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Abstract

Underground gas storage (UGS) is a worldwide well-established technology that is becoming even more important
to cope with seasonal peaks of gas consumption due to the growing uncertainties of the energy market. Safety issues
concerning the reactivation of pre-existing faults might arise if the target reservoir is located in a faulted basin, where
human activities can trigger (micro-)seismicity events. From a mechanical viewpoint, a fault is activated when the
shear stress exceeds the limiting frictional value. In the Netherlands, it has been observed that this occurrence can
develop somehow “unexpectedly” after the primary production (PP), i.e., during cushion gas injection (CGI) and UGS
cycles, when the stress regime should be in the unloading/reloading path and the fault state far from failure. In order to
understand the physical mechanisms responsible for such occurrences and build reliable simulation tools for predictive
purposes, a 3D mathematical model coupling frictional contact mechanics in faulted porous rocks with fluid flow is
developed, implemented and tested. In particular, the mechanisms and the critical factors responsible for the fault
reactivation during the various UGS stages are investigated in the real-world setting of the Rotliegend formation in
the Netherlands. The effect of the storage of different fluids for various purposes, such as the long-term sequestration
of CO2, the regular injection and extraction cycles of CH4, and the highly irregular cycles of H2, is investigated with
respect to fault activation risk. The final aim of this two-part work is to define a safe operational bandwidth for the
pore pressure range for UGS activities in the faulted reservoirs of the Rotliegend formation.

Part I of this work concerns the development of the mathematical and numerical model of frictional contact
mechanics and flow in faulted porous rocks. A mixed discretization of the governing PDEs under frictional contact
constraints along the faults is used, where displacement and pressure in the porous medium, and traction on the
fault surfaces are the main variables. A slip-weakening constitutive law governing the fault macroscopic behavior
is also presented. The model is tested in the setting of an ideal reservoir located in the Rotliegend formation. The
analyses point out how fault reactivation during PP can lead to a stress redistribution, giving rise to a new (deformed)
equilibrium configuration. When the fault is reloaded in the opposite direction during the CGI and/or UGS stages,
further activation events can occur even if the stress range does not exceed either the undisturbed initial value or the
maximum strength ever experienced by the formation.

Keywords: Frictional contact, Mixed discretization, Underground gas storage, Slip-weakening law, Fault reactivation

1. Introduction

Seismicity associated to fluid withdrawal from and injection into deep reservoirs is a geomechanical hazard that
is receiving a growing attention in the scientific literature [1, 2, 3]. Fault reactivation, both aseismic and seismic, is
caused by the change of the natural stress regime on the discontinuity surface due to the pore pressure p changes in
the reservoir where mining activities are operated. More specifically, the onset and amount of slip, and the size of the
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Figure 1: Sketches of two (a and b) “expected” induced seismicity scenarios and one (c) “unexpected”. a) Primary production with large pressure
drop, b) fluid injection (CO2 sequestration, waste water disposal, fracking) with significant pressure increase), c) pressure in the range already
experienced (UGS with p < pi).

reactivated fault zone depend on how the stress changes caused by the human operations at depth can interfere with
the natural stress regime [4, 5, 6].

The current state-of-the-art research on this topic focuses on the two main processes: i) seismicity induced by
production of (conventional) hydrocarbon reservoirs, where pore pressure depletion ∆p and differential reservoir
compaction are the main factors yielding fault reactivation [4, 7] (Fig. 1a); ii) fluid injection at depth (CO2 sequestra-
tion, production from unconventional reservoirs, enhanced geothermal systems) where, independently of the possible
thermal processes, the increase of the fluid pressure (largely) above the natural undisturbed value pi within the faulted
zone crossing or bounding the targeted formation drives the reactivation of rock discontinuities [8, 9, 10, 11] (Fig. 1b).

Over the last decade, induced seismicity has been observed in some parts of the world also in reservoirs used
for underground gas storage (UGS). Somehow unexpectedly, fault reactivation occurred not only during primary
production (PP) or gas storage at pressure larger than pi [12, 13, 14], i.e., at a stress regime that had never been
experienced before by the reservoir and the nearby faults, but also during cushion gas injection (GCI) or producing
and storing phases with a pore pressure smaller than pi and larger than pmin, i.e., the minimum pressure experienced
by the field usually at the end of primary production before its conversion to UGS (Fig. 1c) [15, 16, 17, 18].

The present work is aimed to shed light on these “unexpected” events. Because of the current CH4 importance for
energy production purposes and the international turbulence on this market, the interest in developing UGS projects
is increasing worldwide. Multiple elements presently characterize UGS: seasonal and short-term balancing, strategic
reserves in case of interruption of deliveries, optimisation of gas production and gas system distribution, overcoming
of local restrictions of gas grids [19, 20]. More recently, UGS has also been investigated as a possible method to
store green energy in terms of compressed air and H2 [21, 22, 23]. Sources of green energy, such as wind, waves,
and sun, are characterized by a natural high-frequency fluctuation (from hours to day/night and to weeks). Excess
electricity can be used to synthesize hydrogen or to compress air, store the gas in deep aquifers or depleted reservoirs,
and use it at a later stage as fuel to generate electricity. The same technology can be also applied for long-term
geological sequestration activities, such as CO2 capture and sequestration to reduce carbon dioxide emissions in the
atmosphere [24]. In this case, the targeted reservoir does not undergo a cyclic loading/unloading strength, but the
pressure can increase up to a steady state value usually smaller or equal to the initial value pi. Analysis of the social
and environmental hazards and risks associated with subsurface gas storage is a recurrent issue whenever a new
UGS site is planned. Many different aspects are involved, such as formation integrity, health and safety as related to
public perception, economic risk, and environmental impact. Among the latter, the geomechanical effects induced by
seasonal gas injection and withdrawal, such as movements of the land surface, may play an important role [25].

UGS has been rarely associated with induced seismicity. According to data provided by the European Commission
[26], recent works [27], and the HiQuake database [28], only a few sites have reported human-induced earthquakes
out of 160 UGS facilities in Europe and more than 380 in USA [2]. Three cases of these, i.e., Bergermeer, Norg,
and Grijpskerk fields, are located in The Netherlands. These reservoirs are located in the Carboniferous-Rotliegend
formation, northern Europe, which is one of the most intensively explored petroleum systems in the world [29], and
where a relatively high number of induced seismicity events has been recorded over the last decades [30, 31]. Several
studies have addressed the topic of fault reactivation in Rotliegend reservoirs, the most famous of which concerns
the Groningen field [32]. Most studies focus on a specific reservoir in the Netherlands and northern Germany, or,
more generally, try to investigate the relationship between the typical geological features of these reservoirs, their
usual production life, and the possible induced seismicity [7, 33, 34, 35, 6]. The recent literature, however, is mainly
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concerned with primary production only and does not investigate the reasons why fault reactivation can occur during
UGS phases. Moreover, a very simplified geological structure is assumed in such analyses, with a single fault in a two
dimensional (2D) vertical plane, and most likely this can only partially capture the complex response expected from
many intersecting faults in a fully three dimensional (3D) environment [34]. Only a few relatively old publications
addressed the topic in UGS reservoirs [36, 37]. Nagelhout and Roest [36] developed a 2D geomechanical model by
means of the FLAC simulator for a typical faulted vertical section and concluded that while the gas field is depleted,
fault slip occurs due to compaction of the reservoir and due to the upward movement of strata underlying the reservoir.
Negligible amounts of additional slip are induced when the reservoir is subjected to alternating injection/extraction
periods. Orlic et al. [37] simulated the geomechanical behavior of a specific UGS reservoir using the finite-element
package DIANA. Their results highlighted that the critically stressed section of the central fault affected by the fault
slipped ... during gas production. Additional fault slip could be expected during the subsequent phase of cushion gas
injection ... During annual cycles of gas injection and production, the central fault is not critically stressed anymore.

The aim of this work is multifold: i) to develop a robust computational framework allowing for the simulation of
the inception of fault activation in 3D real-world geological settings; ii) to improve the understanding of the physical
mechanisms underlying induced seismicity during UGS activities, with specific reference to the typical configurations
of Dutch UGS reservoirs; iii) to investigate the factors that can increase the chance of fault reactivation during UGS
activities, identifying the settings, conditions and material properties that could most likely cause “unexpected” fault
reactivation in the reservoirs located in the Rotliegend formations; iv) to define a set of practical guidelines allowing for
a safe operational bandwidth in such UGS fields, in consideration also of the different potential storage activities (CH4,
H2, CO2). A few preliminary outcomes were already reported in [38] and [39]. In order to accomplish such a complex
multi-disciplinary task, the overall work is subdivided into two parts. The present paper (Part I) is mainly concerned
with objectives i) and ii), focusing on the mathematical and computational aspects of the modeling approach, on
its application in a representative 3D test case of the problem of interest, and on the mechanisms that can cause
“unexpected” fault activation during UGS activities. The application of the model developed herein to the specific
real-world cases of the Rotliegend formation, with a detailed sensitivity analysis for the different storage activities and
the definition of preliminary guidelines (aforementioned objectives iii) and iv)), is the target of Part II [40].

The paper is organized as follows. The mathematical model of frictional contact mechanics and flow in a 3D
visco-elasto-plastic porous medium, built on top of the works [41, 42, 43], is introduced along with its numerical dis-
cretization and solution algorithms. Faults are explicitly simulated within the porous rock as inner contact boundaries,
whose activation is macroscopically governed by Coulomb’s criterion. Pressure change within the faults, variation
of Coulomb’s parameters due to slip-weakening, and the rheology of the caprock are properly accounted for. The
model is applied to a synthetic reservoir and fault system that realistically represents the main geological features of
the Rotliegend reservoirs. Two scenarios are simulated to deepen the understanding of the geomechanical behavior
of a faulted UGS system. Computational results are presented and the mechanisms responsible for fault reactivation
during UGS phases are pointed out. A few conclusive remarks close the presentation.

2. Mathematical and numerical model

In this section, we discuss the development of the mathematical and numerical model used to investigate the fault
activation in the context of UGS reservoirs. The aim is at solving the frictional contact mechanics problem for a faulted
porous medium, where the constraints are imposed in an exact way by Lagrange multipliers. The friction behavior of
the fracture is governed by Coulomb’s criterion, with a slip-weakening constitutive law. The variational formulation,
its numerical discretization and the possible related instability phenomena are discussed. The pore pressure, both
in the continuous matrix and inside the fracture network, is computed by a flow simulator with a one-way coupled
approach [44, 45], which turns out to be fully warranted at the space and time scale of interest. We use the quasi-static
assumption, i.e., no acceleration contribution is accounted for, under the hypothesis of likely negligible inertia of the
system when small (e.g., centimetric) slip and small areal extent characterize the fault reactivation [46].

2.1. Strong formulation for the contact problem

A fault can be modeled at the macroscale as a lower dimensional internal boundary Γ f embedded in a 3D domain
Ω ⊂ R3. The fracture is represented as a pair of surfaces in contact, conventionally denoted as top and bottom
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Figure 2: Sketch of the 3D domain Ω with its boundary, outer normal and inner fracture Γ f (left), made of the top and bottom contact surfaces and
the normal direction nf (right).

and represented by Γ+f and Γ−f , respectively. On such surfaces, normal and frictional contact conditions have to
be enforced, like the impenetrability of solid bodies and the fulfillment of a friction criterion. In this work, we use
Coulomb’s frictional criterion to provide the limiting modulus for the shear component of traction on the fault surface.
To complete the problem setting definition, we introduce the external domain boundary Γ ≡ ∂Ω, with its outer unit
normal vector n, while nf = n−f = −n+f denotes the normal direction to the fracture surface Γ f . Fig. 2 shows a sketch
of the domain Ω, the fault Γ f and the related quantities. Any vector field can be decomposed along the normal and
tangential direction to the fracture, i.e., v = vN nf + vT , with vN = nT

f v and vT = v − vN nf = (1 − nf ⊗ nf ) v, where the
subscripts N and T are used to denote the normal and tangential components, respectively, and 1 is the identity tensor
of order 2.

Assuming quasi-static conditions and infinitesimal strains, the strong form of the linear momentum balance at
every instant t in the time interval [0, tmax] can be stated as follows [47, 48, 49]: find the displacement vector
u : Ω × [0, tmax]→ R3 such that:

∇ · σ̂(u) + b = 0 in Ω × [0, tmax], (1a)
u = ū on Γu × [0, tmax], (1b)

σ̂(u) · n = t̄ on Γσ × [0, tmax], (1c)

where σ̂ is the total stress tensor, b collects the external body loads and Γu ∪ Γσ = Γ, Γu ∩ Γσ = ∅, are the portion
of the boundary where Dirichlet and Neumann conditions are imposed, respectively. On the fracture Γ f , normal and
friction compatibility conditions need to be enforced [48, 49]. The normal contact conditions on the fracture read:

tN = t · nf ≤ 0 only compressive traction is allowed, (2a)
gN = JuK · nf ≥ 0 impenetrability condition, (2b)

tNgN = 0 either the fracture is compressed or it is open. (2c)

The conditions for the frictional component are:

∥tT ∥2 ≤ τmax
(
tN , ∥gT ∥2

)
Coulomb’s criterion, (3a)

ġT · tT − τmax
(
tN , ∥gT ∥2

)
∥ ġT ∥2 = 0 frictional traction is aligned with sliding rate. (3b)

In Eqs. (2)-(3), we split the traction t on the fracture and the displacement jump across it into normal and tangential
components, i.e., t = tN nf + tT and JuK = gN nf + gT , respectively. The jump is defined as JuK = u|top − u|bottom. To
characterize the standard Coulomb frictional criterion, c and φ are introduced, i.e., the cohesion and the friction angle,
respectively, obtaining:

τmax(tN , ∥gT ∥2) = c − tN tan
(
φ
(
∥gT ∥2

))
. (4)

In Eq. (4), the friction angle generally depends on the modulus of the tangential component of the displacement jump,
i.e., the slippage, so as to simulate a slip-weakening frictional behavior. Since a quasi-static approach is used, we can
replace the tangential displacement rate ġT in Eq. (3b) with the incremental tangential displacement ∆gT with respect
to the previous time-step value [50].

The fault surface Γ f can be split into three non-intersecting portions. Each portion is characterized by a different
operating mode allowed for by the possible combinations of the previous conditions (2)-(3):
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• Stick: the surface is compressed (tN < 0) and the shear traction modulus does not exceed the limiting value
provided by the criterion in Eq. (4). The displacement field is continuous across Γ f ;

• Slip: the normal traction is still negative, but the surface is free to slip. In this case, Coulomb’s equality holds
[51]:

t∗T = τmax(tN , ∥gT ∥2)
∆gT

∥∆gT ∥2
. (5)

Only the normal component of the displacement field is continuous across Γ f ;

• Open: the normal traction is non-negative and the two contact surfaces Γ+f and Γ−f are free to move on condition
to avoid compenetration. Hence, the displacement field across Γ f is discontinuous and the traction on the fault
vanishes, i.e., t = 0.

For additional details on the mathematical formulation, see [47, 48, 49] and more recently [41, 52, 53].
According to Terzaghi’s principle, the total stress tensor in a saturated porous medium can be decomposed as the

sum of two contributions: the effective stress tensor acting on the solid skeleton and a volumetric term depending on
the averaged fluid pressure p:

σ̂ =

σ − 1p on Γσ ∪ Γ f ,

σ − α1p = C : ε − α1p in Ω,
(6)

where the fluid pressure is averaged by the saturation indices of the different phases, α is the Biot coefficient, taking
care of the ratio between the grain and the porous matrix compressibility, and 1 the identity tensor of order 2 [54]. The
effective stress tensor σ is called effective Terzaghi stress tensor on the domain boundaries, while it is the effective
Biot stress tensor inside the domain itself. In Eq. (6), the constitutive relationship defining the effective Biot stress
tensor is introduced, where C is a fourth order elasticity tensor, generally non-linear, and ε = ∇su is the strain tensor,
with ∇s = (∇ + ∇T )/2 the symmetric gradient operator. The mechanical constitutive law relates a strain variation
in the porous medium to an effective stress variation. Such a law can be described by a simple linear elastic model
(Hooke’s law), with constant or variable parameters, but also more complex elasto-plastic rules with time-dependent
contributions can be introduced, e.g., a visco-elasto-plastic law. For more details on the appropriate constitutive laws
and their implementations, see [51, 55].

2.2. Mass balance equation

The mass conservation of the fluid species κ reads [56, 57, 58, 59]:

∂

∂t
(ρκ) + ∇ · Fκ = qκs, (7)

where ρκ and Fκ are the density and the flux, respectively, of the fluid species κ. The density ρκ represents the mass of
κ per unit of rock volume and can be written as:

ρκ = ϕ
∑
β

S βρβχκβ, (8)

with ϕ the porosity, S β the saturation of phase β, that can be either liquid or gas, ρβ the density of phase β, and χκβ
the mass fraction of component κ in phase β. Usually, assuming isothermal conditions the fluid density is a function
of pressure, but can also depends on other quantities, such as the mass fraction according to some equation of state.
Saturations and mass fractions are constrained by the well-known conditions:∑

β

S β = 1 and
∑
κ

χκβ = 1. (9)

The fluid flux of component κ is the sum of the fluxes for each phase:

Fκ =
∑
β

χκβFβ, (10)
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and each phase flux is described by Darcy’s law as:

Fβ = ρβvβ = −ρβ
k kr,β

µβ

(
∇pβ − ρβg

)
, (11)

with µ f and kr,β the viscosity and the relative permeability of the phase, k the permeability tensor, and pβ the pressure
in phase β.

According to [54, 60], the porosity update accounting for poro-elastic effects can be expressed as:

ϕ = ϕ0 + αεv +
(α − ϕ0) (1 − α)

Kd
(p − p0) , (12)

where Kd is the drained bulk modulus, εv = trace (ε) is the volumetric strain, and ϕ0 and p0 are the reference porosity
and fluid pressure respectively. In Eq. (12), p is the averaged fluid pressure, computed as:

p =
∑
β

S βpβ. (13)

In oedometric conditions and a constant total stress state, from Terzaghi’s principle (Eq. (6)) we have dσz = α dp
and

∂

∂t
εv = Cmα

∂

∂t
p, (14)

with Cm is the vertical uniaxial compressibility. In this case, the mass balance is decoupled from the linear momentum
balance and can be solved in advance, providing a pressure field acting as an external body load for the structural
problem. Even though this assumption is not guaranteed for the reservoir application considered in the present work,
at the (large) space and time scale of interest coupling is weak and a one-way coupled approach, where Eqs. (7) are
solved first for all the fluid species and the averaged pressure of Eq. (13) is then introduced into Eq. (1), is fully
warranted, see for instance [44, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65].

The set of Eqs. (7) for obtaining the pressure field in the porous medium is usually solved applying a finite volume
method because it preserves the mass conservation at the elemental level [66, 67, 68]. Nevertheless, also a finite
element or mixed finite element approach can be successfully used, e.g., [69, 70, 71, 72, 73]. In our analysis, the
numerical simulation of the multiphase flow in the porous matrix has been carried out by using Open Porous Media,
an open-source reservoir simulator based on a classical finite volume discretization [74, 75]. As to the computation of
the pressure field within the network of faults, two strategies can be employed: either the domain explicitly contains
the faults as thin 3D cells, or the pressure is extended to the faults from the surrounding 3D cells, according to some
physical treatment of the contact surfaces as inner boundaries. We elect to use the latter approach, thus allowing
to represent the fault at the macroscale as zero-thickness lower dimensional elements. Generally speaking, the two
limiting cases that can be met in reality are sealing and non-sealing faults. In the former case, the fault acts as an
impermeable barrier and the pressure change does not propagate from one side to the other of the contact surfaces.
In this situation, we can assume that the pressure variation in the fault is null. On the contrary, in the latter case, the
fault is fully permeable and does not exhibit any resistance to the fluid flow. In this situation, we assume the pressure
variation in the fault to be equal to the arithmetic average of the pressure computed on the two side cells.

2.3. Variational formulation and discretization

In this section, the variational formulation for the strong form of the linear momentum balance in Eq. (1), equipped
with the constraints of Eqs. (2)-(3), is presented.

The weak form of the governing equations naturally produces a variational inequality because of the frictional
contact constraints [47]. In order to avoid this difficulty, it is possible to reduce the original inequality to a standard
variational formulation by an active-set strategy and either a penalty regularization or the introduction of Lagrange
multipliers. We elect to use the Lagrange multiplier technique, which can be computationally more expensive, be-
cause new primary unknowns are introduced and the resulting algebraic problem gains a saddle-point nature, but
generally much more accurate, robust and stable. Moreover, though generating saddle-point systems, this formulation
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allows to produce a sequence of linear problems less sensible to ill-conditioning issues [76]. From a physical view-
point, Lagrange multipliers represent the traction field on the fault surfaces, thus the stress evaluation and the related
reactivation risk becomes straightforward.

We emphasize that to retrieve the complete variational formulation for the problem at hand, defining the right
functional spaces and conditions, is far beyond the purposes of this work and we refer the interested readers to more
specific researches, like Kikuchi and Oden [47] and Wohlmuth [50]. Here, we briefly report the selected function
spaces and the residual equations. The notations (·, ·)Ω and ⟨·, ·⟩Γ denote the L2-inner product of functions in Ω
(3D domain) and Γ (lower dimensional domain), respectively. Let V = [H1(Ω)]3 be the Sobolev space of vector
functions whose first derivatives belong to L2(Ω); letM be the dual space of the trace spaceW = [H1/2(Ω)]3; and let
M(tN , ∥gT ∥) be its subspace such that

M(tN , ∥gT ∥) =
{
µ ∈ M : ⟨µ, v⟩Γ f ≤ ⟨τmax(tN , ∥gT ∥2), ∥vT ∥⟩Γ f , v ∈ W with vN ≤ 0

}
. (15)

Given the finite-dimensional subspaces Vh ⊂ V andMh(th
N , ∥g

h
T ∥) ⊂ M(tN , ∥gT ∥), the finite dimensional weak

form of the problem in Eq. (1) with Terzaghi relation of Eq. (6) and conditions Eqs. (2)-(3) can be stated as follows:
at every instant t ∈ [0, tmax], find {uh, th} ∈ Vh ×Mh(th

N , ∥g
h
T ∥) such that:

Ru =
(
∇sη, σ̂

)
Ω − ⟨η, σ̂ · n⟩Γ −

(
η, b
)
Ω

=
(
∇sη, σ̂

)
Ω − ⟨η, σ̂ · n

+
f ⟩Γ+f − ⟨η, σ̂ · n

−
f ⟩Γ−f − ⟨η, σ̂ · n⟩Γσ −

(
η, b
)
Ω

=
(
∇sη,σ(uh) − α1p

)
Ω
− ⟨JηK, th − pnf ⟩Γ f − ⟨η, t̄⟩Γσ −

(
η, b
)
Ω = 0 ∀η ∈ Vh, (16a)

Rt = ⟨th
N − µ, gN⟩Γ f + ⟨t

h
T − µT ,∆gT ⟩Γ f ≥ 0 ∀µ ∈ Mh(th

N , ∥g
h
T ∥). (16b)

We use a Galerkin approach, hence the test functions η and µ belong to the same function spaces used to define the
trial functions for the displacement and traction field, respectively. To transform the variational inequality of Eq. (16b)
into a variational equality, an iterative active-set algorithm [77, 78] is applied. According to this approach, the fault
surfaces Γ f is subdivided into active and inactive regions for both components of the traction, i.e., the Stick (Γstick

f ,

active for normal and tangential components), Slip (Γslip
f , active for normal component), and Open (Γopen

f , inactive)
portions of Γ f . With this subdivision, the variational inequality of Eq. (16b) becomes:

Rt = ⟨µ, JuhK⟩Γstick
f
+ ⟨µN , gN⟩Γslip

f
+

1
k
⟨µT , t

h
T − t∗T ⟩Γslip

f
+

1
k
⟨µ, th⟩Γopen

f
= 0 ∀µ ∈ Mh(th

N , ∥g
h
T ∥), (17)

where k is a unitary coefficient introduced to ensure dimensional consistency. The non-linear system of Eqs. (16a)-
(17) is solved by a Newton linearization and at convergence we check the consistency of the traction state on the
faults with the initial subdivision of Γ f into Γstick

f , Γslip
f , and Γopen

f . If the consistency check is satisfied, the active-set
algorithm is stopped and we can move to the following time instant, otherwise a new subdivision of Γ f is defined,
Eq. (17) is re-computed and the resulting non-linear system solved again.

Introducing uh =
∑

i uiηi and th =
∑

j t jµ j, i.e., the discrete representation of the displacement and traction fields,
where {ηi} and {µ j} are bases forVh andMh(th

N , ∥g
h
T ∥), respectively, the set of variational equalities of Eqs. (16a)-(17)

becomes an algebraic nonlinear system. The bases for the finite-dimensional spacesVh andMh are selected with the
aid of the finite element method. Given the regularity requirements defined above, we use low-order discretization
spaces for both displacement and traction. The computational domain is subdivided into non-overlapping hexahedral
elements, Ω =

⋃ne
i=1Ωi and Ωi ∩ Ω j = ∅ for any i , j. This choice is done for the sake of the consistency with the

domain discretization used for the multiphase flow model, which is based on a standard finite volume approach. We
use a conformal representation of the faults, i.e., Γ f =

⋃
j ∂Ω j, where Ω j are elements sharing a face with Γ f . In such

a way, the fault contact surfaces are composed by pairs of quadrilateral elements. Each pair of quadrilateral elements
is also denoted as a zero-thickness interface finite element [79]. According to the value of the traction, every interface
element can change its status, i.e., it can belong to either the stick, slip or open portion of Γ f .

The mixed finite element discretization adopted in this work is described in Franceschini et al. [52, 53]. It consists
of a Q1 first-order interpolation for the nodal-based displacement field and a P0 piecewise constant interpolation for
the element-based traction field. The collection of coefficients ui and t j are the components of the unknown algebraic
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arrays, named u and t of sizes 3nn and 3n f , with nn the number of nodes in the hexahedral mesh and n f the number
of interface elements. This approach has the main advantage of being naturally coupled with a finite volume pressure
solution computed on the same domain discretization at no additional cost, since both the traction and the pressure
are represented using the same space on the same grid. On the other side, in order to ensure the LBB-stability of the
proposed mixed finite element spaces, a tailored jump stabilization has been proposed in [53]. For a complete analysis
of the LBB-stability of a general pair of mixed finite element spaces, see Elman et al. [80]. An implementation of the
presented algorithm can be found in [81].

We emphasize that even if a linear elastic constitutive relation is used for the porous medium, the set of equations
reported in Eqs. (16a)-(17) represents a non linear problem, because a consistent partitioning of the fracture surface is
unknown and has to be computed depending on the solution vectors. To be more specific, constraints in Eqs. (2)-(3)
are the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions and we are dealing with a non-linear optimization problem [77]. As
already mentioned, the solution strategy is based on an active-set strategy, with each non-linear problem addressed by
a classical exact Newton algorithm.

2.4. Linearization and linear system solution

The use of a mixed finite element approximation produces a linearized step with a generalized saddle-point Ja-
cobian matrix [82]. The Jacobian is generally non-symmetric because of the contribution related to the friction
component of the traction when the fracture slides. In particular, at each Newton iteration, the linear system that has
to be solved is:

Jδx = −r, (18)

with the 2 × 2 block matrix J, the residual vector r, and the solution vector δx given by:

J =
[
∂Ru
∂u

∂Ru
∂t

∂Rt
∂u

∂Rt
∂t

]
, r =

[
Ru

Rt

]
, and δx =

[
δu
δt

]
, (19)

where Ru and Rt are computed at the current counter level l. As usual, the updated solution vector at level l + 1 is:[
u
t

]l+1

=

[
u
t

]l
+

[
δu
δt

]
. (20)

For the detailed expression of the Jacobian, see [52]. The resulting linear system is characterized by a large and sparse
matrix and it is necessary to use a preconditioned iterative method for its efficient solution. To achieve satisfactory
results, the use of a suitable preconditioner is mandatory. Since the properties of the linear system may change
significantly as the simulation proceeds and the fault elements change status, also the preconditioner must evolve.
Among others, an idea is to exploit the scalability intrinsically present in the multigrid approach and combine it with
the known physics-based partitioning of the blocks to be able to solve the saddle-point matrix. For details on robust
and efficient techniques used for the solution of this peculiar linear system, the reader may refer to [42, 53, 83].

2.5. Constitutive model for fracture: slip weakening

In this work we use both the classical Coulomb criterion with a constant friction coefficient, and a slip-weakening
friction law with a variable friction coefficient. Originally used by Andrews [84] to take into account the change from
static to dynamic friction, slip-weakening friction laws [85, 86] are based on the concept that the shear stiffness of the
fracture decreases as sliding occurs. From a mathematical viewpoint, the standard Coulomb criterion reads:

∥tT ∥2 ≤ c − tNµ, with µ = tanφ, (21)

while a more general slip-weakening friction law reads:

∥tT ∥2 ≤ c − tNµ(∥gT ∥2). (22)

A simple expression to account for the friction reduction with fault motion is provided by a piecewise linear function,
as shown in Fig. 3, where the friction coefficient linearly decreases from the static value µs down to the dynamic
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Figure 3: Slip weakening constitutive laws. From left to right: piecewise linear friction law, exponential friction law and inverse trigonometric
friction law.

value µd at a sliding value equal to Dc. For larger sliding values, the friction coefficient remains constantly equal to
µd. Other analytical expression can be also used to simulate the friction coefficient reduction with the sliding, such
as an exponential law (see Fig. 3), which has the advantage to allow for a smooth variation that can be differentiated
everywhere. It provides:

µ = µd + (µs − µd) exp

−
∥∥∥gT

∥∥∥
2

Dc

 . (23)

A similar smooth behavior can be formulated based on inverse trigonometric functions (see Fig. 3):

µ = µd + (µs − µd)

1 − 2
π

arctan

∥∥∥gT

∥∥∥
2

Dc

 . (24)

In order to compare the three different expressions, we use the simple 1D problem sketched in Fig. 4. The selected
physical parameter set is: µs = tan(30◦), µd = tan(10◦), Dc = 2 mm, with the spring stiffness K = 11 × 109 N/m and
a compression load N = 3 × 107 N. The first three values are representative of the conditions typically found in the
seismogenic gas fields within the Rotliegend stratigraphic units in the Netherlands [45, 87]. The physical quantities
of interest are shown in Fig. 4. The primary variable is always the displacement of the point where the external
load N is applied, while the outcomes are: (i) the friction strength F, (ii) the relative displacement ur between the
body connected to the spring and the fixed basement, (iii) the global system stiffness K, and (iv) the internal energy
U. Though the response in terms of friction strength are different, both relative displacement and global energy are
comparable. By distinction, the global stiffness behaves differently and for two cases out of three it reaches negative
amounts that are greater in absolute value than the original spring stiffness K. The finite element approach used in the
present modeling analysis is based on the global equilibrium of the system and not on a local (elemental) balance. This
is the reason why a comparison of the global energy associated with the different laws is meaningful. At the elemental
level, it is desirable to avoid negative stiffness, which could potentially lead to friction instabilities. Hence, we chose
to work with the law based on the inverse trigonometric function, i.e., the only providing a minimum stiffness smaller
in absolute value than the original one. In such a way, we can ensure, at least for conditions similar to the ones used
in this example, a positive global stiffness.

3. Model set-up

3.1. Conceptual model

In order to test the mathematical model and identify the main mechanisms governing fault reactivation in UGS
fields, we use a simplified geological model representative of the typical features of the Rotliegend UGS reservoirs,
such as Norg and Grikpskerk [18], e.g., see Fig. 5. These reservoirs are bounded by normal faults with a significant
throw (up to a 250 m) and consist of a few compartments separated by internal faults. The gas fields are located
between 2000 and 3000 m of depth, with the Rotliegend reservoir rock characterized by an average net thickness of
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Figure 4: Mono-dimensional friction system with 1 degree of freedom. On the left: sketch of the model used in this example. On the right, from
the top left, (i) friction strength, (ii) relative displacement, (iii) global system stiffness and (iv) internal energy. Continuous, dotted and dashed line
represent linear, exponential and inverse trigonometric slip-weakening formulation, respectively

Figure 5: On the left: base Zechstein semblance map of the Norg UGS (in blue) and surrounding area with traces of the bounding faults and
localization of the recorded seismic events. On the right: conceptual map of the Norg field with major and minor faults highlighted in blue and red,
respectively.
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Figure 6: On the left: plain view of the model. On the right: vertical sections of the conceptual model along the trace A-A and B-B shown on the
left.

150-200 m. Detailed information about the geological setting and typical geometric features of UGS reservoirs in the
Netherlands can be found, among others, in [16, 37, 88, 89] and published reports [17, 18].

Based on those features, we define a conceptual model composed of two adjacent compartments, 2000×2000 m
wide, 200 m thick, and 2000 m deep, where UGS activities are carried out. The reservoir compartments are laterally
confined by two families of orthogonal faults, denoted as F1-F2 (parallel to y-axis) and F4-F5 (parallel to x-axis).
Another fault, denoted as F3, separates the two reservoir blocks (Fig. 6). The two compartments have only a partial
hydraulic connection depending on the sealing properties of fault F3, so the pore pressure distribution in space and
time may be different. Faults F1 and F2 are inclined with respect to the vertical z-axis by a dip angle equal to ±10◦,
while F3, F4 and F5 are vertical faults, as shown in Fig. 6. The faults extend from -3000 m to -1600 m depth, i.e., they
terminate within the caprock sealing the reservoir, called Zeichestein formation. Notice that the blocks have a 200-m
offset along the vertical direction, corresponding to the entire thickness of the reservoir, relative to the Rotliegend
formation located in the sideburden.

3.2. Finite element-interface element discretization
The reservoir is embedded in a 30-km wide square domain. The overall model size is much larger than the reservoir

dimension to minimize the effects of the (arbitrary) boundary conditions on the solution in the area of interest (Fig. 6).
The bottom of the model is 5000-m deep and the land surface is located at the elevation of 0 m. Standard conditions
with zero displacement and zero pore pressure variation on the outer and bottom boundaries are prescribed, whereas
the land surface is a traction-free boundary.

A 3D finite element mesh of the selected domain is built by using hexahedral elements, which are particularly
suitable for the symmetric configuration with the faults parallel to the Cartesian axes. Fig. 7 shows an axonometric
view of the full computational grid used in the geomechanical model. The mesh consists of 253,165 nodes and 236,208
hexahedral elements with a finer discretization in the reservoir layers, i.e., at depth between 2000 and 2200 m. The
element size within the reservoir is 100×100×20 m. Fig. 8 shows the fault system embedded in the continuous 3D
grid as discretized by 5,215 interface elements. The state of each element of the faults is synthetically evaluated with
the aid of the criticality index defined as:

χ =
∥tT ∥2

τmax
=

∥tT ∥2

c − tN tan
(
φ
(
∥gT ∥2

)) . (25)

From Eq. (25), it is easy to see that χ ∈ [0, 1], where 0 is associated with the safest condition and 1 to plastic sliding.

3.3. Simulated scenarios
To evaluate the capabilities of the presented numerical model and understand the possible mechanisms causing

fault reactivation during CGI and UGS, a few scenarios are simulated in the typical setting of the Rotliegend reservoirs
in the Netherlands. The main geological and geomechanical parameters are reported in Tab. 1. For the sake of
simplicity, a linear elastic behavior is assumed in the reservoir during the UGS activities.

The pressure history prescribed in an active well located in each compartment is sketched in the leftmost frame of
Fig. 9. We assume a 10-y duration for the PP phase, where the pressure drops linearly by up to 20 MPa. After this
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Figure 7: Axonometric view of the computational domain used for the geomechanical simulations: full 3D finite element grid (left) and interface
element grid (blue) embedded in a portion of the full 3D grid (right).

Figure 8: Interfece element discretization of the fault discontinuities. The planar trace of F1, F2 and F3 is parallel to the y-axis, whereas that of F4
and F5 is parallel to the x-axis. F3 is the central fault separating the two reservoir compartments.

12



Table 1: Formation-dependent geomechanical parameters. See Fig. 6 for a detail on the depths.
layer density [kg/m3] Young modulus [GPa] Poisson ratio
Overburden 2200 10.0 0.25
Upper Zechstein Salt (-1500 to -1800 m) 2100 35.0 0.30
Lower Zechstein Salt (below -1800 m) 2100 20.0 0.30
Reservoir (Upper Rotliegend) 2400 11.0 0.15
Underburden 2600 30.0 0.20
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-20
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Figure 9: On the left: sketch of the pore pressure variation in time prescribed in an active well of the reservoir compartments. On the right: initial
normal stress with respect to the fault orientation. The principal stresses σh, σH and σv are parallel to the Cartesian axes. Faults F4 and F5 are
more loaded because of their orthogonality to σH .

period, a 2-year CGI phase follows, where the pressure recovers to the initial (undisturbed) value pi, and then UGS
cycles start. They are characterized by a 6-month extraction period, during which the pressure drops by 10 MPa, and
a 6-month injection period, when the pressure returns to pi.

To initialize the simulation, the undisturbed stress regime must be prescribed. We assume it has the principal
effective stress tensor directions aligned with the Cartesian axes, in particular, σ1 = σv = σz, σ2 = σH = σy, and
σ3 = σh = σx, where σv denotes the vertical compressive stress, and σH and σh the largest and smallest compressive
horizontal principal stress, respectively. At the reservoir average depth, i.e., z = −2100 m, we have σv = −25.4 MPa,
σh = M1σv = −18.8 MPa, σH = M2σv = −21.1 MPa, with M1 = 0.40 and M2 = 0.47. The initial normal stress
acting on the faults is shown in Fig. 9.

Two scenarios have been simulated based on the parameters describing the Coulomb frictional criterion. In the
reference scenario (scenario 1) φs = 30◦ and fault weakening is not accounted for. The effect of slip-weakening
behavior is investigated in scenario 2, where the friction angle reduces from φs = 30◦ to φd = 10◦ in a slip distance of
Dc = 2 mm. Cohesion c = 2 MPa in both scenarios. Finally, the time step is 1 year during the PP phase, then during
CGI and UGS phases it is reduced to 2 months.

4. Numerical results

The objective of the representative simulations reported herein is to evaluate the fault reactivation risk during the
different stages of the UGS activities in the conceptual reservoir. For this reason, we mainly focus on the criticality
index χ defined in Eq. (25). For the sake of clarity and ease of readability, χ is represented for each fault as a function
of depth only, i.e., for each z-value we compute the χ average for the stripe of interface elements located at the same
depth. Another significant quantity is the maximum sliding, i.e., the maximum value of ∥gT ∥2 simulated along each
fault. These two quantities are closely related each other, since a single element can slide only when χ = 1. However,
we prefer to propose an averaged version of χ, so as to obtain information on the criticality state of the entire fracture
at a given depth.

The last quantity used to interpret the results and analyze the fault behavior is the tangential component of the
traction. In particular, we use tT,z, i.e., the vertical component of tT . Usually, the 2-norm of the tangential traction is
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Figure 10: Time behavior of the production/injection rate used in the OPM simulation.

Figure 11: Location of the injection/production wells in the two reservoir blocks (left) and axonometric view of the 3D computational grid used in
OPM to simulate the injection/production phase in each reservoir compartment (right). The OPM mesh exactly corresponds to the finite element
grid of a single block within the 3D geomechanical model.

analyzed, i.e., ∥tT ∥2, but this does not provide information on the shear direction. However, thanks to the symmetric
geometry of the conceptual model, in some locations there is no horizontal component of tT , thus, ∥tT ∥2 = |tT,z|.
The two quantities share the same modulus, but the vertical component carries additional information on the sliding
direction.

4.1. Pore pressure variation

As previously mentioned, in this work we adopt a one-way coupled approach, thus the multiphase flow prediction
is computed first. The simulation is performed through the open-source reservoir simulator Open Porous Media
[74, 75]. As a reference scenario, a typical year-long cycle of UGS activity has been considered, with the injection-
production history represented in Fig. 10. Fig. 11 shows the location of the injection/production wells with respect
to the fault system. Note that, to avoid any interpolation among computational grids, the OPM finite volume mesh
exactly corresponds to the finite element grid of a single block within the 3D geomechanical model. The characteristic
horizontal and vertical permeability of a reservoir in the study area are kh = 600 mD and kv = 300 mD, respectively.
The “working gas” volume amounts to 6.5×109 Sm3 per compartment.

The numerical results in terms of pressure variation are summarized in Fig. 12. The figure shows the depth-
averaged pressure behavior along a section passing through the production/injection wells every 3 months. After
3 months the maximum production rate is achieved, after 6 months the production phase ends, after 9 months the
maximum injection rate is met, and, finally, after 12 months the simulation ends. Notice that the pressure perturbation
during the entire production (or injection) phase is almost uniform in space and varies approximately within the
interval between 0 and -10 MPa with respect to the initial value pi. This outcome shows that, for the setting defined in
these representative simulations, the spatial gradient of the pore pressure variation into each compartment is expected
to be quite limited. Hence, considering a constant pressure variation value for each reservoir block appears also to be
a reasonable assumption.
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Figure 12: Depth-averaged value of the pore pressure variation during a production/injection cycle as obtained by the OPM flow simulator.
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Figure 13: Behavior of χmax from all the loading steps for each fault. Note that due to symmetry F1 and F2 behave identically, as well as F4 and
F5.

4.2. Analysis of the fault reactivation risk

The mechanisms for the possible fault reactivation have been investigated in scenario 1. The value χmax = 1 is
reached on faults F1 and F2 at loading step 9, with χmax up to 0.8 at the end of CG and UGS injection phases (Fig. 13).
Conversely, χ = 0 on fault F3 irrespective of the loading step due to the symmetry of the geometry and loading
configurations. A comparison between the behavior versus depth of the criticality index along fault F1 and F4 and the
distribution of χ on the whole fault system at the end of PP are shown in Fig. 14. Notice that the most critical condition
develops along the top and bottom of the reservoir in agreement with previous modeling study [35]. Moreover, faults
F4 and F5 exhibit smaller values of χ with respect to F1 and F2, showing that a sub-vertical orientation is usually
more likely to reactivate.

Fig. 15 shows the stress path in the tN − ∥tT ∥2 plane experienced by a representative element located on fault F1 at
the top of the reservoir. The actual stress state touches the yield bound at loading step number 9 and remains on the
yield surface till the end of PP (loading step 10). During CGI, the stress state initially departs from the yield condition
but returns close to it during the last part of the injection when the pressure recovers to the initial value. UGS behaves
elastically over a new path with respect to what experienced during the last part of the CGI phase, with an almost
constant tN value. Again, the stress state approaches the critical condition at the end of the UGS injection phase when
p rises back to pi.

A deeper explanation for this behavior can be found by analyzing the actual direction of the shear stress. Fig. 16
shows the vertical component of tangential traction tT,z on fault F1 at loading steps 0 (initial condition), 10, 11, 12,
12.5, and 13. This component is meaningful because of the symmetry of the model, indeed, we have that ∥tT ∥2 = |tT,z|.
Sketches of the reservoir-fault-sideburden conditions are provided for the same loading steps. The initial shear stress
differs from the null value because of the fault dip. The largest value of tT,z are observed at the end of PP (loading
step 10). Reservoir compaction induced by the pressure depletion is accompanied by fault reactivation. Note that
a positive and negative shear stress characterizes the reservoir bottom and top, respectively. As physically expected
because of the compaction mechanism, the direction of the shear stress is oriented toward the center of the reservoir.
When CGI starts, the shear stress orientation changes and the reactivated part of the fault returns stick. At loading
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Figure 17: Maximum sliding versus time for the investigated scenarios. On the left: reference case (scenario 1). On the right: using slip-weakening
constitutive law (scenario 2).
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Figure 18: Effect of the Coulomb parameters on χmax at increasing loading steps for each fault. As usual, the pairs F1-F2 and F4-F5 behave
identically due to symmetry. The proposed scenario corresponds to φd = 10◦ and Dc = 2 mm.

step 11, half of the pore pressure change has been recovered. As the reservoir expands due to pressure recovery, tT,z
decreases on the reservoir top and bottom (the orientation remains the same but the absolute value decreases) and an
almost null tT,z on the previously sliding IEs is obtained at this step. Differently, tT,z does not significantly change for
the elements surrounding the activated stripes of the fault. The reservoir continues to recover pressure and re-expand
until loading step 12. During this second part of CGI shear stress increases, with a sign opposite to that experienced
during PP (Fig. 16). A mirror behavior occurs for the IEs at the reservoir bottom. Therefore, expansion during CGI
increases the criticality condition of the fault (mainly at the reservoir top and bottom) due the stress re-distribution
after the sliding developed over the PP. Fig. 13 shows that faults F1 and F2 approach the criticality state (χmax > 0.8)
when the pressure recover the initial value at the end of CGI and UGS injection phase, i.e., in a pressure state close to
the initial undisturbed one, which is not generally expected to be associated to fault reactivation.

4.3. Slip-weakening effect

The adopted Coulomb frictional criterion can handle slip-weakening effects. Here the outcome of a slip-weakening
constitutive law for the fault behavior is compared to that previously obtained using a static friction coefficient equal
to φs = 30◦. The two parameters defining the new constitutive law are φd and Dc, i.e., the dynamic friction angle
and the slip weakening distance, respectively. In the simulated scenario, the friction angle reduces from φs = 30◦ to
φd = 10◦ in a slip distance of Dc = 2 mm.

Fig. 17 provides the time behavior of the fault maximum sliding for the proposed scenario. It can be seen that
the current sliding is more than twice that obtained using a static friction angle. Fig. 18 shows a comparison between
the criticality index during the entire simulation for scenario 1 and 2. It can be noticed that the new constitutive law
causes F1, F2, F4 and F5 to slip as well at the end of the cushion gas and UGS injection phases, but not at loading
step 12.5, i.e., at the end of the 6-month UGS production phase (see the zoom in Fig. 19).

Finally, Fig. 20 shows the stress path for the same location as in Fig. 15. Because of the reduced friction angle,
the yield surface is reached more easily during PP, at the end of CGI, and at the end of UGS phases. As observed for
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Figure 19: Zoom of Fig. 18 over the cushion gas injection and UGS phases for faults F1 = F2 and F4 = F5.
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Figure 20: Stress path ∥tT ∥2 vs −tN for the F1 element highlighted in Fig. 15. The dashed and the continuous red lines are the yield bound
corresponding to the static condition (φs) and after the slip distance Dc is overcome, respectively. The numbers along the path denote the loading
steps. The primary production (loading steps 1 to 10), the cushion gas injection (loading steps 11 to 12) and the underground gas storage (loading
steps 12 to 12.5 – production – and 12.5 to 13 – injection) can be easily recognized.

the reference scenario, the elastic phases develop with an almost constant normal stress because of the selected ratios
between the reservoir and overburden stiffness and between the pressure change in the reservoir and within the fault.
The stress path and the yield bound are quite complex due to weakening. Moreover, due to the very small friction
angle (φ = 10◦), a large part of UGS is characterized by a the stress state that develops either on the yield surface or
very close to it.

5. Conclusions

The first underground gas storage site became operational as early as 1915 [90]. Since then, this technology has
spread to all continents, reaching nowadays more than 600 facilities worldwide. Despite this large use, there are
risks related to the possible reactivation of existing geological fractures. Although it is a “rare” event from a statistical
viewpoint [28], it deserves the proper attention due to its strong social and economic effects. Most of recorded human-
induced seismic events can be explained by a pressure increase until it exceeds the initial value, triggering the shear
stress on the fault surface to reach the limit strength. However, there are recorded events that cannot be explained by
this mechanism. They are the so-called “unexpected” seismic events, which occur when the pressure is in the range
already experienced during the primary production. The main scope of this work is to identify these phenomena,
explain their basic processes, and define some safe operational bandwidth for the UGS reservoir management with
reference to the gas fields located in the Roetligend formation, the Netherlands. To accomplish these aims, we use a
computational modeling approach for the accurate and robust simulation of the mechanics of faulted porous rocks.

The overall work is split into two parts. This paper deals with Part I, which concerns the development, imple-
mentation and test of the mathematical and numerical model used for computational simulations. A one-way coupled
strategy is adopted to deal with the poro-mechanical interaction. First, the set of governing relationships for frictional
contact mechanics are introduced, then the weak variational formulation is derived and discretized. We use Lagrange
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multipliers to prescribe the normal and frictional constraints on faults, a mixed-dimensional approach, and a mixed
finite element discretization with displacement in the 3D porous body and traction on the fault surfaces are the main
unknowns. In order to be consistent with classical finite volume discretizations for the multiphase flow, we focus on
low-order hexehedral elements for the 3D continuum and a piecewise constant representation of the traction on the
contact surfaces, thus requiring a proper stabilization to ensure the regularity of the resulting generalized saddle-point
problem. An active-set algorithm and an exact Newton method are implemented for the solution of the overall non-
linear problem, while ad hoc preconditioning strategies are used to allow for and accelerate the convergence of the
inner linear Krylov solver. A discussion on the slip-weakening constitutive law for fault frictional behavior is also
provided. Finally, the model is applied to two realistic scenarios, carried out on a conceptual model built from an
idealization of real UGS fields located in the formation of interest. Modeling simulations allow to identify the main
mechanisms potentially inducing a fault reactivation during UGS activities, even in “unexpected” situations where the
current stress state appears to be less demanding than what the porous medium had already experienced in the past.
The use of a slip-weakening rheological model for the frictional behavior can increase the chance of producing a fault
reactivation during CGI and UGS activities.

Part II of this work will focus on the model application in a real-world scenario, with an extensive sensitivity
analysis on the factors that can mostly impact on the reactivation chances. Further development concerns widening
the feasible parameter ranges, e.g., testing different constitutive laws for the continuous medium, using different
parameter values, changing the fault positions and orientation. The analysis will be extended to other kinds of storage
activities, such as CO2 geological sequestration or underground H2 and N2 storage. The final objective is to draw some
guidelines to define a safe operational bandwidth for the management of storage reservoirs in the Netherlands, and, at
the same time, build a methodological example that can be successfully extended to other real-world experiences.
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