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Abstract

Uncertainties in the subsurface pose challenges for a reliable
assessment of leakage risks and ensuring the long-term
integrity of CO2 storage. Fault zones, characterised by
multi-scale heterogeneities, are critical pathways for CO2
leakage and suffer from significant data uncertainties due to
unresolved structural features. Understanding the multi-scale
uncertainties in estimating fracture network conductivity is
therefore essential for mitigating leakage risks and ensuring
reliable modelling of upscaled fault leakage rates. However,
current models fail to capture all fault zone heterogeneity,
particularly neglecting the effects of fracture surface roughness
on fluid migration. Simplified assumptions, such as the
Cubic Law based on mechanical aperture measurements,
lead to erroneous models known as model misspecifications
and introduce modelling uncertainty in leakage predictions.
Here, we develop an AI-driven quantification framework to
address data uncertainties and correct model misspecifications
in estimating fracture conductivities. By automatically
integrating small-scale uncertainties, including fracture surface
roughness, and leveraging their interactions across scales,
we improve upon traditional empirical corrections. We
combine physics-based constraints with adaptive, data-driven
and geometric corrections to infer the hydraulic aperture
governing fluid flow in fractures with varying roughness.
This approach generates reliable local permeability maps
that account for roughness effects and discrepancies between
mechanical and hydraulic apertures, accurately reflecting
overall fracture conductivity. By propagating uncertainties
from individual fractures to network scales, our approach will
support robust calibration of conductivity ranges for fault
leakage sensitivity analyses, not only resolving uncertainties in
fracture-scale modelling but also enabling efficient integration
into larger-scale simulations to enhance predictions for
subsurface CO2 storage.

Keywords: Machine Learning, Uncertainty Quantification,
CO2 storage, Fault Leakage.
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Significance Statement
Safely storing CO2 in the subsurface is crucial for mitigating
climate change, but predicting potential leakage through fault
zones remains challenging due to uncertainties in subsurface
structures. Fault zones are complex, with small-scale features
significantly affecting fluid flow yet often ignored in current
models. This study develops an AI-powered framework to
address these uncertainties, combining data-driven corrections
with physics-based insights to estimate fracture conductivity
more accurately. By capturing the effects of fracture roughness
and propagating their uncertainties to network scales, the ap-
proach aims to improve predictions of leakage risks. This work
will help bridge the gap between small-scale fracture details
and large-scale fault models, enhancing the reliability of CO2
storage simulations and contributing to safer, more sustainable
climate solutions.

1 Introduction
Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) is a mature technology that
will support the decarbonisation of energy intensive industries
and mitigate the impact of global warming [1, 2]. However,
despite the presence of low-permeability seals, CO2 leakage
along wells and the geological overburden remains a low, yet
unquantified risk. Therefore, leakage risk assessment remains
critical to ensure safe subsurface storage of CO2. One potential
source of leakage are geological features such as faults and
fractures that compromise the structural integrity of the seals
[3, 4]. Fault damage zones, potentially involving networks of
fractures, can create highly conductive pathways that facilitate
fluid migration. Investigating the impact of potential fault-
related leakage is thus essential for de-risking CCS operations.

The presence of fault and fracture damage zones renders the
modelling of transport, geochemical, and geomechanical pro-
cesses more challenging. The multi-scale interactions between
the fault zone and the surrounding porous matrix (protolith),
especially their heterogeneity in terms of conductivity, lead to
vast ranges of scales for fluid migration rates. Fault zones are
geologically complex, consisting of a low-permeability fault
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core surrounded by a fractured damage zone, which involves
fracture networks that significantly contribute to the overall
conductivity [3]. The conductivity of this damage zone, i.e.,
its ability to let fluid flow through the network of fractures, is
governed by a complex interplay of individual permeability,
connectivity and density [5]. Various factors contribute to the
modelling of fault-related leakage, including fracture flow rate,
mass transfer between the fault inherent fractures and the ma-
trix, mechanical stress (and changes thereof), or geochemical
reactions [6, 7, 8].

In addition to these modelling challenges, significant struc-
tural uncertainties arise from missing geological features in the
characterisation of fault damage zones. Sub-seismic fractures
(i.e., below the limits of seismic resolution) introduce variabil-
ities in their distribution and properties within the fault zone
[9, 10, 11]. These undetectable features can affect reservoir
quality by critically influencing fluid flow and further com-
plicate the modelling of CO2 leakage at the reservoir-caprock
scale [12]. Sensitivity analyses are commonly employed to
mitigate this issue and evaluate how the variability associated
with structural uncertainties affects leakage rates. However,
the parametrisation of geological distributions, including the
hand-tuning of properties such as fracture network geometry
and hydraulic conductivity, is often left to reservoir engineers
[13, 14]. Providing reliable calibration data for sensitivity anal-
yses is therefore essential and requires a careful consideration
of geological uncertainties within subsurface formations.

However, uncertainties arising at smaller scales are often
overlooked in the calibration of probabilistic distributions for
larger-scale sensitivity analyses, while their effects remain
poorly understood. Several key questions thus remain largely
unexplored: Can we achieve a reliable calibration of fault-
conductivity distributions through a meaningful analysis of
uncertainties across different scales? Can we develop a frame-
work that integrates both structural and modelling uncertainties
at the individual fracture scale and effectively propagates them
to fault leakage rate distributions? The current research aligns
with this perspective and establishes the first fundamental step
toward developing an upscaling strategy for reliably assessing
uncertainties related to CO2 fault leakage.

We propose leveraging the interplay between different
scales — individual fractures, fracture networks, and fault
zones — to better understand how these uncertainties propa-
gate across scales. In particular, conductivity remains sensitive
to local geometric characteristics, such as aperture distribu-
tion and roughness of individual fractures [15, 16]. However,
several modelling approximations commonly assume smooth,
parallel fracture walls and neglect the smaller scales uncer-
tainties, such as roughness patterns. This includes the Cubic
Law approximation based on the average mechanical aperture,
which refers to the average structural width of the gap between
two fracture walls. The latter can significantly differ from
the hydraulic aperture (i.e., the effective width of the fracture
contributing to fluid flow) and induce discrepancies in esti-
mating fracture permeability. Moreover, most of the model
corrections of the Cubic Law proposed in the literature remain

empirical and highly parametrised, rendering their application
to realistic fracture networks even more difficult [17, 18, 19].
We refer to this as modelling misspecifications, as the models
inaccurately represent the real-world system due to incorrect
assumptions and/or measurement errors. This can lead to erro-
neous or biased predictions, further reducing the reliability of
conductivity estimates at both the fracture network and fault
zone scales. Uncertainties associated with such model mis-
specifications thus need to be investigated across the different
scales to support decision-making with respect to fault-related
leakage [9].

Here, we aim at reliably addressing concerns in modelling
fracture conductivity by coupling physics-based and data-
driven approaches within the probabilistic machine learning
framework developed in Perez et al. [20]. We propose an
automatic and geometric correction of previous model mis-
specifications to infer the latent (i.e., not directly observable)
hydraulic aperture, along with its uncertainties. The mechani-
cal aperture field represents, by definition, a structural upper
limit for the hydraulic aperture. However, since the hydraulic
aperture is a hypothetical concept related to fluid flow, it can-
not be measured directly in fracture geometries, unlike the
mechanical aperture. Therefore, we develop a proxy for the
hydraulic aperture such that the reconstructed field explains
the overall flow behaviour and effective permeability by ac-
counting for the roughness effects of fractures. Leveraging
local corrections based on fracture geometries benefits from
enhanced generalisation compared to empirical corrections,
thereby allowing for robust future upscaling at the fracture
network scale. Correction of the model misspecifications is
achieved through a multi-objective formulation of the Bayesian
inference problem, using data on mechanical apertures — ei-
ther from synthetic or realistic fracture geometries obtained
via X-ray microtomography — and a physics-based constraint
which acts as a regularisation at the small scales. This correc-
tion characterises the local relative roughness, which allows for
adaptive quantification of how the hydraulic aperture deviates
from the mean mechanical aperture and the Cubic Law model
thereof. Finally, the physics-based constraint ensures that this
geometric correction yields a local permeability field whose
arithmetic mean aligns with the upscaled Stokes permeability
of the fracture, which represents the effective permeability. We
apply the method to several synthetic fractures, presenting the
same (arithmetic) mean mechanical aperture but varying sur-
face roughness. Our approach provides accurate estimates of
the relevant hydraulic aperture fields and fracture conductivity,
where both the Cubic Law and Darcy approximation fail. Our
main contributions can be summarised as follows, and align
with the progression of the manuscript:

• In the first section, we show that using the mechanical
aperture field, either globally with the Cubic Law or lo-
cally through Darcy flow-based upscaling, neglects rough-
ness effects and fails to provide reliable fracture conduc-
tivity. This is highlighted in simple synthetic fracture ge-
ometries, which further queries the validity of these mod-
els when applied to complex fracture networks. Therefore,
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we intend to provide a reliable method for correcting these
model misspecifications at the individual fracture scale,
with the overarching goal of integrating it into fracture
networks and thereby addressing the propagation of un-
certainties from the smallest scales.

• We propose such a framework for automatic and data-
driven correction of model misspecification in fracture
conductivities, in the second section of this manuscript.
Unlike empirical alternatives in the literature, our ap-
proach leverages physical priors and geometric insights
that can subsequently be upscaled to the fracture network
scale.

• This will lead to a robust extension of our methodology
to complex fracture networks. Indeed, our approach pro-
duces local hydraulic aperture and permeability maps that
are consistent with the effective fracture permeability ob-
tained by upscaling the Stokes equation at small scales.
Inferring several local, corrected permeability maps at
the individual fracture scale is a significant advantage.
These maps can be integrated into fracture network ge-
ometries and directly used in Darcy flow upscaling, as
further described in Discussion, providing more reliable
estimates of fracture network conductivity compared to
Darcy upscaling based on direct mechanical aperture mea-
surements. Finally, by propagating uncertainties from the
smallest scale, we can provide reliable calibration data
with known confidence intervals for the hydraulic conduc-
tivity of a fracture network, thereby enabling meaningful
sensitivity analyses of leakage rates at the fault-zone scale.

2 Model misspecifications in fracture
conductivity

X-ray microtomography scans (µCT) usually provide a descrip-
tion of fracture networks at the core scale. However, unlike
porous media samples, where a representative elementary vol-
ume can be easily extracted from the core scale, fracture net-
works usually require a combination of high image resolution
to capture multi-scale fractures —– and distinguish them from
the surrounding porous matrix –— and a large field of view to
ensure a sufficiently representative fracture network. The µCT
dataset can span billions of pixels, rendering Direct Numerical
Simulation (DNS) of flow within the entire fracture network
challenging while being the most reliable estimate of conduc-
tivity. Flow-based evaluation of permeability, obtained by fully
resolving the Navier-Stokes or Stokes equations (depending on
the flow regime) within the 3D fracture network geometry, is
often impractical due to the substantial computational time and
resources required. As a result, modelling alternatives based on
geometrical measurements of the mechanical aperture am are
often considered to estimate flow properties. This method can
introduce significant inaccuracies due to model misspecifica-
tions that, in turn, affect the uncertainty estimates. The impacts

of these modelling uncertainties are discussed in this section
on a simple synthetic fracture dataset with varying roughness.

2.1 Fracture dataset with varying roughness
Synthetic fracture geometries are obtained from the Digital
Rock Physics portal [21] and produced with SynFrac, a frac-
ture generation software that relies on natural analogues [22].
Four fractures with dimensions of 256× 128× 30 units were
generated with an isotropic resolution of δx = 3.94µm and
a common average mechanical aperture < am > of 50µm.
The notation < am > refers to the arithmetic mean of the
2D mechanical aperture field am(x, y), describing the fracture
width in the z direction for each point (x, y) ∈ Ω2D, with Ω2D

the 2D projection of the fracture domain. The arithmetic mean
is thus defined as:

< am >=
1

|Ω2D|

∫
Ω2D

am(x, y)dxdy. (1)

The fracture walls present varying and increasing roughnesses,
which are characterised by their Joint Roughness Coefficients
(JRCs) ranging from 4.86 to 10.31. This parameter is com-
monly used to quantify fracture roughness, where a rougher
surface corresponds to a higher JRC value. Here, the JRCs are
not employed as a roughness correction tool; they are primarily
provided as a guideline and estimated using the relation from
[23]

JRC = 98.718Z1.6833
2 , (2)

where Z2 is the root mean square of the first derivative of the
fracture profiles, as proposed by Myers [24]. More details on
the generation of this specific fracture dataset can be found in
Guiltinan et al. [25]. The fracture profiles are finally corrupted
with Gaussian noise to mimic a µCT dataset, which can suffer
from edge enhancement and blurred interface artefacts [26].

This fracture dataset holds significant value for validating
our corrective approach. First, considering portions or sub-
volumes of fracture geometries within a small field of view
(with a spatial grid resolution of 256× 128× 30 in this case)
allows for fast and efficient evaluations of the effective perme-
ability, denoted as KNS . The latter is obtained from solving
the incompressible Stokes equation in Ω3D, the realistic 3D
fracture domain as presented in Figures 3 and 4B, with ad-
herent boundary conditions on the fracture walls. Indeed, the
fracture permeability can be determined from the pore-scale
velocity within the subvolume, via the direct numerical method
developed in [27] (see Appendix A). In this case, the contri-
bution of the surrounding porous matrix to the estimation of
fracture conductivity is, however, neglected. This stands as
a common assumption in reservoir-scale simulations of fault-
related leakage, essentially due to different time scales of fluid
migration rates in the porous matrix (which is significantly
less permeable) compared to the main fracture network. In the
sequel, the effective permeability evaluations obtained from
direct fluid flow modelling serve as the ground truth for the
various JRCs. Finally, this dataset allows us to highlight that
the Cubic Law approximation and Darcy flow upscaling, when

3



0 200 400 600 800 1000
x ( m)

20

40

60

80

100

120

z (
m

)

Local hydraulic 
aperture ah(x, y)

Mean mechanical 
aperture < am >

Local mechanical 
aperture am(x, y)

Figure 1. 2D slice, taken along the direction y = 197µm, of
the rough fracture #4 with JRC = 10.31. The full 3D geome-
try of this fracture is represented in Figure 4B. This schematic
illustrates how the hydraulic aperture field ah(x, y) can differ
from the geometrically measured mechanical aperture field
am(x, y) due to surface roughness. The two horizontal dashed
lines represent the parallel planes of the fracture geometry cor-
responding to the Cubic Law approximation, with the mean
mechanical aperture < am >.

based on the mechanical aperture am, are inadequate for captur-
ing the roughness effects. In particular, it tends to overestimate
the hydraulic conductivity of the four distinct fractures com-
pared to the effective permeability KNS . These aspects are
investigated in the following section.

2.2 Cubic Law and Darcy flow upscaling
The empirical Cubic Law serves as the primary modelling
approximation for estimating fracture permeability. This law
establishes the fracture permeability, denoted as KCL, based
on the arithmetic average mechanical aperture < am >, as
defined by Eq. (1), through the relation

KCL =
< am >2

12
. (3)

This approach assumes smooth and parallel fracture walls with
no roughness and raises questions about the validity of the
Cubic Law approximation for realistic fracture geometries,
especially considering the discrepancies that roughness can
induce between the mechanical and hydraulic apertures [15]
(see Figure 1). Furthermore, the Cubic Law implies that con-
ductivity is independent of the flow direction, i.e., it assumes
the fracture to be isotropic, which does not hold in realistic
geometries. The different fractures in the dataset exhibit a con-
stant permeability approximation given by the Cubic Law Eq.
(3), as KCL = 208.33µm2. However, flow-based estimations
performed through DNS in Ω3D (see Appendix A) highlight
non-negligible deviations in the effective fracture permeabil-
ity KNS for the different JRCs. These deviations range from
approximately 6% to 16% depending on the roughness (see
Table 1 and Figure 6 in Appendix A for further details).

While the global behaviour of the Cubic Law approxima-
tion — averaged over the entire subvolume — represents a
major modelling misspecification, we also investigated a more
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Figure 2. Comparison of fracture permeability estimates from
different modelling assumptions for various roughness patterns
identified by their JRCs, highlighting both modelling misspeci-
fications and correction. The respective models include direct
Cubic Law approximation KCL based on the (arithmetic) mean
of the mechanical aperture < am > and represented by the
horizontal red dashed line; Darcy flow upscaling K am

D , based
on the 2D mechanical aperture map; Stokes upscaling KNS ,
based on the actual fracture geometry Ω3D and which acts
as the groundtruth; and the automatic Bayesian PINN correc-
tion, which provides an upscaled mean estimate (represented
by the blue dots) with associated uncertainty ranges based on
K ah

NN (x, y). The detailed values for each corresponding mod-
elling assumption are provided in Table 1.

reasonable alternative that assumes local validity of the Cubic
Law. The latter considers the local mechanical aperture field
am(x, y) (see Figure 1) to derive a corresponding permeability
map for each point (x, y) ∈ Ω2D, such that:

K am

CL (x, y) =
am(x, y)2

12
. (4)

An estimation of the fracture permeability can, therefore,
be obtained through Darcy flow-based upscaling, given the 2D
local permeability field from Eq. (4). This alternative offers
the benefit of considering flow direction in the evaluation of
conductivity, unlike the global Cubic Law in Eq. (3). The
permeability estimates resulting from the 2D Darcy upscaling,
denoted here K am

D , are computed using the MATLAB Reser-
voir Simulation Toolbox (MRST) for single-phase flow [28].
Details on the modelling approximation and numerical solver
are given in Appendix B. The Darcy permeability values K am

D

are then compared with both the global Cubic Law approxi-
mation and the effective Stokes permeability for the different
JRCs. The results are summarised in Table 1 and highlight that
the local Cubic Law modelling alternative Eq. (4) combined
with Darcy upscaling tend to reduce the overestimation on the
fracture permeability, compared to KCL. Nonetheless, we still
observe in Figure 2 notable deviations in K am

D compared to
the effective fracture permeability KNS , which range from
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Table 1. Comparison of fracture permeability estimates from the different modelling assumptions for various JRCs.

Roughness Cubic Law Darcy (Navier) Stokes Bayesian PINN
JRC KCL K am

D KNS Mean on K ah

NN UQ on K ah

NN

/ µm2 µm2 µm2 µm2 µm2

0

208.33

208.33 209.94 208.33 [208.3328; 208.3333]
4.86 201.98 195.98 189 [178; 199]
5.85 201.75 190.36 191 [184; 199]
7.52 201.61 184.92 187 [177; 196]
10.31 201.55 174.31 171 [153; 189]

approximately 3% to 13.5% for the different roughness values.
Moreover, 2D Darcy upscaling based on the mechanical aper-
ture field is unable to capture the roughness effect: we only
observe slight variations in the estimation of K am

D in Table
1 and Figure 2, which remains around K am

D = 201µm2 for
the four fracture geometries. This highlights that the local
application of the Cubic Law neither captures nor accounts
for the geometrical characteristics of the fracture, which are
discarded when the 3D fracture domain Ω3D is projected onto
aperture maps.

Overall, when incorporating roughness effects, we demon-
strate the following hierarchical relationships in the modelling
of fracture permeability: KCL > K am

D > KNS . We particu-
larly emphasise that mechanical aperture measurements alone
are insufficient to explain the overall flow behaviour of a rough
fracture by neglecting significant 3D effects. Finally, we show
that both the Cubic Law approximation and 2D Darcy flow-
based upscaling fail to provide consistent estimates of fracture
permeability when based solely on the mechanical aperture
field (see Figure 2). Therefore, investigating the derivation of
relevant and meaningful hydraulic aperture maps appears cru-
cial to correct model misspecifications in fracture conductivity
and to ensure reliable uncertainty quantification in fault-related
leakage for CO2 storage in the subsurface.

3 Automatic AI-driven correction with
Uncertainty Quantification

Our objective is to provide an automatic, data-driven correc-
tion of the model misspecifications for realistic fracture ge-
ometries involving various roughness patterns. We focus on
reconstructing the latent hydraulic aperture field ah(x, y) and
its associated uncertainty through a multi-objective, multi-scale
Bayesian inference approach that integrates data with physics-
based regularisation. In this context, multi-scale should be
understood differently from the various physical scales (such
as roughness scale, subvolume scale of a fracture, or fracture
network scale) involved in describing a damaged zone for
CO2 storage applications. When referring to multi-objective
Bayesian inference, multi-scale denotes a significant difference
in the order of magnitude between the various objectives that
must be fulfilled simultaneously. This multi-scale behaviour is

crucial to characterise, as it can significantly impact the conver-
gence of the probabilistic outcomes, as well as the reliable esti-
mation of the uncertainties for each objective. Therefore, our
machine learning framework ensures adaptive and automatic
weighting of different task uncertainties [20]. In particular, this
enables us to robustly balance the contributions from the data
and physical constraints when estimating fracture hydraulic
conductivity, thereby generating relevant hydraulic aperture
and local permeability maps.

3.1 Robust Bayesian Physics-Informed Neural
Networks

Exploring the uncertainties related to inferring the latent hy-
draulic aperture field ah(x, y) entails solving a multi-objective
problem that integrates measurement data with modelling con-
straints in a probabilistic framework. Deep learning surrogate
models, based on Bayesian Physics-Informed Neural Networks
(B-PINNs), have shown great promise in addressing inverse
problems involving uncertainty quantification and latent field
reconstruction [29, 30, 31]. Indeed, B-PINNs have attracted
growing interest for accelerating Bayesian inference across a
variety of scientific applications [32, 33, 34].

Initially, the Bayesian formulation explores the probabilis-
tic posterior distribution of a set of unknown parameters,
Θ = {θ,Pinv}which includes the Bayesian neural network pa-
rameters θ along with potential inverse parameters Pinv of the
physical model. The posterior distribution typically involves
a likelihood term P (D|Θ), evaluating the distance to the data
D, physics-based likelihood constraints P (M|Θ), including
potential modelM discrepancies or misspecifications, and a
joint prior distribution P (Θ) over the set of parameters. This
results in the sampling of a high-dimensional and multi-task
posterior distribution over the parameters Θ, expressed as:

P (Θ|D,M) ∝ P (D|Θ)P (M|Θ)P (Θ). (5)

The distribution of solutions in Bayesian inference, which are
close to the optimum and characterise the uncertainties of the
problem, is subsequently obtained through a marginalisation
process called Bayesian Model Average (BMA) [35]. The
latter translates the posterior distribution over the parameters Θ
in Eq. (5) into a probability function over the fields of interest.

5



Specifically, we are interested in quantifying

P (ah|X,D,M) =

∫
P (ah|X,Θ)P (Θ|D,M)dΘ (6)

where X is the input of the neural network (e.g. spatial coordi-
nates in Ω2D) and ah is the predictive output of the B-PINNS
for the hydraulic aperture field. The relationship Eq. (6) en-
sures that the various predictions resulting from sampling the
parameter distributions through Eq. (5) are averaged, provid-
ing a mean prediction along with uncertainties on the hydraulic
aperture field.

Although B-PINNs provide a valuable probabilistic frame-
work for data assimilation and surrogate modelling, their train-
ing encounters challenges stemming from the multi-scale and
multi-objective nature of the Bayesian inference problems.
Ensuring robust inference, specifically predictions of field
variables and Quantities of Interest (QoI), hinges on prop-
erly estimating the various objective uncertainties, which are
characterised by unknown weighting parameters. Poorly bal-
anced conditions among the different tasks, resulting from
inappropriate weight choices, can lead to biased predictions
[36], so-called vanishing-task behaviours — where one or more
objectives are neglected in favour of another one — [37, 38],
and instabilities [20] that can significantly compromise the
B-PINNs training. This can further prevent the sampler from
effectively identifying the Pareto front neighbourhood, which
represents the highest posterior probability region for which
the predictions successfully balance the different tasks (see
Pareto front representation in Figure 3). Therefore, the effi-
cient sampling of the high-dimensional posterior distribution
Eq. (5) is achieved through the Adaptively Weighted Hamil-
tonian Monte Carlo (AW-HMC) method, introduced by Perez
et al. [20]. This approach relies on adaptive and automatic
weighting of the target posterior distribution, leveraging the
gradient information of the different tasks to ensure balanced
conditions and reliable exploration of the Pareto front. Indeed,
the weighting parameters are adjusted during the sampling
for a number of adaptive steps, which facilitate convergence
toward the high probability-density region. For details on the
AW-HMC method, see Appendix C. This enhancement of the
traditional formulation helps mitigate the previous training
challenges and represents a significant advancement by bring-
ing robustness to the B-PINNs. Overall, the AW-HMC sam-
pler demonstrated notable performance in integrating multiple
sources of uncertainty within multi-objective and multi-scale
Bayesian inference problems, and therefore, presents a promis-
ing opportunity to address model misspecification in fracture
conductivity [20, 31].

3.2 A multi-objective inference problem
Synthetic or experimental µCT images of the fracture geome-
tries are presumed to be available within the domain Ω3D, to-
gether with measurements of mechanical aperture maps defined
over the two-dimensional projection Ω2D. While this section
focuses on the four individual fractures previously introduced,

it is important to highlight that when dealing with larger and
more realistic fracture networks, the collected dataset of frac-
ture geometries is designed to include a limited selection of
extracted subvolumes, as illustrated by the red squares in Fig-
ure 3. These subvolumes aim to represent various local patterns
of the mechanical aperture and roughness, forming a basis for
constructing a comprehensive dataset through the upcoming
Bayesian inference. Once the geometrical relationship between
the mechanical and hydraulic apertures is inferred from the se-
lection of subvolumes, it can subsequently be used to upscale
the uncertainties in fracture network conductivity, eliminat-
ing the need for direct numerical simulations over the entire
fracture network geometry (as further described in Discussion).

In this context, the input dataset D for the Bayesian-
PINNs correction consists of Nobs scattered and noisy mea-
surements of the mechanical apertures at several spatial lo-
cations (xi, yi), taken as a subset of Ω2D, such that D =
{am(xi, yi); (xi, yi) ∈ Ω2D, i = 1...Nobs}. In compari-
son to the original resolution of the 2D mechanical aperture
maps (256 × 128), the training data of the B-PINNs are ran-
domly distributed across Ω2D and account for approximately
one-third of the 32 768 available aperture measurements, i.e.,
Nobs ≃ 10 000. Once selected, this training dataset remains
unchanged throughout the Bayesian inference process, i.e.,
during all sampling steps of the posterior distribution Eq. (5).
The final predictions of the hydraulic aperture and corrected
permeability fields are, however, validated over the entire
computational domain Ω2D. The latent hydraulic aperture
field is first constrained by the mechanical aperture data in
the sense that am(xi, yi) = ah(xi, yi) + ξd(xi, yi), where ξd
refers to the data uncertainties given by a Gaussian distribu-
tion ξd ∼ N (0, σ2

dI) with an unknown standard deviation
σ2
d. Given the AW-HMC sampler, this leads to the following

expression of the data-fitting likelihood term

P (D|Θ) ∝ exp

(
− 1

2σ2
d

∥ah − am∥2D
)

(7)

which quantifies the discrepancies between the mechanical
aperture measurements and the inferred hydraulic apertures
(see Appendix C). The data uncertainties ξd account for both
measurement errors in the mechanical aperture and concep-
tual difference between the structural width am(x, y) and the
effective aperture ah(x, y) that contributes to fluid flow. We
also impose the hydraulic aperture to be upper bounded by the
mechanical aperture as a hard physical constraint

ah(xi, yi) ≤ am(xi, yi), ∀i ∈ 1...Nobs. (8)

The latter merely comes from the observation that the mechani-
cal aperture map tends to overestimate the fracture conductivity
by providing a strict flow barrier (see Figure 1).

Finally, the physics-based constraint intends to correct the
local applicability of the Cubic Law given by Eq. (4) by in-
corporating roughness effects. This approach provides a proxy
for the hydraulic aperture field that accurately captures the
upscaled flow behaviour, based on Stokes evaluations of the
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Figure 3. Workflow overview to correct model misspecification in estimating the conductivity of rough fractures and subsequently
of complex fracture networks. Given the full 3D geometry of a fracture network, obtained via µCT, we perform robust Bayesian
inference of the hydraulic aperture, ah(x, y), and local permeability, K ah

NN (x, y), fields over a few extracted representative
subvolumes. Guidelines regarding the selection of these representative subvolumes is further described in Discussion. The
Bayesian inference is achieved through the AI-driven uncertainty quantification methodology introduced in the current work,
which integrates both data-driven and physics-based approaches in a multi-objective inference. Efficient exploration of the Pareto
front neighbourhood, which involves sampling the green points while avoiding the unbalanced conditions represented by the red
samples, is ensured through a robust B-PINN formulation in the context of multi-objective inference. The data-driven component
relies on input measurements of the mechanical aperture field (obtained by projecting the absolute positions of the fracture
walls onto a distance map) and the local applicability of the Cubic Law, which fails to capture the effects of roughness. The
physics-based correction, therefore, benefits from the input upscaled permeability estimate KNS , obtained by locally solving
the Stokes equation on the subvolumes prior to the Bayesian inference, to incorporate the effects of local relative roughness
in the inference ah(x, y) and K ah

NN (x, y). Overall, our method establishes a mapping between unreliable mechanical aperture
data and corrected hydraulic aperture, as well as relevant permeability fields, including their associated uncertainties. This
mapping can then be integrated with pattern recognition on realistic fracture networks and Darcy upscaling, using the corrected
permeability maps K ah

NN (x, y), to provide uncertainty bounds for fracture network conductivity on a larger scale, without the
need for additional direct numerical simulations. The resolutions of both the fracture network and the extracted subvolume are
provided as indicators of the dimensionality of the problem. The appropriate scaling of the subvolumes can be determined, in
practice, through prior statistical analysis of the local mechanical aperture distributions or correlation lengths.

effective permeability KNS . The latter serves as the ground
truth and is computed for each extracted subvolume prior to
the B-PINN training, where it is used as an input (see Figure
3). Notably, local computations of KNS on multiple extracted
subvolumes of a fracture network are computationally more
efficient compared to solving the Stokes equation across the
entire complex 3D fracture network. Therefore, this approach
will allow for fast upscaling to realistic fracture network ge-
ometries by leveraging several geometrical and probabilistic
mappings between am and ah. It can subsequently provide re-
liable estimates of the conductivity of fracture networks while

accounting for smaller-scale uncertainties due to roughness.
The physical correction leverages the initial distribution of the
mechanical aperture field and automatically accounts for the
deviation of the inferred hydraulic aperture field from the mean
value < am > relative to the standard deviation σam

of the
mechanical aperture field (see histogram in Figure 3). We re-
fer to this modelling adjustment as a local relative roughness
correction of the Cubic Law, ensuring the hydraulic aperture
field satisfies the constraint:

KNS =
1

|Ω2D|

∫
Ω2D

K ah

NN (x, y) dxdy + ξm (9)
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where K ah

NN (x, y) is the local permeability based on ah and
inferred by the B-PINN, and ξm stands for the modelling uncer-
tainties such that ξm ∼ N (0, σ2

mI), with σm unknown. Here,
the modelling uncertainties ξm account for both model mis-
specification and potential numerical errors in the evaluation
of KNS . Eq. (9) thus ensures the arithmetic mean of the lo-
cal permeability field K ah

NN (x, y), derived from the following
geometrical correction

K ah

NN (x, y) =
ah(x, y)

2

12

(
1 + α

|ah(x, y)− < am > |
σam

)
(10)

fits the upscaled Stokes permeability KNS . This stands as the
physics-based likelihood constraint, which is given by

P (M|Θ)∝exp

(
− 1

2σ2
m

∥∥∥KNS− 1

|Ω2D|

∫
Ω2D K

ah
NN (x,y) dxdy

∥∥∥2

D

)
(11)

for which the unknown correction factor α is inferred adap-
tively and automatically during the sampling process. The
relationship in Eq. (10) guarantees that when the hydraulic
aperture is locally close to the mean mechanical aperture, we
recover a local permeability estimate that closely aligns with
the Cubic Law approximation. Conversely, when the hydraulic
aperture falls within the tails of the mechanical aperture dis-
tribution, causing significant deviations from the mean value
< am >, the relative roughness term becomes predominant
and, therefore, leads to an automatic and local correction of
the Cubic Law approximation. In practice, the integral for-
mulation used in the physics-based likelihood constraint Eq.
(11) is approximated by its discrete arithmetic mean over the
Nobs observation points during the sampling phase of the B-
PINNs. In contrast, during the prediction phase, the validity of
the arithmetic upscaling Eq. (10) is evaluated over the entire
domain Ω2D, leading to reliable predictions of the hydraulic
aperture and local corrected permeability fields on Ω2D.

Overall, we infer a proxy for the relevant latent hydraulic
aperture field ah(x, y), which is constrained by the mechanical
aperture dataset, given the data-likelihood from Eq. (7) and the
upper bound constraint Eq. (8), and the geometrically depen-
dent correction from Eq. (11). Reliable inference is achieved
through the AW-HMC sampler within a robust multi-objective
B-PINN framework. The underlying idea is that both the data
and modelling constraints involve intrinsic, unknown uncer-
tainties. By efficiently exploring the set of optimal trade-off
solutions — i.e., the Pareto front, where no objective can be
improved without compromising another, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 3 — we can thus capture the full distribution of solutions
that accounts for both data and modelling uncertainties in this
multi-objective Bayesian inference problem. Furthermore, the
automatic weighting in the AW-HMC sampler helps charac-
terising the uncertainties of each specific objective, thereby
highlighting the most uncertain tasks within the Bayesian infer-
ence problem. A schematic diagram summarising the workflow
is presented in Figure 3.

3.3 Results
Bayesian inference of the hydraulic aperture field is performed
on the four previously introduced fracture geometries, with
increasing wall roughness identified by their respective JRCs.
We also validated our methodology on a fracture with no rough-
ness, characterised by two parallel, smooth planes with a con-
stant mean aperture of < am >= 50µm. In this theoretical
case, the different modelling approaches — Cubic Law, Darcy
flow-based upscaling, Stokes, and the B-PINN correction —
provide similar results, as the mechanical aperture closely
matches the hydraulic aperture (see Appendix A for details on
the slight deviation in Stokes permeability in Table 1). How-
ever, as the JRCs increase, we observe significant deviations
between the aperture fields. Figure 4 shows the result of the
inference on the hydraulic aperture for the rough fracture #4
with JRC = 10.31, whose 3D geometry is illustrated in Fig-
ure 4B. In Figure 4A, we first compare the local maps in Ω2D

of the initial mechanical aperture field am with the Bayesian
Model Average on the inferred hydraulic aperture. The BMA
prediction, as defined in Eq. (6), is commonly approximated
by:

P (ah|X,D,M) ≃ 1

Ns −N

Ns∑
i=N

P (ah|X,Θti), (12)

where P (ah|X,Θti) represents the surrogate model prediction
of the hydraulic aperture, evaluated at the spatial coordinates
X = {(x, y) ∈ Ω2D}, and resulting from the sampling iter-
ation i of the set of parameters Θ. In Eq. (12), Ns refers to
the total number of sampling steps and N is the number of
adaptive steps in the B-PINN process, such that the samples
{Θti}Ns

i=N are theoretically drawn from the target posterior
distribution Θti ∼ P (Θ|D,M) (see Eq. (5)). Likewise, local
uncertainties in the hydraulic aperture field are computed us-
ing the standard deviation of the posterior distribution on the
B-PINN predictions, as illustrated in Figure 4A. These results
underscore that regions with the largest mechanical aperture
values have minimal impact on the effective permeability and
upscaled behaviour of the fracture. Indeed, the observed cut-off
in the hydraulic aperture within areas of maximum mechanical
aperture suggests that these high-aperture zones do not con-
tribute significantly to fluid flow resistance when the roughness
of the fracture wall is substantial. The local uncertainties in the
hydraulic aperture field are also primarily localised in these ar-
eas, which is consistent with the largest deviations between the
two aperture fields. In our case, although the absolute relative
error between ah and am appears significant in regions of the
largest mechanical aperture, this behaviour is expected, as our
approach aims to compensate for errors in both the data and the
model by combining data-driven and physics-based methods.
Additionally, we have demonstrated that the mechanical aper-
ture field is not a suitable dataset for providing reliable fracture
conductivity, as the data-fitting constraint proves to be the most
uncertain task in the Bayesian inference problem. As a result,
B-PINN with the AW-HMC sampler automatically detects that
the modelling uncertainty is smaller than the data uncertainty,
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Figure 4. Hydraulic aperture inference on rough fracture with JRC = 10.31. (A) 2D maps comparing the original mechanical
aperture field and the BMA (or mean prediction see Eq. (6)) on the hydraulic aperture field, on the top row. Absolute relative
error between the original and inferred aperture fields, and local uncertainties on the hydraulic aperture map, on the bottom
row. (B) 3D fracture geometry Ω3D highlighting the roughness and fracture dimensions in micrometers. (C) Histograms of the
aperture values within the fracture domain: comparison between the initial mechanical aperture distribution (in blue) and the
final distribution on the BMA of the inferred hydraulic aperture (in red). The dashed line corresponds to the mean mechanical
aperture value < am >, and the two vertical lines delimits the 68% confidence interval given the standard deviation σam . We
capture an automatic distribution shift that shortens the contribution of the highest aperture values to the global flow behaviour.

i.e., σm ≤ σd. Specifically, an automatic distribution shift
towards the smallest aperture values, which restrict the flow
rate and are meaningful to explain the upscaled flow behaviour,
is observed in Figure 4C, where we compare the histograms
of the mechanical and hydraulic apertures within the fracture
domain.

Apart from providing hydraulic aperture fields, our ap-
proach allows us to derive permeability maps based on ah
that automatically account for roughness effects through lo-
cal geometric corrections of the Cubic Law, resulting from
the physics-based constraint in Eq. (9). In particular, in Fig-
ure 5A we present the BMA prediction and uncertainties for
the inferred permeability field K ah

NN (x, y), computed as de-
scribed in Equations (17) and (18) of the Appendix B. The
latter are compared with the original permeability map de-
rived from the local Cubic Law approximation (Eq. (4)) for
the JRC = 10.31. This shows a significant reduction in per-
meability in areas of largest mechanical aperture, where the
deviations between K ah

NN (x, y) and K am

CL (x, y) are primarily
localised. A distribution shift in the permeability values across
the fracture domain is also identified in Figure 5C. We espe-
cially compare the initial permeability distribution resulting
from K am

CL (x, y) with the final distribution on K ah

NN (x, y) in-
ferred from the Bayesian inference. We also observe that the

Cubic Law approximation KCL, indicated by the vertical red
dashed line, remains outside the final permeability distribution
for the rough fracture #4, while the effective Stokes upscal-
ing value KNS is accurately captured. This highlights that
our strategy can effectively correct for model misspecification
in estimating fracture conductivity and accounts for smaller-
scale uncertainties through a well-balanced combination of
data-driven and physics-based constraints. The latter is en-
sured by the convergence of our AW-HMC sampler towards
the Pareto front neighbourhood, as well as the convergence of
the upscaled permeability values derived from K ah

NN (x, y), as
illustrated in Figure 5B. We notice that the adaptive steps of
the AW-HMC approach allow the sampler to produce a local
permeability field that satisfies the physics-based constraint in
Eq. (9) in the sense that its arithmetic mean converges towards
the unbiased Stokes estimate KNS rather than the Cubic Law
permeability KCL. However, it is important to highlight that
the methodology is independent of the choice of the arithmetic
mean in Eq. (9) and yields comparable results when using the
geometric or harmonic mean.

The upscaled permeability values of the mean predictions
for the permeability fields K ah

NN (x, y) — i.e., the BMA pre-
dictions P (K ah

NN |X,D,M) as defined in Eq. (17) of the Ap-
pendix B — are finally compared, in Table 1, with the other
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Figure 5. Permeability inference on rough fracture with JRC = 10.31. (A) 2D maps comparing the permeability field
K am

CL (x, y) resulting from the local Cubic Law (Eq. (4)) and the BMA on the local permeability field based on the hydraulic
aperture K ah

NN (x, y) (Eq. (10)), on the top row. Absolute relative error and local uncertainties on the inferred permeability map,
on the bottom row. (B) Convergence of the upscaled permeability based on K ah

NN (x, y), together with its uncertainty, toward the
unbiased Stokes estimate along the sampling steps of the AW-HMC process. The grey vertical dashed line delimits the number
of adaptive steps in the AW-HMC sampler to reach the Pareto front neighbourhood. (C) Histograms of the permeability values
within the fracture domain: comparison between the initial distribution on K am

CL (x, y) (in blue) and the final distribution on the
BMA of the inferred permeability K ah

NN (x, y) (in green). The red and green dashed lines correspond, respectively, to biased
Cubic Law estimation of the permeability KCL and the unbiased Stokes permeability KNS .

modelling alternatives across the four different fracture geome-
tries. Additionally, we provide in Table 1 uncertainty ranges
for the upscaled permeability values, which are derived from
the local uncertainties associated with the permeability field
predictions inferred through our Bayesian formulation (see
Eq. (18) of the Appendix B). These results demonstrate that
our AI-driven correction of the Cubic Law and Darcy model
misspecifications can automatically recover meaningful per-
meability ranges and mean upscaled values, incorporating the
effects of roughness in the estimation of fracture conductiv-
ity. Overall, we successfully generate local permeability maps,
along with associated uncertainty, that are compatible (by con-
struction) with Stokes upscaling for each fracture geometry.
Notably, these corrected permeability maps are now suitable
and relevant for 2D Darcy flow-based upscaling, which, in turn,
yields results compatible with Stokes upscaling (see Table 2
in Appendix B). In other words, our approach also enables the
recovery of a local permeability field that can ensure robust
estimation of fracture conductivity through Darcy upscaling,
now leveraging the latent hydraulic aperture rather than relying
on error-prone measurements of the mechanical aperture. This
holds considerable interest in providing uncertainty ranges
of conductivity at the larger scale, enabling the extension of

our methodology to complex fracture networks such as fault
fracture networks.

4 Discussion
In this work, we introduced an AI-driven uncertainty quantifi-
cation framework designed to address model misspecification
in fracture conductivity, and thereby reduce their associated
uncertainties. This robust framework represents the first step
toward a better understanding of how small-scale uncertainties
propagate and impact the overall fracture network conductiv-
ities. This will provide more realistic ranges for calibrating
network hydraulic conductivity, used in sensitivity analyses at
the reservoir-caprock scale to estimate fault permeability, and
can ensure reliable assessments of CO2 fault-related leakage
in the context of de-risking CCS facilities. In addition, our
approach will find relevance in characterizing fluid flow along
fractures in other applications. For the subsurface, these could
include geothermal energy, particularly where geothermal flu-
ids are produced from faults or fractured reservoirs. It is also
highly applicable to groundwater management, where under-
standing how contaminants travel through fractured aquifers is
critical for pollution control and remediation. Furthermore, this
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is relevant for radioactive waste storage in granitic or argillitic
formations, where fractures pose a risk for radionuclide leak-
age.

In particular, we demonstrate that common modelling ap-
proximations relying on measurements of the mechanical aper-
ture of fractures, such as the empirical Cubic Law and Darcy
flow-based upscaling, fail to capture the effects of roughness
and the associated smaller-scale uncertainties. The roughness,
however, significantly influences the upscaled flow behaviour
of rough fractures, and such modelling misspecifications lead
to a non-negligible overestimation of the conductivity. While
these effects are quantified using synthetic fracture geometries,
this raises concerns regarding the validity of these models for
realistic fracture network geometries.

Therefore, we propose a deep learning alternative that learns
the mapping between the unreliable mechanical and the latent
hydraulic aperture maps, which is relevant to explain the up-
scaled flow behaviour of a fracture at the small scale. This is
achieved through a multi-objective Bayesian inference, cou-
pling data-driven constraints with a physics-based regularisa-
tion that aims to correct the local Cubic Law by accounting for
the roughness. Both the modelling and data uncertainties are
adaptively and automatically characterised by the AW-HMC
sampler in the B-PINN framework, allowing for a robust in-
ference and efficient exploration of the optimal Pareto front
neighbourhood.

Our approach generates hydraulic aperture distributions
that reveal a reduced influence of the largest mechanical aper-
ture areas on fluid flow in rough fractures. We further derive
local permeability maps based on the inferred hydraulic aper-
tures, ensuring their upscaling effectively captures the unbiased
Stokes estimate of permeability. Additionally, these corrected
and probabilistic permeability maps are now Darcy-consistent
and can serve as inputs for Darcy flow-based upscaling, pro-
viding compatible uncertainty ranges for conductivity across
various roughness levels and scales.

Therefore, this work presents a significant step in develop-
ing a multi-scale AI workflow that leverages pattern recogni-
tion of local mechanical aperture maps within a complex frac-
ture network to associate the corresponding permeability maps
and their uncertainties, as inferred from our Bayesian inference
approach. The objective is to conduct Bayesian inference, as
introduced in this work, on selected extracted subvolumes of
the fracture network. These subvolumes should be representa-
tive of different roughness patterns and aperture distributions
within the overall fracture network; therefore, their appropriate
resolutions can be determined through prior statistical analysis
of local mechanical aperture histograms or correlation lengths.
Such a dataset consisting of paired images of mechanical aper-
tures am(x, y) and probabilistic functions of the permeability
field K ah

NN (x, y), evaluated on the extracted subvolumes, can
subsequently be input into purely data-driven machine learning
models. This will lead to improved generalisation to previously
unseen fracture network geometries, while simultaneously en-
hancing the propagation of uncertainties across different scales.
This approach will then yield a complete corrected permeabil-

ity map for the entire 3D fracture network that locally accounts
for the geometric characteristics of individual fractures at the
small scale, and can finally be coupled with Darcy flow-based
upscaling at the larger scale. Similar techniques, relying on
Convolutional Neural Networks, have successfully been em-
ployed to estimate the upscaled permeability of rock cores from
µCT images [39], as well as other properties of porous media
such as porosity or specific surface area [40]. The primary ad-
vantage is the low computational cost associated with Bayesian
inference, which can be executed in parallel across various
subvolumes. Furthermore, this will enhance the generalisation
of the AI workflow to different fracture network geometries,
rendering it an attractive alternative to DNS methods. Upscal-
ing the uncertainties in fracture network conductivity is also
of crucial importance when it comes to ensuring reliable es-
timates of the CO2 fault-leakage rates. Overall, such a deep
learning based upscaling will allow estimating the conductivity
of a complex fracture network, with large field of view, while
preserving the effects of small-scales uncertainties in terms of
the local heterogeneities, geometric variations and roughness.

Finally, our method paves the way for investigating the
propagation of uncertainties across different scales regarding
the effects of CO2 trapping in multi-phase flow. Roughness
and aperture variations play a significant role in trapping and
fluid phase distributions in geological fractures [41, 25, 42,
43, 44]. Similarly, leveraging a reliable mapping between
mechanical aperture and locally corrected permeability fields
is essential for understanding how small-scale uncertainties
influence hydro-mechanical coupled processes, including their
effect on deformations resulting from changes in mechanical
stress [45]. Investigating the uncertainties associated with
these processes remains critical in the context of fault-related
leakage for CO2 storage in the subsurface.

A Stokes Permeability

The effective absolute permeability KNS estimated on the re-
alistic fracture domain Ω3D and used in our workflow (see
Figure 3 in the main text) is obtained as follows. We rely on a
binary decomposition of the domain such that the 3D fracture
geometry is split into a solid and fluid — or void — domain,
respectively denoted Ω3D

s and Ω3D
f . The fracture interface is

denoted Σ. In this context, we assume fully impermeable frac-
ture walls and neglect the potential contribution of sub-resolved
micro-porosity of the surrounding matrix. This stands as an
additional modelling assumption, which is rather conventional
when addressing reservoir-scale simulations of fault-related
leakage, essentially due to the very distinct time response in
fluid migration of the porous matrix compared to the main
fracture network. However, the impact of the surrounding
porous matrix in the overall conductivity of the fault zone or
in the stress management of the individual fractures can be
investigated in future works. We also estimate the fracture per-
meability in the main flow-path direction, taken in this study
along the x-axis (see Figure 4B in the main text).
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approximately 6% to 16%. These estimations of the Stokes permeabilities for the different JRCs are performed prior to the
Bayesian inference.

Given the micrometric scale of the flow within the fracture
domains, we assume flow regimes driven by low Reynolds num-
bers such that Navier-Stokes simplifies to the quasi-stationary
Stokes equation. Flow-based Direct Numerical Simulations
(DNS) are obtained by solving the incompressible Stokes equa-
tion in Ω3D with homogeneous Dirichlet or adherent boundary
conditions on the fracture walls:

−µ∆u+∇p = f in Ω3D
f

∇ · u = 0 in Ω3D
f

u = 0 on Σ

u and p periodic on ∂Ω3D

(13)

where u is the pore-scale velocity, p the pressure, µ the dy-
namic viscosity and f the driving force. We impose periodic
boundary conditions on ∂Ω3D by considering a thin fluid layer
on the inlet and outlet, in the flow direction. The fracture per-

meability is subsequently obtained from upscaling at the Darcy
scale and evaluated in the main flow-path direction, so that we
end up with a scalar absolute permeability defined by:

KNS =
ϕµ < ux >Ω3D

f

< fx >Ω3D
f

(14)

where ux and fx are the horizontal components of the ve-
locity and driving force, respectively. The notation < . >Ω3D

f

represents the average in the fluid domain, ϕ the fracture macro-
porosity and v = ϕ < u >Ω3D

f
is the so-called superficial or

Darcy velocity [46]. In the present context, the macro-porosity
is set to ϕ = 1 to account solely for the fracture permeabil-
ity rather than the overall permeability of the sample, which
can be considered as a porous medium with a large fracture.
This follows the assumption that the fracture dominates the
flow behaviour, with no contribution from the porous matrix in
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Figure 7. Comparison of Stokes permeability estimates for different fracture geometries, with roughness characterized by the
JRCs and varying mean apertures ranging from 30µm to 60µm, shown on the left. For a given JRC, the fracture geometries
remain identical, while the mean aperture is either increased or reduced compared to the reference case with < am >= 50µm.
The dashed horizontal lines represent the overestimated fracture permeability resulting from direct Cubic Law approximations for
each mean mechanical aperture value < am >. Relative deviations in permeability with respect to the Cubic Law, computed as
(KCL −KNS)/KCL, for different JRCs and varying mean apertures, are shown on the right. This highlights greater deviations
for smaller aperture values, reaching nearly 40%, and emphasizes the importance of considering corrections for such model
misspecifications.

estimating the upscaled permeability.
Numerical modelling of flow within the fracture domain

Ω3D is finally achieved through the DNS Stokes solver devel-
oped and validated on realistic 3D porous sample geometries
in Perez et al. [27]. This consists of an iterative solver based
on a residual criterion for convergence, such that the number
of Stokes iterations is independent of the number of sampling
steps Ns in the Bayesian inference. The 3D computational do-
main closely aligns with the fracture geometries and consists
of a grid with a resolution of 256× 128× 30, scaled such that
δx = 3.94µm. The convergence of the permeability values
KNS for the four synthetic fracture geometries obtained from
the Digital Rock Physics portal [21] (see Section Fracture
dataset with varying roughnesses in the main text) are pre-
sented and compared in the following Figure 6. These results
show non-negligible deviations on the fracture permeability
due to increased roughness of the fracture walls, characterised
by their Joint Roughness Coefficients (JRCs). The relative
deviations, computed as (KCL −KNS)/KCL with KCL the
Cubic Law approximation of the fracture permeability, indeed
range from 6% to 16% for the different JRC coefficients. The
final effective permeability values KNS obtained for each frac-
ture are summarised in Table 1. One can observe in Table 1
a slight deviation in the Stokes permeability compared to the
Cubic Law approximation for the case with no roughness: a
relative deviation of less than 1% is noted for the JRC = 0.
In this case, the deviation results from the inherent limitations
in synthesising and meshing a fracture geometry with an exact
constant mechanical aperture of 50µm, and we estimate the

mechanical aperture to be approximately 50.19µm for the re-
constructed 3D fracture. Indeed, defining a mean aperture and
constructing the corresponding 3D geometry (for JRC = 0)
is more likely to introduce numerical errors, in contrast to di-
rectly projecting the 3D geometries to generate the associated
mechanical aperture maps (for the other JRCs). We finally
investigate the effect of mean mechanical aperture values on
permeability deviations from the Cubic Law by successively
increasing and decreasing the mean apertures of the four frac-
tures while keeping their geometries identical to the reference
case with < am >= 50µm. The results are compared in Fig-
ure 7, and show enhanced deviations for the smallest aperture
values, reaching up to 25% for JRC = 4.86 and nearly 40%
for JRC = 10.31. This confirms the non-negligible impact
of fracture roughness and mean mechanical aperture on the
estimation of fracture conductivity.

B 2D Darcy flow-based upscaling

Darcy flow-based upscaling of the fracture permeability, pro-
viding estimates on K am

D based on the mechanical aperture
map, is performed using the MATLAB Reservoir Simulation
Toolbox (MRST) for single-phase flow [28]. The initial per-
meability distribution is first obtained by applying the local
Cubic Law approximation, which results in a permeability map
given by K am

CL (x, y) (see Eq. (4) and Figure 5A in the main
text). The grid resolution of 256 × 128 is strictly identical
to the one used for extracting the training dataset D for the
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B-PINN predictions (see Section A multi-objective inference
problem in the main text). The Darcy flow solver approximates
the solution of the following single-phase pressure equation by
using the two-point finite volume method in MRST:

−∇ ·
(
K am

CL (x, y)

µ
∇p

)
= 0 (15)

where v = −K am

CL (x, y)µ−1∇p is the Darcy velocity, µ the
dynamic viscosity and p the pressure. Fixed pressure boundary
conditions are applied at the inlet and outlet to generate a pres-
sure gradient that drives the fluid, mimicking the driving force
effects in the Stokes solver. We ensure that the pressure drop
and driving force settings are compatible for the respective
upscaling of fracture permeability in the Darcy and Stokes
models. No-flow boundary conditions are applied on the re-
maining boundaries for the Darcy flow-based upscaling. By
solving the Poisson problem Eq. (15), we obtain pressures
values for each cell of the grid and fluxes across each faces of
the grid, which are used to estimate the fracture permeability.
Indeed, the upscaled permeability can be computed over the
whole fracture as:

K am

D =
µqLx

∆p
, with q =

Q

A
(16)

where q is the average velocity across the outflow boundary,
computed as the ratio of the flow rate Q (in m3.s−1) by the
cross sectional area A (in m2), and ∆p is the average pressure
drop over the domain distance Lx. The Darcy permeability
values K am

D are compared to the global Cubic Law estimate
KCL and effective Stokes permeability KNS in Table 1. The
latter show discrepancies between K am

D and KNS for the dif-
ferent JRCs, confirming that Darcy upscaling based on the
mechanical aperture measurements is not sufficient to capture
intrinsic roughness effects.

Once the Bayesian inference correcting these model
misspecifications is performed, we obtain predictions on
the hydraulic aperture ah(x, y) and corrected permeability
K ah

NN (x, y) fields for all the sampling steps i = N...Ns

of the set of parameters Θ, i.e. for {Θti}Ns

i=N . We
can, therefore, characterise the Bayesian Model Average
(BMA) on the permeability field K ah

NN (x, y) (see Fig-
ure 5 in the main text), which is computed as follows:

P (K ah

NN |X,D,M) ≃ 1

Ns −N

Ns∑
i=N

P (K ah

NN |X,Θti)

=
1

Ns −N

Ns∑
i=N

P (ah|X,Θti)2

12

(
1 + αΘti

|P (ah|X,Θti)− < am > |
σam

) (17)

where P (ah|X,Θti) and αΘti represent, respectively, the
surrogate model’s prediction of the hydraulic aperture field and
the evaluation of the correction factor at sampling step i in the
B-PINN process (see Figure 8 for the characterisation of the
correction factor trajectory throughout the sampling process).
This BMA approximation Eq. (17), denoted here for simplicity
as P (K ah

NN |X,D,M) := K ah

NN (x, y), is used as input for 2D
Darcy flow-based upscaling. By solving the Poisson equation
as in Eq. (15) with the same boundary conditions, where the
permeability tensor is now given by K = K ah

NN (x, y), we
can recover the upscaled corrected permeability, denoted K ah

D .
The latter is closer to the effective Stokes permeability KNS

and the upscaled value based on the BMA approximation Eq.
(17), rather than to the original Darcy upscaling based on the
mechanical aperture, K am

D (see Table 2). The hierarchical
relationships in the modelling of fracture permeability can
therefore be expressed as KCL > K am

D > KNS ≃ K ah

NN ≃
K ah

D . Finally, uncertainty ranges for K ah

D are provided, based
on the variance of the posterior distribution of the corrected
permeability:

Var(K
ah
NN |X,D,M)≃ 1

Ns−N

∑Ns
i=N

(
P (K

ah
NN |X,Θti )−K

ah
NN (x,y)

)2
,

(18)

which is denoted as

Var(K ah

NN |X,D,M) := Var (K ah

NN (x, y)) .

Darcy flow-based upscaling is performed using the two per-
meability tensors K = K ah

NN (x, y) ±
√

Var (K ah

NN (x, y)),
leading to uncertainty ranges in the upscaled permeability. Ta-
ble 2 compares these uncertainty ranges with those directly
estimated from the B-PINN inference and shows good agree-
ment between the two approaches for the various JRCs. Indeed,
models incorporating corrected local permeability maps, as de-
rived from hydraulic apertures, consistently yield estimates that
align more closely with Stokes effective permeability, particu-
larly in rougher fracture profiles. This suggests that including
detailed local corrections to the permeability fields enhances
the robustness of upscaling approaches across different fracture
geometries and roughness patterns and is therefore highly rele-
vant for larger-scale upscaling, particularly in complex fracture
networks.
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Table 2. Comparison of fracture permeability estimates from different modelling assumptions for various roughness patterns -
Continuation. This table complements Table 1 and confirms that, when applied to the local corrected permeability maps derived
from the hydraulic apertures, 2D Darcy flow-based upscaling provides permeability estimates which are consistent with both
Stokes and B-PINN inference.

Roughness Original Darcy (Navier) Stokes Bayesian PINN Corrected Darcy
JCR K am

D KNS Mean on K ah

NN UQ on K ah

NN Mean on K ah

D UQ on K ah

D

/ µm2 µm2 µm2 µm2 µm2 µm2

4.86 201.98 195.98 189 [178; 199] 184 [174; 193]
5.85 201.75 190.36 191 [184; 199] 186 [179; 192]
7.52 201.61 184.92 187 [177; 196] 182 [174; 190]
10.31 201.55 174.31 171 [153; 189] 168 [151; 184]

C AW-HMC for robust B-PINNs
The Bayesian formulation of a multi-objective inference prob-
lem, coupling data with physics-based regularisation, aims to
explore the following posterior distribution:

P (Θ|D,M) ∝ P (D|Θ)P (M|Θ)P (Θ) (19)

where Θ ∈ Rp represents the set of unknown parameters. Effi-
cient sampling of the posterior distribution in high-dimensional
spaces — as encountered in Bayesian Physics-Informed Neural
Networks — is commonly achieved through a specific Markov
Chain Monte Carlo method known as the Hamiltonian Monte
Carlo (HMC) [47]. The HMC sampler introduces an auxiliary
variable r ∈ Rp, which is regarded as the momentum of a
fictive particle of position Θ. The objective is, therefore, to
explore the manifold corresponding to a joint posterior dis-
tribution π(Θ, r) in the phase space, such that the marginal
distribution with respect to Θ provides direct samples of the
target posterior distribution Eq. (19), i.e.

P (Θ|D,M) := π(Θ) =

∫
Rp

π(Θ, r) dr. (20)

The latter is guaranteed via the selection of a conditional prob-
ability distribution for the momentum, such that π(Θ, r) =
π(r|Θ)π(Θ), and a specific form of the joint distribution,
which is given by:

π(Θ, r) ∼ e−H(Θ,r). (21)

The latter introduces the energy H(Θ, r) of a conservative
Hamiltonian system, which writes as the sum of a potential
energy U(Θ) and a kinetic energy K(r), expressed as

H(Θ, r) = U(Θ) +K(r)

= −log π(Θ)− log π(r|Θ)

= −logP (Θ|D,M)− logN (r|0,M).

The momentum variable commonly follows a centred multi-
variate Gaussian distribution, π(r|Θ) ∼ N (r|0,M), with a
covariance matrix M often scaled identity. This guarantees that
trajectories exploring π(Θ, r) in the phase space will project

to trajectories exploring the target distribution, as given by
Eq. (20). Besides, the kinetic energy accounts for momentum
perturbations by diffusing across several energy levels, and en-
sures an efficient exploration of the joint posterior distribution
in the phase space. The samples (Θ, r) are, therefore, obtained
by alternating between stochastic perturbations of the energy
levels, driven by the momentum, and deterministic exploration
along specific energy level sets. This deterministic exploration
is governed by solving the conservative Hamiltonian system:{

dΘ = M−1r dt
dr = −∇U(Θ) dt,

(22)

which describes the trajectory of the frictionless, fictive particle
with successive positions Θ. A symplectic integrator, such as
the leapfrog method, is commonly employed to numerically
solve for the dynamical system Eq. (22) (see [47] for a general
overview on the HMC sampler). However, discretisation errors
in the numerical integration of Eq. (22) can disrupt the Hamil-
tonian conservation during the deterministic steps. Therefore,
a Metropolis-Hasting acceptance criterion is incorporated to
ensure the energy conservation. The latter relies on the tran-
sition probability of the Hamiltonian and rejects the samples
that lead to divergent trajectories.

Finally, the multi-objective nature of the posterior distribu-
tion Eq. (19) directly translates into a weighted multi-potential
energy

U(Θ) =

K+1∑
k=1

λkUk(Θ), (23)

where, for instance, the data-fitting likelihood follows the distri-
bution P (D|Θ) ∝ e−λ1U1(Θ) with the weighting parameter λ1

characterising the uncertainties on the data, arising from obser-
vation noise. Similarly, each component of the multi-objective
posterior distribution can be expressed in relation to the com-
ponents of the weighted multi-potential energy U(Θ), with
the positive parameters λk representing the various sources of
uncertainties. In this context, the AW-HMC sampler aims to
automatically manage the different task uncertainties through
an adaptive weighting of the target posterior distribution based
on a control of the weights λk [20]. The gradient variances of
the different tasks are leveraged for a number of adaptive steps
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Figure 8. Inference of the inverse parameter α, which serves as the correction factor in the physics-based constraint for the
rough fractures #1 and #4 with respectively JRC = 4.86 and 10.31. Phase diagram of the inverse parameter trajectory during
sampling, with the adaptive steps trajectory (in red) and the effective sampling (in blue), on the left. Histogram of the marginal
posterior distributions of the parameters α, illustrating the distribution tail (in red) due to convergence during the adaptation and
the final posterior distribution (in blue), on the right. The posterior mean estimates ᾱ are derived from the samples collected after
the adaptation process. We obtain a log-normal posterior distribution, ensuring the positivity of the inverse parameters α.

τ ≤ N to ensure the gradient distributions of each potential energy term Uk(Θ) have balanced contributions:

λk =

(
γ2

Var{∇ΘUk}

)1/2

, (24)
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with

γ2 := min
t=1..K

(Var{∇ΘUt}), ∀k = 1, ...,K.

The AW-HMC sampler, therefore, avoids the vanishing of task-
specific gradients [38] and allows the sampling to focus on the
neighbourhood of the Pareto front after the adaptive steps. This
ensures unbiased predictions and improves the convergence
and stability of the sampler compared to commonly used al-
ternatives, including traditional HMC and No-U-Turn (NUTS)
samplers (see [20] for a full comparison). The last weight
λK+1, associated with the prior term P (Θ), is not adjusted in
the same manner as outlined in Eq. (24), because it serves as a
regularisation term similar to that used in multi-objective opti-
misation. In particular, the joint prior distribution on the set of
parameters Θ follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution, as-
suming independent variables, such that P (Θ) ∼ N (0, σ2Ip).
However, to ensure the positivity of the inverse parameter,
specifically the correction factor α, we typically assume a log-
normal prior distribution for α and apply the following change
of variable: α = eα̃. This appropriate change of variable al-
lows us to consider Gaussian prior distribution on the newly
defined set of parameters Θ = {θ, α̃}, with θ the Bayesian
neural network parameters.

Overall, the AW-HMC method can be summarised in Al-
gorithm 1, where Θt0 refers to the initial state of the set of
parameters, Ns is the total number of samples collected during
the training and N the effective number of adaptive steps. The
adequate number of adaptive steps is determined via a stopping
criterion involving the local variations of the Hamiltonian. For
details on the use of the stopping criterion, we refer to the
original paper on the AW-HMC method [20]. L and δ rep-
resent the number of iterations and the step size used in the
leapfrog method to solve the Hamiltonian system Eq. (22),
respectively. Finally, the collected samples after adaptation
{Θti}Ns

i=N are theoretically drawn from the target posterior
distribution Eq. (19) and are used to provide Bayesian Model
Average of the quantities of interest, namely the hydraulic aper-
ture and corrected permeability fields (see Figure 4 and 5 in
the main text). Moreover, we obtain a posterior distribution for
the unknown correction factor α, which is inferred adaptively
and automatically during the sampling process. Both the phase
space trajectories of the parameter α and the histogram of its
marginal posterior distribution are presented in Figure 8 for the
rough fractures #1 and #4, with respectively JRC = 4.86 and
10.31. This figure shows in both cases the convergence of the
parameter towards its mode during the adaptive steps τ ≤ N ,
as indicated in red. Once the adaptive process ends, we begin
sampling the posterior distribution of α, as shown in blue. The
posterior means of this inverse parameter can also be estimated
as ᾱ = 3.4e− 2 and 3.8e− 2 for their respective JRCs.
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