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Abstract

Underground gas storage is a versatile tool for managing energy resources and addressing press-
ing environmental concerns. While natural gas is stored in geological formations since the begin-
ning of the 20th century, hydrogen has recently been considered as a potential candidate toward
a more flexible and sustainable energy infrastructure. Furthermore, these formations can also
be used to sequester environmentally harmful gases such as CO2. When such operations are
implemented in faulted basins, however, safety concerns may arise due to the possible reactiva-
tion of pre-existing faults, which could result in (micro)-seismicity events. In the Netherlands,
it has been recently noted that fault reactivation can occur “unexpectedly” during the life of
an underground gas storage (UGS) site, even when stress conditions are not expected to cause
a failure. The present two-part work aims to develop a modeling framework to investigate the
physical mechanisms causing such occurrences and define a safe operational bandwidth for pore
pressure variation for UGS operations in the faulted reservoirs of the Rotliegend formation, the
Netherlands. In this follow-up paper, we investigate in detail the mechanisms and crucial factors
that result in fault reactivation at various stages of a UGS. The mathematical and numerical
model described in Part I is used, also accounting for the effect of geochemical dissolution on
reservoir and caprock weakening. The study investigates the risks of fault activation caused
by the storage of different fluids for various purposes, such as long-term CO2 sequestration,
CH4 and H2 injection and extraction cycles, and N2 injection as cushion gas. The results show
how geological configuration, geomechanical properties, and reservoir operating conditions may
increase the risk of fault reactivation at various UGS stages. Furthermore, the analysis indi-
cates that reservoir pressure near critical levels and reactivation during primary production may
significantly contribute to potential fault instabilities. In light of these findings, operational
guidelines for improving secure and effective storage operations are thereby presented.
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1. Introduction

The development of underground gas storage sites has been crucial in the global energy
infrastructure since the early 20th century. The first operational underground storage system
(USS) site dates back to 1915 [1]. Over time, this technology has expanded with more than
600 facilities worldwide [16] to effectively manage gas supply and demand on both seasonal and
daily bases [59]. While USS has typically focused on storing natural gas (i.e., mainly CH4)
through UGS, it possesses the potential to store a variety of gases for diverse purposes, thus
becoming a flexible tool for managing energy resources and addressing environmental concerns.
This is especially important as Europe moves toward a net-zero greenhouse gas emission energy
system [15]. The scientific community has shown a growing interest in underground hydrogen
storage (UHS) as an alternative to natural gas. Having the potential to accommodate significant
volumes, ranging from tens of millions of cubic meters in caverns to potentially billions of cubic
meters in depleted gas fields [20], hydrogen versatility and absence of carbon emissions during
production and utilization make it a sustainable option. Additionally, carbon capture and
storage (CCS) initiatives have identified underground storage of CO2 as a crucial component
in mitigating greenhouse gas emissions and contrasting climate change.

However, despite the widespread use of USS, one of the important aspects to be considered
is the potential reactivation of existing faults and consequent induced seismicity [13, 16, 31]. Al-
though such events are statistically rare [16], they demand significant attention due to their so-
cial and economic implications. In the Netherlands, natural gas is currently stored in four UGS
facilities: Bergermeer, Alkmaar, Norg, and Grijpskerk. They are located in the Carboniferous-
Rotliegend formation that widely extends in Central Europe and is considered one of the most
extensively explored petroleum systems worldwide [19]. Over the past few decades, significant
seismic activity associated to USS has been observed in this region [57, 55], particularly in three
of the four UGS facilities (i.e., Bergermeer, Norg, and Grijpskerk). Excluding Castor [9, 60],
Spain, and Hutubi [30, 34], China, cases, these Dutch reservoirs are the only cases where UGS
activities have been definitively associated to induced seismicity events [60].

Recently, the Netherlands have also focused the attention on the feasibility of storing dif-
ferent gases in depleted gas fields and salt caverns as a crucial measure in the ongoing energy
transition, by applying the same technology used in UGS to offshore CO2 storage through the
Porthos project [43], while research on hydrogen storage is in progress and primarily focused
on salt caverns, although the potential for storage in abandoned gas fields is also being con-
sidered for the future. Additionally, besides being used as cushion gas [50], nitrogen is utilized
to convert high-calorific gas to low-calorific gas for residential heating and cooking purposes in
Dutch households. Currently, nitrogen is stored in a salt cavern near Heiligerlee [37, 39] for
this purpose.

Given the future role that USS will play, it is crucial to understand why faults can become
active and which mechanisms are potentially prone to lead to instability. During the cyclic or
permanent storage of these fluids, fault reactivation can occur when the natural stress regime
on a fault surface is altered due to changes in pore pressure within a reservoir. The interaction
between human activities at depth and the existing stress conditions determine the initiation,
amount of slip, and extent of fault reactivation [49, 25, 7].

Over a short- to mid-term timeframe (e.g., from days to years), fault reactivation can be
interpreted through a geomechanical approach involving pressure variations following injec-
tion/extraction activities lasting decades. In this context, most human-induced seismic events
can be easily explained, as they occur due to fluid injection causing pressure to rise beyond
the initial level, ultimately leading the shear stress on the fracture surface to achieve its limit
strength [61, 17]. However, a subset of recorded events cannot be accounted for by this mech-
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anism. These events, identified as “unexpected” seismic events, occur when the pressure falls
within the range already experienced during primary production. In this scenario, fault re-
activation occurs not only during primary production or gas storage at pressures exceeding
the initial value Pi [12, 9, 63], but also during gas injection or producing and storing phases
with pore pressures below the initial value Pi but above Pmin, which is the minimum pressure
generally experienced by the reservoir at the end of primary production [21, 33, 54, 41]. A
typical time-behavior of the fluid pressure variations expected in UGS and UHS applications
is sketched in Figure 1. The recorded seismic events are unexpected because the stress state
should have already been experienced by the reservoir and surrounding faults during previous
production phases. Unraveling the underlying mechanisms behind these “unexpected” seis-
mic events is crucial for ensuring the safe and efficient operation of underground gas storage
facilities.

On the other hand, long-term processes, spanning hundreds or even thousands of years,
primarily involve fluid-rock interactions that can alter fault rock fabric, mineralogy, frictional
properties, and cohesion. Currently, the understanding of the specific impacts of different gases
on the mechanical properties of faults and rock is still poorly understood, but the potential
risk associated with their storage has to be considered. Indeed, the performance, efficiency, and
safety of any storage greatly depends on fluid-rock interaction.

In this follow-up paper of [17], we conduct an investigation of the phenomenon of “unex-
pected” seismic events in underground gas storage facilities. By understanding the factors con-
tributing to such events, we can establish enhanced guidelines and best practices for operating
underground gas facilities during different storage phases. We present a comprehensive study
to reassess the fundamental geomechanical causes of induced seismicity and specific risk factors,
including the influence of geochemical dissolution effects on reservoir and caprock weakening.

This work has three specific aims. The first one is to improve the understanding of the
physics-based processes behind the induced seismicity during both cycling and permanent gas
storage. The second aim involves investigating which are the roles of the Rotliegend reservoirs
peculiarities, i.e., the graben-fault bounds, and the compartmentalization into offset blocks by
intra-field faults on favoring fault reactivation. Lastly, the third aim is to propose, based on
the modeling outcomes, valuable insights into the development of general guidelines for safe
operational bandwidths for reservoir storage conditions during pressure cycling (and noncycling)
of underground storage of CH4, CO2, H2, and N2 in depleted gas fields. These guidelines
are intended to serve as a valuable tool, contributing to the effectiveness of risk assessment
and mitigation strategies in underground gas storage operations. A few preliminary outcomes
regarding UGS are already reported in [51, 52] and [17].

The analysis that follows is accomplished by using the mathematical and numerical frame-
work developed in Part I of this work [17], where a Finite Element (FE) geomechanical simulator
is implemented with a Lagrange multiplier-based treatment of the frictional contact conditions
for reproducing the fault behavior. The simulator is supplemented also with visco-elasto-plastic
constitutive laws [29], and fault activation is ruled by the Coulomb frictional criterion. Pres-
sure change within the faults, variation of Coulomb’s parameters due to slip-weakening, and the
rheology of the caprock are properly accounted for. Because of the main aims listed above, the
modeling study is not focused on a specific UGS field, but on a conceptual reservoir and on a
fault system that realistically represents the main geologic features of the Rotliegend formation
system.

The paper is organized as follows. The typical setting of the Rotliegend reservoirs and a
few examples of seismicity recorded during UGS are initially presented. Then, fluids under
investigation are described, and the modeling set-up is outlined. The various scenarios are then
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Figure 1: Sketch of the main stages during the reservoir lifespan in terms of pressure change over time for CH4,
CO2, H2 and N2: Primary Production (PP) for CH4 production, Storage (ST) for CO2 and N2 storage, Cushion
Gas Injection (CGI) for H2 and CH4 injection, and Underground H2 Storage (UHS) and Underground Gas
Storage (UGS) cycles for seasonal pressure fluctuations during CH4/H2 injection and withdrawal. Notice that,
according to the Netherlands regulation, P must remain below Pi regardless of the stage under consideration.

developed to understand the geomechanical behavior of the faulted system, first analyzing the
parameters involved in UGS and then comparing the scenarios using different fluids. Modeling
results are presented, and the mechanisms responsible for fault reactivation during the different
phases are identified. The modeling outcomes are discussed, highlighting the peculiarities of the
storage scenarios with respect to induced seismicity during primary production as addressed
in previous studies, ranking the natural features and anthropogenic factors prone to cause
fault reactivation, and illustrating general operational guidelines to reduce the probability of
reactivation occurrences.

2. Induced seismicity in Rotliegend UGS reservoirs

The Rotliegend formation stretches over a large region covering North-Western Germany,
the Netherlands, with an off-shore portion that extends and includes part of the UK. The
Rotliegend sandstones have been attributed to deposition in a variety of arid, terrestrial en-
vironments, among which ephemeral fluvial (wadi) systems, various types of eolian deposits,
desert-lake environments, and adjacent sabkhas are dominant. The sealing nature of Zechstein
salt is the main reason for the existence of the large amount of traps that sealed gas migrated
from the underlying coals and carbonaceous shales of the Carboniferous Coal Measures for
approximately 150 million years [19]. The Rotliegend unit spans a depth range between 2,000
and 4,700 m, and it is generally made of permeable sandstone (average 100-200 mD), with high
net-to-gross and porosity (average 15-20%). The thickness of the reservoir sands is generally
over 50 m and rarely exceeds 300 m. Faulting is the peculiarity of the geologic unit, with
the majority of the faults that are Triassic-Tertiary features nucleated on Mid-Palaeozoic fault
patterns and reworked during the Variscan orogeny. The Mesozoic rifting phase established the
general extensional normal fault pattern [11].

As a consequence, many fields are formed by a number of rhomboid-shaped dipping fault
blocks, positioned one next to each other. The trapping mechanism is structural, by the jux-
taposition of the Rotliegend reservoir blocks against the thick evaoporitic Zechstein formation.
Moreover, the hydraulic connectivity between the various blocks is extremely poor, causing a
clear compartmentalization of the reservoirs. Fault seal and, secondarily, stratigraphic barriers
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Figure 2: Left: Map of the Norg UGS site (in blue) with traces of the bounding faults (black lines) and
localization of the recorded seismic events (red cirles). Right: average pressure evolution over time at the Norg
UGS field. The location of the two seismic events in 1993 and 1999 are reported (modified after [41]).

and diagenesis, are the causes of this compartmentalization [56]. The left frame in Figure 2
sketches as a representative examples the structural map of the Norg UGS reservoir.

The reservoir is bounded by normal faults with a significant (up to a 250 m) throw and
consist of a few compartments also separated by internal faults. The gas fields are 2,500-
3,500 m deep, with the Rotliegend reservoir rock characterized by an average net thickness of
150-200 m. As usual for UGS plants, the reservoir is a partially-depleted gas field that was
converted to underground gas storage after a primary production (PP) period. PP is generally
followed by a quick gas injection (CGI) phase when fluid pressure in the reservoir is risen to
almost the original value, and then by the UGS injection and withdrawal cycles. Gas is injected
at temperatures similar or slightly below those at the reservoir level, thus minimizing thermal
stresses. The rightmost frame of Figure 2 summarizes the evolution of the average pressure
in Norg. The timing and location of the seismic events recorded in the vicinity of the UGS
reservoir is also shown in Figure 2. In Norg, the time of the first M = 1.5 earthquake coincided
with low pressure level during PP. The second M = 1.1 seismic event occurred at the end of
the CGI phase, with the pressure in the reservoir close to the original pressure level.

In Grijpskerk, where pressure differences over reservoir blocks can be as high as about
7 MPa, a first seismic event took place at the end of PP in 1997, and a second one much
later, in 2015, almost at the end of a UGS production phase [54]. Four seismic events with a
magnitudeM ∈ [3.0, 3.5] were detected in 1994 and 2001 during PP in the Bergermeer reservoir.
The events were located at the tip of the central fault separating the two main blocks [54]. A
down-hole micro-seismic array characterized by a magnitude of completeness below M = 0 was
established during the CGI phase. The array recorded a large number of micro-seismic events
(M < 0) on the faults at the reservoir depth and a main event with M = 0.9 along the central
fault when the pressure difference between the two blocks peaked about 4 MPa at the beginning
of 2013 [3].

3. Chemo-mechanical effects by CO2, H2 and N2 on rocks and faults

3.1. Effect on rock and caprock

The interactions between gas, brine, and rock can lead to significant changes in the reservoir
and fault properties that, in turn, can greatly impact the performance, efficiency, and safety of
the storage process.
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However, the impact of injected gas type on the mechanical response of sedimentary rocks is
still not well understood. Existing research predominantly focuses on CO2 injection [32], with
limited investigation into N2 injection [26, 18]. There is some ongoing development regarding
H2 injection into sedimentary rocks [5, 58]. The latest comprehensive review on H2 injection
and withdrawal has been compiled by [38]. From the extensive available literature on CO2-
fluid-rock interactions, e.g., [46] and [42], two contrasting viewpoints emerge: CO2 can either
have a negligible influence on the rock mechanical parameters, or degrade them because of
mineral dissolution and modifications in pore size distribution. A stable condition is often
observed when the mineral composition and pore structure remain unchanged during CO2

injection [45, 4], with the main elastic properties largely unaffected by the CO2 presence [36, 26].
Conversely, in cases where a weakening effect is observed after CO2 injection, the mechanical
strength of the rock decreases, leading to increased permeability and reduced rock stiffness.
The dissolution of carbonate minerals, particularly calcite, reduces the cohesion of the rock
matrix and weakens grain-to-grain contacts [32]. This effect has been observed in experiments
on sedimentary rocks like sandstones and carbonates. Generally, carbonate-rich rocks are more
susceptible to mechanical weakening due to CO2-fluid-rock interactions.

While several experimental evidences support these findings, uncertainties still persist in
the results. For instance, CO2-acidified brine injection can precipitate minerals, potentially in-
creasing the strength and stiffness of the rock depending on the specific material and its mineral
composition. CO2 can react with certain minerals like calcite, inducing mineral precipitation
and cementation, thereby enhancing the mechanical integrity of the rock [14]. Sandstones,
for example, may experience both increase and decrease in the deformation moduli [35]. The
variability in results regarding the effects on rock stiffness and strength highlights the need
for additional experimental data to address existing uncertainties. Regarding the geochemical
effects of CO2 injection in the Upper Rotliegend formation, [4] reported an increase in perme-
ability ranging from 10% to 30%. This suggests changes in porosity and deformation moduli,
with potential deformation moduli variation of ±30% [22, 35].

Regarding N2 and H2 injection, there is a limited investigation. N2 is primarily used for
determining rock porosity and permeability or as a control gas [18]. Therefore, the exposure of
rocks to N2 is expected to have negligible effects, although further investigations are required.
In the case of H2 injection, rock degradation is expected. Hydrogen injection in UHS porous
reservoirs may trigger the dissolution of carbonates and sulfates, as well as grain crushing and
local compaction, possibly altering the reservoir porosity and mechanical and/or flow properties
[2]. The response will be time-dependent, with pH equilibration to higher values potentially
leading to further compaction and stiffening of the reservoir. However, this effect is likely to
stabilize after a few cycles. Consequently, the poroelastic response of the reservoir will heavily
depend on the chemical environment in the early stages of operations and become more stable
and predictable in later stages.

3.2. Effect on faults

From a geochemical point of view, gas injection may also affect faults, which represent
the key factors responsible for fluid migration and containment. Gas injection can affect fault
permeability, reactivation potential, and overall stability, which could lead to unintended fluid
pathways or seismic activity. Concerning CO2, during the storage phase over long periods (of
the order of thousands of years), fluid-rock interactions can lead to changes in fault rock fabric
and mineralogy. This may result in fault frictional properties and cohesion alterations due to
dissolution and cementation processes [10]. However, laboratory friction tests comparing fault
rocks exposed to CO2 for several hours to samples taken from natural analogs exposed to CO2
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Figure 3: On the left: top view of the conceptual model. On the right: vertical sections of the conceptual model
along the trace A-A and B-B.

over millions of years, show limited friction reduction due to CO2 exposure [47]. Moreover, no
specific laboratory studies show how CO2-enhanced dissolution and re-precipitation processes
may impact on fault cohesion. Based on the literature, the chemical effects on fault mechanical
properties after CO2 injection are considered as negligible.

Finally, there is a lack of documentation on the effect of H2 and N2 injection on faults. Ex-
perience with underground hydrogen storage in porous geological formations is minimal, with
practical applications restricted to the storage of town gas, i.e., a mixture of gases containing 25-
60% hydrogen, along with smaller amounts of CH4, CO, and CO2 [24]. Injecting hydrogen into
a porous reservoir can change the chemical equilibrium of the formation pore water, leading to
fluid-assisted grain-scale processes such as cement dissolution, clay mineral sorption/desorption
within grain boundaries, stress corrosion cracking, dissolution-precipitation, and/or intergran-
ular frictional slip [24]. Although these grain-scale mechanisms are well-studied, little is known
about the specific effects of hydrogen and nitrogen on their rates.

4. Model set-up

We use the mathematical and numerical framework developed, discussed, and tested in
Part I of this work [17]. The modeling approach consists of one-way coupled Finite Element
(FE) hydro-poromechanical simulations in fractured geological media. For all the details, the
reader is referred to [17].

4.1. Conceptual reference model

The domain geometry conceptually reproduces the compartmentalization commonly ob-
served in the UGS fields of the Rotliegend formation and already sketched in [17]. The reservoir
compartments are approximately located at the center of a 30×30×5 km domain (Figure 3).
The reservoir is 200-m thick, 2,000-m deep, and composed by two adjacent 2×2 km blocks.
The two reservoir compartments are separated by a fault (F3) and confined by two sets of
orthogonal faults (F1-F2 along the y-axis, F4-F5 along the x-axis). Depending on the sealing
properties of fault F3, the two compartments can have a partial hydraulic connection. The
faults extend from 3,000-m to 1,600-m depth and terminate in the Zeichestein salt formation,
sealing the reservoir on top. Faults F1 and F2 have a dip angle of ±85◦, while faults F4 and
F5 are vertical. The dip angle of fault F3 can vary from +65◦ to +90◦ (vertical) and from
−90◦ (vertical) to −65◦. Block 2 can be shallower or deeper, with a maximum offset of 200 m,
with respect to the Block 1.

The 3D domain is discretized by 8-node hexahedra, with 253,165 nodes and 236,208 ele-
ments. A finer discretization is used between 1,800 and 2,200 m depth. Here, the reservoir
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Figure 4: Axonometric view of the 3D computational grid used for the geomechanical simulation and the
embedded 2D grid used to represent the fault system.

Layer Density [kg/m3] Young Modulus [GPa] Poisson ratio [-]

Overburden 2200 10.0 0.25
Zechstein Salt 2100 40.0 0.30
Reservoir (Upper Rotliegend) 2400 11.0 0.15
Underburden 2600 30.0 0.20

Table 1: Formation-dependent geomechanical parameters.

element characteristic size is 100×100×20 m. The fault system embedded in the 3D grid is
discretized by 5,215 zero-thickness contact elements. Standard boundary conditions with zero
displacements on the outer and bottom surfaces are prescribed, whereas the top surface, repre-
senting the ground, has a stress-free condition. Figure 4 shows a view of the discretized domain
with the embedded fault system.

The setting of the reference scenario is established on the basis of the hydro-geomechanical
properties of the Rotliegend formation [3, 6, 23, 41, 57] and the frictional properties of faults in-
tercepting the Rotliegend together with immediate overburden and underburden formations [28,
27]. Fault F3 is kept vertical, with no offset between the reservoir blocks. Overburden, caprock,
reservoir, and underburden are assumed to behave elastically, with the properties reported in
Table 1. Faults are governed by Coulomb’s failure criterion with cohesion c = 2 MPa and
static friction angle φs = 30◦. A linear slip-weakening is also possible with a reduction to the
dynamic friction angle φd at a sliding amount equal to dc [17]. As to the undisturbed stress
regime, the vertical effective stress, σv, is a principal component. The other two horizontal
principal components of the effective stress tensor, σH and σh, are characterized by confine-
ment factors M1 = σh/σv = 0.74 and M2 = σH/σv = 0.83, with σh orthogonal to F1, F2, and
σH orthogonal to F4 and F5. The value of σv is computed from the formation density, assuming
a hydrostatic pore pressure distribution.

4.2. Sensitivity analysis

A sensitivity analysis has been developed within the range of some geological and geome-
chanical quantities to investigate the configurations that are more likely to generate “unex-
pected” fault reactivations during the injection and storage of different kinds of fluid. The
analysis addresses the role of: (i) the geological setting, by varying geometry and properties of
faults and reservoir rock, (ii) the poro-elastic stress change with respect to the natural stress
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Paper section Scenario Parameter/mechanism

5.2 1 reference

5.3.1

2a Fault F3 with dip angle δ = +65◦

2b Fault F3 with dip angle δ = −65◦

2c Block 2 moved down by the offset o = 100 m
2d Block 2 moved down by the offset o = 200 m

5.3.2

3a Fault cohesion c = 0.5 MPa
3b Fault static friction angle φs = 20◦

3c Linear slip-weakening with φd = 10◦ and dc = 2 mm
3d Linear slip-weakening with φd = 20◦ and dc = 20 mm
4a Reservoir Young’s modulus E = 8 GPa
4b Reservoir Young’s modulus E = 20 GPa

5.3.3
5a UGS uneven ∆P : ∆P1 = −10 MPa, ∆P2 = 0 MPa
5b UGS uneven ∆P : ∆P1 = −10 MPa, ∆P2 = −20 MPa

5.3.4
6a Principal stress σH and σh rotated by θ = 90◦

6b Ratios M1 = σh/σv = 0.40 and M2 = σH/σv = 0.47

Table 2: Scenarios addressed in Stage 1 of the sensitivity analysis (UGS).

regime, and (iii) the space and time distribution of pore pressure gradients in the reservoir
compartments. The analysis has been carried out in two stages:

1. one parameter at a time is modified with respect to the reference scenario with CH4

storage/production. This enables a thorough analysis of the individual influence of each
parameter. The considered variables and scenarios are summarized in Table 2;

2. simultaneous variation of more than one parameter, as identified from Stage 1. Chemical
effects were also accounted for by either weakening or hardening the Young modulus by
30% according to the type of injected fluid [4].

Note that the objective of this analysis is to reproduce realistically the actual settings of the
Rotliegend formation, rather than to investigate “extreme” conditions.

The main interest of this study is focused on the fault behavior, and in particular the stress
conditions yielding a potential sliding. According to the classical Coulomb failure criterion,
fault stability is guaranteed if the modulus τ of the shear stress is smaller than its limiting
value τL:

τ < τL = c+ µ(σn − Pf ), (1)

with µ the friction coefficient, i.e., the tangent of the friction angle, σn the normal compressive
stress, and Pf the fluid pressure in the fault. Wherever τ = τL, sliding is allowed with a
potential energy release, while the condition τ > τL is forbidden. Three parameters are used to
evaluate quantitatively the fault state: (i) the criticality index χ = τ/τL, and, where τ = τL,
(ii) the reactivated area ta, and (iii) the sliding d. Clearly, from Eq. (1) we have χ ∈ [0, 1]. The
closer χ to 1, the more likely is a fault activation. In particular, in the sensitivity scenarios the
maximum criticality factor (χmax), the maximum sliding (dmax), and the fault area (t80) where
χ exceeds 0.8 are used to lump the faults’ behavior.

5. Modeling Results

5.1. Fluid-dynamic model

The gas flow dynamic during injection and withdrawal is simulated by different codes ac-
cording to the selected fluid: OPM Flow [53, 44] for CH4 (UGS), and Eclipse [48] for H2 (UHS),
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Figure 6: Schematic evolution of pore pressure variation in time for the investigated fluids. The leftmost panel
is the common pressure decline during the primary production stage.

CO2 (CCS), and N2. For all simulations, the same well configuration is used. During the PP
stage, two wells located next to the reservoir boundary are open in the first layer. Then, these
wells are converted to injection purposes. Only for UHS, nine storage wells serve for injection
and withdrawal. These wells are rather uniformly distributed throughout the reservoir, as there
are no structural or petrophysical characteristics to suggest specific well locations. In Figure 5,
the location of the injection and withdrawal wells is shown with respect to the fault system. To
avoid interpolation between different computational grids, both OPM and Eclipse finite volume
cells coincide with the hexahedral elements of the geomechanical model. Each reservoir block is
subdivided into 4,000 regular cells with a 20×20×10 partitioning. The horizontal and vertical
permeability is kh = 600 mD and kv = 300 mD, respectively.

The injection-withdrawal history is depicted in Figure 6. The PP stage is conventionally
set to 10 years, with a maximum pore pressure drop of about 20 MPa. The targeted final
Recovery Factor, i.e., the ratio between the cumulative produced volume of gas and the gas
originally in place, is 90%, in line with theoretical reference behavior for a depletion-driven
gas reservoir. Then, for CH4 the reservoir pressure recovers to the initial value in two years
during the CGI phase and a set of UGS cycles, consisting of 6-month withdrawal and 6-month
injection each with a 10-MPa pressure, follows. The simulation results show that the pressure
change throughout the withdrawal (or injection) phase in a single UGS cycle remains nearly
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uniform in space. Hence, employing a uniform pressure change within each block at every
loading step could also be justifiable. As to the other fluids, the pressure history is targeted
to closely approximate the maximum static pressure drop and recovery in reservoir observed
for CH4, imposing realistic storage costraints. Consequently, the 20-MPa pressure recovery
increment during CGI is achieved in a longer period compared to the CH4 storage scenarios.
In addition, no injection/withdrawal cycles are simulated for CO2 and N2 storage. The CO2

storage scenario considers a maximum injection rate of 4 · 106 Sm3/day per well for 13 years
before recovering the initial pressure value. Injection of N2 lasts 6 years with an injection
rate of 4 · 106 Sm3/day per well. Concerning H2, 10 years of injection/withdrawal activity are
simulated after a 13-year refilling phase at a maximum rate of 4 · 106 Sm3/day per well. Each
UHS cycle consists of a 6-month withdrawal and a 6-month injection period, with a maximum
pressure variation of 10 MPa. In all simulations, a 1-year loading step (l.s.) is used during PP
and CGI/refilling, while during UGS and UHS the loading step is equal to 15 days.

It is important to recall that in the Netherlands the fluid pressure is not allowed to exceed
the initial value Pi.

Pore pressure propagation within the fault zone varies according to the distribution of
pressure changes across different reservoir compartments. When differing pressure changes
occur on opposite sides of the fault, the resulting pore pressure change within the fault, denoted
as ∆Pf , correspond to the average of the pressure changes from both sides. The fluid pressure
in the fault, Pf , generates forces that oppose to the action of the pressure variation on σn.

5.2. Mechanisms of fault re-activation: reference case (Scenario #1)

The basic fault reactivation mechanisms are studied in scenario #1, which serves as the
reference scenario for UGS activity with CH4. A few preliminary outcomes can already be
found in [51, 52, 17]. For the sake of completeness, they are briefly summarized here as well.

Figure 7 shows the behavior of the maximum χ value, χmax, experienced on faults F1
through F5 for 13 years, i.e., PP, CGI and the first UGS cycle. Faults F1 and F2 can reach a
critical condition at the end of the PP stage. During CGI and UGS, the fault activation risk
reduces, with χmax decreasing to about 0.80. During CGI, χmax initially decreases, i.e., the
fault returns more stable, but then increases again, with the shear stress acting in the opposite
direction with respect to that experienced during PP. The time behavior of the maximum
sliding dmax computed for each fault is also shown in Figure 7. These two quantities, i.e.,
χmax and dmax, are closely related to each other, since a single element can slide only when
χ = 1. Notice that, to obtain information on the criticality state of the entire fracture at a
given depth, the provided χmax represents the value averaged on the stripe of fault elements
located at the same depth. For this reason, it is possible to detect sliding conditions even when
the χ value reported on the top frame of Figure 7 is smaller than 1. Fault F1, F2, F4, and F5
can start sliding between year 4 and 6. The maximum sliding can be of about 1.4 cm. Fault
F3 remains unaffected throughout the loading and injection steps due to the model symmetry.
The most critical condition develops along the top and bottom of the reservoir. Figure 8 shows
the behavior of χ with respect to depth on all the fracture surfaces at loading step 10.

The mechanisms leading to the possible fault reactivation can be better understood in terms
of shear stress τ (bottom frame of Figure 7), particularly at loading steps 0, 10 (end of PP),
11, 12 (end of CGI), 12.5 (end of UGS withdrawal), and 13 (end of UGS injection). The largest
values are computed at the end of primary production, with opposing shear stress orientations at
top and bottom of the reservoir. During PP, the direction of the shear stress is always oriented
toward the reservoir mid-plane. At loading step 4 and 5 sliding starts (middle of Figure 7)
at reservoir top and bottom. The elements surrounding the activated fault portions increase
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their shear stress to accommodate the excess to the Coulomb frictional limit not supported by
the activated (sliding) elements. At loading step 11, half of the pore pressure change has been
recovered. As the reservoir expands due to pressure recovery, the shear stress changes direction
and annihilates approximately the shear stress acting on the previously sliding elements. The
reservoir continues to recover pressure and re-expand until loading step 12. During the second
half of cushion gas injection, the shear stress increases again, with a direction opposite to
that experienced during primary production. The expansion during CGI can generate again a
critical condition on the fault, with a possible localized reactivation at the reservoir top due
to the stress redistribution following the sliding. During UGS, at the end of the production
phase (loading step 12.5), the shear stress almost equals the condition at loading step 11.
Correspondingly, the shear stress at loading step 13 equals the stress state at loading step 12.
Indeed, during UGS, sliding does not occur, and the porous medium behaves according to a
linear elastic constitutive law. This complex behavior is also confirmed by the analysis of the
stress path experienced by some representative elements, as reported in [17].

5.3. Sensitivity analysis: Stage 1

Starting from the reference configuration of scenario #1, we explore how variations in indi-
vidual geometric or mechanical parameters can affect the outcomes. We conducted an extensive
investigation, of which we report here the most significant results, referring to the scenarios
summarized in Table 2 for the UGS analysis with CH4. Other simulations were carried out, but
are not discussed here for the sake of brevity. The outcomes are cross-compared to identify the
settings that make the subsurface system more prone to fault reactivation. For the analysis,
we use the parameter t80, i.e., the areal extent where χ ≥ 0.80. Such areal extent is scaled by
2,000 m, which is the characteristic size of each reservoir block, so that t80 has the size of a
length. For the sake of simplicity, we focus on faults F2 and F3, unless differently specified.

5.3.1. Reservoir and fault geometry

The impact of fault geometry is investigated by varying the dip angle of the central fault F3
(#2a - #2b) and increasing the offset between reservoir compartments of half (#2c) and entire
(#2d) reservoir thickness. Figure 9 shows χmax over time for the reference and the #2a - #2d
scenarios. Interestingly, while the geometry variation has no effect on fault F1, a large offset
between the reservoir compartments (scenario #2d) enhances the potential for instability in
faults F4 and F5. The instability of fault F2 is slightly increased by a variation of the fault
geometry, however this becomes significant only when a large offset between compartments is
introduced (#2d).

In the latter configuration, unlike the reference scenario, fault F3 is significantly affected
by the asymmetry of the system. Indeed, it becomes active and experiences the highest stress
levels at the top and bottom of each compartment. Differently from the reference scenario, χmax

on fault F3 can now reach the limiting value. Furthermore, χmax achieves the alert threshold
of 0.8 also during CGI and UGS, suggesting that UGS operations in this condition might be
critical. Consistently, fault F3 exhibits the highest sliding value dmax = 7.4 cm at the end
of the PP phase (Figure 10). Some instability can also occur at the end of the UGS cycle.
The other faults can activate around the loading step 4, again at the reservoir top first, and
at the reservoir bottom later. Figure 11 shows the active elements within the embedded fault
discretization at loading step 6, 10 (end of PP), and 12.5 (middle of a UGS cycle).

5.3.2. Geo-mechanical parameters of faults and reservoir

The investigation continues further into the effect of Coulomb rupture criterion and reservoir
stiffness. Concerning the Coulomb parameters, the variation of both the cohesion (#3a) and
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Figure 9: Scenarios #2: χmax over time for each fault. Note that F4 and F5 exhibit an identical behavior, due
to symmetric conditions.
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Figure 11: Scenario #2d: active interface elements (IE) on the fault system at loading step 6 (left), loading
step 10 (center), and loading step 12.5 (right). Only the elements at the reservoir top, and then bottom, are
activated.
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Figure 12: Scenarios #3: χmax over time for the CGI and UGS phases.
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Figure 13: Scenarios #4: χmax over time for the CGI and UGS phases.

friction angle (#3b) exerts a significant influence on fault stability, mainly during the PP and
CGI phases. A reduced friction angle, in particular, weakens the resistance to fault reactivation.

The mechanism of fault weakening is investigated by using slip-weakening constitutive law
for the fracture behavior [17]:

φ =

φs +
φd − φs

dc
d for d < dc

φd for d ≥ dc
(2)

The two parameters defining the new constitutive law are φd and dc, i.e., the dynamic friction
angle and the slip weakening distance, respectively. Slip weakening occurs after sliding begins
by reducing the value of the friction angle. The most critical results in terms of fault stability
are obtained for scenario #3c, characterized by a reduction of the friction angle from φs = 30◦

to φd = 10◦ in a slip distance of dc = 2 mm. The behavior of χmax for scenarios #3 during
the CGI and UGS stages is reported in Figure 12, showing that slip-weakening may cause a
reactivation also at loading steps 11 and 13, but not at loading step 12.5, i.e., in the middle of
a UGS cycle.

The relationship between reservoir stiffness and fault behavior has been further investigated
in Scenarios #4. A significant contrast between the reservoir and the surrounding caprock,
sideburden, and underburden stiffness may play an important role to induce a critical stress
state on faults. In scenario #4a, the reservoir is softer than the surroundings, and this generally
increases the likelihood of a fault reactivation (see Figure 13). Conversely, in scenario #4b, the
fault reactivation likelihood is notably reduced. During the UGS stage, χmax remains below
0.7, regardless of the reservoir stiffness value (see Figure 13).
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Figure 14: Scenarios #5: χmax over time for the CGI and UGS phases.

Figure 15: Active interface elements (IE) on the fault system at loading step 12.5 for scenario #1 (left), #5a
(center) and #5b (right).

5.3.3. Uneven pore pressure excursion in the reservoir compartments

The effect of a different pore pressure change in the two reservoir compartments is inves-
tigated in Scenarios #5 (Table 2). During UGS, fault F3 and, secondarily, faults F4 and F5,
may exhibit larger χ values at loading step 12.5 (Figure 14). When ∆P2 = 0 MPa, faults F4
and F5 keeps the same critical degree experienced at the end of CGI over the UGS phase.
Conversely, with ∆P2 = −20 MPa the most critical condition is achieved in the middle of the
UGS cycle, where χmax is larger than the threshold value 0.80. Figure 15 shows the distribution
of the potentially active elements (χ ≥ 0.80) in Scenarios #5, again within the embedded fault
discretization at loading step 12.5.

For scenario #5b, Figure 16 shows the time behavior of χmax and the shear stress modulus
τ at the reservoir bottom on fault F4. The shear stress increases during the PP stage, reaching
the limit shear stress τL at loading step 5. Then, τ equates τL at the end of CGI and at the
end of UGS production and injection cycle. On fault F2, χmax approaches 1 at the end of the
UGS injection phase too, but remains well below the criticality value at the end of CGI phase.

5.3.4. Initial stress regime

The orientation on the principal components of the stress tensor in undisturbed conditions
is another key factor for predicting the fault stability during the reservoir management. This
is analyzed in Scenarios #6. The modeling outcome revealed that a rotation of the maximum
horizontal stress by 90◦ (scenario #6a) does not provide a significant variation with respect
to the reference case. By distinction, an initial stress regime close to normally consolidated
conditions (scenario #6b) significantly increases the fault reactivation likelihood, as it can be
appreciated from the t80 values in Figure 17. Although the occurrence of such a scenario is
unlikely, it is important to consider its implications. With the undisturbed stress regime of
scenario #5b, the limit χmax = 1 is reached at an earlier point of the PP stage on faults F1 and
F2 (loading step 6) and F4 and F5 (loading step 8), resulting in a larger fault area that is prone
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Figure 17: Scenarios #6: t80 over time on fault F2. A zoom for the UGS stage is provided on the right panel
of the figure.

to a potential reactivation (Figure 17). The earlier activation during PP causes a reactivation
of faults F1 and F2 at the end of the CGI and UGS stages as well.

5.3.5. Ranking factors favoring fault reactivation

The objective of this section is to define criteria to rank the potential of inducing “unex-
pected” seismic events for the different investigated scenarios. The analysis focuses on fault
F3, which is the most stressed in the realistic condition of a compartment offset, and fault F2,
representing the behavior at the reservoir boundaries. The results are presented in Table 3.
The ranking process takes into account the following quantities, from the most to the least
important one:

1. χmax during UGS stage;

2. the maximum value of average sliding davg;

3. the loading step of first activation.

As expected, fault activation during CGI and UGS cycles exhibits distinct critical factors for
boundary and central faults. For fault F2, stability is primarily influenced by the initial stress
regime of the system, geomechanical properties, like reservoir stiffness, and fault characteristics,
such as cohesion, static friction angle, and the presence of slip weakening. In contrast, for fault
F3, geometric parameters play a major role. The stability of fault F3 is strongly influenced
by a compartment offset, non-vertical fault planes, and differential pressure changes in the two
compartments.
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Fault F2 Fault F3

Scenario
χmax Max Act. χmax Scenario

χmax Max Act. χmax

UGS davg [m] year PP UGS davg [m] year PP

3c 1.00 0.026 7 1.00 2d 0.84 0.033 7 1.00
5b 0.97 0.010 9 1.00 2c 0.81 0.007 - 0.85
6b 0.96 0.018 6 1.00 5a 0.53 0.000 - 0.53
2d 0.84 0.008 9 1.00 5b 0.53 0.000 - 0.53
3b 0.81 0.010 7 1.00 2a/b 0.32 0.000 - 0.46
2c 0.80 0.007 9 1.00 1 0.00 0.000 - 0.00
4a 0.79 0.010 8 1.00 6a 0.00 0.000 - 0.00
3a 0.78 0.008 8 1.00 6b 0.00 0.000 - 0.00
1 0.78 0.007 8 1.00 3a 0.00 0.000 - 0.00
5a 0.78 0.007 9 1.00 3b 0.00 0.000 - 0.00

2a/b 0.77 0.007 8 1.00 3c 0.00 0.000 - 0.00
6a 0.74 0.007 10 1.00 3d 0.00 0.000 - 0.00
3d 0.70 0.009 8 1.00 4a 0.00 0.000 - 0.00
4b 0.78 0.005 - 0.78 4b 0.00 0.000 - 0.00

Table 3: Ranking of the simulated scenarios according to the largest χmax in the UGS stage, the largest sliding,
and the earliest first activation step.

Combination Parameter/mechanism

C1 c = 0 MPa, δ = +65◦, o = 100 m
C2 φs = 20◦, δ = +65◦, o = 100 m
W E decreased by 30% during injection
H E increased by 30% during injection

Table 4: Combination of settings addressed in Stage 2 of the sensitivity analysis for the fluids under considera-
tion.

5.4. Sensitivity analysis: Stage 2

In the second stage of the sensitivity analysis, we combine the most influential factors for
yielding a potential fault reactivation, as identified in Stage 1, and test the new scenarios
for the storage of different gases, namely CH4, CO2, H2, and N2. The scenarios discussed
here are summarized in Table 4. We remember that the primary objective of this analysis is to
explain realistic configurations likely to be encountered in the Rotliegend formation, rather than
to explore “extreme” conditions. Therefore, taking into account the most influential factors
from Stage 1, we chose to focus on the combinations presented in Table 4. They combine a
compartment offset, non-vertical fault planes, and variations in the fault characteristics, i.e.,
cohesion (C1) and static friction angle (C2). Two dedicated combinations analyze the effect
of different geomechanical properties, i.e., decreasing (W) and increasing (H) of the reservoir
stiffness, most likely associated to chemo-mechanical effects.

The potential risk of fault reactivation is evaluated for each scenario by the parameter
t80, whose behavior in time is shown in Figure 18. Regardless of the fluid, Figure 18 shows
that the combination C2 provides the conditions yielding the larger t80 values. This scenario
is characterized by a compartment offset and a reduced friction angle. Conditions close to
reactivation occur during both CGI and UGS/UHS, or long-term storage, stages. Notice that
t80 after the end of PP is larger if the faults already experienced a significant reactivation (i.e.,
with a large t80) during PP. As compared to other critical combined configurations, such as C1,
scenario C2 is more critical primarily because of the reduction of the friction angle.

Due to its significance, the outcomes of the critical combination C2 have been separately
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Figure 18: Sensitivity analysis, Stage 2: t80 over time for fault F2 and F3 and the different fluids under
investigation.

described for CH4 and the other gases. This distinction is made based on the differences in
pressure history (see Figure 6).

5.4.1. UGS critical scenario

The combination of factors in configuration C2 causes a potential reactivation, mainly during
primary production. The condition is particularly critical for faults F2 and F3 during the UGS
phase, with both faults reaching a critical condition not only at the end of the UGS storage phase
but also during withdrawal. Figure 19, which shows χmax in time for scenario C2 as compared
to the reference case (scenario #1), highlights that critical conditions for fault reactivation
develop earlier during PP. χmax is also greater than, or close to, 0.8 during CGI and UGS.
Because of the loss of symmetry, F2 is more stressed than F1 and χmax achieves values larger
than 0.8 on fault F3 as well. Figure 20 provides a 3D view of χ distribution in space at a few
significant loading steps.

The behavior of dmax for all the faults is shown in Figure 21. During the CGI phase, all
the faults slide, primarily during the period between loading step 11 and 12, in the opposite
direction to what occurred during primary production. Additionally, faults F1, F2, and F3
slightly slide again at the end of the UGS injection phase.

5.4.2. CO2, H2, N2 storage dynamics and fault activation

The goal of this section is to compare how the temporary or permanent storage of different
gases may influence the fault stability, as measured by χmax in the critical scenario C2. Since
the pore pressure variation during PP is the same for each fluid, χ has the same behavior until
loading step 10. After that, the impact on fault stability must be considered based on whether
temporary or permanent storage scenarios occur.
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Figure 19: Scenario C2, UGS: χmax over time for all faults compared to the reference case (scenario #1).

Figure 20: Scenario C2: χ distribution in space on the fault system at the end of PP (left), CGI (middle) and
UGS (right).
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Figure 21: Scenario C2, UGS: maximum sliding dmax over time for all the faults.
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Figure 22: Scenario C2: χmax over time for CO2, N2 and H2 after the end of PP.

For the permanent storage scenarios, i.e., CO2 and N2, at the beginning of the storage χmax

decreases due to the unloading of the shear stress caused by reservoir expansion. However,
as the storage continues, the shear stress is loaded with the opposite sign, reaching a relative
maximum at the end of the injection stage. This point corresponds to the full pore pressure
recovery (Figure 22). As far as it concerns the injection/withdrawal cycles for H2, χmax on
F1, F2 and F4-F5 reaches its maximum at the end of the injection stage, corresponding to the
highest value of pressure in the reservoir. For F3, χmax exhibits an additional peak at the end
of the UHS withdrawal stage.

5.4.3. Geochemical effects on fault stability

Geochemical effects are also considered. Based on the literature review summarized in
Section 3, we have incorporated the possibility to account for geochemical influences by intro-
ducing a hardening/weakening behavior of reservoir rocks. Specifically, during injection the
Young modulus is increased or decreased by 30%, depending on the fluid involved. For CO2,
both weakening and hardening scenarios have been observed, depending on the actual rock
mineralogical composition. Conversely, H2 might induce a weakening effect, while N2 shows a
relatively neutral geochemical impact on the reservoir rock.

Figure 23 shows the behavior of χmax for the weakening/hardening scenarios (W/H). Fault
F3 remains stable throughout the simulation because of symmetry. During CO2 injection, with
a hardening behavior, χmax first decreases and then increases with respect to the reference
case. The opposite occurs for the weakening scenario. Similar considerations hold for H2 in the
weakening scenario, with an even smaller difference with respect to the reference case. Based
on these results, we can preliminarily conclude that geochemical effects on the reservoir rock
have a minor impact on fault stability.
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Figure 23: Scenarios W and H: χmax over time for CO2 (upper) and H2 (lower).

6. Discussion

6.1. Comparison with previous studies

A few papers addressing the topics of our work have recently been published. Works [62] and
[23] are of particular interest because they focus on Rotliegend reservoirs in the Netherlands and
northern Germany, providing insights into fault reactivation and fault rupture during primary
production. Although the authors: i) do not consider induced seismicity during UGS stages,
ii) use a simplified 2D setting, and iii) employ a different modeling approach concerning fault
activation, these studies carry out a parametric analysis on the same geometric/geomechanical
features investigated in this paper.

The findings of our work mostly align with the outcomes by [62] regarding fault failure
mechanisms and slip initiation. Our study confirms that fault slip initiates at the top of the
reservoir rocks where the initial shear capacity utilization SCU [62], corresponding to our safety
factor χ, reaches the maximum values. Both studies agree that faults without offset experience
reactivation at later stages of depletion, and fault rupture does not extend upwards into the
caprock. Scenarios #2c, #2d, and C2, for example, confirm that in the case of a compartment
offset, an earlier fault activation is favored and remains bounded within the reservoir depth
range. Regarding the influence of the contrast in elastic properties distribution, our study
agrees with [62] only partially. They observed a secondary peak in shear stress at the bottom
of the footwall reservoir block and a localized decrease in shear stresses and SCU at the bottom
of the hanging wall reservoir block. Qualitatively, the results presented above (see, for example,
Figure 22) agree. However, it must be considered that [62] assigned a uniform density and elastic
properties to all rocks while our study, in particular scenarios #4a and #4b, demonstrates that
the contrast in elastic properties may significantly impact on stress concentration and, therefore,
fault failure (Figure 13).

Comparing our results with the findings presented by [23] regarding factors influencing fault
reactivation and criticality, we agree that the initial stress regime (scenarios #6a and #6b, Fig-
ure 17) plays significant roles in fault behavior. Obviously, this relation is a well knows in the
literature [16, 40, 61]. Indeed, fault criticality largely increases as the horizontal components
of the natural stress regime decrease relative to the vertical stress. Furthermore, our outcomes
confirm that the stiffness contrast between the reservoir and surrounding rocks (scenarios #4a
and #4b) governs the stress redistribution and the degree of stress rotation during the reservoir
development, impacting fault reactivation. According to [23] the depletion of thicker reservoir
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horizons results in a stronger fault-loading compared to the depletion of thinner reservoir hori-
zons, as a thick reservoir undergoes a relatively larger strain for a same change of pore fluid
pressure. Although our sensitivity analysis did not directly consider reservoir thickness as a pa-
rameter, we observed consistent outcomes when a larger strain is attributed to a larger pressure
decrease (scenario #5b, Figure 16).

However, there are a few aspects where our project disagrees with findings from [23]. While
they suggested that the fault throw should be half of the reservoir thickness to obtain the max-
imum shear stress ratio values, we found that the most critical condition occurred when the
fault offset is equal to the entire reservoir thickness. This discrepancy can be attributed to the
different modeling setup, including the horizontal-to-vertical ratio of the natural stress com-
ponents and the reservoir depth. These disparities emphasize the importance of the modeling
approach and setup parameters, highlighting the need for further research to fully understand
fault behavior in different geological contexts.

6.2. Definition of safe operational bandwidths

After the end of primary production, when the natural fluid pressure Pi is reduced to
Pmin,PP , the reservoir experiences a relatively fast pressure recovery to Pmax,CGI/CCS during
cushion gas injection or gas storage (CO2 or N2). Afterward, UGS or UHS are characterized
by a cyclic pressure fluctuation between Pmin,UGS/UHG and Pmax,UGS/UHS at the end of the
production and injection phases, respectively. In the usual practice and in alignment with the
legislation of some countries, e.g., the Netherlands, Pmax,CGI/CCS ≃ Pmax,UGS/UHS ≃ Pi and
Pmin,UGS/UHS ≥ Pmin,PP (Figure 24-left). In this framework, guidelines for the definition of “safe
operation bandwidths” in gas storage, i.e., operations with a reduced risk of fault reactivation,
must identify proper values for the aforementioned pressure bounds. Nevertheless, it has to be
recalled that a fault reactivation could always occur aseismically [8].

The interpretation of the modeling results allows outlining some key guidelines. They are
necessarily qualitative because of the theoretical/general framework of the modeling application
and the quasi-static nature of the implemented model, which properly simulates the possible
inception of fault slip but not the seismic evolution. The numerous scenarios investigated within
the study have clearly revealed that fault failure is more likely to happen during CGI/CCS and
UGS/UHS in depleted reservoirs when:

1. fault reactivation is occurred during PP. We refer to the pressure of seismic occurrence
as Pseis,PP . As an example, in scenario #4b faults are not active during PP and remain
far from critical conditions during CGI and UGS as well (Figure 13 and Table 3);

2. the reservoir pressure approaches Pmax,CGI/ST , Pmax,UGS/UHS, or Pmin,UGS/UHS (e.g., Fig-
ures 19 and 22).

The resulting guidelines, which link Pmax,CGI/CCS, Pmax,UGS/UHS, and Pmin,UGS/UHS to Pmin,PP

and Pseis,PP , can be summarized as follows. The outcome of scenario C2 is particularly illus-
trative in this regard (Figures 19 and 22).

• If a fault reactivation occurs during PP, the pressure change ∆P spanned during CGI/CCS
and UGS/UHS phases should be kept smaller than |Pi − Pmin,PP |. Indeed, a number of
investigated scenarios (see, for example, the outcomes of scenarios #2, Figure 9) reveals
that fault activation during primary production leads to a stress redistribution and a new
deformed “balanced” configuration that is newly loaded, in the opposite direction, when
the pressure variation changes its sign. A reasonable rule is to keep ∆P smaller than
maximum between |Pseis,PP − Pmin,PP | (range highlighted with a in the middle panel of
Figure 24) and |Pi − Pseis,PP | (range highlighted with b in the right panel of Figure 24),
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Figure 24: Left: pressure values to be accounted for in the definition of operational safety guidelines. Middle and
right: safe pressure variation during CGI, CCS, and UGS/UHS phases in the case of a seismic event occurring
during PP at pressure close to Pi and Pmin,PP , respectively.

i.e., the maximum pressure difference experienced by the reservoir during PP without the
occurrence of a seisimic event. The classification into these two classes is determined by
the value of Pseis,PP in relation to Pi and Pmin,PP , as illustrated in Figure 24, particularly
in the middle and right panels.

• In the former case (middle panel of Figure 24), Pmax,CGI/CCS and Pmax,UGS/UHS should
be kept below Pi. A reasonable rule of thumb could be to keep Pmax,CGI/CCS and
Pmax,UGS/UHS smaller than Pseis,PP .

• In the latter case (right panel of Figure 24), Pmin,UGS/UHS should be kept above Pmin,PP .
A reasonable rule of thumb could be to keep Pmin,UGS/UHS larger than Pseis,PP .

• If during PP activation occurs on a fault separating two reservoir compartments, during
CGI/CCS or UGS/UHS the pressure difference between the adjacent blocks should be
safely kept smaller than Pi − Pseis,PP (scenario #5b, Figure 16).

• If no activation occurs during PP, Pmax,CGI/CCS can equate Pi with no particular risk of
unexpected events during CGI and UGS. Moreover, ∆P during UGS/UHS can safely span
the whole pressure change between Pi and Pmin,PP . In fact, the system operates under
reloading conditions and exhibits predominantly elastic behavior within the pressure range
that has been previously observed (scenario #4b, Figure 13).

It is crucial to highlight that fault reactivation is largely site-sensitive, depending on the
geometry of the fault/reservoir (e.g., the presence of sloped faults, dislocation of the reservoir
compartments), differential pore pressure between adjacent reservoir compartments and within
each reservoir block, the geomechanical properties of the faults and the reservoir, caprock,
under- and over-burden. Therefore, specific investigations are of paramount importance to
characterize the actual reservoir setting and quantify more specific bounds.

Moreover, the need of more specific analyses holds in relation to the geochemical effects on
fault mechanical properties caused by the substitution of formation fluids with CO2, H2, or N2.
In the modeling approach used in this work, these potential effects on faults have only been
superficially addressed, due to the lack of laboratory testing.

Finally, we underline that the above rules are aimed at avoiding, or at least limiting, the
probability of fault activation. For example, according to [62], “after the onset of fault reac-
tivation, a further pore pressure decline of 3.7 MPa (or 1.6 MPa with no fault offset) and a
critically stressed length of approximately 30 m is needed for the nucleation of a seismic event”.
Therefore, since fault reactivation can develop with aseismic slip, the recommendations listed
above can be considered conservative.
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7. Conclusions

Depleted gas reservoirs can serve not only as storage facilities for natural gas (i.e., CH4) but
also for CO2, N2, and H2. The injection and/or withdrawal of these fluids induce changes in
the hydraulic and mechanical state of the reservoir. Consequently, deformations and variations
in the stress regime develop beneath the subsurface, potentially leading to (seismic/aseismic)
reactivation of faults near the reservoir. While the majority of human-induced seismic activities
can be associated to injection or withdrawal of fluids at pressures above the original formation
pressure causing significant pressure decline [13], which trigger shear stress along faults to reach
their limit strength, a few recorded events do not fit this explanation. These seismic events,
somehow “unexpected”, develop in reservoirs where:

• seismic events already occurred during the primary production phase;

• in correspondence to a pressure value already experienced by the reservoir during PP.

The main aim of this work has been to understand whether, and under which circumstances,
faults can be “unexpectedly” reactivated during USS activities. A one-way quasi-static cou-
pled strategy is adopted to deal with interaction between fluid and the continuous-discontinuous
porous formation. The study has been carried out using the typical geological setting of reser-
voirs located in the Rotliegend formation, in the Netherlands, where systems of almost orthogo-
nal faults split the formation into various compartments. Four underground storage plans, i.e.,
cyclic storage of CH4 and H2 and permanent storage of CO2 and N2, have been investigated.
This objective is achieved by analyzing which are the main factors controlling the reactivation
of faults under permanent or cyclic storage conditions. The consequences of using different flu-
ids, which affect the pressure evolution over time and the Rotliegend geomechanical properties,
have been evaluated.

The simulation of various realistic scenarios have allowed to define the critical factors in-
fluencing fault activation during CGI/CCS and UGS/UHS cycles. The stability of the faults
bounding the reservoir compartments is mainly jeopardized by an initial stress regime with
small horizontal principal components, low friction angle, large pressure change because of
injection/withdrawal, and significant contrast between the reservoir and the over-, side-, and
underburden stiffness. Concerning faults located between producing blocks, the drivers mainly
influencing fault instability are the geometrical setting of the fault/reservoir system, i.e., the off-
set between reservoir compartments and the fault dip angle, together with the different pressure
change in adjacent compartments.

Notice that the pressure recovery and drop addressed in the simulations have been defined
based on Dutch regulations, which do not allow the pressure to rise above the initial natu-
ral value. Due to this constrain, the mechanisms causing fault reactivation remain similar,
irrespective of the fluid considered. The possible mechanical weakening and hardening of the
reservoir associated to non-natural pore fluids interaction with the solid grains does not impact
significantly the outcomes.

The modeling outcomes have enabled the formulation of general guidelines to define safe
operational bandwidths for USS sites, specifically the pressure range over which “unexpected”
seismic event can be excluded. These minimum and maximum pressure thresholds are closely
linked to the pressures at which seismic events occurred during primary production. The
occurrence of a seismic event during PP provides valuable insights for delineating pressure
bandwidths within which fault reactivation is highly unlikely during UGS, UHS, CGI, and
CCS activities.
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These conservative recommendations can serve as a preliminary methodology for reducing
the potential risks associated to seismic activity in similar contexts. However, more specific
and in-depth evaluations must follow, taking into account the peculiarities of each individual
case study.
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