GFZ

Helmholtz-Zentrum
PorTspaAam

Originally published as:

Bohnhoff, M., Malin, P., ter Heege, J., Deflandre, J.-P., Sicking, C. (2018): Suggested best
practice for seismic monitoring and characterization of non-conventional reservoirs. - First
Break, 36, 2, pp. 59—64.



SPECIAL TOPIC: RESERVOIR MONITORING @

Suggested best practice for seismic monitoring and
characterization of non-conventional reservoirs

Marco Bohnhoff!?", Peter Malin'$, Jan ter Heege?®, Jean-Pierre Deflandre* and Charles Sicking®¢
describe how repeated Seismic Emission Tomography observations can improve reservoir
management in addition to regulatory monitoring.

Introduction

General awareness of induced seismicity and gas leakage
related to energy reservoir exploitation has been on the rise for
several years (McGarr, 2002; Davies et al., 2013). This includes
events from short-term fluid injection for reservoir simulation
(Giardini, 2009; Atkinson, 2016), Long term hydrocarbon
extraction (Van Thienen-Visser and Breuness, 2015), under-
ground storage of natural gas (Cesca et al., 2014), waster water
(Ellsworth, 2013), and carbon dioxide (Zoback and Gorelick,
2012). High rates of felt induced events in previously quiet
areas are now considered critical for public safety and social
licence to operate (Petersen et al, 2016). Concerns about con-
tamination of ground water and climate effects have followed
suit (Darrah et al., 2014; Davies et al., 2014).

Prominent injection-induced seismicity that raised concerns
are: the Preese Hall-1 frack-related M2.3 in the United King-
dom (de Pater and Baisch, 2011; Clark et al., 2014); an M~3.4
during the Basel, Switzerland, Geothermal project (Héring et
al., 2008; Giardini, 2009), increased central-US water-disposal
M>3 earthquakes (e.g. Ellsworth, 2013), and M~4 fracking-in-
duced events in Canada (Atkinson et al., 2016).

In the case of gas leakage owing to loss of well integrity,
industry long-run estimates range between a few per cent to
as much as 50% (Burfatto et al., 2003). For non-conventional
resource wells drilled since 2009 in Pennsylvania, well-inspec-
tion records suggest that as many as 40% have integrity issues
(Davies et al. 2014; Ingraffea et al., 2014) and China (Lei et
al., 2017).

The proliferation of microearthquakes many times foreshad-
ows damaging ones and changes in well integrity. Substantial
progress has been made in cost-effective, specialized seismic
networks that can address these issues (e.g., Van der Baan et
al., 2013). We describe these over a ~ 5 x 5 km reservoir in a
~10 x 10 km lease.

As the optimal best practice, we suggest the monitoring
scheme be integrated into a reservoir-management plan using
Seismic Emission Tomography (SET; e.g. Sicking et al., 2017).
In addition to adding value for fracture characterization and
production management, only a portion of a permanent SET net
is needed for regulatory compliance.

Microseismic reservoir monitoring in a nutshell
With respect to forecasting induced-earthquakes, a lack of prior
local earthquake risk studies can be at least partially overcome
by determining the background seismicity before operations.
Two characteristics of background seismicity make estimates
of seismic risks possible: (1) the well-and-long established
Gutenberg-Richter (GR) scaling relation (e.g. Richter, 1935), and
(2) the less-well and only-recent documented relation between
fore- and main-shock magnitudes (e.g. Mignan, 2014). Seismicity
generally follows the GR law: a catalogue with 5 to 15 magnitude
M ‘(x)’ events in a fixed area and period usually includes 1 M
‘(x + 1)’ event — the x being local Richter magnitude recorded by
surface seismometers.

A useful view of a ‘main shock’ earthquake is that it generally
emerges from a process that includes a number (yet to be fully
determined) of ‘foreshocks’ (Mignan, 2014). The magnitude needed
to track these preceding events seems to be as low as 3 magnitude
M — 3. In other words,

mainshock

steps below the main shock: M, . .~
monitoring data obtained in the middle of a natural earthquake
cycle does not reflect the actual historically cumulative numbers.
Following the GR relation, a dozen M=1 could cascade into an
existing dozen M=2 that then cascades into an unwanted M=3.

So, at the most basic level, if an M(x + 1) event is potentially
damaging, monitoring at M(x — 2) level can give some sense of
when a treatment is beginning to exceed natural limits.

Pre-drilling and time-lapse active and passive seismic imag-
ing of hidden features and changes can aid well completion and
integrity. While active, cost-intense, seismic profiling is standard,
passive imaging using seismic emissions — Seismic Emission
Tomography (SET) — is relatively new (Ross et al., 2016; Sicking
et al., 2017). SET techniques, as distinct from microearthquake
monitoring, can directly map, for example, active permeability
pathways and changes in them.

Suggest best practices on sensors and
deployments

The best practices seismic monitoring programme presented
here is divided into three project phases, each with step-wise
options for monitoring system development. The organization
of the three phases is shown in Table 1.
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prior to treatment Steps 1-3

reservoir treatment

post treatment production

monitor period several months (preferably 1 yr) days
background seismicity

seismicity type

single station surface (defecting M~1)  downhole network (locating M<-1)

single station downhole/behind casing downhole array (locating M<-1)

(detecting M~T)
instrumentation and

deployment surface network locating M~1)

downhole/behind casing network
(detecting M~1)

stimulation induced seismicity

years

production induced seismicity
disposal/storage induced seismicity
leakage induced seismicity/noise
surface network (locating M~1)

borehole/behind casing network
(locating M~1)

production well/behind casing
(locating M<-T)

Table 1 Overview of proposed monitoring time periods and type of monitoring needed for the 4 Steps as discussed in the text. These are divided into prior, during and post
reservoir freatment. The typical minimum magnitudes for detection and location of induced seismicity in a target area, with the potential for M2 to M3 induced-events, are

noted.

Phase I: Establishing the background level and
locations of seismic emissions.

In Step 1, the baseline seismicity and subsequent sensitivity for
inducing earthquakes is observed. Step 2 locates this seismicity,
and Step 3 maps subsurface features that might impact drilling,
well completion, and resource treatments. While a limited Phase [
kit can accomplish mitigation of seismicity and well leakage,
if Step 1, 2 or 3 is expanded to include a SET-capable buried
network, it can have a direct and significant positive impact on
the reservoir exploitation plan.

Network detection, location, source parameters versus depth
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Figure 1 Defection, location, and imaging limits for different combinations of
networks as a function of area covered, sensor depth, and event magnitude. (See
Table 2 for colour codes.) The coloured lines show that defection thresholds in
the target area can be lowered in two ways (1) putting existing stations in deep
boreholes (red, 4.5 Hz sensors), or (2) adding shallow stations to reduce inter-
station spacing (blue, broadband sensors). Suggested numbers, expected signal-
to-noise improvements, and sensor types can be read from Figures 2 and 3 and
Table 2. If a SET net is installed (orange sensors), then the resulting increase in
instrument depths and numbers covers all the monitoring objectives discussed in
this paper.
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Phase Il. Short-term monitoring of reservoir
stimulation operations.

The resource-development aim of this Phase is to image the
Stimulated Reservoir Volume (SRV). The environmental aim is
to map flow pathways as they relate to potentially active faults,
ground water, and resource management. With SET data, it is
possible to directly assess SRVs, treatment interferences, and
re-fracking operations. (Sicking et al., 2017).

Phase lll. Long-term passive monitoring for
hazardous earthquakes, gas leakage, and
optimal resource recovery.

The first of these tasks — earthquake monitoring — can be
accomplished with a limited number of permanent stations, as
few as three or four borehole sensors. The second — leakage
detection — can follow naturally from well completions that

Number of network recording sites
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Figure 2 The number versus depth of borehole seismic stations as a function of
reservoir seismic monitoring and development needs. (See Table 2 for colour
codes.) For Step 1 event detection, while 4 surface stations are needed (blue,
broadband sensors), the deep-borehole number is 1 (red, 4.5 Hz sensor). The
alternatives instrument choices for Steps 2 and 3 can be selected with the help of
Figures 1, 2 and 3 and Table 2.



include behind-casing sensors as standard practice. The third
task requires either a large number of permanent, but temporarily
recorded, sensors. The selection of instruments and deployments
for this phase constitutes Step 4 in our suggested best practice.

Step 1: Establishing the potential for a permit-
exceeding induced earthquake

In the absence of any local seismic stations at the respective site,
we suggest that the best practice way forward is to make direct field
observations with a single borehole sensor or small borehole array.
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Figures 1 to 3 show that adding more broadband surface
stations is not likely to be very cost effective as far as moni-
toring very small earthquakes is concerned. This is because of
near-surface attenuation, scattering, and limited low frequency
source energy. Neither the detection nor location capacity
for very small earthquakes are dramatically improved by
increased sensor depth. Putting aside a buried SET net for the
moment, the suggested cost-effective way forward for Step 2

Signal to Noise Ratio

] 1 2 4 8 16 32 128 256
Few reservoirs have networks that capture events 2-to-3 s ®
magnitude units below the regulated maximum allowed magni- 4 Signal typically lost Multichannels
) to scattering & attenuation dl rd
tude — commonly set around M3 + 1. if there are only a few small 8 and fong records
events, Gutenberg-Richter relations suggest that local conditions
may be favourable for avoiding creating larger ones. If the rate B
L . o » 32
of small events is high, and reservoir-development activities é . Buried
produce increased numbers, which then spill over into higher g o4 X SET Array
magnitudes, there will be fair warning of a permit-exceeding "E 128
induced-earthquake. Figures 1 to 3 and Table 2 can then be used & 56 Egr;h\i;y
to find the trade-offs between instruments, deployments, and their )
relative costs. e
Figures 1 to 3 also show the alternative of deploying a SET 1024
buried network or borehole array from the beginning of the project. 2048
If long-term well leakage monitoring is required, we suggest install- z 1Hz 10 Hz 100 1z 1000 Tz

ing seismometers behind casing (Bohnhoff and Zoback, 2010a;
Bohnhoff et al, 2010b). Once the choice of a target magnitude and
deployment depth has been made, the number of instruments to be
deployed in the target area can be estimated from Figure 2. This can
be read from the Step 1 curve at the far left of the figure.

Figure 3 Signal-to-noise improvement versus sensor depth. This plof can be used
to judge the advantages of both sensor depth and type on signal improvement with
depth. Sensors with natural frequencies above about 4.5 Hz are not recommended
for shallow installations. Placing low frequency sensors downhole also only
marginally improves signal to noise (modified from Prevedel et al., 2015).

a b c
CETEIG . CERABIal. SRR
SO R] RARReT R g
o KKK 1889 e 909y
Pkt I’ i ‘slele%e?
L K 1= 8 :
FORIETRE 4,:;:3.;:;;
1\-.'.;7 et S
PR PTRRS ISAEEATSETORTS

Type Usable Relative sensor + deployment
bandwidth cost

surface  posthole  deep well
BB @ 40s-20Hz ~250 mm  high moderate  moderate
1Hz @ ® 4s-100Hz ~200mm  moderate low low high
45Hz ® ® ® 1-500 Hz 70 mm Low low low moderate
15 Hz VSP == 4-2000Hz 50 mm lowest high
45Hz SET @  1-500 Hz 70 mm Low moderate  high

Table 2 Common instruments, deployments, and relative costs for 5 x 5 km target area.

Figure 4 A notional stepwise development plan for a
seismic monitoring network and alternative SET buried
net. The resource is assumed to be at a depth of ~1.5-
2 km, the target area to be monitored ~ 5 x 5 km, and
the exploration/lease area equal to be ~ 10 x 10 km.
A well with a ~1 km long lateral has been planned

as shown by the grey circle. A dense face-centered
hexagonal station grid was used so a densified SET
buried array could easily be accommodated. (a) Step
1 event detection - red circle: the initial seismicity-
detection station, preferably as deep as possible in a
borehole. Step 2 event location — green circles: four
additional borehole stations. (b) Step 3 tomography —
purple circles. (c) A SET buried array - orange circles:
an alternative monitoring development strategy,
comprised of a ~48 stations in 100 m deep boreholes,
a density of ~2 stations/km?.

suggested deployment

~4@1m
~2@30m -~6@30m
~1@300m ~4@300m ~12@300m

< 3000 m VSP array
~36 @ 100 m buried SET array
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is through downhole sensors — preferably in relatively deep
deployments.

The relative trade-offs between sensor types, natural frequen-
cies, deployments, and costs are summarized in Table 2.

Step 2: Establishing the locations of seismic
activity

Assuming the Step 1 survey picked up a significant number of
smaller events, in Step 2 their locations need to be determined
to avoid potential fault reactivation and hazardous seismicity
during reservoir development. This brings us back to Table 2 and
Figures 1 to 3, which suggest that, depending on cultural noise
and geological conditions, a location network can require a set
of four 4.5 Hz stations buried at ~ 300-1000 m. A flexible station
layout map for Step 2 makes use of a SET-type face centered
hexagonal grid, as shown in Figure. 4a. This grid should be fine
enough to leave open the option of deploying a SET buried net.

Figure 5 a) A SET map of the ambient seismic-activity volume of fractures before
fracking. The brighter colours are interpreted as locations of greater permeability
and fluid movement. b) Shows the fractures activated during a hydraulic treatment
overlaid on the ambient background in a). c) A forecast of major production
permeability pathways from the combination of pre-treatment and treatment-time
SET (Figure from Sicking et al., 2017).

leakage
(years)

prior to traetment
(months/years)
production
\ (years)

treatment

5% \ (days)

»¢ | disposal and storage
(vears)

background seismicity / X

I’“’::“*‘:"“/ /x [ { /xx /
Ak %
%Eﬁ ..... ..

24 1024 -—1 ' !
R
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Table 3 A matrix of monitoring Phases, Steps, and suggested Best Practices for
sensors, deployments, and objectives. Combined with Figures 1-3 and Tables
1 and 2, this matrix provides a key to cost-effective regulatory and reservoir
characterization and monitoring.
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Step 3: Shori-term monitoring of reservoir
stimulation

This monitoring tasks currently divides along two lines: (1)
regulatory mandates and (2) cost-effective reservoir development
and management. If monitored by a local network, the spatial
resolution of the ‘seismic cloud’ of induced seismicity is mostly
used as an approximation of the Stimulated Rock Volume. Only
in a very limited number of existing cases is this seismicity
information used to feed a regulatory system.

A deep borehole Step 1 monitoring system near the treatment
well would certainly establish event distance and magnitude, and
this might be all that is needed to stay within permitted earth-
quake limits. The uncertainty would then be in accurate locations.
If well-resolved event location is also required by regulations,
then a Step 2 system should suffice.

Step 4: Long-term monitoring of production,
disposal, storage and leakage

Phase III requires that both the equipment and costs of a
monitoring net need to be maintained for many years. This
includes detecting well interferences and ‘frack hits’ in areas with
increasing densities of wells (U.S. EPA 2016).

Practical long-term monitoring solutions are especially
important for seismic detection of well barrier failures. In fact,
a significant fraction of all production wells do show barrier
failure within two or three decades of well abandonment (see
the compilation by Davies et al., 2014 for a general inventory).

In terms of decadal-scale seismicity from production or waste
water disposal, automated versions of Step 1 and 2 type-networks
should suffice (Figure 4a). Signals that trigger automatic flags
from such systems could include: (1) rapid increases in event
magnitudes (Haring et al., 2008; De Pater and Baisch, 2011), (2)
increased frequency of events with reservoir operation changes
(Farahbod et al. 2015; Schultz et al., 2015), (3) alignment of
hypocentres along pre-existing faults (Wolhart et al. 2006; Norton
et al., 2010), (4) changes in GR relationships (Maxwell et al.,

Figure 6 Changes in SET-signal-generating fractures over the producing life of a
well. The treatment Stimulated Resource Volume is shown in the left panel. The
middle shows the volume after two years of exploitation. The right panel shows the
volume after three years (Figure from Sicking et al., 2017).
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2009; Kratz et al., 2012), and (5) rotations of stresses with flow
rates during stimulation (Martinez-Garzon et al., 2013b).

Leaky well detection requires detecting complex signals that
can occur during gas rise to the surface (Bohnhoff et al., 2010b;
Martinez-Garzon et al., 2013a). For new wells, to achieve the
high sensitivities needed, our suggested approach is to install
short arrays — say four or more levels — of behind-casing seis-
mometers at strategic depths.

SET: The best practice (regulatory and reservoir
exploitation) combined

Passive recordings of what has been thought of as incoherent
seismic noise have now been shown to contain information on
subsurface fractures and fluids (e.g. see Ross et al., 2016; Sicking
et al., 2017, and the references therein.) The SET method can, for
example, be used to directly map the Stimulated Rock Volume
resulting from a well treatment. It also provides a potential meth-
od of advanced seismicity control and regulation for operators
and regulators.

SET data can reveal the locations of the highest density of
natural fractures with active fluid flow (e.g. Geiser et al., 2012).
If mapped before well completion, they show the locations
where treatments can best target natural fractures (Figure S5a).
Treatment-time SET can reveal the extent and location of the best
SRV (Figure 5 b and c). By taking repeated SET recordings a few
times a year changes, in the production and SRV can be tracked
(Ross et al., 2016; Figure 6).

A SET buried network can be used as both a stimulation-seis-
micity control system and a regulatory monitor. Because of its
sensitivity, any rapid build-up of very small events can be used
to guide injection-volumes-and-rates, avoiding larger or well
interfering events.

Summary and Conclusions
We provide step-by-step workflows to organize these reservoir
monitoring technologies, starting with the minimum needed

Hydraulic fractures (surrounded
by small-magnitude induced

Figure 7 A selection of the regulatory best
practices seismic kits and deployments
discussed in this paper.

to establish background seismicity. Each Step in the workflow
is then used to help decide on the most cost-effective way to
proceed during reservoir treatments and production.

We have collected our suggested best practices into a final
summary table and figure showing the various phase, steps, and
deployments we have described here (Table 3 and Figure 7).

The instruments and deployments shown in Figure 7 are
primarily aimed at monitoring for regulatory purposes. It includes
long-term detection of well seal failures by making well com-
pletions that include behind-casing seismometers as a standard
practice (see also Deflandre, 2016 and the reference therein.)

We suggest that optimum seismic monitoring is achieved if
Step 1-4 systems are planned with the potential of including them
as part of a SET-based reservoir development and exploitation
programme. For life-time monitoring of a reservoir, we suggest
a buried SET network as the optimal solution. We conclude
that, with carefully separated regulatory and proprietary reser-
voir-management data streams (if desired or necessary), both
the public and field operators benefit most from this monitoring
approach.

Acknowledgements

Research for this paper has been performed within the framework
of the M4ShaleGas project that has received funding by the Euro-
pean Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme
under grant agreement number 640715.

References

Atkinson, G.M., D.W. Eaton, H. Ghofrani, D. Walker, B. Cheadle, R.
Schultz, R. Shcherbakov, K. Tiampo, J. Gu, R.M. Harrington, Y.
Liu, M. van der Baan and H. Kao. [2016]. Hydraulic Fracturing and
Seismicity in the Western Canada Sedimentary Basin. Seismological
Research Letters, 87 (03), doi: 10.1785/0220150263.

Bohnhoff, M. and Zoback, M.D. [2010a]. Oscillation of fluid-filled cracks
triggered by degassing CO, during leakage from its storage reservoir.
J. Geophys. Res., 115 (B11305), doi:10.1029/2010JB0008438.

FIRST BREAK | VOLUME 36 | FEBRUARY 2018 63



@ SPECIAL TOPIC: RESERVOIR MONITORING

Bohnhoff, M., Zoback, M.D., Chiaramonte, L., Gerst, J. and Gupta,
N. [2010b] Seismic Detection of CO, Leakage along Monitoring
Wellbores. Int. J. Greenhouse Gas Control, 4, 687-697.

Cesca, S., F. Grigoli, S. Heimann, A. Gonzélez, E. Buforn, S. Maghsoudi,
E. Blanch and T. Dahm [2014]. The 2013 September-October
seismic sequence offshore Spain: a case of seismicity triggered
by gas injection? Geophysical Journal International, 198 (02),
941-953.

Darrah, T.H., Vengosh, A., Jackson, R.B., Warner, N.R.and Poreda,
R.J. [2014]. Noble gases identify the mechanisms of fugitive gas
contamination in drinking-water wells overlying the Marcellus and
Barnett Shales. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
111, 14076-14081.

Davies, R., Foulger, G., Bindley, A. and Styles, P. [2013]. Induced
seismicity and hydraulic fracturing for the recovery of hydrocarbons.
Marine and Petroleum Geology, 45, 171-185.

Davies, R.J., Almond, S., Ward, R.S., Jackson, R.B., Adams, C., Worrall,
F., Herringshaw, L.G., Gluyas, J.G. and Whitehead, M.A. [2014]. Oil
and gas wells and their integrity: Implications for shale and uncon-
ventional resource exploitation. Marine and Petroleum Geology, 56,
239-254.

Deflandre, J-P. [2016]. Induced microseismicity: short overview,
state of art and feedback on source rock production. The Open
Petroleum Engineering Journal, 9, (Suppl-1, M4), 55-71, doi:
10.2174/1874834,101609010055.

De Pater, C.J. and Baisch, S. [2011]. Geomechanical Study of Bowland
Shale Seismicity. Report. Cuadrilla Resources Ltd., UK.

Ellsworth, W.L. [2013]. Injection-induced earthquakes. Science, 341
(6142), doi:10.1126/science1225942.

Farahbod, A. M., Kao, H., Walker, D.M., Cassidy, J.F. and Calvert, A.
[2015]. Investigation of regional seismicity before and after hydraulic
fracturing in the Horn River Basin, northeast British Columbia.
Canadian Journal of Earth Sciences, 52 (2), 112-122.

Giardini, D. [2009]. Geothermal quake risks must be faced. Nature, 462,
848-849.

Goertz-Allmann, B.P. and Wiemer, S. [2013]. Geomechanical modeling
of induced seismicity source parameters and implications for seismic
hazard assessment Geophysics, 78, KS25-KS39.

Héring, M.O., Schanz, U., Ladner, F. and Dyer, B.C. [2008]. Characteri-
sation of the Basel 1 enhanced geothermal system. Geothermics, 37,
469-495.

Kratz, M., Aulia, A. and Hill, A. [2012]. Identifying fault activation in
shale reservoirs using microseismic monitoring during hydraulic
stimulation: Source Mechanisms, b Values, and energy release rates:
CSEG Recorder, 20 (06).

Lei, X., Huang, D., Su, J.,, Jiang, G., Wang, X., Wang, H., Guo, X. and
Fu, H. [2017]. Fault reactivation and earthquakes with magnitudes of
up to Mw4.7 induced by shale-gas hydraulic fracturing in Sichuan
Basin, China. Scientific Reports, 7 (7971), doi:10.1038/s41598-017-
08557-y.

Martinez-Garzon, P., Bohnhoff, M., Zambrano-Narvaez, G. and Cha-
laturnyk, R. [2013a]. Microseismic Monitoring of CO, Injection at
the Penn West Pembina Cardium EOR Project, Canada. Sensors, 13,
11,522-11,538.

64 FIRST BREAK | VOLUME 36 | FEBRUARY 2018

Martinez-Garzon, P., Bohnhoff, M., Kwiatek, G. and Dresen, G. [2013b].
Stress tensor changes related to fluid injection at The Geysers
Geothermal Field, California: Geophys. Res. Lett., 40, 2,596-2,601.

Maxwell, S.C., Jones, M., Parker, R., Miong, S., Leaney, S., Dorval, D.
and Hammermaster, K. [2009]. Fault Activation During Hydraulic
Fracturing. SEG International Exposition and Annual Meeting,
Expanded Abstracts.

McGarr, A. [2002]. Case histories of induced and triggered seismicity. In:
Lee, W.H.K., Kanamori, H., Jennings, P.C., Kisslinger, C. (Eds.), Inter-
national Handbook of Earthquake and Engineering Seismology, 647.

McGarr, A. [2014]. Maximum magnitude earthquakes induced by fluid
injection. J. Geophys. Res. Solid Earth, 119, 1008-1019.

Mignan, A. [2014]. The debate on the prognostic value of earthquake
foreshocks: A meta-analysis. Scientific Reports, 4 (4099), doi:
10.1038/srep04099.

Petersen, M.D., Mueller, C.S., Moschetti, M.P., Hoover, S.M., Llenos,
A.L., Ellworth, W.L. and Rukstales, K.S. [2016]. Seismic-Hazard
Forecast for 2016 Including Induced and Natural Earthquakes in the
Central and Eastern United States. Seismological Research Letters,
87 (6), 1327-1341.

Richter, C.F. [1935]. An instrumental earthquake magnitude scale. Bull.
Seismol. Soc. Am., 25, 1-32.

Schultz, R., Stern, V., Novakovic, M., Atkinson, G. and Gu, Y.J. [2015].
Hydraulic fracturing and the Crooked Lake Sequences: Insights
gleaned from regional seismic networks. Geophysical Research
Letters, 42 (08), 2,750-2,758.

Shapiro, S.A., Dinske, C., Langenbruch, C. and Wenzel, F. [2010]. Seis-
mogenic index and magnitude probability of earthquakes induced
during reservoir fluid stimulations. The Leading Edge, 304-309.

Sicking, C.J., Vermilye, J. and Yaner, A. [2017]. Forecasting reservoir
performance by mapping seismic emissions. Interpretation, 5 (04).

Ross, J., Parrott, K., Vermilye, J. and Klaus, A. [2017]. Tomographic
fracture imaging: Examples of induced fracture and reservoir-scale
observations during wellbore stimulations, Niobrara and Bakken
plays, USA. The Leading Edge, 36 (05), 437-444.

U.S. EPA [2016]. Hydraulic Fracturing for Oil and Gas: Impacts from the
Hydraulic Fracturing Water Cycle on Drinking Water Resources in
the United States. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of
Research and Development, Washington, DC, EPA/600/R-16/236Fa:
WWW.epa.gov.

Van der Baan, M., Eaton, D. and Dusseault, M. [2013]. Microseismic
Monitoring Developments in Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation. In:
Bunger, A.P., McLennan, J. and Jeffrey, R. (Eds.), Effective and
Sustainable Hydraulic Fracturing, InTech, 439-466.

Van Thienen-Visser, K. and Breunese, J.N. 2[015]. Induced seismicity
of the Groningen gas field: History and recent developments. The
Leading Edge, 34, 664-671.

Wolhart, S.L., Harting, T.A., Dahlem, J.E., Young, T.J., Mayerhofer,
M.J. and Lolon, E.P. [2006]. Hydraulic fracture diagnostics used
to optimize development in the Jonah field. SPE Annual Technical
Conference and Exhibition, Expanded Abstracts.

Zoback, M.D. and Gorelick, S.M. [2012]. Earthquake triggering and
large-scale geologic storage of carbon dioxide. Proceedings National
Academy of Sciences, 109 (26), 10,164-10,168.



