐾 is 6, resulting in
the division of the entire source domain into 6 subsource
domains denoted as 𝑆𝑖

(𝑖 = 1, 2,⋯ , 6).
As shown in Fig. 8(b,d), the traditional TL models

exhibit a clear increase in predictive errors at certain time
points, such as the 100th day and the 500th day. This de-
cline occurs due to substantial fluctuations in gas and water
production. However, in the initial phases of production, our
proposed model, which combines domain adaptation and
considers physical constraints, is capable of making accurate
predictions about future output, even with limited production
data, illustrated in Fig. 8(a,c).

Furthermore, in this study, we assess the effectiveness
of different DL models by examining scatter density plots of
actual values and predicted values. The red dashed line in
Fig. 9 represents the ideal state. Scatter points for traditional
TL models exhibit significant deviations in predicting water
production, indicating lower predictive accuracy. In contrast,
scatter points for the model proposed in this study are mostly
concentrated near the dashed line representing the ideal state
and fall within a 95% confidence interval. This phenomenon
also confirms the stronger transfer capability of dynamic
transfer for dynamic shale gas data.

Based on the results obtained from the test set, for the
dynamic adaptive TL model, both root mean square error
(RMSE) and mean absolute error (MAE) values are sig-
nificantly lower than those of traditional TL models, while
the coefficient of determination (R2) is noticeably higher,
reaching 0.862 and 0.872. For instance, in gas production
prediction, the R2 value is 9 percentage higher than the
traditional TL model, while in water production prediction,
it is 10 percentage points higher. This affirms that the model
proposed in this study, through dynamic segmentation and
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Fig. 7. Comparison of the prediction performance for different models. Fig. 7 (a, b, c) denotes the R2 scores, 1000 / RMSE, 1000 / MAE
for the prediction of gas production in the set of source domain tests, respectively. Fig. 7 (d, e, f) denote R2 scores, 10/RMSE, 10/MAE for
water production prediction on the source domain test set, respectively.

forward transfer algorithms, partitions a single-source do-
main dataset into six subsource domains. As the number of
subsource domains increases, they contribute complemen-
tarily to the target domain. The multisource model integrates
this advantage to better represent the underlying representa-
tions of features, thereby enhancing its superiority in feature
extraction and transfer for dynamic shale gas data compared
to traditional TL models.

5. Conclusion
In this study, we propose a novel domain adaption trans-

fer learning method with physical constrains to establish a
reliable shale gas production prediction model under insuffi-
cient data. The effectiveness of the method is verified using
the datasets from two blocks in southwestern China. The
main conclusions are as follows:
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Fig. 8. Comparison of the gas and water production prediction results between the proposed method and traditional method for a typical
well in target domain. Fig. 8 (a,c) denotes the comparison of the gas and water production result. Fig. 8 (b,d) illustrates the comparison of
the gas and water production errors.

(1) a dynamic segmentation method is employed to
divided the shale gas source domain data into subsource
domains based on their distributions. This enhances the
contribution of valuable information from these subdomains
to the target domain.

(2) Effective assurance of positive knowledge transfer is
achieved by comparing the Maximum Mean Discrepancy
(MMD) and the global average distance. This guarantees
the transfer and retention of knowledge during the transfer
learning process.

(3) By integrating transferable knowledge through do-
main adaptation, we can create a more comprehensive target
domain model. This enhances the model’s performance and
adaptability by establishing a reliable and stable transfer
learning path from the source domain to the target domain.
Using data from the shale gas production base in southwest
China, we have demonstrated that compared to the tradi-
tional fine-tuning method, the proposed approach increases
the overall R2 result by an average of 9.2%.

(4) The proposed feature extractor incorporates physical
constraints, leveraging geological and engineering informa-
tion in shale gas production. This inclusion enhances the
model’s interpretability and adaptability to complex real-
world environments, thereby increasing its practical appli-
cability.

There are several limitations to the proposed method-
ology, which derives from two main aspects, namely, the
data and the model. On the one hand, the data is the limited
number of variables in the collected static shale gas dataset.
Some factors are not included in the input, including maxi-
mum horizontal principal stress, vertical stress etc. Adding
these factors could may improve the accuracy of predictions.
On the other hand, we did not incorporate factors such as
the measure of drainage in the shale gas production process
into the model. Currently, determining the optimal time for
these factors in shale gas production remains a key focus of
research. In the future, we plan to collect more real-world
shale gas production datasets. These datasets will include
more factors that impact shale gas production. With these
datasets, we can utilize the proposed model to obtain higher-
level representations of additional factors, enabling more
effective and reliable predictions. To further investigate the
impact of measures and other factors on production, we
plan to explore the application of additional causal discov-
ery algorithms in uncovering temporal causality. We have
already gained some experience in causal discovery within
production optimization for coalbed methane [56].
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Fig. 9. Scatter kernel density diagrams of different transfer learning methods on the target domain test set. Fig. 9 (a, b) illustrates the
traditional transfer learning methodology for gas production and water production prediction, while Fig. 9 (c, d) showcases the proposed
methodology result.
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