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Abstract: The United Downs Deep Geothermal Project (UDDGP) is designed to utilize a presumably
permeable steep dipping fault damage zone (constituting the hydrothermal reservoir in a very low
permeability granitic host rock) for fluid circulation and heat extraction between an injection well
at 2.2 km depth (UD−2) and a production well at 5 km depth (UD−1). Soft hydraulic stimulation
was performed to increase the permeability of the reservoir. Numerical simulations are performed to
analyze the hydraulic stimulation results and evaluate the increase in permeability of the reservoir.
Experimental and field data are used to characterize the initial reservoir static model. The reservoir
is highly fractured, and two distinct fracture networks constitute the equivalent porous matrix and
fault zone, respectively. Based on experimental and field data, stochastic discrete fracture networks
(DFN) are developed to mimic the reservoir permeability behavior. Due to the large number of
fractures involved in the stochastic model, equivalent permeability fields are calculated to create
a model which is computationally feasible. Hydraulic test and stimulation data from UD−1 are
used to modify the equivalent permeability field based on the observed difference between the
real fractured reservoir and the stochastic DFN model. Additional hydraulic test and stimulation
data from UD−2 are used to validate this modified permeability. Results reveal that the equivalent
permeability field model derived from observations made in UD−1 is a good representation of the
actual overall reservoir permeability, and it is useful for future studies. The numerical simulation
results show the amount of permeability changes due to the soft hydraulic stimulation operation.
Based on the validated permeability field, different flow rate scenarios of the petrothermal doublet
and their respective pressure evolution are examined. Higher flow rates have a strong impact on the
pressure evolution. Simulations are performed in the acidized enhanced permeability region to make
a connection between the ongoing laboratory works on the acid injection and field response to the
possible acidizing stimulation.

Keywords: United Downs; EGS; hydraulic stimulation; equivalent permeability field

1. Introduction

Petrothermal systems are reservoirs with preferably high heat flow, geothermal gradi-
ent, and temperature, but lack sufficient natural fluid flow (in most cases) and permeability
to accommodate flow rates required for economic geothermal systems. In such geothermal
play types, enhanced geothermal systems (EGS) can be implemented by creating new
fractures or stimulating naturally existing ones to achieve the permeabilities needed for
economical fluid flow. This is essential to create a connected network of pathways between
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the injection well and production well [1]. Achieving economic flow rates at wellhead is
the goal of any stimulation operation [2]. There are different techniques of stimulating
fractures: (i) hydraulic stimulation, where water is injected at high pressure to enhance
the permeability; (ii) chemical stimulation, where acids are injected to dissolve fracture
mineralization and thus increase the permeability; and (iii) thermal stimulation, where
cold water injection creates thermal stress in the reservoir rock which helps in increas-
ing the permeability of the fracture network [3]. The latter is usually best applicable in
very high-temperature reservoirs. In this paper, the impact of hydraulic stimulation on
the permeability enhancement of naturally occurring fractures in the fault zone through
Thermo-Hydraulic (TH) modeling of the United Down Deep Geothermal Project (UDDGP)
at Cornwall, UK, is discussed.

UDDGP is geographically located near Redruth in Cornwall, southwest England. This
project is the first in the UK where both injection and production wells are drilled into
the highly fractured and steeply dipping Porthtowan Fault Zone (PTF), cross-cutting the
Carnmenellis Granite of the Cornubian Batholith. For selecting the geological targets of
UDDGP, previous experiences from Rosemanowes HDR wells are considered where the
hydraulically active fractures are mainly oriented parallel or at an oblique angle to the
maximum horizontal stress direction (SHmax) oriented in the NW-SE direction. To use
these favorable flow paths, the geological target selection is focused on faults oriented
more or less parallel to SHmax. Furthermore, hot springs in mines confirm this fracture
permeability in the NW-SE direction [4]. Evidence from mining activities in the area of
interest covered only the top 400 m, but it provides insights regarding fault dip, direction,
damage zone thickness, displacement, and hydraulic activity. Combining these data with
surface geological maps, the fault model is generated [5]. For the well trajectories, two
criteria are considered: first, longer-length and larger displacement faults, because they
are most likely to penetrate to the deeper zones, and second, the selected area should be
underlain by granite with high heat production. Given the lack of available significant
geophysical data to detect the fault structures at depth, the combination of the surface
geology, mining data, few seismic profiles, and analog structures are used to make a drilling
prognosis [6–10]. The injection well UD−2 was drilled to a depth of 2393 m MD (2214 m
TVD), and the production well UD−1 was drilled to 5275 m MD (5058 m TVD) with a
horizontal spacing of 8 m between the two wellheads and a vertical spacing of around 2000
m between the ends of the wells (to prevent thermal short-circuiting). The production well
UD−1 is the deepest onshore well drilled in the UK. Both wells were directionally drilled
towards the WSW of the well heads to intersect the NW-SE striking PTF (Figure 1). The
bottom hole temperature at a depth of 5 km was found to be > 180 ◦C. The open fractures
in the PTF are considered to be the main pathways for fluid flow. However, only a small
group of fractures were proven to be hydraulically active by indicators, e.g., mud losses
during drilling, geothermal gradient anomalies, induced seismic events, and borehole
image analysis [11].

The geology of Cornwall is characterized by the Cornubian batholith, which can
be distinguished into several plutons. The Carnmenellis granite is one such pluton that
formed around 293 Ma ago [12]. The region also comprises metamorphosed Devonian
sediments, which are locally known as “killas”. Granites in this region have high contents
of uranium (U), thorium (Th), and potassium (K), which result in high heat flow values
and the high geothermal gradient. There are a few thermal springs in the vicinity of the
site. The granitic outcrops, mines with U deposits, and thermal springs, along with faults,
are shown in Figure 2. The Carnmenellis granite was estimated to be about 10 km deep,
and the temperature at that depth was 650 ◦C [11,13].

The PTF is a set of strike-slip structures with the strike in the NW-SE direction and
a width of around 300 m which can be traced as various fault segments on the surface
(Figure 1). The PTF accommodates periods of extensional (Devonian, Permo-Trias) and
compressional (Variscan, Alpine) tectonics of both dextral and sinistral movements. More
information on regional geology and tectonics is given in Reinecker et al. [11].
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and their intersection with the Porthtowan Fault Zone (PTF) constituting the two branches of Great 
Western cross-courses (xc) and Great Eastern cross-courses (xc). 
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Figure 1. Structural model of UDDGP with injection (UD−2, blue) and production (UD−1, red) wells
and their intersection with the Porthtowan Fault Zone (PTF) constituting the two branches of Great
Western cross-courses (xc) and Great Eastern cross-courses (xc).

Ultrasonic imaging of the wellbore has given a very reliable understanding of the natural
fracture distribution in UD−1 from 906 m to 5206 m MD (see Figure 3). The fractures can
be divided into two sets: fractures trending in the NW-NNW direction and the ENE striking
fractures. For more geological details, readers are suggested to read Reinecker et al. [11]. Both
these sets consist of mineralized and open fractures (a few of them are hydraulically active).
The probable number of fractures in the former set is higher than that of the latter set (based
on possible geometrical sampling bias from the log data). The intensity of both the fracture
sets generally decreases with depth, a behavior which has also been demonstrated for
comparably deep wells in the Upper Rhine Graben by Afshari et al. (2022) [14]. Fractures
favorably oriented with the in-situ stress field are critically stressed, and their permeability
can be enhanced by slip initiated through fluid-driven stimulation. The fracture sets were
further divided on the basis of orientation, intensity, and depth into four domains [11].
Additionally, two large-scale fractures were detected based on a combination of fluid losses
during drilling, geothermal anomalies in the temperature logs, by the borehole image
logs, and induced seismic events during drilling and subsequent hydraulic testing. Both
fractures are oriented more or less in parallel to another, but slightly oblique to the PTF,
and are critically stressed in the in-situ stress field [11].

In this study, the thermo-hydraulic process is numerically simulated based on the re-
ported fracture and hydraulic testing/stimulation data. The fractured reservoir for this study
is represented by a stochastic DFN-based equivalent continuum model with both homoge-
neous and anisotropic units representing the host rock and the fault zone, respectively. This
study was conducted within the framework of the EU-funded Horizon 2020 project MEET
(Multidisciplinary and multi-contact demonstration of EGS exploration and Exploitation
Techniques and potentials), which is described in general by Trullenque et al. [15]. The fluid
flow and heat transfer during the hydraulic testing and stimulation operations were numer-
ically simulated to estimate the permeability field. Furthermore, the pressure dependency
on different injection flow rates is presented and analyzed. Finally, a preliminary model
based on the conceptual impact of chemical stimulation on the reservoir permeability is
developed, and consequently, its impact on reservoir pressure development is estimated.
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Due to confidentiality clauses from the industrial partner, all data are reported based on a
function of x.
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Porthtowan Formation, MrSl: Mylor Slate Formation, PBr: Porthleven Breccia Member, Pto: 
Portscatho Formation, all Devonian in age. Towns: T: Truro, F: Falmouth, R: Redruth, C: Camborne, 
H: Helston [11]. 
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Portscatho Formation, all Devonian in age. Towns: T: Truro, F: Falmouth, R: Redruth, C: Camborne,
H: Helston [11].
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Figure 3. Fracture distribution interpreted from ultrasonic logs in UD−1. Note that the depth scale
of the structural profile is the true vertical depth below sea level. Cumulative fracture distribution
and lithology log originally in measured depth below ground level are shifted and stretched to fit
the true vertical depth scale [11]. Two large-scale fractures were detected by induced seismic events
during drilling and subsequent injection testing.



Geosciences 2022, 12, 296 5 of 18

2. Methodology

Well data, seismological data, surface mapping, data from nearby mines, outcrop
analysis, and data from the Rosemanowes project, along with gravity analysis, are all used
to define the target faults, well trajectories, and fractures. For setting up a static structural
reservoir model, the Move 2018 software [16] developed by Midland Valley Explorations
Ltd. was used [11]. Fracture network data obtained from fieldwork, borehole logging, and
literature are summarized in Tables 1 and 2 for the unfaulted host rock zone and the fault
zone, respectively. Discrete fracture networks (DFNs) are generated for the host rock zone
and the fault zone using the FracMan 7 [17] software. Due to unavailability of mean fracture
half-length and mean hydraulic fracture aperture data for the fracture set 2, corresponding
data from fracture set 1 is assumed in Tables 1 and 2. Furthermore, this geometrical model
(see Figure 4) is imported into COMSOL Multiphysics [18] for the hydraulic stimulation
simulation.

To enhance the hydraulic connection of the open hole sections of both wells to the
fault-bounded reservoir, hydraulic stimulation operations have been performed on UD−1
and UD−2. The injectivity of UD−2 is within the targets set for the power plant operation.
To increase the hydraulic connectivity of UD−1 to the reservoir and the near wellbore
reservoir hydraulic conductivity, three stages of hydraulic stimulation were performed [11]:
(a) Phase 1—step rate injection testing during August 2020, (b) Phase 2—extended injection
testing between September and October 2020 and (c) Phase 3—low pressure extended
injection testing between October 2020 and February 2021. All phases can be characterized
as soft hydraulic stimulation operations due to the low injection volumes and flow rates but
sufficient pressures to induce micro-seismic events. Figure 5 shows the operational details
of phase 3 hydraulic stimulation for UD−1. This data is used to validate and adjust the
anisotropic permeability field of the stochastic DFN models based on the fracture network
characteristics for the UDDGP geothermal field. In this data, some changes need to be
highlighted: (i) in the first part, from steps 0 to 15, the injection volumes were increased
while flow rates and pressures were kept at a low level, followed by (ii) a set of injections
with significantly higher injection pressures and considerably higher flow rates from step
16 until step 21 accompanied by increasing induced micro-seismicity (not shown due
to confidentiality) leading into (iii) a third part where flow rates increase further with
significantly lower injection pressures. These changes indicate that the hydraulic injections
are increasing the reservoir injectivity and prove that they can be defined as soft hydraulic
stimulation.

Table 1. DFN characteristics of host rock zone.

DFN Parameter Fracture Set 1 Fracture Set 2 Comment Reference

Mean fracture orientation, strike
[deg] 130–310 50–230

Mean orientations from
Rosemanowes wells RH12 and

RH15; set 1 from approx. 80% of
the total fracture surface area

[19]

Mean fracture orientation, dip
[deg] 80–90 70–90 [20]

Mean fracture half-length [m] 5.5 Log-normal distribution with
µ = 1.7 and σ = 0.45 [ln(m)] [20]

Mean hydraulic fracture aperture
[µm] 59 Between 31 and 65 µm [19]

Fracture density [m−1] 5 0.8 Density is decreasing with depth [21]

Producing fracture spacing [m] 10 Spacing between producing
fractures is in the order of 10 m [21]

Fracture area density [m−1] 0.9 0.2 Only 10–15% of the fractures carry
appreciable flow
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Furthermore, the hydraulic testing/stimulation operational data for UD−2, conducted
from the 17th until the 20th of November 2020, is used to validate the calculated perme-
ability field (Figure 6). Based on this validated permeability field, different operational
scenarios of flow conditions were simulated to evaluate reservoir performance.

Geosciences 2022, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 6 of 20 
 

 

to define the target faults, well trajectories, and fractures. For setting up a static structural 
reservoir model, the Move 2018 software [16] developed by Midland Valley Explorations 
Ltd. was used [11]. Fracture network data obtained from fieldwork, borehole logging, and 
literature are summarized in Tables 1 and 2 for the unfaulted host rock zone and the fault 
zone, respectively. Discrete fracture networks (DFNs) are generated for the host rock zone 
and the fault zone using the FracMan 7 [17] software. Due to unavailability of mean frac-
ture half-length and mean hydraulic fracture aperture data for the fracture set 2, corre-
sponding data from fracture set 1 is assumed in Tables 1 and 2. Furthermore, this geomet-
rical model (see Figure 4) is imported into COMSOL Multiphysics [18] for the hydraulic 
stimulation simulation. 

 
Figure 4. Schematic geometry used to simulate a cubic space of the UDDGP geothermal system. The 
hydraulically stimulated region is depicted by a cylinder around UD−1. Two critically stressed 
large-scale fractures, subparallel to the PTF, are implemented based on the seismic events as docu-
mented by, e.g., [11] and indicated with a disc shape. 

To enhance the hydraulic connection of the open hole sections of both wells to the 
fault-bounded reservoir, hydraulic stimulation operations have been performed on UD−1 
and UD−2. The injectivity of UD−2 is within the targets set for the power plant operation. 
To increase the hydraulic connectivity of UD−1 to the reservoir and the near wellbore res-
ervoir hydraulic conductivity, three stages of hydraulic stimulation were performed [11]: 
(a) Phase 1—step rate injection testing during August 2020, (b) Phase 2—extended injec-
tion testing between September and October 2020 and (c) Phase 3—low pressure extended 
injection testing between October 2020 and February 2021. All phases can be characterized 
as soft hydraulic stimulation operations due to the low injection volumes and flow rates 
but sufficient pressures to induce micro-seismic events. Figure 5 shows the operational 
details of phase 3 hydraulic stimulation for UD−1. This data is used to validate and adjust 
the anisotropic permeability field of the stochastic DFN models based on the fracture net-
work characteristics for the UDDGP geothermal field. In this data, some changes need to 
be highlighted: (i) in the first part, from steps 0 to 15, the injection volumes were increased 

Figure 4. Schematic geometry used to simulate a cubic space of the UDDGP geothermal system. The
hydraulically stimulated region is depicted by a cylinder around UD−1. Two critically stressed large-
scale fractures, subparallel to the PTF, are implemented based on the seismic events as documented
by, e.g., [11] and indicated with a disc shape.
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volume are hidden for commercial issues. The black and blue colors indicate the pressure and volume
of the injected fluid.
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Table 2. DFN characteristics within the fault zone.

DFN Parameter Fracture Set 1 Fracture Set 2 Comment Reference

Mean fracture orientation, strike
[deg] 157–337 50–230 From UD−1 borehole logging,

Sub-parallel to the main fault

Mean fracture orientation, dip
[deg] 80–90 70–90 As above. [22]

Mean fracture half-length [m] 10 10 (assumed)
Meters to tens of meters; may
be scaled to the length of the

fault and offset
[22]

Mean hydraulic fracture aperture
[µm] 95 95 (assumed) assumed [23]

Fracture density [m−1] 6 0.8 assumed [23]

Fracture area density [m−1] 0.2 (assumed) 0.2

Using the following equation [18], heat and mass transfer in a porous media is coupled
to simulate the fluid flow during the hydraulic stimulation operation:

ρ1(φmS1 + (1− φm)Sm)
∂p
∂t
− ρ1(αm(φmβ1 + (1− φm)βm))

∂T
∂t

= ∇.
(

ρ1km

µ
∇p
)

(1)

In this equation, p, T, φm, km, S1, Sm, αm, β1 and βm are pressure, temperature, porous
media porosity, permeability, storage coefficient of rock, storage coefficient of fluid, Biot’s
coefficient of porous media, the thermal expansion coefficient of fluid, and thermal ex-
pansion coefficient of the porous medium, respectively. The fluid dynamic viscosity and
density are denoted by ρ1 and µ, respectively.
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Heat exchange between the rock matrix and water is modeled based on the local
thermal non-equilibrium approach, and the governing equation for the rock can be written
as:

(1− φm)ρmCp,m
∂Tm

∂t
= ∇.((1− φm)λm∇Tm) + qml(Tl − Tm) (2)

Here, Tm, Tl , ρm, Cp,m, λm and qml are rock temperature, fluid temperature, rock density,
rock-specific heat capacity, rock thermal conductivity, and the rock-fluid heat transfer
coefficient, respectively. If Cp,l and λl are the heat capacity and thermal conductivity of
fluid, then the governing equation of heat transfer for the fluid is:

φmρlCp,l
∂Tl
∂t

+ φmρlCp,l

(
− km∇p

µ

)
.∇Tl = ∇.(φmλl∇Tl) + qml(Tm − Tl) (3)

These equations are fully coupled and solved in COMSOL Multiphysics [18], where
the necessary thermophysical properties of water (dynamic viscosity (µ), specific heat
capacity (Cp), density (ρ), and thermal diffusivity (κ)) are given below:

µ = 1.38− 2.12× 10−2 × (T + 273.15)1 + 1.36× 10−4 × (T + 273.15)2 − 4.65× 10−7 × (T + 273.15)3

+8.90× 10−10 × (T + 273.15)4 − 9.08× 10−13 × (T + 273.15)5 + 3.85
×10−16 × (T + 273.15)6 (0− 140 ◦C)

(4)

µ = 4.01× 10−3 − 2.11× 10−5 × (T + 273.15)1 + 3.86× 10−8 × (T + 273.15)2

−2.40× 10−11 × (T + 273.15)3 (140− 280 ◦C)
(5)

Cp = 1.20× 104 − 8.04× 101 × (T + 273.15)1 + 3.10× 10−1 × (T + 273.15)2

−5.38× 10−4 × (T + 273.15)3 + 3.63× 10−7 × (T + 273.15)4 (6)

ρ = 1.03× 10−5 × (T + 273.15)3 − 1.34× 10−2 × (T + 273.15)2 + 4.97× (T + 273.15) + 4.32× 102 (7)

κ = −8.69× 10−1 + 8.95× 10−3 × (T + 273.15)1 − 1.58× 10−5 × (T + 273.15)2

+7.98× 10−9 × (T + 273.15)3 (8)

A finite element discretization approach is adopted for this simulation. The com-
plete mesh consists of 135,748 domain elements, 14,320 boundary elements, and 670 edge
elements. Backward Differential Formula (BDF) with variable time step is used. The
hydrothermal model used here is validated against Bai [24] in previous works by the
authors [25,26].

Table 3 shows the rock properties and operational conditions for the numerical simu-
lations of this study. These parameters are obtained from the experimental tests and field
works.

Table 3. Rock and fluid properties for the United Downs geothermal system, as defined for the
numerical simulations.

Parameter Value Parameter Value

Injection rate Case dependent Matrix porosity 0.005

Injection temperature 70 ◦C Matrix permeability Case dependent

Well diameter 0.2159 m Fault porosity 0.02

Fluid properties Dynamic (T) Fault permeability Case dependent

Side boundaries Open mass flux, open heat
flux Top and bottom boundaries No heat, No flow

Thermal Gradient 33.3 ◦C/km Pressure gradient 9.79 MPa/km

Rock density 2620 kg/m3 Rock thermal conductivity 3 W/(m× ◦C)

Rock specific heat capacity 960 J/kg/◦C
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3. Results and Discussions

The present section is organized in the following approach: initially, the equivalent
permeability field is calculated from the discrete fracture network, followed by updating
the permeability field with the operational data from UD−1. The reason behind this step is
to compensate for the permeability loss due to closed fractures or uneven morphology of
the fracture surfaces, or resulting error from the stochastic approach (from FracMan). Next,
the obtained permeability field is validated with the operation data from UD−2, assuming
a constant fracture density in the fault zone. Finally, simulations for the cold-water injection
for a longer time period are shown to capture the pressure evolution and temperature
reduction for different flow rates.

Within the fault zone, 10 million fractures were produced with FracMan based on
the fracture network characteristics presented in Tables 1 and 2. This output is difficult
to present in a DFN framework included in numerical simulation software. Hence the
upscaling of the permeability of the single fractures of the corresponding networks into an
equivalent permeability field becomes a necessity. To calculate the equivalent permeability
field, the Oda approach [27], as implemented in FracMan, was used. Oda [27] employed
the geometry of fractures to calculate effective permeability for a given grid with a given
pressure gradient. Inside the FracMan, Poiseuille law is used to calculate the fracture
permeability from the fracture aperture. The roughness of the fracture is considered
one. Using the orientation of individual fractures present in a grid cell and assigning
each fracture as a unit normal vector n, a tensor depicting the mass moment of inertia
of fractures normally distributed over a unit sphere was obtained through integration of
the fractures over all of the unit normal [17]. Figure 7 shows the equivalent permeability
field estimation using the Oda method, and it is obvious that the heterogeneity of the final
permeability field is a function of the grid size. A smaller grid size results in a more accurate
representation of the heterogeneous permeability distribution of the fractured rock mass
than a large grid size, where single permeable fractures are less well represented. However,
reducing the grid size increases the computational cost. While the permeability range of the
permeability field created with the fine grid size is larger than for the coarse grid size, the
mean permeability value is approximately the same. Therefore, the coarse grid size, which
still provides a sufficiently accurate representation of the fractured reservoir, is used in this
study to minimize the computational cost. The permeability field resulting from the Oda
methodology for the fault zone is a heterogeneous field that is implemented through the
TH calculations in the COMSOL. Consider that meshing for the equivalent permeability
from FracMan (structured rectangular mesh) is different than the simulation meshes in the
COMSOL (unstructured tetrahedral meshes). Therefore, permeability values mapped from
the structural rectangular to the unstructured tetrahedral inside the COMSOL. The average
value of the permeability field in anisotropic matrix is reported as below with the highest
value in the z direction and the second highest value in the y-direction, both subparallel to
the fault zone strike, which shows the effect of the fracture set orientation (see Table 2):5.5× 10−15 0 0

0 1.7× 10−14 0
0 0 2× 10−14


The reported data from the field work, logging and literature (see Table 2) shows

that fractures are mainly vertically oriented, which aligns with higher permeability in
the z-direction. Strike values with the fracture orientation in the x-y space indicate that
their tendency towards the y-axis is greater, resulting in a higher permeability in the
y-direction. While the fracture density slightly decreases with depth, a single averaged
fracture density is used to simplify reservoir permeability for the entire fault zone. A
similar approach is used to obtain the host rock permeability, and the resulting value is
two orders of magnitude smaller than those of the fault zone. This limits the host rock’s
contribution to the convective heat and mass flux while its effects are still considered in
the numerical simulation. The possible discrepancy between actual field and simulated
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permeability fields is solved with a correction factor to the permeability fields of the Oda
methodology based on the hydraulic testing data. Technically, the permeability obtained
from the hydraulic test data could have been directly matched with the numerical model to
obtain a realistic value, but in this case, the resultant reservoir permeability from the Oda
method is heterogeneous. The DFN generation and Oda upscaling were chosen specifically
to better reflect the anisotropic permeability field for the faulted reservoir. From Figure 8, it
is clear that the pressure increases at a higher rate by increasing the peak flow rate until
step 21. The obtained permeability field till step 21 is: 5.5×10−15

38 0 0
0 1.7×10−14

38 0
0 0 2×10−14

38


The above permeability field is thus 38 times smaller compared to the permeability

obtained by the Oda approach. Possible differences between the actual fractures and the
stochastic fractures can be attributed to differences in the fracture aperture caused by
chemical reactions, physical precipitations, rough fracture surfaces, and stress reorientation
or the general share of open vs. closed fractures.

After reaching the maximum injection pressure at step 21, Figure 5 indicates that
the flow rates beyond step 21 do not increase the pressure in a similar magnitude with
respect to steps prior to 21. This suggests that some pre-existing fractures are propagated
to reduce the incremental pressure rate with increasing the peak flow rate. The initiation
of new fractures can be ruled out due to the injection pressure being too small to exceed
the tensile strength of the granite and due to the high fracture density of the formation.
Therefore, step 22 is seen as proof of a significant hydraulic stimulation of the reservoir.
Data matching is performed as shown in Figure 8 for two periods (before and after step
21), and the permeability tensor obtained by averaging the permeability field is 1.7 times
higher than the initial rock permeability:

1.7 ×

 5.5×10−15

38 0 0
0 1.7×10−14

38 0
0 0 2×10−14

38


The obtained permeability field through the UD−1 well data is validated with the

hydraulic testing and stimulation data of well UD−2. Figure 9 demonstrates a good match
between the operational data and numerical simulation of UD−2 for the first three stages
of injection. However, there is a discrepancy between the measured and modeled data, as
shown in Figure 6 for 20 November. Based on this figure, the flow rate decreases to zero in
the middle of the test and increases afterward. The operational data shows that the injection
pressure increases following the initial trend without experiencing an impact due to the
intermittent flow rate breaks. The numerical simulation for UD−2, on the contrary, shows
that if the flow rate decreases only for a short time interval, pressure decreases for the rest
of the entire injection step and does not reach the previous pressure level. The observed
low pressure after a short gap in the injection is not due to the permeability change. Rather
the pressure diffuses inside the system leading to pressure drop. It, therefore, seems likely
that the flow rate stops and pressure drops are rather a measurement error while reporting
the pressure and flow rate data or that the wellbore effect [26] between the wellhead and
the reservoir section mitigates the flow rate and pressure drops.

It should be noted that these short-term hydraulic stimulation results are restricted
to the near wellbore area, and do not influence the far-field of the reservoir. Therefore,
uncertainty remains regarding the volume of the reservoir, which is affected by this opera-
tion. To examine the near wellbore effect, a cylindrical zone around UD−1 is considered in
which the permeability is changed by hydraulic stimulation. Two radii of 25 and 50 m are
considered for this zone, and the behavior of the system is modeled at three fluid rates of x,
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2x, and 3x L/s. Figure 10 shows the resulting pressure data on the bottom of the UD−1
and UD−2 based on different flow rates and hydraulically affected area radius. There is no
data to show which radius around the wellbore is affected by the hydraulic stimulation. By
comparing 25 and 50 m, it is shown that the region size is not important for the studied
time periods, but the amount of permeability changes is important. Another model without
considering this cylindrical region is run, and the results are different than the operational
observations (see Figure 8). This permeability variation importance around the production
wellbore is not exactly for this studied short time period, but for the long-term operation,
authors showed in another study that permeability around the production wellbore is an
important factor [26].
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separately. The bottom panels show the heterogeneous permeability field for the matrix zone for two
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Initially, the simulated pressures of the UD−1 are higher than UD−2 due to the hy-
drostatic pressure. By injecting fluid at UD−2 and producing from UD−1, they experience
pressure buildup and drawdown, respectively. Obviously, by increasing the flow rate, the
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pressure separation between the two wells increases at later times. Pressure changes are
greater at early times, and as time goes on, pressure show semi-steady behavior, and the
operator can decide regarding the optimal flow rate. For example, for the cases with 25
m of hydraulically stimulated area, the pressure after ten days reaches 4.78x, 7.39x, and
10.05x MPa with flow rates of x, 2x, and 3x L/s, respectively, whereas after 150 days it
becomes 5.8x, 9x and 12.1x MPa respectively. However, there is not much change between
150 and 300 days, where in the latter case, the final pressure values are 6.1x, 9.34x, and
12.6x MPa for the flow rates of x, 2x, and 3x L/s, respectively. Correspondingly for UD−1,
a decreasing trend is observed at a gentle gradient. For the flow rates of x, 2x, and 3x L/s,
observed pressure values after ten days are 4.05x, 3.72x and 3.38x MPa, respectively, which
becomes 3.38x, 2.86x and 2.35x MPa, respectively, after 150 days which finally reaches to
3.08x, 2.51x and 1.93x MPa, respectively, after 300 days. This analysis shows that pressure
differences between the two wells are 3.02x, 6.83x, and 10.67x MPa after 300 days for three
flow rates, x, 2x, and 3x L/s, respectively. It is interesting to note that from an economical
point of view, the higher flow rate is attractive, but it may eventuate the seismic events.
During the examined period, the radius of the hydraulically stimulated area near the UD−1
has a negligible effect on the pressure profiles in comparison to the flow rate. The pressure
differences between the wellbore for a 50 m radius of hydraulically stimulated zone reach
2.97x, 6.71x, and 10.56x MPa after 300 days for x, 2x, and 3x L/s injection rates, respectively.
Therefore, in the remaining parts, a small radius of 25 m is examined. Similar behavior is
recognized by Mahmoodpour et al. [26] that the permeability field in the vicinity of the
production well is an important factor.
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Figure 11 shows the pressure plume development at iso-surface of 3.5x MPa after 100,
200, and 300 days of the injection. At the early time, the pressure around the UD−2 is lower
than 3.5x MPa, and around the UD−1, pressure is higher than 3.5x MPa. Therefore, small
pressure iso-surfaces around the wells being observed. As time goes on, the pressure near
UD−2 increases and near the UD−1 decrease, and the trend of these changes in Figure 11
is clearly obvious. Obviously, with increasing the injection and production flow rates,
the plume size increases. Furthermore, due to the higher permeability of the fault zone,
pressure changes mainly happen inside the fault zone and two large-scale fractures, which
are detected through seismic events. These sharp pressure changes (and consequently the
stress changes not discussed in this paper) inside the fault zone requires special attention
to examine the possibility of the seismic events.
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During the 300 days, the temperature changes are limited near the injection well.
Therefore, to examine the effects of different flow rates on the temperature, temperature
changes alongside the open hole section of the injection well and inside the fault zone are
being considered, which is very close to the wellbore in Figure 12 for different flow rates.
On the horizontal axis, 0 m shows the top point of the open hole section of the injection
well, and 300 m shows the bottom point of this section. Initially (0 days in the graphs), the
temperature distribution follows up the temperature gradient of the system. As time goes
on, the cold front propagates to the deeper zones of the reservoir. An increase in the flow
rate increase the speed of the temperature front propagation in the farther regions, and
it shows that the heat transfer process is mainly controlled by the convective mechanism.
The possibility of higher fluid injection should be examined through the techno-economic
aspects. The increasing flow rate will increase the heat extraction rate at early times. On the
other hand, it increases the possibility of seismic events and early breakthrough time [25].

The acid injection may increase the permeability to a higher extent than the hydraulic
stimulation. Preliminary studies in the core scale samples from the rocks of this reservoir
show a good outcome of the acid injection and the possibility of permeability increase
between 4 and 50 times in core-flooding tests, but the autoclave experiments show this
increment between 0.1 (this shows that permeability decreases up to the 10 % of the initial
value and it explains the possible precipitation which is visible in the microscopic scale)
and 40 times [28]. Therefore, we assumed imaginary cases of permeability alteration by
ten times, and 100 times in comparison to the initial state due to the possible acid injection
process at the reservoir scale using a cylindrically affected region surrounding the wellbore
with a radius of 25 m. Figure 13 (left column) shows the results for ten times of the
permeability enhancement where the pressure of UD−2 after ten days reaches 2.92x, 3.22x
and 3.51x MPa with flow rates of x, 2x and 3x L/s, respectively, whereas after 150 days it
becomes 3.6x, 3.93x and 4.26x MPa, respectively. While, there is not much change between
150 and 300 days, where in the latter case, the final pressure values are 3.06x, 4x, and
43.3x MPa for the flow rates of x, 2x, and 3x L/s, respectively. Correspondingly for UD−1,
these values are 4.02x, 3.96x, and 3.9x MPa for the flow rates of x, 2x, and 3x L/s. After
150 days, pressure values are 3.32x, 3.26x, and 3.2x MPa, respectively, which becomes 3.34x,
3.28x, 3.22x and 3.22x MPa, respectively, after 300 days. Therefore, the pressure difference
between the two wells is 0.32x, 0.72x, and 1.11x MPa after 300 days for three flow rates,
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x, 2x, and 3x L/s. From this pressure behavior, it is clear that the acidizing process for
ten times permeability increment has a great potential to increase the flow rate with a
huge decrease in the pressure gradient between the two wells, compared to only hydraulic
stimulation. Experimental studies show that this permeability enhancement is attainable at
the core level [26]. For the case of 100 times in the permeability enhancement, all flow rates
show the same pressure behavior indicating the presence of a highly conductive region
between the injection and production wells, which has a significant impact on the pressure
gradient. At later times for both permeability enhancement scenarios, the pressure of
UD−1 increases, demonstrating the production of injected fluid rather than the production
of fluid initially residing in the fault zone.
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Figure 12. Simulated temperature alongside the open hole section of the injection well UD−2 for the
injection flow rates (a) x L/s, (b) 2x L/s, and (c) 3x L/s. The arc length is measured from the top of
the open hole section of the well that falls inside the Porthtowan Fault zone.
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of the initial pressure difference without chemical stimulation. The reported values and 

Figure 13. Simulated pressures at the injection and production wells for the injection flow rate of
(a1,a2) x L/s, (b1,b2) 2x L/s, and (c1,c2) 3x L/s after the permeability enhancement through the
considered chemical stimulation. The left column shows a permeability enhancement by a factor of
10, and the right column shows a permeability enhancement by a factor of 100 with respect to the
initial values.

4. Conclusions

In this study, hydraulic injection testing/stimulation operations for both the wells of
UDDGP are numerically simulated. Results are used to characterize the permeability field
of the system and examine pressure development based on different injection flow rates.
Results show that pressure changes are occurring primarily in the early time, with later
time showing a semi-steady pressure increase. With the current permeability field after
the hydraulic stimulation operation, huge pressure differences develop by increasing the
flow rates. The possible effect of chemical stimulation operation on the permeability is
considered through the data obtained from the lab-scale models, and reservoir response
after the permeability modification is numerically simulated. Results for the permeability
enhancement of the 10-time compared to the initial value due to the chemical stimulation
(it is attainable as shown by experiments) enable us to triple the flow rate with one-third
of the initial pressure difference without chemical stimulation. The reported values and
the reservoir characterization performed during this study will build a basis for future
numerical simulations for the United Down geothermal site.
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