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Abstract
Pressure reduction following uplift may lead to dissociation of gas hydrates. The dynam-
ics of hydrate dissociation in such settings, however, are poorly understood. We used 
TOUGH+HYDRATE to investigate the response of gas hydrates to an uplift of 0.009 
myr−1 over the last 8 kyrs, the approximate end of the postglacial sea-level rise. Geologi-
cal parameters for the simulations are based on hydrate deposits from the Nankai Trough 
subduction zone. Our results suggest stabilisation from endothermic cooling, elevated 
pore pressure, and pore water freshening significantly slows hydrate dissociation such that 
the hydrate remains in place at its pre-uplift level. A shallower hydrate layer forms from 
upward-migrating gas when assuming moderate to high permeability (10−15 and 10−13 m 2 ), 
while gas remains trapped for low permeability (10−17 m 2 ). In the latter case, we predict 
elevated pore pressure with potential implications for seafloor stability. Our findings sug-
gest that following uplift, hydrates may exist outside the predicted regional gas hydrate 
stability field for thousands of years.
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1  Introduction

Gas hydrates are naturally occurring ice-like solids, rich in carbon, e.g. methane gas (Sloan 
and Koh 2007). Methane hydrates sourced from biogenic methane gas are the common-
est form of gas hydrates and are commonly found in high-pressure and low-temperature 
regions such as the permafrost and oceanic sediment pore spaces of continental margins 
(Kvenvolden and Lorenson 2001; Hester and Brewer 2009). According to Milkov (2004) 
and Boswell and Collett (2011), the estimated amount of carbon found in methane hydrates 
exceeds that of conventional fossil fuel accumulations, potentially making gas hydrates an 
energy source. However, a change in the thermodynamic conditions for gas hydrate sta-
bility could lead to the release of large amounts of methane, thereby affecting seafloor 
stability, global carbon cycle, and climate (Dickens 2001; Nisbet and Chappellaz 2009; 
Dessandier et al. 2020).

The base of the gas hydrate stability zone (BHSZ) is often marked by bottom simulating 
reflections (BSRs) in seismic profiles, usually caused by the presence of free gas (Singh 
et al. 1993; Rajput and Thakur 2016). The BHSZ constitutes the depth at which the geo-
thermal gradient and pressure profile cross the gas hydrate phase boundary and thus should 
only occur at a single depth beneath the seafloor. However, double or multiple BSR(s) have 
been interpreted at several locations, e.g. Nankai Trough (Foucher et  al. 2002). Further-
more, it is generally thought that double or multiple BSR(s) form when gas remain trapped 
at the paleo-BHSZ because of the low relative permeability of fine-grained sediments (Judd 
and Hovland 2009). They could also be associated with thermogenic gas, i.e. gas hydrates 
containing methane gas and significant quantities of higher hydrocarbons, e.g. propane 
(Geletti and Busetti 2011) and diagenetic positive-polarity BSRs (Berndt et  al. 2004) at 
some locations. In addition, gas hydrates related to double or multiple BSR(s) have also 
been linked to geological processes associated with pressure-temperature changes, e.g. 
glacial cycle (Bangs et al. 2005; Davies et al. 2012), bottom-water warming (Bangs et al. 
2005), sedimentation pulse (Zander et al. 2017), and uplift (Foucher et al. 2002).

Goto et al. (2016) recently simulated the effect of endothermic cooling from gas hydrate 
dissociation following depressurisation from tectonic uplift using a temporal thermal 
sink without modelling gas hydrate dissociation itself. Results predict a significant slow-
down of gas hydrate dissociation over thousands of years. Unlike the Goto et  al. (2016) 
study, here we studied the full response of a gas hydrates system using a vertical 1-D 
TOUGH+HYDRATE v1.5 (“T+H” thereafter) model (Moridis and Pruess 2016; Moridis 
2016a) to model gas hydrate dissociation during uplift. This computationally efficient 1-D 
approach for our conceptual studies allowed for adequate models of fluid pressure changes 
and fluid flow in the sediment column and testing of a large number of models.

2 � Model Approach

The T+H simulator is an established integral finite difference method simulator developed 
for the analysis of coupled flow, thermal, and geomechanical processes associated with the 
formation and dissociation of hydrates in geologic media (Narasimhan and Witherspoon 
1976; Moridis and Pruess 2016; Moridis 2016a). It also accounts for all known flow, physi-
cal, chemical, and thermodynamic processes associated with the behaviour of hydrate-
bearing systems, where Darcy’s law is valid. In this study, our simulated systems are based 
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on a subducting region known to have experienced tectonic uplift, the Nankai Trough 
offshore Japan. We chose this location because of the availability of relatively well con-
strained input parameters and for comparison with previous studies (Foucher et al. 2002; 
Fujii et al. 2016; Goto et al. 2016). Our results, however, are generally applicable to other 
hydrate settings worldwide locations that are subducting, double or multiple BSR(s) and 
uplift as been observed, such as the Hikurangi Margin offshore of New Zealand (Pecher 
et al. 2014, 2017).

2.1 � Model Setup

In our conceptual study, we modelled vertical homogenous 1-D sediment columns and 
assumed that we initialise for an unconsolidated, unlithified, soft, fully water-saturated 
marine sediment, and with zero cohesion and tensile strength at a water depth of 600 m, 
a geothermal gradient of 35 ◦C/km (Foucher et al. 2002), and at a sea floor temperature 
of 3.5 ◦ C (Fujii et al. 2016). We also assumed that the initial porosities and intrinsic per-
meabilities of the sediment columns are constant, like for previous studies (Reagan and 
Moridis 2008; Liu and Flemings 2009; Thatcher et al. 2013; Marín-Moreno et al. 2015a). 
In addition, the equilibrium dissociation and formation model was used to account for heat 
and mass components (water, methane gas, hydrate, and salt) partitioned among four pos-
sible phases (gas phase, liquid phase, ice phase and hydrate phase). Using the kinetic or 
equilibrium hydrate dissociation and formation model should not make much difference 
because of the time scale of our problem (Moridis and Pruess 2016; Moridis 2016a).

We model the sediment column from the seafloor 0 m (top boundary) to a depth of 
1000 m (base boundary) with a 1-D grid of 1,000 elements, using a mesh generator for 
T+H code called MESHMAKER v1.5 (Moridis 2016b). The elements increase in size with 
depth, ranging from 0.1 m at the seafloor to 3.711 m at z = 1,000 m. The entire column is 
equilibrated to initial steady state conditions to ensure stable temperature and hydrostatic 
pressure distributions and aqueous methane concentrations that correspond to the condi-
tions at the selected depth and temperature (Moridis and Pruess 2016; Moridis 2016a), 
with a uniform hydrate saturation ( SH ) of 20% within a 20 m-thick hydrate bearing zone 
above the BHSZ at 160 m, measurement below the seafloor (mbsl), see Fig.  1. Similar 
input values were used in Goto et al. (2016). 20% is a realistic value for gas-hydrate bear-
ing sands on the Nankai Trough (e.g.Saeki (2008), where saturations of up to 80% were 
observed (e.g. Matsumoto et al. (2004). We also modelled low- and high-end concentra-
tions of 5% and 50%, respectively.

The top and bottom boundary grid cells of our models were closed, i.e. the bound-
ary conditions were not at constant pressure and temperature. The bottom has a fixed 
source of heat at 60 mW/m2 Goto et  al. (2016) and fluid flow (saline water) at 1 mm/
yr ( 3.428 ⋅ 10−7mol∕m2s ) (Pecher et  al. 2010), to simulate heat transfer via conduction 
and advective heat flow typical to subduction zone sediments. To determine the specific 
enthalpy of the saline water, we setup a simulation with a single grid cell, with initial con-
ditions of prevailing hydrostatic pressure, temperature, and an arbitrary high value for the 
dissolved methane mass fraction in the saline water. This simulation was performed using 
a single time step without injection or production, the code printed out the enthalpy for the 
aqueous phase as 1.715308 × 105 J/Kg, mass fraction of dissolved methane and salt in the 
fluid are at 2.254156 × 10−3 kg/kg and 0.035 kg/kg. The underlying equations that govern 
how the code works can be found in Moridis et al. (2019) and Reagan et al. (2019).
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The purpose of the dissolved methane mass fraction in the saline water at the base was 
to overcome the slow diffusive evaporation of hydrate into the overlying seawater (under-
saturated with respect to methane) due to the implementation of the diffusion term similar 
to (Thatcher et  al. 2013; Marín-Moreno et  al. 2015, 2013). The intrinsic permeabilities 
used for this study are 10−13 , 10−15 , and 10−17 m 2 simulating sands, silts, and clays, respec-
tively (Spinelli et  al. 2004; Matsumoto et  al. 2004). Gas saturation (Sg ) below BHSZ is 
fixed at 2 %, consistent with previous studies (Marín-Moreno et al. 2015a; Thatcher et al. 
2013; Reagan and Moridis 2008). We used the modified version of Stone’s first three-phase 
relative permeability model to calculate the relative permeability for methane and water 
(Stone et  al. 1970). Capillary pressure was computed using the van Genuchten function 
(Van Genuchten 1980) and for changes in capillary pressure and intrinsic permeability due 
to changes in porosity, pressure and hydrate saturation in pore spaces, we used the evolving 
porous media method (EPM #2) (Moridis and Pruess 2016; Moridis 2016a).

2.2 � Top Boundary Condition

In our T+H model, the water column is represented as the pressure at a point on the first 
grid cell and as a boundary and is treated as an “infinite volume”. Boundary conditions are 
unaffected by what happens within the domain: they affect it but are not affected by it (this 
is the concept of a boundary). We used a time-variable boundary, i.e. the time-dependence 

Fig. 1   Schematic illustration not to scale of our 1-D TOUGH+HYDRATE model used to study the 
response of gas hydrates to tectonic uplift
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is read from a table. There is no attempt to re-calibrate the pressure because that would be 
nonphysical: therefore, if the boundary pressure changes, then the pressure in the entire 
domain changes (Moridis and Pruess 2016; Moridis 2016a). Braga et al. (2022) employed 
this approach to evaluate the response of shallow methane hydrates to simultaneous sea 
level increases during the last glacial maximum on the Amazon Deep-Sea Fan in Brazil.

For the actual simulation, the seafloor boundary changes when the pressure at the sea-
floor changes to reflect changing sea level, the distance between the water surface and the 
seafloor. Hydrostatic pressures are then calculated for the remaining grids representing the 
marine sediment. We modelled the pressure change at the seafloor boundary by allowing 
it to propagate very fast and dynamically depending on the simulation time scale, since 
change in pressure (sea level) does not occur instantaneously in nature (Hermanrud et al. 
2013). However, there is a small but finite time for the pressure change to propagate into 
the sediments based on Darcy flow, which is similar to other numerical studies, e.g. (Bre-
dehoeft and Papaopulos 1965; Bredehoeft and Hanshaw 1968; Hermanrud et  al. 2013). 
Other physical properties factored into how the pressure change propagates into the sedi-
ment column include: porosity, permeability, fluid gravity, pressure, temperature, geome-
chanical effects, and thermal properties of the sediments in relation to any other multiphase 
behaviour (Moridis and Pruess 2016; Moridis 2016a).

2.3 � Modelling Uplift

In our study, we simulated the uplift by changing the fluid pressure of the whole sediment 
column by decreasing the pressure at the seafloor (the top of the simulated sediment col-
umn), which is a similar approach used in the Goto et al. (2016) tectonic uplift study. We 
decreased pressure at the seafloor at a rate of 0.009 myr−1 over a duration of 8kyrs (8,000 
years), at a constant seafloor temperature based on data from Foucher et  al. (2002). We 
consider 8 kyrs as the key time frame for investigating uplift because 7-8 kyrs ago, the 
postglacial eustatic sea-level rise decelerated significantly (Lambeck et al. 2014). Before 
then, the increase of pressure from the sea-level rise at rates of >14 mm/yr (Fleming et al. 
1998) more than counteracted any depressurisation from uplift. This approach has also 
been taken by (Pecher et  al. 2017) to deduct uplift rates from d-BSRs on the Hikurangi 
Margin.

2.4 � Poro‑Elastic Effect

We also took note of the poro-elastic effect of gas-bearing sediments on pore pressure 
using the loading efficiency ( �LE ), which controls how much change in fluid pressure is 
caused by an increase/decrease in the applied load under undrained conditions assuming an 
incompressible sediment solid (Wang 2000; Sawyer et al. 2008; Tanikawa et al. 2008; Liu 
and Flemings 2009; Hermanrud et al. 2013). The magnitude of the pore pressure response 
depends on the compressibilities of the fluid and porous matrix and is applicable to a sud-
den or rapid change in the mean stress (Wang et al. 1998; Wang 2000; Katahara and Cor-
rigan 2001; Sawyer et al. 2008; Liu and Flemings 2009).

According to Sawyer et al. (2008), a sediment containing no free gas as a loading efficiency 
between 0.95 and 0.99, implying an increase/decrease in pore pressure equal to an increase/
decrease in the applied load with a slight change in the effective stress. This effect varies over 
time and space depending in particular on gas saturation, since gas is highly compressible. 
The T+H code cannot account for this effect during its model run, which is a limitation of the 
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code. Our modelling stretches over longer time spans which should allow the models to reach 
equilibrium and thus, we do not expect the poro-elastic effect to affect our results significantly. 
To test this assumption, we ran a model simulating the poro-elastic effect of constant Sg at 
2%. We also assumed a loading efficiency of 0.50, this is because of the presence of free gas 
in the sediment, which increases the pore fluid compressibility and lowers loading efficiency 
between 0.20 – 0.80 (Wang et al. 1998; Wang 2000; Liu and Flemings 2009).

According to Liu and Flemings (2009), �LE can be described using the equation below:

where mv is the formation compressibility (where mv = −dV∕Vd� , V is the sediment vol-
ume and � is the vertical effective stress), � is the porosity, Sw is water saturation, �w is the 
water compressibility, �g is the gas compressibility and is described by:

In Eq. 2, P is the pressure and Z is the gas compressibility factor. For an ideal gas case, Z 
= 1 and �g is the reciprocal of the pressure. In addition, to account for the change in pore 
pressure due to poro-elastic effect in our study. We determined the formation compressibil-
ity of the sediment using 4.5 × 10−10 Pa−1 as �w (Yamamoto et al. 2017), Sw is 98%, and �g 
at 600 water depth.

2.5 � Pore Pressure Parameter

The dissociation of gas hydrate into free gas and water in pore spaces of a rock matrix may 
produce elevated pore fluid pressure (Flemings et al. 2003). However, the rate of elevated pore 
fluid pressure depends on the rate of gas hydrate dissociation and the permeability of the sed-
iment (Xu and Germanovich 2006). Consequently, an increase in pore fluid pressure could 
either increase the fluid mobility or fracture the rock matrix (Daigle and Dugan 2010). To 
analyse the elevated pore-pressure, we computed the pore pressure parameter ( �∗ ) using the 
equation by Screaton et al. (1990):

where P is the computed pore fluid pressure, P hydro is hydrostatic fluid pressure and P lith 
is the lithostatic pressure. If �∗ is equal to zero, pore pressure is hydrostatic, if it is one, 
it is lithostatic. �∗ ≥ 0.6 is often used for the occurrence of vertical hydrofracturing (e.g. 
(Daigle and Dugan 2010)), i.e. when the pore pressure in the rock matrix is greater than the 
horizontal confining pressure, see Table 1 for more parameters and constrained used in this 
study.

3 � Results

We simulated the response of gas hydrates in sediments to 0.009 myr−1 rate of tectonic 
uplift (Foucher et al. 2002). Figure 2 shows the hydrate, gas, and water saturation profiles 
for an initial SH = 20%, while Fig. 3 shows the hydrate profiles for an initial SH = 5% and 

(1)�LE =

mv

mv + �(Sw�w + Sg�g)

(2)�g =
1

P
−

1

Z

dZ

dP

(3)�∗ =
P − Phydro

Plith − Phydro
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50% during uplift. Figure 4 shows the pore pressure distribution profiles for an initial SH = 
5%, 20 %, and 50 % during uplift, while Fig. 5 shows the salt mass fraction, pore pressure 
parameter, and temperature deviation during uplift for an initial SH = 20%.

We first evaluate the sands and silts scenarios (see Fig. 2) since the general pattern of 
hydrate, gas, and water distribution is similar (see Fig. 2a and b, d and e, and g and h). Two 

Table 1   Physical rock properties and simulation parameters

aSA , S G , and S H are saturations for aqueous, gas, and hydrate phases. S irG and S irA are irreducible gas and 
aqueous saturations and S mxA is the maximum water saturation. K rG and K rA are relative permeabilities for 
gas and aqueous phases. P cap is the capillary pressure, P 

0
 is the maximum value of capillary pressure, and 

P max is the capillary entry pressure; and n, and � are fitting parameters

Parameter Value

Gas composition: Reagan and Moridis (2008) 100%CH4

Porosity ((� ) same for all permeabilities): Goto et al. 
(2016)

0.45

Initial seawater density: Pecher et al. (2010) 1035Kg/m3

Pore compressibility: Moridis (2016a) 1.0 × 10−8 Pa−1

Formation compressibility: ( mv) 1.46912036 × 10−8 Pa−1

Critical mobile porosity: Moridis (2016a) 0.05
Porosity reduction exponent: Moridis (2016a) 3
Thermal conductivity model: Moridis et al. (2005) aK

Θ
= Kdry + (

√

SH +

√

SA).(Kwet − Kdry) + Kdry

Wet conductivity (Kwet ): Fujii et al. (2016) 1.7 W/mk
Dry conductivity (Kdry ): Reagan and Moridis (2008) 0.5 W/mk
Sediment gas density: Goto et al. (2016) 2731 kgm−3

Initial diffusivity (m2s−1):
CH4 : aqueous phase, gas phase 2.0 x 10−9 , 1.0 × 10−5

H2 0: aqueous phase, gas phase 2.0 x 10−9 , 1.0 × 10−5

NaCl: aqueous phase, gas phase 1.0 x 10−10 , 0.0 × 10−5

Relative permeability mode: Stone et al. (1970)

k
rA

= max

{

0,min

{[

SA−SirA

1−S
irA

]n

, 1

}}

k
rG

= max

{

0,min

{[

SG−SirG

1−S
irA

]n

, 1

}}

SirA = 0.12,
SirG = 0.02,
n = 4.

Capillary pressure: Van Genuchten (1980)

P
cap

= −P0

[

(S∗)−1∕� − 1
]
−�

−Pmax ≤ P
cap

≤ 0

S∗ =
(SA−SirA)

(S
mxA

−S
irA
)

� = 0.45,
SirA = 0.11,
P0 = 12500 Pa,
Pmax = 106 MPa,
SmxA = 1.
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separate hydrate layers are developing, a layer of dissociating gas hydrate within the origi-
nal depth interval of hydrate occurrence as well as a newly forming hydrate layers above 
that, see Fig. 2a and b.

Figure 3 shows the profiles of gas hydrate saturation for an initial SH of 5% and 50%. 
The 50% hydrate saturation model’s general pattern for hydrate distribution is similar to 
that of 20% initial SH . For the 5% case, the lower hydrate layer for the sands and silts sce-
narios disappeared after 6kyrs and only one layer is observed after 8kyrs.

The gas saturation SG is zero within the zone of gas hydrate occurrence for the initial 
model before uplift. During uplift, gas forms within the original layer of hydrate occurrence 
and moves gradually upwards (Fig. 2d, e). The position of the gas front coincides with the 
top of hydrate occurrence and thus, gas is present in the entire depth interval across the 
base of the original gas hydrate layer to the top of the newly forming hydrates. Water satu-
ration (Fig. 2g, h) mimics the evolution of gas hydrate dissociation and formation.

Figure 4 shows the pore pressure distribution profiles for sands, silts, and clays scenar-
ios during uplift. We observe that for the duration of our sands (see Fig. 4a, d, and g), silts 
(see Fig. 4b, e, and h) simulations, the pore pressure remained hydrostatic for all hydrate 
saturations (5%, 20%, and 50%). The pore pressure parameter for sands and silts is not 
elevated significantly (see Fig. 5d, e).

The salinity profiles are used as a proxy for gas hydrate formation or dissociation: 
ion exclusion during hydrate formation increases salinity in the remaining pore water, 
while the release of fresh water from dissociating hydrate decreases salinity. The sands 

a b c

d e f

g h i

Fig. 2   Evolving hydrate a, b and c, gas d, e, f and water g, h and i saturation profiles for sands, silts and 
clays for an initial hydrate saturation of 20% with basal fluid flow. The z-axis for each graph represents 
depth below the seafloor. The black lines represent the initial state of each observed saturation
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and silts scenarios (see Fig. (5a, b) show two types of excursions from across the black 
curve which represent the initial molecular weight of the dissolved salt mass fraction 
(0.035 wt %) (Reagan and Moridis 2008). A decrease in salinity is evident in the origi-
nal zone of gas hydrate occurrence whereas salinity increases in the zone of newly 
formed hydrate. Temperature is displayed as deviation from the initial temperature gra-
dient of 35◦C/km, see Fig. (5g, h, and i).

For the low-permeability clays scenario, an entirely different picture emerges (see 
Fig. 2c, f, and i). Gas hydrate remains in place at its original position after 8 kyrs, dis-
sociating to gas and water. The gas does not appear to migrate upwards. An elevated 
pore pressure was observed below 140 m (i.e. from the top of the hydrate layer) for all 
hydrate saturations (5%, 20%, and 50%) (see Fig. 4c, f, and i). For the simulation con-
taining hydrate saturation of 50%, the dissociation of gas hydrates leads to an increase of 
pore pressure above the original hydrostatic pressure below 160 m (see Fig. 4i). This is 
caused by the presence of gas released from hydrate dissociation during uplift. The pore 
pressure parameter increases from 0 – ∼0.40 with uplift indicating pore pressure build-
up (Fig. 5f). The salinity profile shows two major layers of slight decrease in salinity 
(see Fig. 5c), indicating very slow dissociation of hydrates with most hydrate remains 
stable (see Fig. 2c) through the duration of uplift. The zones of slightly elevated salin-
ity beneath the BHSZ and top of hydrates (see Fig. 5c), confirms a formation of hydrate 
beneath the BHSZ (see Fig. 2c). This is due to the pore pressure increase caused by the 
advective fluid flow at the base of our model (see Fig. 4f). The temperature drop around 
the location of hydrate for both the sands and silts scenarios, see Fig. 5g and h and drop 

a b c

d e f

Fig. 3   Evolving hydration saturation profiles for sands, silts and clays for an initial hydrate saturation of 5% 
(a, b and c) and 50% (d, e and f) with basal fluid flow. The z-axis for each graph represents depth below the 
seafloor. The black curve represents the initial state of each observed quantity
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slightly for the clays scenario, see Fig.  5i, as is the drop of the near-seafloor thermal 
gradient.

3.1 � Sensitivity Tests for Poro‑Elasticity and Basal Fluid Flow

The models above did not account for any poro-elastic effects. While T+H cannot account 
for poro-elastic during the model run, we investigated its potential impact by assuming a 
loading efficiency of 0.50. Figure 6 shows the hydrate and gas saturations, and pore pres-
sure distribution profiles for sands, silts, and clays scenarios for the response of poro-elas-
tic effect on our model (Liu and Flemings 2009). The hydrate saturation profiles for sands, 
silts, and clays in Fig. 6a, b and c show similar patterns to Fig. 2a, b and c. Similar partners 
are observed for the gas saturation profiles, see Fig. 6d, e and f show similar patterns to 
Fig. 2d, e and f. For the clays scenario, the elevated pore pressure seems to be lower than 
for the case where poro-elasticity has been not been considered, see Fig. 6i and Fig. 4f, 
while the sands and silts cases show similar patterns where poro-elasticity has been not 
been considered, see Fig. 6g and h and Fig. 4d and f.

We further injected the dissolved methane mass fraction only, without additional 
fluid flow, to investigate the role of basal advective fluid flow in our model like in pre-
vious studies (Liu and Flemings 2009). Therefore, heat transfer is via conduction only. 
For the sands and silts scenarios (see Fig. 7), the distribution of hydrate, in Fig. 7a and 
b, gas in Fig. 7d and e, and water in Fig. 7g and h saturations show similar patterns as 

a b c

d e f

g h i

Fig. 4   Evolving pore pressure distribution (a, b and c), (d, e and f), and (g, h and i) profiles for sands, silts 
and clays for an initial hydrate saturation of 5 %, 20%, and 50% with basal fluid flow. The z-axis for each 
graph represents depth below the seafloor. The black lines represent the initial state of each observed satura-
tion
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models with basal advective fluid flow (see Fig. 2) for hydrate in Fig. 2a and b, gas in 
Fig. 2d and e, and water in Fig. 2g and h saturations.

Similar behaviours are observed for the salinity in Fig.  8a and b, pore pressure 
parameter in Fig. 8d and e, temperature deviation in Fig. 8g and h, and pore pressure 
profiles in Fig. 9a, b, d, e, g and h and for models with basal advective fluid flow for 
salinity in Fig. 5a and b, pore pressure parameter in Fig. 5d and e, temperature devia-
tion in Fig. 5g and h, and pore pressure profiles in Fig. 4a, b, d, e, g and h profiles.

For the lower-permeability clays scenario, a different behaviour was observed com-
pared to the sands and silts scenarios. Gas hydrate continued to dissociate from the 
base of hydrate stability for the duration of 8 kyrs, see Fig. 7c, leading to the release 
of gas, see Fig. 7f and water, see Fig. 7i. On the other hand, hydrates were observed 
to be in place for 8 kyrs for the model with basal advective fluid flow, see Fig. 2c. The 
gas released behaved in a similar manner as the model with basal advective fluid flow, 
see Fig.  2f, i.e. the gas does not migrate upwards. However, the gas released from 
hydrate is ∼12% more than the initial saturation, compared between Fig. 7f and Fig. 2f. 
The fresh water released, see Fig. 7i, from gas hydrate dissociation causes salinity to 
decrease, see Fig. 8(c), further than what is observed in the model with basal advective 
fluid flow, see Fig. 5c. Furthermore, the pore pressure is not as elevated as that of the 
model with advective fluid flow, see Fig. 9f and see Fig. 5f for comparison.

a b c

d e f

g ih

Fig. 5   Evolving salinity (a, b and c), pore pressure parameter (d, e and f), and temperature deviation (g, h 
and i) profiles for sands, silts and clays for an initial hydrate saturation of 20% with basal fluid flow. The 
z-axis for each graph represents depth below the seafloor. The black curve represents the initial state of each 
observed quantity. Please note the different scales for the salt mass fraction for the clays scenario
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4 � Discussion

Our key finding is that gas hydrate may remain stable close to its pre-uplift BHSZ for thou-
sands of years. The dissociation of methane hydrate is an endothermic reaction, that is, 
it absorbs heat from nearby sediment to dissociate gas hydrate into water and gas. This 
process causes the local temperature to decrease at the BHSZ and thus, stabilise the gas 
hydrate. Conductive and advective heat transport is too slow to dissipate the resulting 
thermal anomalies entirely over 8 kyrs. This result is similar to the findings reported in 
thermal models that treated gas hydrate dissociation as a heat sink and that the latent heat 
of gas hydrate dissociation plays a significant role in the process of dissociation of gas 
hydrate (Goto et al. 2016). A decrease in salinity and increase in pore pressure from gas 
hydrate dissociation further stabilise gas hydrates resulting in slowing down gas hydrate 
dissociation.

For higher permeabilities of the sands and silts scenarios, we assumed that pore 
spaces are well connected within the sediment. Therefore, the elevated pore pressure 
caused by gas hydrate dissociation and basal advective fluid flow is every small (Xu and 
Germanovich 2006; Goto et al. 2016) and dissipates very quickly, see Figs. (5d and e 
and 8d and e). Gas and water generated from gas hydrate dissociation migrate upwards, 
see Figs. (2d, e, g and h and 7d, e, g and h). We also observed that the percentage of 
initial hydrate dissociation decreases with increasing hydrate saturation, see Figs. (2a 

a b c

d e f

g h i

Fig. 6   Evolving hydrate a, b and c, gas d, e and f, and pore pressure distribution g, h and i profiles for 
sands, silts and clays for an initial hydrate saturation of 20% with basal fluid flow and the poro-elastic effect 
for a constant Sg at 2%. The z-axis for each graph represents depth below the seafloor. The black lines repre-
sent the initial state of each observed saturation
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and b and 3a, b, d and e). However, we observed that the combination of advective and 
conductive heat flow causes pre-uplift hydrates to dissociate faster, see Fig.  2a and b 
than in models with only conductive heat flow, see Fig. 7a and b. A second shallower 
layer of hydrate forms in the sediment column. This second hydrate layer is thicker in 
models with advective and conductive heat flow, see Fig. 2a and b, while models with 
only conductive heat flow have higher hydrate saturation , see Fig. 7a, b.

Ongoing hydrate dissociation and reformation are reflected by a decrease and 
increase of salinity and temperature deviation, respectively, see (Figs.  5a, b, g and h 
and 8a, b, g and h). The initial temperature gradient at the seafloor is slightly elevated, 
which we attribute to the contribution from the heat source below and possibly advec-
tive and conductive heat flow from that the heat source leading to an increase of advec-
tive heat flux due to the additional fluid source from hydrate dissociation, see Fig. 5g 
and h. Alternatively, the conductive heat flux may increase temporarily because exother-
mic hydrate formation as a heat source occurs closer to the seafloor than endothermic 
hydrate dissociation. In comparison, the model without advective heat flow, we consist-
ently see a decrease of the geothermal gradient at the seafloor, see Fig. 8g and h. Tem-
peratures in the zone of hydrate formation first increase slightly before decreasing in the 
final stages of the model. Temperature at the original layer of gas hydrate occurrence 
drops by over 0.1◦ C over time, see Figs. (5g and h and 8g and h). Conversely, models 
without advective heat flux have a higher temperature deviation; this could be due to the 
longer time it took hydrates to dissociate, see Fig. 8g and h.

a b c

d e f

g h i

Fig. 7   Evolving hydrate a, b and c, gas d, e and f and water g, h and i saturation profiles for sands, silts and 
clays for an initial hydrate saturation of 20% without basal fluid flow. The z-axis for each graph represents 
depth below the seafloor. The black lines represent the initial state of each observed saturation
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The modelled spikes in hydrate saturation in the sands scenario may not be an arte-
fact but could mark locations where local pressure-temperature conditions cross the phase 
boundary, see . (2a and 7a). This could be caused by advective fluid flow and quick forma-
tion of hydrates, which leads to an increase in salinity (see (Fig. 5a) and temperature within 
the hydrate stability zone (see (Fig. 5g). However, the original in situ pore pressure is less 
than the pore pressure conditions needed for hydrate stability, making the hydrate less sta-
ble and it forms elsewhere (see (Fig. 4d). Hydrate formation is sufficiently slow that free 
gas, water, and hydrate co-exist. This could be due to the modelled increase in salinity as 
suggested by other models (Liu and Flemings 2006, 2007) and field observations (Milkov 
et al. 2004; Torres et al. 2004). The upper level of hydrate occurrence is determined by the 
top of the gas front (Fig. 3d, e).

For the low permeability of the clays scenario, we assumed that our sediment’s pore 
spaces are confined. Therefore, the elevated pore pressure caused by basal advective 
fluid flow and gas hydrate dissociation causes an increase in volume expansion and does 
not dissipate quickly, leading to pore pressure build-up (Xu and Germanovich 2006; 
Goto et al. 2016), see Fig. 5f. During repeated uplifts, the gas hydrate barely dissoci-
ated. Any gas released from hydrate due to uplift does not migrate upwards, see Fig. 2f. 
Instead, the pore pressure around the gas hydrate bearing region is elevated to the initial 
hydrostatic pore pressure, see Fig.  4f, and for higher SH , e.g. 50%, the pore pressure 
was elevated above the initial pore pressure, see Fig. 4i. On the other hand, the models 
without basal advective fluid flow show a slight pore pressure increase (see Fig. 9f) due 

a b c

d e f

g h i

Fig. 8   Evolving salinity a, b and c, pore pressure parameter d, e and f, and temperature deviation g, h and 
i profiles for sands, silts and clays for an initial hydrate saturation of 20% without basal fluid flow. The 
z-axis for each graph represents depth below the seafloor. The black curve represents the initial state of each 
observed quantity. Please note the different scales for the salt mass fraction for the clays scenario
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to gas hydrate dissociation (see Fig. 7c) leading to pore pressure build-up (see Fig. 8f). 
In addition to the effect of endothermic cooling caused by uplift (Goto et  al. 2016), 
hydrate dissociation is thereby slowed down, see Fig. 5i. The low permeability further-
more slows down the diffusion or advection of locally decreased salinity from hydrate 
dissociation further stabilising gas hydrates, see Fig.  5c. The pore pressure parameter 
is noticeably elevated, although still below the “rule-of-thumb” value of 0.6 for hydro-
fracturing (Daigle and Dugan 2010) (see Fig. 5f).

This study has significant implications for gas hydrate bearing systems in tectonically 
active regions. Most importantly, we predict a layer of dissociating gas hydrate to be 
present for thousands of years at the level of the predicted pre-uplift BHSZ at the end of 
the postglacial sea-level rise (see Fig. 10). Endothermic cooling from gas hydrate disso-
ciation is predicted to lead to a depressed geothermal gradient even for seafloor thermal 
measurements. For the higher permeabilities in silts and sands, gas and hydrate coexist 
over much of the depth range from the original base of hydrate occurrence to the top 
of newly forming gas hydrates. Elevated pore pressure from hydrate dissociation dis-
sipates, for the low-permeability clays scenario, the gas remains in place after dissocia-
tion. Our models show an increase in pore pressure for models with basal advective heat 
flow, (see Fig. 4c, f, and i), while Fig. 9c, f, and i shows similar models without basal 
fluid flow. However, if the elevated pore pressure already existed before uplift, it is pos-
sible that the additional pore pressure from hydrate dissociation and advective heat flow 
leads to a decrease of sediment strength.

a b c

d e f

g h i

Fig. 9   Evolving pore pressure distribution a, b and c, d, e and f, and g, h and i profiles for sands, silts and 
clays for an initial hydrate saturation of 5 %, 20%, and 50% without basal fluid flow. The z-axis for each 
graph represents depth below the seafloor. The black lines represent the initial state of each observed satura-
tion
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The introduction of the poro-elasticity effect to our initial SH = 20 % model (see Fig. 2) 
is unlikely to change anything significantly. Similarly, advective flow does not have any 
major effect on our models, see Fig. 6. However, the pre-uplift hydrates dissociate faster in 
the sands and silts scenarios compared to our original model, see Fig. 6a and b and 2a and 
b. The clays scenario shows hydrate dissociating from the base of hydrates compared to 
our original model, see Fig. 6c and Fig. 2c for comparison. The thickness of methane gas 
released from hydrate dissociation is slightly higher in the sands and silts scenarios com-
pared to our original model, see Fig. 6d and e and Fig. 2d and e, while the clays scenario 
shows more gas released than in the original model, see Fig. 6f and Fig. 2f. Lastly, the pore 
pressure profiles show the same pattern, implying we would be over-estimating or under-
estimating the pore pressure but will arrive at similar results, indicating this limitation to 
have a negligible effect on our model, see Fig. 6g, h and i, Fig. 4d, e, and f, and Fig. 9d, e, 
and f.

Our results have implications for the interpretation and nature of BSRs and double-
BSRs in regions of tectonic uplift. For the sands and silts scenarios, the two hydrate 
layers would intuitively be compatible with the presence of d-BSRs. However, the pres-
ence of co-existing gas and hydrate makes it difficult to predict the seismic response. 

Fig. 10   Schematic sketch not to scale showing the effect of uplift on high- and low-permeable marine 
hydrate bearing sediment for a duration of 8 kyrs. In the high-permeable marine hydrate bearing sediment 
two separate hydrate layers were observed in a gas saturated sediment. While in the low-permeable marine 
hydrate bearing sediment only one hydrate layer is observed
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Most rock physics models for gas hydrates in nature predict the drop of P-wave velocity 
( Vp ) from gas even at a saturation of only a few percent to be much more significant 
than the Vp increase from gas hydrate at saturations below ∼ 40% (e.g. (Helgerud et al. 
1999; Bai et al. 2016))—the only exception would be hydrate cementation of grain or 
between grain contacts, which has to our knowledge only been documented at low satu-
rations in laboratory experiments (e.g.Priest et al. (2005)). For the typical values of gas 
and hydrate saturations in our models, we would therefore expect a Vp decrease and 
thus, a negative polarity in seismic reflections similar to that from BSRs, at the top of 
co-existing hydrate and gas occurrence. We speculate that in the seismic data, the inter-
val of coexisting gas and hydrate could be interpreted as a free gas zone beneath the 
BHSZ. Internal reflectivity within this zone of coexisting gas and hydrate may be linked 
to changes in hydrate saturation.

If the permeability is too low such that gas cannot migrate (our clays scenario), a 
negative polarity reflection will be expected to remain in place at the paleo-BHSZ. Our 
models predict that no new gas hydrate will form above the original zone of hydrate 
occurrence. In reality, we speculate that a new BSR may form at the post-uplift level 
of the BHSZ from already existing gas hydrates, perhaps in different lithologies that 
allow gas to migrate or perhaps by gas supplied along the fractures rather than through 
pore-scale permeability. In the low-permeability case, our models largely confirm the 
presence of a depressed level of one BSR. However, previous concepts of uplift-related 
paleo-BSRs invoke the gas itself to be trapped by low relative permeability at the level 
of the paleo-BHSZ while the hydrate dissociates (Bangs et al. 2005). We now predict 
gas hydrate to remain in place at its pre-uplift level, not just gas.

5 � Conclusions

A drop in pressure caused by tectonic uplift leads to the dissociation of methane hydrate 
into water and gas. For our more permeable scenarios mimicking sands and silts, 
elevated pore pressure dissipates, fluids migrate towards the seafloor and a shallower 
hydrate layer forms. For the low-permeability clays scenario, the gas released from 
hydrate remains within the original zone of hydrate occurrence. Endothermic cooling, 
along with salinity decrease and elevated pore pressure, slows down hydrate dissocia-
tion to a degree that dissociating gas hydrate exists for thousands of years beneath the 
post-uplift regional level of the BHSZ. While our 1-D models are not suitable for mod-
elling the formation of the shallower BSR, we predict the deeper BSR to mark gas that 
remains in place beneath slowly dissociating hydrate at the pre-uplift level of the BHSZ.

Acknowledgements  The author(s) wish to acknowledge the contribution of NeSI high-performance com-
puting facilities, Centre for e-Research University of Auckland, to this research and The New Zealand Min-
istry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) contract C05X1204 for funding this work. Datasets 
for this research are included in this paper and cited in Table 1, and referenced in the reference section.

Funding  Open Access funding enabled and organized by CAUL and its Member Institutions. The authors 
have not disclosed any funding.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.



756	 P. Oluwunmi et al.

1 3

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, 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 Com-
mons 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

Bai, H., Pecher, I., Adam, L., et al.: Possible link between weak bottom simulating reflections and gas 
hydrate systems in fractures and macropores of fine-grained sediments: results from the hikurangi 
margin, new zealand. Mar. Pet. Geol. 71, 225–237 (2016)

Bangs, N.L., Musgrave, R.J., Tréhu, A.M.: Upward shifts in the southern hydrate ridge gas hydrate 
stability zone following postglacial warming, offshore oregon. J. Geophys. Res.: Solid Earth 
110(B03), 102 (2005)

Berndt, C., Bünz, S., Clayton, T., et  al.: Seismic character of bottom simulating reflectors: examples 
from the mid-norwegian margin. Mar. Pet. Geol. 21(6), 723–733 (2004)

Boswell, R., Collett, T.S.: Current perspectives on gas hydrate resources. Energy Environ. sci. 4(4), 
1206–1215 (2011)

Braga, R., Dalla Vecchia, F., Iglesias, R.S.: Modelling the dynamic response of shallow methane 
hydrates to simultaneous sea level and bottom water temperatures variations since the last glacial 
maximum on the amazon deep-sea fan, brazil. Mar. Pet. Geol. 137(105), 494 (2022)

Bredehoeft, J., Hanshaw, B.: On the maintenance of anomalous fluid pressures: I. thick sedimentary 
sequences. Geol. Soc. Am. Bull. 79(9), 1097–1106 (1968)

Bredehoeft, J., Papaopulos, I.: Rates of vertical groundwater movement estimated from the earth’s ther-
mal profile. Water Resour. Res. 1(2), 325–328 (1965)

Daigle, H., Dugan, B.: Origin and evolution of fracture-hosted methane hydrate deposits. J. Geophys. 
Res.: Solid Earth 115(B11), 103 (2010)

Davies, R.J., Thatcher, K.E., Armstrong, H., et al.: Tracking the relict bases of marine methane hydrates 
using their intersections with stratigraphic reflections. Geology 40(11), 1011–1014 (2012)

Dessandier, P.A., Borrelli, C., Yao, H., et  al.: Foraminiferal � 18 o reveals gas hydrate dissociation in 
arctic and North Atlantic Ocean sediments. Geo-Marine Lett. 40(4), 507–523 (2020)

Dickens, G.R.: The potential volume of oceanic methane hydrates with variable external conditions. 
Org. Geochem. 32(10), 1179–1193 (2001)

Fleming, K., Johnston, P., Zwartz, D., et al.: Refining the eustatic sea-level curve since the last glacial 
maximum using far-and intermediate-field sites. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 163(1), 327–342 (1998)

Flemings, P.B., Liu, X., Winters, W.J.: Critical pressure and multiphase flow in blake ridge gas hydrates. 
Geology 31(12), 1057–1060 (2003)

Foucher, J.P., Nouzé, H., Henry, P.: Observation and tentative interpretation of a double bsr on the nan-
kai slope. Mar. Geol. 187(1), 161–175 (2002)

Fujii, T., Tin Aung, T., Wada, N., et al.: Modeling gas hydrate petroleum systems of the pleistocene tur-
biditic sedimentary sequences of the daini-atsumi area, eastern nankai trough, japan. Interpretation 
4(1), SA95–SA111 (2016)

Geletti, R., Busetti, M.: A double bottom simulating reflector in the western ross sea, Antarctica. J. Geo-
phys. Res.: Solid Earth 116(B04), 101 (2011)

Goto, S., Matsubayashi, O., Nagakubo, S.: Simulation of gas hydrate dissociation caused by repeated 
tectonic uplift events. J. Geophys. Res.: Solid Earth 121(15), 3200–3219 (2016)

Helgerud, M., Dvorkin, J., Nur, A., et al.: Elastic-wave velocity in marine sediments with gas hydrates: 
Effective medium modeling. Geophys. Res. Lett. 26(13), 2021–2024 (1999)

Hermanrud, C., Venstad, J.M., Cartwright, J., et al.: Consequences of water level drops for soft sediment 
deformation and vertical fluid leakage. Math. Geosci. 45(1), 1–30 (2013)

Hester, K.C., Brewer, P.G.: Clathrate hydrates in nature. Ann. Rev. Mar. Sci. 1, 303–327 (2009)
Judd, A., Hovland, M.: Seabed fluid flow: the impact on geology, biology and the marine environment. 

Cambridge University Press, England (2009)
Katahara, K., Corrigan, J.: Aapg memoir 76, chapter 7: Effect of gas on poroelastic response to burial or 

erosion, (2001)

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


757The Response of Gas Hydrates to Tectonic Uplift﻿	

1 3

Kvenvolden, K.A., Lorenson, T.D.: The global occurrence of natural gas hydrate. Wiley Online Library, 
Hoboken (2001)

Lambeck, K., Rouby, H., Purcell, A., et al.: Sea level and global ice volumes from the last glacial maxi-
mum to the holocene. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 111(43), 15,296–15,303 (2014)

Liu, X., Flemings, P.: Dynamic response of oceanic hydrates to sea level drop. Geophys. Res. Lett. 
36(L17), 308 (2009)

Liu, X., Flemings, P.B.: Passing gas through the hydrate stability zone at southern hydrate ridge, off-
shore oregon. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 241(1), 211–226 (2006)

Liu, X., Flemings, P.B.: Dynamic multiphase flow model of hydrate formation in marine sediments. J. 
Geophys. Res.: Solid Earth 112(B03), 101 (2007)

Marín-Moreno, H., Minshull, T.A., Westbrook, G.K., et al.: The response of methane hydrate beneath the 
seabed offshore svalbard to ocean warming during the next three centuries. Geophys. Res. Lett. 40(19), 
5159–5163 (2013)

Marín-Moreno, H., Giustiniani, M., Tinivella, U.: The potential response of the hydrate reservoir in the 
south Shetland margin, Antarctic peninsula, to ocean warming over the 21st century. Polar Res. 34(1), 
27443 (2015a)

Marín-Moreno, H., Minshull, T.A., Westbrook, G.K., et  al.: Estimates of future warming-induced meth-
ane emissions from hydrate offshore west svalbard for a range of climate models. Geochem. Geophys. 
Geosyst. 16(5), 1307–1323 (2015)

Matsumoto, R., Tomaru, H., Lu, H.: Detection and evaluation of gas hydrates in the eastern Nankai trough 
by geochemical and geophysical methods. Resour. Geol. 54(1), 53–67 (2004)

Milkov, A.V.: Global estimates of hydrate-bound gas in marine sediments: how much is really out there? 
Earth Sci. Rev. 66(3–4), 183–197 (2004)

Milkov, A.V., Dickens, G.R., Claypool, G.E., et al.: Co-existence of gas hydrate, free gas, and brine within 
the regional gas hydrate stability zone at hydrate ridge (oregon margin): evidence from prolonged 
degassing of a pressurized core. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 222(3–4), 829–843 (2004)

Moridis, GJ.: User’s manual for the hydrate v1.5 option of tough+ v1.5: A code for the simulation of system 
behavior in hydrate-bearing geologic media. Tech. rep., Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory report 
LBNL-6871E, (2016a)

Moridis, GJ.: User’s manual of meshmaker v1.5: A mesh generator for domain discretization in simulations 
of the tough+ and tough2 families of codes, (2016b)

Moridis, GJ., Pruess, K.: User’s manual of the tough+ core code: A general purpose simulator of non-
isothermal flow and transport through porous and fractured media, (2016)

Moridis, GJ., Seol, Y., Kneafsey, TJ.: Studies of reaction kinetics of methane hydrate dissocation in porous 
media, (2005)

Moridis, G.J., Queiruga, A.F., Reagan, M.T.: Simulation of gas production from multilayered hydrate-bear-
ing media with fully coupled flow, thermal, chemical and geomechanical processes using tough+ mill-
stone. part 1: Numerical modeling of hydrates. Transp. Porous Media 128(2), 405–430 (2019)

Narasimhan, T., Witherspoon, P.: An integrated finite difference method for analyzing fluid flow in porous 
media. Water Resour. Res. 12(1), 57–64 (1976)

Nisbet, E., Chappellaz, J.: Shifting gear, quickly. Science 324(5926), 477–478 (2009)
Pecher, I., Henrys, S.A., Wood, W.T., et al.: Focussed fluid flow on the Hikurangi margin, New Zealand-

evidence from possible local Upwarping of the base of gas hydrate stability. Mar. Geol. 272(1–4), 
99–113 (2010)

Pecher, I., Mountjoy, J.J., Crutchley, G., et  al.: Possible causes of double-Bsrs on the Hikurangi margin, 
New Zealand. AGU Fall Meet. Abstr. 2014, OS23F–06 (2014)

Pecher, I., Villinger, H., Kaul, N., et al.: A fluid pulse on the Hikurangi subduction margin-evidence from 
a heat flux transect across the upper limit of gas hydrate stability. Geophys. Res. Lett. 44(24), 12–385 
(2017)

Priest, J.A., Best, A.I., Clayton, C.R.: A laboratory investigation into the seismic velocities of methane gas 
hydrate-bearing sand. J. Geophys. Res: solid earth 110(B04), 102 (2005)

Rajput, S., Thakur, N.K.: Chapter 4 - tectonics and gas hydrates. In: Rajput, S., Thakur, N.K. (eds.) Geologi-
cal controls for gas hydrate formations and unconventionals, pp. 107–130. Elsevier, Amsterdam (2016)

Reagan, M.T., Moridis, G.J.: Dynamic response of oceanic hydrate deposits to ocean temperature change. J. 
Geophys. Res.: Oceans 113(C12),  (2008)

Reagan, M.T., Queiruga, A.F., Moridis, G.J.: Simulation of gas production from multilayered hydrate-bear-
ing media with fully coupled flow, thermal, chemical and geomechanical processes using tough+ mill-
stone. part 3: Production simulation results. Transp. Porous Media 129(1), 179–202 (2019)



758	 P. Oluwunmi et al.

1 3

Saeki, T.: Delineation of methane hydrate concentrated zone using 3d seismic data in the eastern nankai 
trough. In: Paper presented at the 6th international conference on gas hydrates, Vancouver, Canada, 
6–10 July, 2008, (2008)

Sawyer, A.H., Flemings, P., Elsworth, D., et al.: Response of submarine hydrologic monitoring instruments 
to formation pressure changes: theory and application to nankai advanced corks. J. Geophys. Res.: 
Solid Earth 113(B01), 102 (2008)

Screaton, E.J., Wuthrich, D.R., Dreiss, S.J.: Permeabilities, fluid pressures, and flow rates in the barbados 
ridge complex. J. Geophys. Res.: Solid Earth 95(B6), 8997–9007 (1990)

Singh, S.C., Minshull, T.A., Spence, G.D.: Velocity structure of a gas hydrate reflector. Science 260(5105), 
204–207 (1993)

Sloan, E.D., Jr., Koh, C.: Clathrate hydrates of natural gases. CRC Press, Boca Raton (2007)
Spinelli, G.A., Giambalvo, E.R., Fisher, A.T.: Sediment permeability, distribution, and influence on fluxes 

in oceanic basement. Hydrogeol. Ocean. Lithosphere 25, 151–188 (2004)
Stone, H., et  al.: Probability model for estimating three-phase relative permeability. J. Petrol. Technol. 

22(02), 214–218 (1970)
Tanikawa, W., Shimamoto, T., Wey, S.K., et al.: Stratigraphic variation of transport properties and overpres-

sure development in the western foothills, Taiwan. J. Geophys. Res.: Solid Earth 113(B12), 403 (2008)
Thatcher, K., Westbrook, G., Sarkar, S., et al.: Methane release from warming-induced hydrate dissociation 

in the west Svalbard continental margin: timing, rates, and geological controls. J. Geophys. Res.: Solid 
Earth 118(1), 22–38 (2013)

Torres, M.E., Wallmann, K., Tréhu, A.M., et  al.: Gas hydrate growth, methane transport, and chloride 
enrichment at the southern summit of hydrate ridge, cascadia margin off oregon. Earth Planet. Sci. 
Lett. 226(1–2), 225–241 (2004)

Van Genuchten, M.T.: A closed-form equation for predicting the hydraulic conductivity of unsaturated soils. 
Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 44(5), 892–898 (1980)

Wang, H.F.: Theory of linear Poroelasticity with applications to geomechanics and hydrogeology, vol. 2. 
Princeton University Press (2000)

Wang, K., Davis, E.E., van der Kamp, G.: Theory for the effects of free gas in subsea formations on tidal 
pore pressure variations and seafloor displacements. J. Geophys. Res.: Solid Earth 103(B6), 12,339–
12,353 (1998)

Xu, W., Germanovich, L.N.: Excess pore pressure resulting from methane hydrate dissociation in marine 
sediments: a theoretical approach. J. Geophys. Res.: Solid Earth 111(B1), 22985 (2006)

Yamamoto, K., Kanno, T., Wang, X.X., et al.: Thermal responses of a gas hydrate-bearing sediment to a 
depressurization operation. RSC Adv. 7(10), 5554–5577 (2017)

Zander, T., Haeckel, M., Berndt, C., et al.: On the origin of multiple bsrs in the danube deep-sea fan, black 
sea. Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 462, 15–25 (2017)

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


	The Response of Gas Hydrates to Tectonic Uplift
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Model Approach
	2.1 Model Setup
	2.2 Top Boundary Condition
	2.3 Modelling Uplift
	2.4 Poro-Elastic Effect
	2.5 Pore Pressure Parameter

	3 Results
	3.1 Sensitivity Tests for Poro-Elasticity and Basal Fluid Flow

	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusions
	Acknowledgements 
	References




