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Abstract
Monitoring the hydraulic properties within subsurface fractures is vitally important in the contexts of geoengineering devel-
opments and seismicity. Geophysical observations are promising tools for remote determination of subsurface hydraulic 
properties; however, quantitative interpretations are hampered by the paucity of relevant geophysical data for fractured rock 
masses. This study explores simultaneous changes in hydraulic and geophysical properties of natural rock fractures with 
increasing normal stress and correlates these property changes through coupling experiments and digital fracture simulations. 
Our lattice Boltzmann simulation reveals transitions in three-dimensional flow paths, and finite-element modeling enables us 
to investigate the corresponding evolution of geophysical properties. We show that electrical resistivity is linked with perme-
ability and flow area regardless of fracture roughness, whereas elastic wave velocity is roughness-dependent. This discrepancy 
arises from the different sensitivities of these quantities to microstructure: velocity is sensitive to the spatial distribution 
of asperity contacts, whereas permeability and resistivity are insensitive to contact distribution, but instead are controlled 
by fluid connectivity. We also are able to categorize fracture flow patterns as aperture-dependent, aperture-independent, or 
disconnected flows, with transitions at specific stress levels. Elastic wave velocity offers potential for detecting the transition 
between aperture-dependent flow and aperture-independent flow, and resistivity is sensitive to the state of connection of 
the fracture flow. The hydraulic-electrical-elastic relationships reported here may be beneficial for improving geophysical 
interpretations and may find applications in studies of seismogenic zones and geothermal reservoirs.

Keywords  Fracture flow · Permeability · Elastic wave velocity · Resistivity · Lattice Boltzmann method · Digital rock 
physics

1  Introduction

The hydraulic properties of fractured geological formations 
have been of interest for many purposes such as develop-
ing fluid resources (e.g., geothermal fluids, shale oil, and 
groundwater), geological storage or disposal, and seismic 
events (fault reactivation and induced seismicity). It is 
known that fracture permeability and preferential flow paths 
within fractures are controlled by the heterogeneous distri-
bution of apertures, which can vary as stress changes (Krantz 
et al. 1979; Raven and Gale 1985; Thompson and Brown 
1991; Watanabe et al. 2008; Ishibashi et al. 2015; Chen et al. 
2017; Vogler et al. 2018). In-situ stress is never constant dur-
ing geoengineering developments or on the geological time 
scale, and consequently, the aperture distribution and associ-
ated hydraulic properties also must change in natural settings 
(e.g., Manga et al. 2012). These changes produce transitions 
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in the patterns of fracture flow that in turn control the fault 
reactivation cycle (Sibson et al. 1988) and characterize the 
transport behavior of fluid resources.

Geophysical observations can detect changes in electrical 
resistivity or elastic wave velocity that may reflect subsur-
face stress changes associated with hydraulic stimulation, 
earthquakes, or geothermal fluid production (Peacock et al. 
2012, 2013; Didana et al. 2017; Mazzella and Morrison 
1974; Park 1991; Gunasekera et al. 2003; Brenguier et al. 
2008; Nimiya et al. 2017; Taira et al. 2018). It would be 
beneficial if changes in aperture-related hydraulic proper-
ties triggered by subsurface stress changes could be linked 
to geophysical properties that can be remotely monitored. 
Studies based on synthetic or simulated single fractures have 
related hydraulic properties to electrical properties (Stesky 
1986; Brown 1989; Volik et al. 1997; Kirkby et al. 2016) 
and to elastic properties (Pyrak-Nolte and Morris 2000; 
Petrovitch et al. 2013, 2014; Pyrak-Nolte and Nolte 2016; 
Wang and Cardenas 2016). These studies have confirmed 
that the relationships of these properties depend on features 
of the fracture microstructure (e.g., pore connectivity, tortu-
osity, apertures, and contacts), which varies with the initial 
fracture roughness and changes with normal stress. On one 
hand, connected apertures are characterized by pore con-
nectivity and tortuosity, both of which are strongly related to 
the permeability–resistivity relationship. On the other hand, 
discrete points of contact (asperities) contribute to hydro-
mechanical properties. Therefore, both hydraulic–electrical 
and hydraulic–elastic relations may reflect similar micro-
structures; however, the underlying mechanisms do not 
necessarily have a mutual correlation. Simultaneous meas-
urements in identical samples may shed light on the nature 
of variations in rock properties and their relationships. To 
our knowledge, no study has simultaneously investigated 
hydraulic, electrical, and elastic properties of natural rock 
fractures.

This study took advantage of recent advances in Digital 
Rock Physics (e.g., Tsuji et al. 2019; Sain et al. 2014) that 
enabled us to simultaneously determine multiple properties 
in the same sample while visualizing its microstructure. In 
this study, we explored the simultaneous changes in fracture 
permeability, electrical resistivity, and elastic wave velocity 
of natural rock fractures that occur with increasing normal 
stress. By coupling experiments and digital fracture simu-
lations, we investigated the correlations between hydrau-
lic–electrical–elastic properties and addressed their govern-
ing mechanisms. Many studies have reported a correlation 
between permeability and fracture specific stiffness, which is 
related to the amplitude of the seismic response (i.e., attenu-
ation), but have not established a direct correlation between 
permeability and seismic velocity (Pyrak-Nolte and Nolte 
2016; Wang and Cardenas 2016). Some experimental studies 
have observed velocity changes with aperture closure (e.g., 

Nara et al. 2011; Choi et al. 2013), but none has established 
a direct relationship between seismic velocity and fracture 
permeability. As an alternative to fracture specific stiffness, 
in this study, we adopted finite-element modeling of static 
elasticity to calculate elastic wave velocity. In this paper, 
we also evaluate the local behavior of the fluid flow (i.e., 
preferential flow paths) within fractures to investigate the 
connectivity of flow paths, flow area, and their transient 
changes. Our lattice Boltzmann simulation of digitized rock 
fractures reveals transitions in 3D fracture flow patterns that 
accompany stress changes, which are difficult to observe 
in laboratory experiments or in the field. We discuss how 
transient changes of the fracture flow pattern are correlated 
with hydraulic and geophysical properties, and suggest pos-
sible applications of our findings to seismogenic zones and 
geothermal reservoirs.

2 � Methods

2.1 � Sample and Experimental Procedure

We evaluated the dependency of the fracture permeability on 
the effective normal stress in fluid-flow experiments. These 
employed two cylindrical fractured samples of Inada granite 
50 mm in diameter and 80 mm long, in which the fracture 
plane was parallel to the central axis. The two samples dif-
fered in the roughness characteristics of their fracture sur-
faces, as determined from the surface topographies of the 
hanging wall and footwall which we mapped in a grid of 
cells 23.433 µm square with a 3D measuring microscope 
(Keyence, VR-3050). The surface of one sample, called the 
smooth fracture hereafter, had a fractal dimension of 2.5 and 
a root-mean-square (rms) roughness of 1.3 mm, whereas 
the surface of the other sample, called the rough fracture 
hereafter, had a fractal dimension of 2.4 and rms roughness 
of 1.7 mm (Power et al. 1987; Power and Durham 1997). 
The fractal dimension describes the scaling characteristics 
of surface topographies and is a measure of fracture sur-
face roughness (Brown 1995). The rms roughness, called 
roughness hereafter, represents an rms height of fracture 
surface topographies. The initial aperture distribution of 
each fracture and the corresponding probability histogram 
are shown in Fig. 1. Note that initial aperture models are 
created by numerically mating the mapped fracture surfaces, 
where they are assumed to be in contact at one point. The 
aperture distribution in the smooth fracture (Fig. 1a) shows 
less spatial variation than that of the rough fracture (Fig. 1b). 
Consequently, the aperture distribution of the smooth frac-
ture shows a sharp peak of probability, whereas the rough 
fracture shows a broad distribution (Fig. 1c).

After measuring the fracture surfaces, we conducted 
fluid-flow experiments on these two samples. Distilled 
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water was injected into jacketed samples under various 
effective normal stresses between 5 and 30 MPa. The pore-
inlet, pore-outlet, and confining-oil pressures were inde-
pendently controlled by syringe pumps. For each stress 
state, we measured flow rates and thereby evaluated the 
fracture permeability based on the cubic law (e.g., With-
erspoon et al. 1980), where we assumed Darcy flow and a 
negligible matrix permeability of granite (between 10–19 
and 10–22 m2).

2.2 � Numerical Simulation

We performed a series of numerical simulations on digitized 
fractures. Three-dimensional digital fracture models were pre-
pared for each sample directly from the mapped surface topog-
raphies described above in a system of 0.1 mm cubic voxels. 
The use of a three-dimensional fractured sample enabled us to 
model local transport properties along with the rough-walled 
fractures. Although the voxel size potentially affects absolute 
values of permeability and resistivity to some degree, we 

confirmed that a 0.1 mm voxel system is small enough for our 
qualitative interpretations (Appendix 1). The distance between 
the two surfaces was adjusted in each model by uniformly 
reducing the local apertures, so that the digitized fracture had 
a simulated permeability equivalent to that measured in the 
real fractures (Watanabe et al. 2008; Ishibashi et al. 2015).

Subsequently, we simulated 3D local flows within the frac-
tures by the lattice Boltzmann method, which is suitable for 
modeling heterogeneous local flows with complex boundaries 
(He and Luo 1997; Jiang et al. 2014). The governing equation 
for the lattice Boltzmann method in the D3Q19 model is given 
by (Ahrenholz et al. 2008):

where Δt is the time step and fi(x, t) is the particle distri-
bution function that represents the probability of finding 
a particle at node x and time t  with velocity ei . Collision 
operators � are defined by:

(1)fi
(
x + eiΔt, t + Δt

)
= fi(x, t) +�i, i = 0,⋯ 18,

Fig. 1   Fracture aperture dis-
tribution of a smooth and b 
rough fracture and c prob-
ability histogram of apertures. 
Color in (a) and (b) represents 
the fracture aperture (color fig-
ure online)
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where M is a transformation matrix that transforms the 
particle distributions into moment space. The equilibrium 
vector meq is composed of equilibrium moments, and the 
matrix S is a diagonal collision matrix indicating the relaxa-
tion rates (Jiang et al. 2014). We implemented this model 
using advanced memory-saving schemes and parallel-GPU 
techniques to simulate digital fracture systems with a large 
domain and high resolution (Jiang et al. 2014). At the frac-
ture surfaces, bounce-back boundaries (a no-slip scheme 
at fluid–solid interfaces) were implemented. Provision of a 
constant body force from the inlet to the outlet boundaries 
and the periodic boundary along the fracture plane enabled 
us to simulate the fracture flow (Fig. 2). Permeability along 
the fracture was estimated from the macroscopic flow veloc-
ity that was calculated from the particle distribution function 
( fi ). A series of lattice Boltzmann simulations enabled us to 
explore the changes with stress state in permeability and in 
the flow area, defined as the ratio of the area of preferential 
flow paths to the area of the fracture plane (Watanabe et al. 
2009).

Once the lattice Boltzmann simulations yielded estimates 
of the heterogeneous distribution of flow within the fracture, 
we evaluated both the resistivity and the elastic wave velocity 
using the finite-element method, which is a well-established 
method of computing rock properties from three-dimensional 
microstructure (Garboczi 1998; Andrä et al. 2013; Saxena and 
Mavko 2016). Both analyses implemented a periodic boundary 
along the fracture plane. Resistivity in the direction parallel 
to the fracture plane (and the fluid-flow direction) was calcu-
lated from Ohm’s law, where the electric current was simu-
lated from the potential difference between the inlet and outlet 
boundaries. Parameters used in our finite-element modeling 
are summarized in Table 1. For the electrical conductivity 
of the solid, we used the experimental value of Inada granite 
under dry conditions, measured by the four-electrode method 

(2)� = M−1S
[
(Mf ) −meq

]
, with an impedance analyzer (Solartron Analytical, SI 1260A) 

at 10 MHz.
Elastic wave velocity in the direction perpendicular to the 

fracture plane was estimated from the simulated static elas-
ticity under the triaxial stress state. The finite-element analy-
sis of static elasticity enabled us to simulate the elastic wave 
velocity under the low-frequency limit, where a wavelength 
much longer than the fracture aperture was assumed. The 
linear stress–strain relationship is expressed as Hooke’s law:

where Cij is the stiffness tensor (in Voigt notation). �i and 
�j are stress and strain tensors, both of which are solved 
in a finite-element analysis associated with engineered 
strain (Garboczi 1998). Because our fracture models can 
be assumed to be transversely isotropic material along the 
z-axis (perpendicular to the fracture plane), Cij has five inde-
pendent elements (Mavko et al. 2009):

By solving macroscopic stress and strain in the finite-ele-
ment analysis, we can estimate all of the elements of mac-
roscopic stiffness based on Eq. (3). Thus, P-wave velocity 
Vp and S-wave velocity Vs in the direction perpendicular to 
the fracture plane are obtained by:

where d is the average density of the solid and the fluid 
(Table 1). The elastic constants of the solid were taken 
from experimental values; in dry, intact Inada granite under 

(3)�i = Cij�j, i, j = 1,⋯ 6,

(4)Cij =

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

C11 C12 C13 0 0 0

C12 C11 C13 0 0 0

C13 C13 C33 0 0 0

0 0 0 C44 0 0

0 0 0 0 C44 0

0 0 0 0 0
C11−C12

2

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

.

(5)Vp =

√
C33

d
,Vs =

√
C44

d
,

Fig. 2   Model setup of the 
3D digital fracture simula-
tion. Fluid flow and applied 
voltage are defined as par-
allel to the fracture plane, 
whereas elastic wave velocity 
is defined as perpendicular to 
the fracture plane. Both the 
lattice Boltzmann simulation 
and finite-element modeling 
adopt a periodic boundary 
condition
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200 MPa of confining pressure, and measured P- and S-wave 
velocities were 6.14 and 3.42 km/s, respectively.

To explore how geophysical properties vary with vari-
ations in the fluid distribution within fractures, we investi-
gated the correlations between fracture permeability, flow 
area, resistivity, and elastic wave velocity in detail.

3 � Results

3.1 � Changes in Fracture Permeability 
and Preferential Flow with Aperture Closure

Figure 3 shows the three-dimensional fluid-flow paths on the 
smooth and rough fracture surfaces. Flow paths in all models 
are channelized by asperity contacts (i.e., preferential flow 
paths). As the fracture aperture closes, both the flow velocity 
and the number of preferential flow paths decrease. Perme-
ability in each model was calculated from these simulated 
flow velocities for comparison with the experimental results 
(Fig. 4). Our digital fracture simulations closely reproduced 
our experimental results for the smooth (Fig. 4a) and rough 
(Fig. 4b) surfaces. Plots of the logarithmic permeability 
against stress show a change with increasing effective nor-
mal stress from curving trends to linear trends. Figure 4c and 
d shows representative simulation results for the distribution 
of apertures (in grayscale) and associated flow rates (in color 
online) through the smooth and rough fractures, respectively. 
Note that the flows in Fig. 4 represent the vertically summed 
flow rates (perpendicular to the fracture plane), so that the 
three-dimensional flows in rough fracture walls can be pro-
jected on the x–y plane. These flows are then normalized 
with respect to their maximum value, and regions with > 1% 
of the maximum flow rate are visualized to accentuate the 
dominant flow paths. At low stresses, preferential flow paths 
form that cover most of the area with open (non-zero) aper-
tures (images i in Fig. 4). Isolated apertures also form, few 
at first, that are surrounded by contacting asperities (zero 
aperture points), where the fluid is stagnant (white patches 
in Fig. 4c, d).

As stress increases, larger fractions of the fracture sur-
faces are in contact, and hence, the dominant flow paths 
decrease in number. As the dominant flow paths become 
less significant, the flow paths from the inlet to outlet are 
progressively disconnected (images iii and iv in Fig. 4). 
Accordingly, the permeability–stress relationship includes 
a transition: logarithmic permeability changes exponentially 
with stress, while the flow paths are connected (images i 
and ii) and linearly while the flow paths are disconnected 
(images iii and iv). The stress level where this change occurs 
can be defined as the hydraulic percolation threshold �HPT , 
which signifies the creation of continuous flow paths through 
rocks (Guéguen et al. 1997; Kirkby et al. 2016). Roughness 
does not appear to greatly affect this threshold (see Fig. 5a). 
Interestingly, the disconnection of dominant electrical flow 
paths coincides with that of the fluid-flow paths (Fig. 12 in 
Appendix 3), even though electrical flow is spread more dif-
fusely over the fracture than fluid flow (Fig. 13 in Appendix 
3). Note that both hydraulic and electrical flow do not pass 
through the matrix owing to its negligibly low permeability 
and electrical conductivity.

3.2 � Effect of Stress and Asperity Contact

We present the evolution of several rock properties with 
stress changes in Fig. 5. Note that we discuss only P-wave 
velocity here as P- and S-wave velocities show similar ten-
dencies (see Fig. 5c). Permeability and resistivity show a 
linear trend at stresses higher than �HPT , but deviate from 
a linear trend at lower stresses, and neither property dis-
plays any dependence on fracture roughness (Fig. 5a, b). 
Elastic wave velocity varies notably with roughness, and 
unlike the case with porous rocks, there is no clear correla-
tion between velocity and porosity; even at the same porosity 
(for example, ~ 1.2%), P- and S-wave velocities show vari-
ations (Fig. 5c, d).

Contact area increases with increasing stress, and hence, 
the hydro-mechanical properties vary likewise (Jaeger et al. 
2007; Wang and Cardenas 2016); therefore, we examined 
the effect of contact area on rock properties (Fig. 6). Per-
meability and resistivity are strongly correlated with con-
tact area and insensitive to roughness (Fig. 6a, b). Previous 
research has explored the relationship between fracture per-
meability and contact area in synthetic fractures with iden-
tical mean aperture (Zimmerman et al. 1992). Our results, 
from natural rock fractures with different apertures, also 
support a stable relationship between permeability and con-
tact area. In contrast, elastic wave velocity is not a single 
function of contact area, particularly when contact area is 
larger; instead, velocity generally increases with roughness 
(Fig. 6c). Although porosity may partially contribute to this 
velocity variation (Fig. 5c, d), the correlation between them 
appears to be weak. Another difference arising from the 

Table 1   Physical properties used for finite-element modeling of resis-
tivity and elastic wave velocity

a Based on the experimental result of the resistivity measurement 
under dry condition
b For seawater
c Based on P- and S-wave velocity measurements under dry conditions 
and high confining pressure (200 MPa)

Conductivity 
[mS/m]

Bulk modu-
lus [GPa]

Shear modu-
lus [GPa]

Density [kg/m3]

Solid 0.01a 58.6c 31.0c 2650
Fluid 5000b 2.25 0 994
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different roughness characteristics is the size variation of 
fracture asperity contacts. Figure 7 shows the distribution of 
contacting asperities along with their size (in color online) 
in the smooth and rough fractures. Although both fractures 
have almost the same contact area (~ 28%), the rough frac-
ture contains larger asperities than the smooth fracture, and 
the contact area in the smooth fracture consists mostly of 
small asperities. This difference in spatial distribution of the 
asperities also produces the velocity difference. The effect 
of the asperity distribution on the velocity is small when the 
contact area is low, as contacting asperities in both fracture 
surfaces are few and small under these conditions.

3.3 � Relations of Hydraulic and Geophysical 
Properties

We examine the initial hypothesis of the link between 
hydraulic–electrical–elastic properties in the two plots of 
Fig. 8. The relationship of P-wave velocity with logarithmic 
permeability is sensitive to roughness, whereas resistivity 
clearly shows a simple relationship with permeability on a 
log–log basis that does not vary with roughness (Fig. 8a). 
The relationship between logarithmic resistivity and flow 
area (the areal fraction of preferential flow paths, i.e., the 
colored areas in Fig. 4c–d) is also insensitive to roughness 
(Fig. 8b), reflecting the positive correlation between perme-
ability and flow area (Watanabe et al. 2009; Nemoto et al. 
2009). The relationship between P-wave velocity and flow 
area is roughness-dependent when flow areas are below 
60% but not so when flow areas exceed 60% (Fig. 8b). This 

roughness-independent relationship between velocity and 
flow area at flow areas > 60% arises from the roughness 
independence of velocity in the fracture with lower asperity 
contacts (Fig. 6). The transition at ~ 60% flow area coincides 
with the mechanical percolation threshold, as discussed 
below.

4 � Discussion

4.1 � Effect of Roughness on Rock Properties

We observe that all rock properties change markedly at 
elevated stresses that increase fracture asperity contacts. 
Changes in permeability and resistivity with stress (or 
contact area) are insensitive to roughness, whereas the 
change in velocity with stress varies notably with rough-
ness. Permeability and resistivity are generally sensitive 

Fig. 3   Three-dimensional flow paths calculated by the lattice Boltzmann simulation on the surface of the a–c smooth and d–f rough fracture 
under various effective normal stress (σeff). Flow velocity (in color online) is illustrated on the footwall of each fracture surface

Fig. 4   Experimental and simulated fracture permeabilities with 
increasing effective normal stress of the a smooth and b rough frac-
tures and representative images derived from the simulation showing 
fracture flow distribution (color) within the heterogeneous aperture 
distribution (grayscale) with aperture closure of the c smooth and d 
rough fractures. Black and white diamonds in (a) and (b) represent 
experimental and simulated results, respectively. Red diamonds in (a) 
and (b) are the representative results that are illustrated in (c) and (d). 
The normalized flow in (c) and (d) represents the vertical summed 
flow, normalized by the maximum value in each condition, and the 
regions with < 1% of the maximum flow rate are colorless (color fig-
ure online). Dashed red ellipses in (c) and (d) show regions that are 
disconnected from the dominant flow paths

◂
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to pore connectivity (Walsh and Brace 1984; Guéguen and 
Palciauskas 1994), and hence, their roughness-independ-
ent tendencies may imply that connectivity is unlikely to 
change with differences in roughness even at the same 
stress. Although detailed investigations with various sam-
ples are needed to assess the correlation of connectivity 
with these transport properties, the close similarity of the 
percolation threshold �HPT in different roughness models 
also supports our hypothesis. The theoretical study of Zim-
merman et al. (1992) shows that transport properties are 
strongly dependent on the contact area and less sensitive 
to the microstructure. Because the contact area of different 
roughness models is almost the same under similar stress 
conditions in our mated fracture (Table 2  in Appendix 2), 
the roughness independence of transport properties in our 
results may be related to the roughness independence of 
the contact area. The roughness-independent relationship 
between resistivity and permeability (Fig. 8) also suggests 
that at least the mechanisms underlying changes in both 
properties are the same and do not depend on roughness. 
Note that such roughness independences may be limited 
to mated fractures, as the contact area of sheared fractures 

may be found to change with roughness. The slope of the 
resistivity–permeability relationship is related to the tor-
tuosity of the pore structure (Brown 1989). The smaller 
change in resistivity at higher ranges of permeability 
(> 10–11) indicates that tortuosity also changes relatively 
little, whereas the larger change in resistivity at lower per-
meability ranges (< 10–11) implies that tortuosity responds 
dramatically to aperture closure. This change in slope 
marks a transition of the flow pattern. At higher perme-
abilities (images i in Fig. 4), flow paths are largely chan-
nelized and the flow area is sufficient (> 60%), whereas at 
lower permeabilities (images ii–iv in Fig. 4), flow paths 
are sinuous (or have fewer connected channels).

The roughness dependence of the velocity change 
arises mainly from differences in porosity and contact 
area, velocity being higher in samples with lower poros-
ity or larger contact area even at the same stress condition 
(Figs. 5 and 6). In addition, different roughness charac-
teristics produce size variations of the fracture asperity 
contacts, which also affect the velocity difference (Fig. 7). 
On one hand, larger contact sizes generally contribute 
to stiffening the rock (Guéguen and Boutéca 2004), and 
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Fig. 6   Graphs showing changes in a permeability, b resistivity, and 
c elastic wave velocity in relation to the contact area. Gray symbols 
in (c) (green in the online version) represent pairs of data points with 

comparable contact area (~ 28%), whose asperity distributions are 
shown in Fig. 7

Fig. 7   Distribution of asperity 
contacts on the a smooth and b 
rough fractures, both of which 
have a contact area of ~ 28%. Color 
represents the asperity size (color 
figure online)
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hence, elastic energy propagates dominantly in the larger 
asperity due to its high bond energy. On the other hand, 
a large number of small asperities reduce the bulk elastic 
stiffness. In the case of cracked materials, thin cracks (i.e., 
smaller aspect ratio) reduce the bulk elastic energy more 
than stiff cracks (i.e., lower aspect ratio) even at the same 
volume, because the stress strongly concentrates on the 
edges of thin cracks rather than those of stiff cracks (e.g., 
Budiansky and O’connell 1976; Kachanov 1994). Simi-
larly, our fractured sample also shows a stress concentra-
tion on small asperities that are dominant in smooth frac-
tures (Appendix 4). Therefore, we infer that the velocity 
difference (Fig. 6) may also arise from the size variation 
of contacting asperities. Figure 9 depicts our conceptual 
model of roughness-induced variation of asperity contacts 
and possible changes in velocity. Aperture closure with 
increasing stress enlarges asperity contacts, and hence, 
the velocity increases in both smooth and rough fractures 
(Fig. 6). Under higher stress conditions (Fig. 9b and d), 
even at the same stress and similar proportions of contact 
area, the asperity size differs due to the roughness, and 
thus, the roughness dependency of velocity is especially 
marked at higher contact areas. This effect of asperity size 
is small when the contact area is low, as contacting asperi-
ties are few and small under these conditions. Because our 

results also incorporate the porosity effect, further study 
is needed to confirm the effect of asperity distribution on 
velocity by investigations of various natural fractures hav-
ing identical porosity. It may be of interest that permeabil-
ity and resistivity do not vary with the size and distribution 
of asperities, because they are integrated properties (Zim-
merman et al. 1992), which are insensitive to the micro-
scopic structure but sensitive to the macroscopic structure 
(i.e., contact area).

4.2 � Transitions in the Fracture Flow Pattern 
and Associated Changes in Geophysical 
Properties

Although many experimental studies in intact rocks have 
revealed the evolution of rock properties with stress change 
(Brace and Orange 1968; Scholz 2002; Paterson and Wong 
2005), some observations have detected unusual changes 
of rock properties that cannot be explained by these experi-
mental results (Park 1991; Xue et al. 2013). The presence 
of mesoscale fractures may account for these discrepancies. 
To investigate this issue, we compiled our results on the 
evolution of rock properties in single fractures and compared 
them with the changes in flow rate distribution within the 
fracture. These changes in rock properties can be categorized 

Fig. 8   Graphs showing correlations between a permeability and 
geophysical properties and b flow area and geophysical properties. 
Orange diamonds and green circles (color online) represent resistivity 

and P-wave velocity, respectively, and open and solid symbols repre-
sent smooth and rough fractures, respectively
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as roughness-dependent (Fig. 10a) or roughness-independent 
(Fig. 10b).

Elastic wave velocity and flow area are both roughness-
dependent, and thus, we can distinguish separate mechanical 
percolation thresholds for smooth fractures ( �MPT ) and rough 
fractures ( �′

MPT
 ), defined in both cases as the stress at which 

velocity reaches 90% of its maximum value (Fig. 10a). 
Because �MPT is smaller than �′

MPT
 , velocity increases more 

sharply with stress in smooth fractures than in rough frac-
tures. The difference arises from a discrepancy in the het-
erogeneous aperture distribution (Fig. 1c). In cracked rock 
samples, it is well known that a rapid velocity increase with 
stress implies the closure of a dominant set of cracks with 
a similar aspect ratio (i.e., a sharp bend in the aspect ratio 
spectrum), whereas a monotonic increase results from clo-
sure of cracks of various aspect ratios (i.e., a broader bend 
in the aspect ratio spectrum) (Tsuji et al. 2008; Mavko et al. 
2009). By analogy with this model, a more rapid veloc-
ity increase with stress in the smooth fracture may reflect 
a biased distribution of aperture sizes, such that velocity 
increases rapidly with the closure of apertures of the domi-
nant size and changes only slightly afterward. Resistivity 
and permeability are both roughness-independent (Fig. 10b). 

Tendencies of these changes depend on the hydraulic perco-
lation threshold σHPT , which is higher than σMPT (Guéguen 
et al. 1997).

Figure 9c schematically illustrates these changes in rock 
properties as three stages (Stage I–Stage III) defined by tran-
sitions of the fracture flow pattern within a subsurface frac-
ture with increasing stress. At lower stresses, Stage I repre-
sents aperture-dependent flow, where fluid flows within most 
of the void space (the aperture) and the flow area decreases 
as the mean aperture decreases (Fig. 10a). This stage is 
typified by largely connected flow paths and sufficient flow 
area, in which tortuosity is insensitive to stress changes. All 
rock properties change rapidly with increasing stress in this 
stage. Stage II, at stresses higher than �MPT but lower than 
�HPT , represents aperture-independent flow, in which iso-
lated apertures appear and become areas without flow. In 
this stage, tortuosity becomes sensitive to stress change, con-
nected channels decrease, and as a result, flow area decreases 
markedly with increasing stress. Unlike Stage I, the rate of 
decrease in flow area exceeds the decrease in mean aperture 
size (Fig. 10a), suggesting that the fracture flow at this stage 
is not fully characterized by aperture size, but instead is con-
trolled by asperity contacts. Although elastic wave velocity 

Fig. 9   Schematic images of the voxel model of the fracture aperture 
structure and asperity contacts, showing their changes with stress 
for a, b smooth and c, d rough fractures. The apertures are shown in 

blue, matrix in gray, and contacting asperities as black solid boxes 
(color figure online)
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Fig. 10   Schematic diagram of changes with respect to pressure in a 
roughness-dependent properties and b roughness-independent proper-
ties and c schematic images of the three-stage transition of fracture 
flow patterns. All rock physical properties in (a) and (b) are normal-
ized based on our results. Gray lines in (a) represent mechanical per-
colation thresholds �

MPT
 and �′

MPT
 of smooth and rough fractures, 

respectively, which distinguish aperture-dependent and aperture-
independent flows (Stages I and II). The gray line in (b) represents 
the hydraulic percolation threshold �

HPT
 , which represents the bound-

ary between connected flow (Stages I and II) and disconnected flow 
(Stage III)
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remains nearly constant with rising stress, permeability and 
resistivity change exponentially, because flow paths are still 
connected, and thus, these attributes are less sensitive to 
the spatial distribution of asperity contacts. In Stage III, at 
stresses higher than �HPT , flow paths become disconnected 
and result in disconnected flow. In this stage, logarithmic 
permeability and resistivity change linearly with stress, and 
areas without flow become a significant fraction of the frac-
ture area. Because Stage II begins when the velocity ceases 
to change with rising stress, the transition from Stage I to 
II can be detected by velocity monitoring, whereas resistiv-
ity is sensitive to the transition from Stage II to III. This 
means that, if monitoring detects the combination of almost 
constant velocity and exponential change in the logarithmic 
resistivity, it may signal the presence of aperture-independ-
ent (Stage II) flow.

If crustal stress can be considered constant (i.e., on rela-
tively short timescales), then changes in the fracture flow 
pattern with changes in effective normal stress represent 
changes in pore pressure. This finding may show promise in 
two applications. One application involves the evolution of 
fluid flow along faults, which is part of the fault reactivation 
cycle triggered by pore pressure perturbations. Our model of 
Stage I reproduces observations of high permeability (Xue 
et al. 2013; Kinoshita et al. 2015), low resistivity (Mazzella 
and Morrison 1974; Park 1991), and low seismic velocity 
(Brenguier et al. 2008; Taira et al. 2018) resulting from high 
pore pressures associated with earthquakes. The changes 
in elastic wave velocity and permeability from Stage I–II 
(Fig. 10a, b) are in good agreement with observations after 
earthquakes (Xue et al. 2013; Nimiya et al. 2017). Under 
Stage II conditions, a resistivity change of ~ 10–20% (Park 
1991) corresponds to a stress perturbation of 0.2–1.4 MPa, 
and a permeability change of ~ 30–40% (Xue et al. 2013) 
corresponds to a stress perturbation of 0.9–3.2 MPa. More-
over, during Stage II, seismic velocity is nearly constant 
after healing stabilizes the mechanical properties of faults 
(Nimiya et al. 2017). Nevertheless, subsurface fracture flow 
could be changing, because our results show that seismic 
velocity is insensitive to pressure above σMPT . Fault healing 
eventually leads to large areas of little or no flow (Stages II 

and III), where mineral precipitation is favored. Pore pres-
sure changes following earthquakes, triggered by several 
mechanisms such as mineral precipitation (Sibson 1992; 
Tenthorey et al. 2003), lead rapidly to decreases in seismic 
velocity, increases in permeability, and decreases in resistiv-
ity, after which all of these properties recover (Mazzella and 
Morrison 1974; Xue et al. 2013; Taira et al. 2018), which 
suggests that fracture flow patterns return to their initial con-
dition (Stage I). Thus, our inferred transitions in the fracture 
flow pattern may explain how the cycle of earthquake recur-
rence is correlated with geophysical observations, comple-
menting the fault-valve model (Sibson et al. 1988).

The other application involves the changes in produc-
tivity of fluid resources in fractured reservoirs (for exam-
ple, geothermal reservoirs) during development. Because 
increased elastic wave velocity coincides with decreased 
permeability during Stage I, a gradual velocity increase in 
geothermal fields implies a slight decrease in reservoir per-
meability (Taira et al. 2018). If a point is reached where 
velocity remains steady, while resistivity decreases, the frac-
ture flow pattern would be at Stage II or III, where the flow 
area shrinks considerably. A limited flow area could lead to 
poorer thermal performance during a geothermal develop-
ment (Hawkins et al. 2018) and could lower reservoir per-
meability by as much as two orders of magnitude (Fig. 9).

To apply our results to real field locations, we need to 
consider the scale dependencies of rock properties. For exam-
ple, although longer fracture lengths generally mean higher 
roughness values (Brown and Scholz 1985; Power et al. 1987; 
Power and Durham 1997; Jaeger et al. 2007), fracture per-
meability in joints is only partially dependent on fracture 
length (Ishibashi et al. 2015). This suggests that roughness-
independent properties, including resistivity (Fig. 10b), may 
have a weak dependence on fracture length, and thus, resis-
tivity monitoring could be effective for detecting changes in 
hydraulic properties at field scale. On the other hand, elastic 
wave velocity is a roughness-dependent property (Fig. 10a) 
and thus varies with the fracture scale. However, this scaling 
effect on velocity can be modified by considering the ratio of 
the wavelength and the fracture length (Mavko et al. 2009). 
Although our study adopted a zero-frequency assumption for 
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the velocity calculation, the scaling effect on velocity can be 
addressed by considering finite wavelengths. Because finite-
difference time-domain modeling of wave fields in fractured 
media requires more complex assumptions, such as fracture 
compliance (Bakulin et al. 2000; Minato and Ghose 2016; 
Pyrak-Nolte et al. 1990), the scale dependency on velocity 
needs to be further explored.

5 � Conclusions

We investigated the correlated changes in fracture perme-
ability, flow area, resistivity, and elastic wave velocity of 
joints under increasing normal stress by coupling experi-
mental data with digital fracture simulations. We found that 
changes in permeability and resistivity are controlled by 
fluid connectivity, which is more dependent on stress than 
on fracture roughness. The relationship between hydrau-
lic and electrical properties is independent of roughness, 
owing to the roughness independence of fluid connectivity 
(as expressed by the hydraulic percolation threshold). The 
roughness dependence of elastic wave velocity arises from 
spatial distributions of contacting asperities as well as the 
roughness dependency of porosity. These relationships show 
promise for improving geophysical interpretations. Our lat-
tice Boltzmann fluid-flow simulation revealed that the frac-
ture flow pattern undergoes transitions through three stages 
as effective normal stress increases: aperture-dependent flow 
(Stage I), aperture-independent flow (Stage II), and discon-
nected flow (Stage III). Elastic wave velocity may be a useful 
indicator of the Stage I–II transition, and resistivity may be 
a sensitive indicator of the Stage II–III transition. The rela-
tionships we have revealed may enable geological regimes 
associated with stress changes, such as seismogenic zones 
and geothermal reservoirs, to be monitored remotely on the 
basis of their geophysical properties.

Appendix 1: Effect of Voxel Size

The voxel size potentially affects the absolute value of per-
meability and resistivity, because these quantities are sensi-
tive to the connectivity of the local aperture. To check this 
possible effect of voxel size, we analyzed the permeability 

and resistivity of models with different voxel sizes, preparing 
48 mm × 48 mm fracture models from the rough fracture sur-
faces using cubic systems with 0.05 mm, 0.1 mm, and 0.2 mm 
voxels. Figure 11 plots the permeability and resistivity against 
the contact area from the models of each voxel size. Although 
voxel size affects permeability to some degree, the maximum 
difference between the results with 0.05 mm and 0.1 mm vox-
els is less than half an order of magnitude (Fig. 11a). The dif-
ference in resistivity is much smaller (Fig. 11b). Notably, the 
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Fig. 11   Graphs showing a permeability and b resistivity with differ-
ent sizes of voxel. Open diamonds, solid diamonds, and open circles 
represent the results from 0.2, 0.1, and 0.05 mm voxel sizes, respec-
tively
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Table 2   Summary of simulation 
results: σeff is the effective 
normal stress, φ is the porosity, 
kf is the fracture permeability, 
and ρ is the electrical resistivity

The smooth fracture at σeff = 12.7  MPa and the rough fracture at σeff = 4.76  MPa have similar porosity 
(1.19%), but differ in velocity (Vp) by 0.11 km/s. Similarly, the smooth fracture at σeff = 2.87 MPa and the 
rough fracture at σeff = 3.79 MPa have similar contact area (~ 28%), but differ in velocity (Vp) by 0.32 km/s

σeff Mean aperture Contact area φ log10kf Flow area log10ρ Vp Vs

[MPa] [mm] [%] [%] [m2] [%] [Ω m] [km/s] [km/s]

Smooth fracture
0.165 0.238 1.66 2.91 − 10.4 95.3 1.16 4.12 2.30
0.654 0.178 9.41 2.20 − 10.8 77.4 1.44 4.42 2.79
1.14 0.158 15.4 1.96 − 11.0 61.0 1.63 4.54 2.88
2.07 0.139 23.4 1.73 − 11.3 49.4 1.88 4.67 2.97
2.87 0.130 28.1 1.61 − 11.4 41.2 2.04 4.74 3.01
4.05 0.121 33.0 1.50 − 11.5 32.8 2.18 4.80 3.05
5.83 0.112 38.2 1.39 − 11.6 25.0 2.39 4.87 3.09
8.54 0.103 43.5 1.28 − 11.8 19.3 2.53 4.95 3.12
12.7 0.0951 48.6 1.19 − 11.9 12.4 2.67 5.01 3.15
19.1 0.0873 53.5 1.10 − 12.1 7.12 2.82 5.08 3.17
28.7 0.0801 58.0 1.01 − 12.3 5.57 3.06 5.14 3.19
Rough fracture
0.208 0.330 2.91 2.32 − 10.2 87.6 1.30 4.20 2.37
1.07 0.233 13.4 1.64 − 10.8 59.8 1.57 4.66 2.91
3.02 0.187 25.2 1.32 − 11.2 43.3 2.00 5.01 3.12
3.79 0.178 28.3 1.25 − 11.3 34.4 2.11 5.06 3.15
4.76 0.169 31.5 1.19 − 11.4 33.6 2.20 5.12 3.17
6.00 0.161 34.9 1.14 − 11.5 33.6 2.27 5.16 3.19
7.55 0.154 38.4 1.09 − 11.6 25.8 2.36 5.20 3.21
9.55 0.146 42.0 1.04 − 11.7 26.6 2.45 5.24 3.22
12.1 0.139 45.6 0.984 − 11.9 22.0 2.62 5.29 3.22
15.5 0.132 49.4 0.933 − 12.0 18.8 2.81 5.29 3.22
20.0 0.125 53.2 0.884 − 12.1 10.8 2.94 5.34 3.22
25.9 0.118 57.0 0.836 − 12.3 14.2 3.03 5.41 3.21

models with 0.05 mm and 0.1 mm voxel sizes show similar 
trends in both cases of permeability and resistivity. Because 
the computational cost is prohibitive at our original fracture 
size (48 mm × 72 mm) in a 0.1 mm cubic system, we conclude 
that the 0.1 mm voxel size is suitable for our qualitative inter-
pretations of permeability and resistivity.

Appendix 2: Supplementary Material

Table 2 summarizes the simulation results. Movie files 
of the lattice Boltzmann simulations can be found online.

Appendix 3: Local Electrical Flow

The local electrical flows are visualized in Fig. 12 in the 
same fashion as the fluid-flow paths in Fig. 4 in the main 
text. The flow in Fig. 12 shows vertically summed electric 
currents (perpendicular to the fracture plane), normalized 
with respect to their maximum value. Regions with > 1% 
of the maximum electric current are visualized to accen-
tuate the dominant paths. Although the trend of transient 
changes of electrical flow with aperture closure is similar 
to that of fluid flow, electrical flow is spread more dif-
fusely over the fracture than fluid flow (Brown 1989). 
From these results, the conductive area is calculated, 
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Fig. 12   Local electrical flow distribution (color) within the heteroge-
neous aperture distribution (grayscale) with aperture closure of the a 
smooth and b rough fractures. Images i–iv are representative results 
at the same stress conditions as in Fig.  4. The normalized electric 
current represents the vertical summed electric current, normalized 

by the maximum value in each condition, and the regions with < 1% 
of the maximum electric current are colorless (color figure online). 
Dashed red ellipse shows a regions that are disconnected from the 
dominant paths
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Fig. 13   Graphs showing changes in flow area (blue symbol) and con-
ductive area (orange symbol) in relation to effective normal stress. 
Open and closed diamonds show the results from smooth and rough 
fractures, respectively

defined as the ratio of the area of dominant electrical flow 
paths to the area of the fracture plane (colored area in 
Fig. 12). Figure 13, which plots the evolution of both the 
conductive area and flow area at elevated stress, clearly 
shows that conductive area is slightly greater than flow 
area in both smooth and rough fractures. It is notable 
that the disconnection of dominant electrical flow paths 
coincides with that of the fluid-flow paths (i.e., hydraulic 
percolation threshold).

Appendix 4: Stress Concentration on Small 
Asperities

To reveal the effect of asperity size on the stress concentra-
tion, we visualized the local distribution of stress perpendic-
ular to the fracture plane ( �3 ). Figures 14 shows the distribu-
tion of �3 at the same condition as Fig. 7 (contact area ~ 28%) 
in smooth and rough fractures. The stress value is normal-
ized by its average and visualized only in asperities. In both 
cases, the stress concentrates strongly on smaller asperities, 

Fig. 14   Local distribution of 
stress (color) across the frac-
ture plane in contact areas at the 
same condition as Fig.  7 (con-
tact area ~ 28%) of the a smooth 
and b rough fractures and c his-
togram of asperity size in the 
smooth (black) and rough (white) 
fractures (color figure online)
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whereas the stress across larger asperities is relatively small. 
Smaller asperities are more dominant in the smooth fracture 
case (Fig. 14c).

Acknowledgements  Authors acknowledge I. Katayama and K. Yam-
ada (Hiroshima University) for fruitful discussions and conducting 
the velocity measurement and T. Ikeda, O. Nishizawa and J. Nishi-
jima (Kyushu University) for fruitful discussions. We also gratefully 
acknowledge insightful suggestions to improve the manuscript by the 
associate editor and the anonymous reviewer. This study was sup-
ported in part by the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS) 
through a Grant-in-Aid for JSPS Fellows, JP19J10125 (to K.S.), Grant-
in-Aid for Young Scientists, JP19K15100 (to F.J.), and Grant-in-Aid 
for Challenging Exploratory Research, JP20K20948 (to T.T.). We are 
also grateful for the support of the International Institute for Carbon 
Neutral Energy Research (I2CNER), which is sponsored by the World 
Premier International Research Center Initiative of the Ministry of Edu-
cation, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT), Japan. All 
simulation results are summarized in an appendix. The digital fracture 
data are available online from http://geoth​ermic​s.mine.kyush​u-u.ac.jp/
saway​ama/rmre2​020 and from the Digital Rocks Portal (http://www.
digit​alroc​kspor​tal.org/proje​cts/273).

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http://creat​iveco​mmons​.org/licen​ses/by/4.0/.

References

Ahrenholz B, Tölke J, Lehmann P, Peters A, Kaestner A, Krafczyk M, 
Durner W (2008) Prediction of capillary hysteresis in a porous 
material using lattice-Boltzmann methods and comparison to 
experimental data and a morphological pore network model. Adv 
Water Resour 31(9):1151–1173. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.advwa​
tres.2008.03.009

Andrä H, Combaret N, Dvorkin J, Glatt E, Han J, Kabel M et al (2013) 
Digital rock physics benchmarks—part II: computing effective 
properties. Comput Geosci 50:33–43. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cageo​.2012.09.008

Bakulin A, Grechka V, Tsvankin I (2000) Estimation of fracture param-
eters from reflection seismic data—Part II: fractured models with 
orthorhombic symmetry. Geophysics 65(6):1803–1817. https​://
doi.org/10.1190/1.14448​64

Brace WF, Orange AS (1968) Electrical resistivity changes in satu-
rated rocks during fracture and frictional sliding. J Geophys Res 
73(4):1433–1445. https​://doi.org/10.1029/JB073​i004p​01433​

Brenguier F, Campillo M, Hadziioannou C, Shapiro NM, Nadeau RM, 
Larose E (2008) Postseismic relaxation along the san andreas fault 
at parkfield from continuous seismological observations. Science 
321(5895):1478–1481. https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.11609​43

Brown SR (1989) Transport of fluid and electric current through a 
single fracture. J Geophys Res 94(B7):9429–9438. https​://doi.
org/10.1029/JB094​iB07p​09429​

Brown SR (1995) Simple mathematical model of a rough frac-
ture. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 100:5941–5952. https​://doi.
org/10.1029/94JB0​3262

Brown SR, Scholz CH (1985) Broad bandwidth study of the topog-
raphy of natural rock surfaces. J Geophys Res 90(B14):12575–
12582. https​://doi.org/10.1029/JB090​iB14p​12575​

Budiansky B, O’connell RJ (1976) Elastic moduli of a cracked solid. 
Int J Solids Struct 12:81–97. https​://doi.org/10.1016/0020-
7683(76)90044​-5

Chen Y, Liang W, Lian H, Yang J, Nguyen VP (2017) Experimental 
study on the effect of fracture geometric characteristics on the 
permeability in deformable rough-walled fractures. Int J Rock 
Mech Min Sci 98:121–140. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrmm​
s.2017.07.003

Choi MK, Bobet A, Pyrak-Nolte LJ (2013) The effect of surface 
roughness and mixed-mode loading on the stiffness ratio κx/
κz for fractures. Geophysics 79(5):D319–D331. https​://doi.
org/10.1190/GEO20​13-0438.1

Didana YL, Heinson G, Thiel S, Krieger L (2017) Magnetotellu-
ric monitoring of permeability enhancement at enhanced geo-
thermal system project. Geothermics 66:23–38. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/j.geoth​ermic​s.2016.11.005

Garboczi EJ (1998) Finite element and finite difference programs for 
computing the linear electric and elastic properties of digital 
image of random materials. Natl Inst Stand Technol Interag 
Rep 6269:1

Guéguen Y, Boutéca M (2004) Mechanics of fluid-saturated rocks. 
Academic Press, Boston

Guéguen Y, Palciauskas V (1994) Introduction to the physics of 
rocks. Princeton University Press, Princeton

Guéguen Y, Chelidze T, Le Ravalec M (1997) Microstructures, 
percolation thresholds, and rock physical properties. Tec-
tonophysics 279(1–4):23–35. https​://doi.org/10.1016/S0040​
-1951(97)00132​-7

Gunasekera RC, Foulger GR, Julian BR (2003) Reservoir depletion 
at The Geysers geothermal area, California, shown by four-
dimensional seismic tomography. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 
108(B3):1–11. https​://doi.org/10.1029/2001j​b0006​38

Hawkins AJ, Becker MW, Tester JW (2018) Inert and adsorp-
tive tracer tests for field measurement of flow-wetted sur-
face area. Water Resour Res 54(8):5341–5358. https​://doi.
org/10.1029/2017W​R0219​10

He X, Luo LS (1997) Lattice boltzmann model for the incompress-
ible navier-stokes equation. J Stat Phys 88(3–4):927–944. https​
://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOSS.00000​15179​.12689​.e4

Ishibashi T, Watanabe N, Hirano N, Okamoto A, Tsuchiya N (2015) 
Beyond-laboratory-scale prediction for channeling flows through 
subsurface rock fractures with heterogeneous aperture distribu-
tions revealed by laboratory evaluation. J Geophys Res Solid 
Earth 120(1):106–124. https​://doi.org/10.1002/2014J​B0115​55

Jaeger J, Cook NG, Zimmerman R (2007) Fundamentals of rock 
mechanics, 4th edn. Wiley-Blackwell, New Jersey

Jiang F, Tsuji T, Hu C (2014) Elucidating the role of interfacial tension 
for hydrological properties of two-phase flow in natural sandstone 
by an improved lattice boltzmann method. Transp Porous Media 
104(1):205–229. https​://doi.org/10.1007/s1124​2-014-0329-0

Kachanov M (1994) Elastic solids with many cracks and related prob-
lems. In: John WH, Theodore YW (eds) Advances in applied 
mechanics. Elsevier, New York, pp 259–445

Kinoshita C, Kano Y, Ito H (2015) Shallow crustal permeability 
enhancement in central Japan due to the 2011 Tohoku earthquake. 
Geophys Res Lett 42(3):773–780. https​://doi.org/10.1002/2014G​
L0627​92

Kirkby A, Heinson G, Krieger L (2016) Relating permeability and 
electrical resistivity in fractures using random resistor network 

http://geothermics.mine.kyushu-u.ac.jp/sawayama/rmre2020
http://geothermics.mine.kyushu-u.ac.jp/sawayama/rmre2020
http://www.digitalrocksportal.org/projects/273
http://www.digitalrocksportal.org/projects/273
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.advwatres.2008.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.advwatres.2008.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2012.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2012.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1190/1.1444864
https://doi.org/10.1190/1.1444864
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB073i004p01433
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1160943
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB094iB07p09429
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB094iB07p09429
https://doi.org/10.1029/94JB03262
https://doi.org/10.1029/94JB03262
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB090iB14p12575
https://doi.org/10.1016/0020-7683(76)90044-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0020-7683(76)90044-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrmms.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrmms.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1190/GEO2013-0438.1
https://doi.org/10.1190/GEO2013-0438.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geothermics.2016.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geothermics.2016.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0040-1951(97)00132-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0040-1951(97)00132-7
https://doi.org/10.1029/2001jb000638
https://doi.org/10.1029/2017WR021910
https://doi.org/10.1029/2017WR021910
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOSS.0000015179.12689.e4
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOSS.0000015179.12689.e4
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014JB011555
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11242-014-0329-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014GL062792
https://doi.org/10.1002/2014GL062792


2163Relating Hydraulic–Electrical–Elastic Properties of Natural Rock Fractures at Elevated Stress…

1 3

models. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 121(3):1546–1564. https​://
doi.org/10.1002/2015J​B0125​41

Kranz RL, Frankel AD, Engelder T, Scholz CH (1979) The perme-
ability of whole and jointed Barre Granite. Int J Rock Mech Min 
Sci Geomech Abstr 16(4):225–234. https​://doi.org/10.1016/0148-
9062(79)91197​-5

Manga M, Beresnev I, Brodsky EE, Elkhoury JE, Elsworth D, Ingeb-
ritsen SE et al (2012) Changes in permeability caused by transient 
stresses: field observations, experiments, and mechanisms. Rev 
Geophys 50(2):1–24. https​://doi.org/10.1029/2011R​G0003​82

Mavko G, Mukerji T, Dvorkin J (2009) The rock physics handbook: 
tools for seismic analysis of porous media, 2nd edn. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge

Mazzella A, Morrison HF (1974) Electrical resistivity varia-
tions associated with earthquakes on the san andreas fault. 
Science 185(4154):855–857. https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​
ce.185.4154.855

Minato S, Ghose R (2016) Enhanced characterization of fracture 
compliance heterogeneity using multiple reflections and data-
driven Green’s function retrieval. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 
121(4):2813–2836. https​://doi.org/10.1002/2015J​B0125​87

Nara Y, George P, Yoneda T, Kaneko K (2011) Influence of macro-
fractures and micro-fractures on permeability and elastic wave 
velocities in basalt at elevated pressure. Tectonophysics 503(1–
2):52–59. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.tecto​.2010.09.027

Nemoto K, Watanabe N, Hirano N, Tsuchiya N (2009) Direct measure-
ment of contact area and stress dependence of anisotropic flow 
through rock fracture with heterogeneous aperture distribution. 
Earth Planet Sci Lett 281(1–2):81–87. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.
epsl.2009.02.005

Nimiya H, Ikeda T, Tsuji T (2017) Spatial and temporal seismic veloc-
ity changes on Kyushu Island during the 2016 Kumamoto earth-
quake. Sci Adv 3(11):e1700813. https​://doi.org/10.1126/sciad​
v.17008​13

Park SK (1991) Monitoring resistivity changes prior to earthquakes 
in Parkfield, California, with telluric arrays. J Geophys Res Solid 
Earth 96(B9):14211–14237. https​://doi.org/10.1029/91JB0​1228

Paterson MS, Wong T (2005) Experimental rock deformation: the brit-
tle field, 2nd edn. Springer, New York

Peacock JR, Thiel S, Reid P, Heinson G (2012) Magnetotelluric 
monitoring of a fluid injection: example from an enhanced 
geothermal system. Geophys Res Lett 39(18):3–7. https​://doi.
org/10.1029/2012G​L0530​80

Peacock JR, Thiel S, Heinson GS, Reid P (2013) Time-lapse magneto-
telluric monitoring of an enhanced geothermal system. Geophys-
ics 78(3):B121–B130. https​://doi.org/10.1190/geo20​12-0275.1

Petrovitch CL, Nolte DD, Pyrak-Nolte LJ (2013) Scaling of fluid flow 
versus fracture stiffness. Geophys Res Lett 40(10):2076–2080. 
https​://doi.org/10.1002/grl.50479​

Petrovitch CL, Pyrak-Nolte LJ, Nolte DD (2014) Combined scal-
ing of fluid flow and seismic stiffness in single fractures. Rock 
Mech Rock Eng 47(5):1613–1623. https​://doi.org/10.1007/s0060​
3-014-0591-z

Power WL, Durham WB (1997) Topography of natural and artificial 
fractures in granitic rocks: Implications for studies of rock fric-
tion and fluid migration. Int J Rock Mech Min Sci 34(6):979–989. 
https​://doi.org/10.1016/S1365​-1609(97)80007​-X

Power WL, Tullis TE, Brown SR, Boitnott GN, Scholz CH (1987) 
Roughness of natural fault surfaces. Geophys Res Lett 14(1):29–
32. https​://doi.org/10.1029/GL014​i001p​00029​

Pyrak-Nolte LJ, Morris JP (2000) Single fractures under normal 
stress: the relation between fracture specific stiffness and fluid 
flow. Int J Rock Mech Min Sci 37(1–2):245–262. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/S1365​-1609(99)00104​-5

Pyrak-Nolte LJ, Nolte DD (2016) Approaching a universal scaling 
relationship between fracture stiffness and fluid flow. Nat Com-
mun 7(1):10663. https​://doi.org/10.1038/ncomm​s1066​3

Pyrak-Nolte LJ, Myer LR, Cook NGW (1990) Transmission of 
seismic waves across single natural fractures. J Geophys Res 
95(B6):8617–8638. https​://doi.org/10.1029/JB095​iB06p​08617​

Raven KG, Gale JE (1985) Water flow in a natural rock fracture as 
a function of stress and sample size. Int J Rock Mech Min Sci 
Geomech Abstr 22(4):251–261. https​://doi.org/10.1016/0148-
9062(85)92952​-3

Sain R, Mukerji T, Mavko G (2014) How computational rock-physics 
tools can be used to simulate geologic processes, understand pore-
scale heterogeneity, and refine theoretical models. Lead Edge 
33(3):324–334. https​://doi.org/10.1190/tle33​03032​4.1

Saxena N, Mavko G (2016) Estimating elastic moduli of rocks from 
thin sections: digital rock study of 3D properties from 2D 
images. Comput Geosci 88:9–21. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo​
.2015.12.008

Scholz CH (2002) The mechanics of earthquakes and faulting, 2nd edn. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Sibson RH (1992) Implications of fault-valve behaviour for rupture 
nucleation and recurrence. Tectonophysics 211(1–4):283–293. 
https​://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(92)90065​-E

Sibson RH, Robert F, Poulsen KH (1988) High-angle reverse faults, 
fluid-pressure cycling, and mesothermal gold-quartz depos-
its. Geology 16(6):551–555. https​://doi.org/10.1130/0091-
7613(1988)016%3c055​1:HARFF​P%3e2.3.CO;2

Stesky RM (1986) Electrical conductivity of brine-saturated 
fractured rock. Geophysics 51(8):1585–1593. https​://doi.
org/10.1190/1.14422​09

Taira T, Nayak A, Brenguier F, Manga M (2018) Monitoring reservoir 
response to earthquakes and fluid extraction, Salton Sea geother-
mal field. Calif Sci Adv 4(1):e1701536. https​://doi.org/10.1126/
sciad​v.17015​36

Tenthorey E, Cox SF, Todd HF (2003) Evolution of strength recov-
ery and permeability during fluid–rock reaction in experimental 
fault zones. Earth Planet Sci Lett 206(1–2):161–172. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/S0012​-821X(02)01082​-8

Thompson ME, Brown SR (1991) The effect of anisotropic surface 
roughness on flow and transport in fractures. J Geophys Res 
96(B13):21923–21932. https​://doi.org/10.1029/91jb0​2252

Tsuji T, Tokuyama H, Costa Pisani P, Moore G (2008) Effective stress 
and pore pressure in the Nankai accretionary prism off the Muroto 
Peninsula, southwestern Japan. J Geophys Res 113(B11):B11401. 
https​://doi.org/10.1029/2007J​B0050​02

Tsuji T, Ikeda T, Jiang F (2019) Evolution of hydraulic and elastic 
properties of reservoir rocks due to mineral precipitation in 
CO2 geological storage. Comput Geosci 126:84–95. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cageo​.2019.02.005

Vogler D, Settgast RR, Annavarapu C, Madonna C, Bayer P, Amann F 
(2018) Experiments and simulations of fully hydro-mechanically 
coupled response of rough fractures exposed to high-pressure fluid 
injection. J Geophys Res Solid Earth 123(2):1186–1200. https​://
doi.org/10.1002/2017J​B0150​57

Volik S, Mourzenko VV, Thovert JF, Adler PM (1997) Thermal con-
ductivity of a single fracture. Transp Porous Media 27(3):305–
326. https​://doi.org/10.1023/A:10065​85510​976

Walsh JB, Brace WF (1984) The effect of pressure on porosity and the 
transport properties of rock. J Geophys Res 89(B11):9425–9431. 
https​://doi.org/10.1029/JB089​iB11p​09425​

Wang L, Cardenas MB (2016) Development of an empirical model 
relating permeability and specific stiffness for rough fractures 
from numerical deformation experiments. J Geophys Res Solid 
Earth 121(7):4977–4989. https​://doi.org/10.1002/2016J​B0130​04

Watanabe N, Hirano N, Tsuchiya N (2008) Determination of aper-
ture structure and fluid flow in a rock fracture by high-resolution 

https://doi.org/10.1002/2015JB012541
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015JB012541
https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-9062(79)91197-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-9062(79)91197-5
https://doi.org/10.1029/2011RG000382
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4154.855
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4154.855
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015JB012587
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tecto.2010.09.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2009.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1700813
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1700813
https://doi.org/10.1029/91JB01228
https://doi.org/10.1029/2012GL053080
https://doi.org/10.1029/2012GL053080
https://doi.org/10.1190/geo2012-0275.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/grl.50479
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00603-014-0591-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00603-014-0591-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1365-1609(97)80007-X
https://doi.org/10.1029/GL014i001p00029
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1365-1609(99)00104-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1365-1609(99)00104-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms10663
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB095iB06p08617
https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-9062(85)92952-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0148-9062(85)92952-3
https://doi.org/10.1190/tle33030324.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2015.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2015.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/0040-1951(92)90065-E
https://doi.org/10.1130/0091-7613(1988)016%3c0551:HARFFP%3e2.3.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1130/0091-7613(1988)016%3c0551:HARFFP%3e2.3.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1190/1.1442209
https://doi.org/10.1190/1.1442209
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1701536
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1701536
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(02)01082-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0012-821X(02)01082-8
https://doi.org/10.1029/91jb02252
https://doi.org/10.1029/2007JB005002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2019.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2019.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JB015057
https://doi.org/10.1002/2017JB015057
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006585510976
https://doi.org/10.1029/JB089iB11p09425
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JB013004


2164	 K. Sawayama et al.

1 3

numerical modeling on the basis of a flow-through experiment 
under confining pressure. Water Resour Res 44(6):1–11. https​://
doi.org/10.1029/2006W​R0054​11

Watanabe N, Hirano N, Tsuchiya N (2009) Diversity of channeling 
flow in heterogeneous aperture distribution inferred from inte-
grated experimental-numerical analysis on flow through shear 
fracture in granite. J Geophys Res 114:B04208. https​://doi.
org/10.1029/2008J​B0059​59

Witherspoon PA, Wang JSY, Iwai K, Gale JE (1980) Validity of Cubic 
Law for fluid flow in a deformable rock fracture. Water Resour 
Res 16(6):1016–1024. https​://doi.org/10.1029/WR016​i006p​01016​

Xue L, Li HB, Brodsky EE, Xu ZQ, Kano Y, Wang H et al (2013) 
Continuous permeability measurements record healing inside the 
wenchuan earthquake fault zone. Science 340(6140):1555–1559. 
https​://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.12372​37

Zimmerman RW, Chen DW, Cook NGW (1992) The effect of contact 
area on the permeability of fractures. J Hydrol 139(1–4):79–96. 
https​://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1694(92)90196​-3

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1029/2006WR005411
https://doi.org/10.1029/2006WR005411
https://doi.org/10.1029/2008JB005959
https://doi.org/10.1029/2008JB005959
https://doi.org/10.1029/WR016i006p01016
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1237237
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1694(92)90196-3

	Relating Hydraulic–Electrical–Elastic Properties of Natural Rock Fractures at Elevated Stress and Associated Transient Changes of Fracture Flow
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Sample and Experimental Procedure
	2.2 Numerical Simulation

	3 Results
	3.1 Changes in Fracture Permeability and Preferential Flow with Aperture Closure
	3.2 Effect of Stress and Asperity Contact
	3.3 Relations of Hydraulic and Geophysical Properties

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Effect of Roughness on Rock Properties
	4.2 Transitions in the Fracture Flow Pattern and Associated Changes in Geophysical Properties

	5 Conclusions
	Acknowledgements 
	References




