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ABSTRACT

Experiences with injecting geothermal fluids have 1{dentified
technical problems associated with geothermal waste disposal. This
report assesses the feasibility of injection as an .alternat1ve for
geothermal wastewater disposal and analyzes hydrologic controls governing
the wupward migration of 1injected fluids. Injection .experiences at
several geothermal developments are presented.

Testing at the Raft River KGRA in Idaho was limited to short-term
injection into an interval shallower than the production interval.
Results indicated there is hydraulic communication among deep and shallow
wells. The potential for substantial upward migration of injected fluids
is moderately high.

Injection at the Salton Sea KGRA in Californa was tested by
injecting 1into an interval slightly deeper than the production interval.
Problems included high total dissolved solids (TDS) and potentia]v for
increased subsidence and induced seismicity. The  potential for
substantial upward migration of injected fluids is low.

Injecfion at the East Mesa KGRA in California has occurred into an
interval similar to the production interval. Problems are similar to
those at the Salton Sea KGRA, although TDS are less. The potentia] for
substantial upward migration of injected fluids is Tow.

Injection ét the Otake géotherma1 field 1in Japan occurs 1in
intervals similar to the pfodﬁction intervals. Problems include a high
potential for 1nje¢ted fluids to miérate upward along fractures and

silica scaling of wells and equipment.




Injection at the Hatchobaru geothermal field in Japan occurs in
intervals similar to production intervals. Problems include rapid
hydrodynamic breakthrough, reservoir coo]ing,vand silica scaling of wells
and equipment. The potential for substantial upward migration of
injected fluids is high.

Injection at the Ahuachapan geothermal field in E1 Salvador occurs
at intervals deeper than production intervals. Some reservoir cooling
haé occurred, but injection effectively stabilizes pressure declines.
The potential for substantial upward migration of injected fluids is Tow.

Hydrogeo]ogfc and design/operatfona] factors affecting the success
of an injection program are identified. Hydrogeologic factors include
subsidence, near-surface effects of 1injected fluids, and seismicity.
Design/operational factors include hydrodynamic breakthrough, condition
of the 1injection system and reservoir maintenance. Existing and

potential effects of production/injection on these factors are assessed.

ii
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1, Statement of the Problem

Inject1ﬁg fluids into subsurface formations is a well-established
method of liquid waste disposal that has served the petroleum industry
and other water-intensive industries for decades. The - geothermal
industry, however, has faced numerous complex problems since first
attempting injection in the early 1960's. Developing hydrothermal
resources requires continuous pumping of 1large volumes of superheated
water that require disposal after the heat has been extracted for energy
production.

The success or failure of an injection program depends 1largely
upon site-specific conditions. Geology, fluid temperature and chemistry,
and hydrologic flow controls vary among fields, so each injection program
requires an 1individual design for its respective geothermal field. The
inconsistency of physical and chemical parameters has created numerous
problems for developers who have experienced great difficulty in operating
Tong-term injection. Most worldwide injection programs to date have been
essentially one or more series of short-term injection tests (24-1000
hrs.). For the most part,;te§ts have ﬁeen designed to identify technical
problems associated wjth f]uiq 1njectjon and to assess the feasibility of
injection within the hydrogeo]bgié constraints of a given geothermal
. system. F1e1d operators fhat haveﬁinjgcfed geothermal waste fluids for
several months to severa] - years AhaVe énééuntered numerous associated
problems. These difficu]ties; depending upon each situation, may have

chemical, hydrological, or operational origins. Only the Ahuachapan




geothermal field in E1 Salvador has reported success with long-term

injection. Commonly reported problems include maintaining reservoir

pressure, subsidence resulting from 1incomplete 1njéct10n, induced
seismicity, chemical fou11ng of equipmenf. reservoir plugging, rapid

_ communicétion of injected watef aﬁong 'geotherma1 wells, and heat

depletion of the geothermal resérvo{r?by re]ativé]y cool injected fluids.

There are several practica1 advantages of injecting liquid wastes
from fhermaT power plants into undergfodhd aquiféré. Assuming favorable

Hydrdgeo1ogic conditions and proper p1a6ement of produétion.and injection

wells, these advantages are: | |

¥ JIsolation of liquid wastes from the surface and prevention of surface
pollution. |

* Minimization of subsidence caused by withdrawal of large volumes of
geothermal fluids (Note: 1less than 100% injection can still result in
reservoir pressure declines and accompényihg subsidence).

* Minimization of the decjine in reservoir pressure that occurs as
geothermal fluids are produced. Failure to replenish reservoir fluids
by 1njection or adequate natural recharge cén diminish reservoir fluid
pressures and cause well producivity to decline.

¥ Provision of a ﬁechanism to récover additional héat from the
reservoir. Mosf geothéfma] heat is éontained in reservoir rocks. The
injected fluid 5ca9enges heat from the rocké as it migrates through
the formation toward the productién wells (Sanyal, 1978).

These last two advantages can prolong thel life of the geothermal

reservoir.



Numerous hydrologic criteria must be evaluated before implementing
an 1injection program. Loéa] and regional geology control the lithologic
and structural conditions surrounding the geothermal resource as well as
the available permeabilities for fluid movement. The existence of
primary porous media flow or secondary fracture flow influences the speed
and direction of groundwater movement.

Fractures seem to dominate the permeability of most geothermal
fields. The effect of fractures in geothermal reservoirs is one of the
largest unknown quantities influencing predictions of reservoir behavior
during development and injection. Estimating the degree of
interconnection and the spacing of fractures with reservoir simulation
techniques is a primary target in current geothermal research.
Evaluation of groundwater flow patterns before geothermal production and
resulting hydrologic gradients after production gives a reasonably clear
idea of where and how fast injected fluids will flow. The degree and
spatial distribution of reservoir fracturing as well as the degree of
interconnection of fracturés also have considerable effect on the rate of
fluid transport betweenb adjacent aquifers, - both horizontally and
vertically. Fracture zones and faults may facilitate vertical migration
of wastes and consequent poliution of shallower aquifers. Ideally the
presence of an impermeable cap rock or confining layer would prevent
vertical migration of waste fluids; however, not all geothermal systems
possess such a cap rock.

Little is understood about the near-surface and regional effects
of continuous injection of large volumes of geothermal wastes into the

ground. Over many years, there could be significant repercussions near




the surface from subsurface injection. Many of these impacts can be
anticipated and avoided by a carefully planned injeétion scheme or by a

decision not to inject at all.

1.2. Purpose and Objectives .

The purpose of this project is to assess the feasibility of
subsurface injection as an a]ternative”fér geothermal wastewater disposal
in the western United States. The general objective is to provide a
detailed analysis of hydrologic controls governing the effects of
injecting geothermal wastewater on overiying aquifers. Specific

objectives include:

1) Search the 1iterature to identify and 'select geothermal
developments that use subsurface injection of wastes,
particularly 1n fractured, volcanic, and Basin and Range
geologic systems.

2) Gather available data from injection system monitoring
programs for each of the selected developments and write case
studies, include:

a) Describe thé geologic and hydrologic systems in which the
geothermal resource occurs. |

b) ‘Describe the available water chemistry data on the
"geothermal fluid and naturally occurring groundwater in
the hydrogeologic system.

c) Characterize the geothermal resource on the basis of its

origin, fluid movement, and reservoir paraméters.



3)

d)

e)

Describe the injection program, including the arrangement
of injection and production wells and the effects of
1nject10n seen at monitoring stations and other geothermal
wells.

Assess environmental/physical effects, such as
subsidence, seismicity, and declines in reservoir

productivity.

Analyze hydrogeologic factors that control the effects on

overlying aquifers of injecting geothermal wastewater.




2. BACKGROUND

Generating power using a 1liquid-dominated hydrothermal resource
requires prodbcing and disposing of large volumes of water. The amount
of fluid requiring disposal depends upon several factors. Temperature of
the geothermal resource controls the volume of geothermal fluid needed to
run a given power plant. A 100-MW flashed-steam power plant using
geothermal resources at 175°C  would generate. about 84 x 106 m3 (cubic
meters) of waste fluids per year. By comparison, the same plant using
resource temperatures of 285°C would generate approximately 23 x 106 m3
per year (Layton, 1980). Power plant size and type also influence the

required volume of geothermal water.

There may be additional sources of water needing disposal besides
the produced geothermal fluids. These sources depend largely upon plant
design and site-specific factors governing fluid extraction. A flashed-
steam type of generating cycle involves a net loss of fluid in the form
of steam, so that less than 100% of the extracted fluid 1is returned to
the reservoir via injection. If this net fluid loss is substantial, or
if 1o¢a1 conditions indicate there fs long-term danger of subsidence or
reservoir pressure losses, some source of make-up water may be necessary.
Make-up water will doubtlessly alter temperature and chemistry of the
injectate. The resulting chemical reactions can severely foul equipment
and perhaps plug the reservoir near the injection well 1f proper
precautions are not taken. Some power plant designs include cooling
towers which produce small amounts of cooled water requiring disposa1;

Short-term well testing also produces small amounts of water. The

oy



chemical compatibility of these fluids determines if they may be mixed
with geothermal fluids for injection. In the case of the Imperial
Valley, California, even geothermal fluids from different wells may not
be compatible.

Geologic and hydrologic properties of a geothermal field strongly
influence the success or failure of an injection program. The
composition of reservoir rocks contributes to the hydrochemistry of
reservoir fluids. Hydrothermal alteration of reservoir rocks,
particularly in sedimentary formations, may significantly impede fluid
flow by reducing primary porosity and permeability. Hydrothermal
alteration and induration may alternately make reservoir more susceptible
to fracturing, thereby enhancing secondary porosity and permeability.
The relative dominance of primary (porous media) and secondary
(fractured) permeabilities is a critical factor 1in determining what
factors control the ability to withdraw and inject geothermal fluids.
Other factors to consider are the natural groundwater flow patterns and
the locations of fault zones and thermal highs ahd lows.

There are several configurations of well fields that may be
implemented on the basis of specific conditions existing at each
geothermal site (Horne, 1982a).’ Injection and production wells may be
interspersed so that injection is occuring within the production area;
injection wells may'be ptaced in the geothermal system at some distance
from production wells in a side by side arrangement; or injection wells
may be located outside of the geothermal system. Fluid disposal by
injection requires only that the injection well penetrates a permeable

formation capable of accepting the 1injected fluids. The permeable




production horizon may be used for an injection horizon, or fnjecfed
fluids may be directed to an alternate permeable zone abové or be16w the
producing horizon. |

Interspersing produétion and injection wells may help maintaih
productivity by reducing reserQbir pressure 1o$ses, but there is danger
of reducing productibn temperatures with cooled reservoir fluids,
particularly in a very permeable system. Reducing production
temperatures would require higher volumes to be'pumped, at higher cost,
to achieve the same power generating capacity. A side by " side
arrangement of closely spaced production and injection wells can‘ have a
~similar effect. Figure 2.1 1is a conceptial diagram of the advéac{ng
front of injected fluids in a very permeable fractured reservoir. The
- injected fluids flow along fracture planes toward the production zone and
perhaps upward to overlying aquifers.

Locating injection wells at some distance from production wells
can provide a longer flow path for injected f]uids which would 1likely
follow a steepened, production-induced hydraulic gradient toward the
producing zone. The 1onger flow path (provided fracture channeling can
be avoided) increases fluid contact with superheated réservoir rocks and
enables more heat to be gathered from the reservoir. This configuration
is less édvantageous for maintaining production pressures.

The relative mérits of injecting into, above or below producing
hdiizons depend largely upon'site—specific conditions. These conditions
may enhahce or reduce the possibility of hydrodynamic or thermal

breakthrough. In this paper, hydrodynamic breakthrough is defined as the
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Figure 2.1 Conceptual model of the advancing plume of cooled geothermal fluids toward the producing zone and along




physical and chemical appearance of injected fluids at production wells.
Thermal breakthrough occurs when ~injected fluids actually cool the
reservoir rocks and, as a result, cool the native reservoir fluids. This
phenomenon is much slower than hydrodynamic breakthrough.

It 1is necessary to define several other terms as they are used in
this report. Permeability is the ability of the medium to transmit water
and is a function of the medium alone. It is not to be confused here
with hydraulic conductivity which is a function of both the medium and
the fluid. The high variability in geothermal fluid properties prohibits
using the groundwater hydrologists' definition of hydraulic conductivity
with any degree of consistency without considerable correction.
Injectability is used aé an index of geothermal fluid properties and how
they may help or hinder the injection process. Injectivity is an index
reflecting the ability of a well or formation to accept geothermal
fluids. It is defined as Q/ P, where Q 1is rate of flow and P is
reservoir pressure (Howard et al., 1978). Injectivity may decrease with
increased well or formation plugging or may increase with well
rehabilitation or hydrofracturing. The geothermal industry uses a mass-
based rate of tons/hour to measure production. In some cases it is
possible to report in straight volume measurements (1/s). Both terms
appear in this report. i

A number 'of geothermal operators worldwide have done short-term
injection testing to determine the feasibility of injection as a means of
geothermal fluid disposal. Other  developments have implemented
continuous 1injection for Tlong-term waste disposal. Six specific case

histories of developments that have practiced injection have been
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selected for presentation here. They are the Raft River KGRA in Idaho;
the Salton Sea and East Mesa KGRAs in the Imperial Valley of California;
the Otake and Hatchobaru fields of the Otake Geothermal Area on the
island of Kyushu, Japan; and the Ahuachapan geothermal field in
E1 Salvador. These sites were selected on the basis of their varied
experiences with injection and the physical factors controlling injection
at each site. Experiences at each of these sites have contributed
significantly to our knowledge of geothermal 1hJection, its controlling

factors, and its hydrologic and operational effects.
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3. RAFT RIVER, IDAHO

3.1. Introduction

The Raft’ River V§11ey is located within the North American Basin
and Range Province '1nb sduth-ceﬁtra] Idaho (Figure 3.1). The Known
Geothérma] Resource Area (KGRA) 1lies 1in the southern portion of the
Valley near the Idaho-Utah border. The thermal zone of the 1liquid-
dominated geothermal sysfem produces water and steam near 150°C.

The United States Department of Energy (formerly Energy Research
and Development Administration), the Raft River Rural Electric
Cooperative, and the Idaho Department of Water Resources jofnt]y
initiated drilling a geothermal exploration well at Raft River 1in 1975.
The Raft River geothermal exploration well No. 1 (RRGE-1) encountered
temperatures of 146°C, thereby verifying the existence of a hydrothermal
resource.

A federally funded experimental geothermal program was initiated
at Raft River to show that moderate-temperature geothermal fluids can be
used to generate electricity and to provide energy for direct-use
applications. A 5-MW electrical generation pilot plant tested a dual-
boiling binary cycle using isobutane as the working f1uid. Large volumes
of geothermal water supplied the power facility as well as numerous
research experiments. Direct-application research included a number of
intensive experiments that also resulted in large quantities of spent
fluid requiring disposal. Disposal 1involved  the piping of cooled,
geothermal fluid across the well field to holding ponds to await later

injection.
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Figure 3.1 Location of the Raft River KGRA, Idaho.
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The Raft River KGRA 1ies within an area designated by the Idaho
Department of Water Resourcesv(IbWR) fn 1963 as a Criticai Groundwater
Basin. The designation means that additional long-term uses of the water
resource will not be approved. This restriction protects the existing
users of near-surface aquifers from the consequences of severe overdraft,
such as degradation of water quality andAexcessive water level declines.
Geothermal development, however, was considered by IDWR to be a temporary
research project and did not require a Tlong-term water use permit..
Having begun early operations in 1974, the federally supported program
ceased operating in December, 1982. The site is presently (1984) owned

byla private corporation.

3.2. Geology

The Raft River Valley is a'Cenézoic basin associated with Basin
and Range geology in south central Idaho. In the Basin and Range
Province, high ranges with complex structures are 1{isolated from
neighboring ranges by valleys that are filled with Cenzoic continental
deposits. This geologic brovince is a desert area of low rainfall . The
ranges are uplifted tilted blocks commonly bounded on one or both sides
by normal faults that trend in a generally north-south direction. The

region has a notably thin crust and abnorma]]ybhigh heat flow,

The Raft River Valley occupies part of the northernmost extension
of the Basin and Range Province abutting the Snake River Piain. On the
north, the Raft River Valley opens onto the Snake River Plain. The
valley fs bounded on the south by the Raft River Range, on the west by

the Jim Sage and Cotterel Ranges, and on the east by the Black Pine Range
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and the Sublett Range (Figure 3.2). At the southern end of the Jim Sage
Mountains, the Raft River enters the valley and flows northward. The
KGRA 1is also at the southern end of the valley. The topography near the
KGRA is characteristically alluvial fans and sediments at the edges of
the Raft River flood plain (Dolenc et al., 1981).

The Raft River Valley near the KGRA is a downdropped basin with
steep normal faults inferred at the rangefronts. The Bridge Fault Zone,
on the west side of the valley, is a zone of principal faults exhibiting
vertical displacement and steep dips. These features are exposed at the
surface. The Horse Well Fault Zone 1is also a zone of steep normal
faulting west of the Bridge zone that approximates the strike and dip of
the Bridge zone (Dolenc et al., 1981)

North of the Raft River, both these fault zones +terminate at a
structure called the Narrows Zone, which 1is defined by -anomalous
geophysical data. The Narrows Zone trends northeast and is believed to
be a basement shear (Mabey et al., 1978). The KGRA occurs at the
intersection of this poorly understood Narrows structure and the Bridge
Fault Zone. It 1is believed that hydrothermal waters circulate deeply
along basement fractures, then rise locally at the intersection of the
two major structures and spread laterally into Tertiary sediments. Hot
water in shallow wells comes from upward 1leakage through fractures in
deeper formations. There is no evidence of a local heat source (Mabey et
al., 1978).

The 1ithology of the Raft River KGRA includes complex metamorphic
and volcanic rocks as well as sedimentary sequences. The 1ithologic

composition, structural characteristics and approximate thicknesses of
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these geologic units appear in Table 3.1. Figure 3.3 1is a conceptual
cross-section through the valley showing the relative position of these

units.

3.3. Hydrology
The Raft River KGRA is a groundwater discharge area, although
there is no visible discharge at the surface. The only hydrologic

feature at the surface is the Raft River.

3.3.1. Surface Water
The Raft River drains northward through the valley to the Snake
River. The designation as a river 1is a misnomer because it is more

accurately an ephemeral stream.

3.3.2. Groundwater

Groundwater in the basin may be confined or unconfined in the
unconsolidated sediments of the Salt Lake Formation or in sands and
gravels of the Raft Formation and recent alluvial deposits. Recharge to
these aquifers 1s either from local precipitation, from infiltration of
local surface water and irrigation runoff, or from upward discharge from
deeper aquifers.

The KGRA 1is a grouhdwafer discharge area. Increasing hydraulic
heads with depth 1nd1éate the net movement of water 1in ‘subsurface
aquifers 1is in an'upward'direction‘toward the surface. Most water below
300 m (meters) is confined, although localized confined conditions may
exist at shallower depths. Heads in deeper aquifers range from 30 m to

over 100 m above 1land surface in the geothermal vicinity. Most
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Table 3.1. Geo]oggc and hydrologic characteristics of formations at the Raft River KGRA, Cassia County,
Idaho.
Formation Geologic Description Hydrologic Description
Quaternary Uppermost sediments derived Shallow Aquifer: -Extends from surface to about 180 m.
Alluvium and primarily from surrounding Significant communication with deeper aquifers via
Colluvium mountain ranges. fractures and faults. Receives discharging fluids
from deeper units. MW-5, MW-7 completed in this
aqui fer.
Pleistocene Poorly sorted angular, Upper Aquitard: Occurs from-about 180-355 m. Less

Raft Formation

unconsolidated quartz sand
and silt, tuff, minor
rhyolite gravels; up to
300 m thick; fluvial and
alluvial depositional
environment. Replacement
of primary calcite by
silica; fracture filling
by secondary calcite.

permeable than Shallow Aquifer; more permeable than
Lower Aquitard. MW-4, MW-6, and possibly MW-3
completed in this aquitard.

Lower Aquitard: Occurs from about 335-450 m,
Hydrologically isolates Intermediate Aquifer from
Shallow Aquifer and overlying Upper Aquitard, with
respect to potentiometric heads. MW-1 completed in
this aquitard.

Tertiary
Salt Lake
Formation

................................................. Metamorphic and Basement Geothermal Aquifer.

Precambrian
Rock

Assemblage
{Metasediments
and Adamellite
Basement rocks)

Lacustrine deposit up to
1600 m thick; increasing
volcanic materials with
depth. Primarily shales,
siltstones, sandstones and
tuff. Shales and silt-
stones thin-bedded to
massive. Deformational
structures include micro-
faults, breccias, ball and
pillow structures, and
convolute Taminations.
Replacement of primary
calcite by silica; frac-
ture filling by secondary
calcite.

Quartzites, schists,
gneisses-~-gaulted

metamorphic rocks:over-

lying an adamellite
basement.

Intermediate Aquifer: Occurs from about 450-580 m.
Sedimentary layers of sand and gravels; high trans-
missivity. Vertical communication with overlying
aquitards and deeper Metamorphic and Basement
Geothermal Aquifer along faults and fractures. No
wells completed solely in this aquifer.

Geothermal Aquitard/Aquifer: Located between 580-
1700 m; fractured and consolidated sedimentary unit of
variable thickness; spatially heterogeneous and aniso-
tropic permeability; permeability controiled by
fracture spacing, fracture zone widths, and secondary
precipitation of calcite and silica; transmissivity
greater in fault plane than in host rock. Serves as:
1) source of geothermal water for production wells;
2) sink for injection wells; 3) aquitard, reducing
vertical leakage losses from injection aquifers and
Dis-
charging flow pattern indicated by deteriorating
water quality with- decreased depth in vicinity of
KGRA.

Metamorphic and Basement Geothermal Aquifer: Begins
anywhere from 1200-1700 m deep; fracture-dominated
groundwater flow; believed to be principal source or
local origin of geothermal fluid at Raft River KGRA.
Discharges geothermal fluid to overlying units via
vertical faults and fractures. Water enters wells
from metasediments, adamallite after flowing from Jim
Sage Mountains to Raft River floodplain.

3A11man et al., 1982.
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irrigation wells 1in the area show some chemical or thermal evidence of
upward leakage from the deep.geothermal resource (Spencer and Goldman,

1980) .

3.3.2.1. Aquifers

Geologic units at the Raft River KGRA have been reorganized by
~Allman et ail. (1982) into six hydrologic aquifer/aquftérd units., These
are: ‘

1) The Shallow Aquifer

2) The Upper Aquitard

3) The Lower Aquitard
4) The Intermediate Aquifer

5) The Geothermal Aquitard/Aquifer

6) The Metamorphic and Basement Geotherma] Aquifer.

These hydrologic units, their depths, and lithologies, and chemistry‘ are
briefly described in Table 3.1. Locations of wells in the KGRA are shown
in Figure 3.4. Chemistry of fluids from various wells are presented in
Table 3.2. Values reported are for the highest quality water obtained
from each well (Allman et al., 1982).

The Shallow Aquifer has been extensively developed for ddmestic
and irrigation uses. Hydrograph data from wells PW-3, MW-3, -5, -7, and
USGS-2 indicate that yearly fluctuations of potentiometric head in most
Shallow Aquifer wells correspond to annual irrigation and non-irrigation
seasons (Allman et al., 1982).

In the KGRA, the Shallow Aquifer receives significant recharge

from upward seepage through both nonindurated sediments and
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Table 3.2. Selected physical and chemical characteristics of well waters in the Raft River VaHey.a
Depthb Maximum
(m) Borehole Concentration, mg/1 o
Temperature
Well viell Casing (%¢) pH ca*? Mg*2 Nat o« Li* HCO3 Soq” - F- $i0p
Geothermal Wells
RRGE- 1 1521 1105 141 7.7 306 57 623 8.9 148
RRGE-2 1994 1289 144 32 0.5 336 32 1.0 61 56 592 9.9 153
"RRGE-3 - 1789 1293 149 6.9 224 0.5 1193 105 3.1 44 60 2260 4.9 164
RRGP-4 1558 1049 142 7.4 147 0.2 1524 3.1 42 2580 4.5 136
RRGP-58 1497 1034 135 7.5 41 0.1 484 31 1.6 35 40 800 7.2 154
RRGI-6 1176 509 107 7.2 171 1.4 2200 32 5.1 73 60 3640 5.7 134
RRGI-7 1185 623 122 350 1.5 2200 32 64 4000 4.9 127
Mom'tbr Wells
Fe-1 399 369 7.6 215 0.4 2200 30 3.7 25 66 3680 3.4 125
Mu-2 174 154 106 7.4 125 0.5 1000 25 2.5 26 57 1740 5.4 130
MW-3 153 140 71 7.5 155 6.3 1400 65 3.0 47 60 2460 5.4 111
MW-4 305 225 97 7.7 160 0.6 1520 31 3.7 27 53 2610 5.6 116
MW-5 152 124 28 7.6 107 25.0 280 14 0.3 120 27 610 0.6
MW-6 311 274 44 7.3 207 2.4 1570 . 56 3.1 50 73 2770 4.9
MW-7 152 140 35 7.6 95 20.2 333 14 0.6 125 33 650 4.9
USGS Monitor Wells
USGS-2 244 64 59 7.7 51 4.0 370 34 6.6 216 55 520 2.5 130
USGS-3 434 60 89 7.7 57 0.5 1270 14 1.7 61 54 2040 4.8 105
OtherdGeothermalc .
BLM 123 93 7.4 44 0.7 577 21 1.4 49 65 390 7.6 120
Crook® 165 45 97 7.7 130 0.8 1020 32 2.6 34 56 1750 6.2 127 -
g After Allman et al., 1982.
Depth to bottom of casing or to first perforations.
¢ Temperature measured at the surface.
Called the Bridge well by USGS.
€ Referred to as the Crank well in earlier publications.
y 3 - - - - Y 3



faults/fractures from the underlying geothermal system. The greatest
geothermal flow upward to the shallow system appears to be centered in
the vicinity of the Crook Well, MW-2, and MW-3, where the intersection of
a multiple fault system paralleling the Jim Sage and Raft River Mountains
may create an area of greater vertical permeability.

Water quality in the Shallow Aquifer, as measured by dissolved
constituents and temperature, is affected by discharge from the
underlying geothermal system. Shallow domestic wells appear less
affected chemically (i.e., have 1lower specific conductance) by this
geothermal discharge than the slightly deeper irrigation wells, probably
because of high qua]ity local recharge from precipitation and surface
water infiltration. Selected chemical values for wells in the Shallow
Aquifer appear in Table 3.2. The poorest quality water in the Shallow
Aquifer is around the Crook Well, MW-2 and MW-3.

Temperature in the Shallow Aquifer peaks near MW-2 and MW-3.
Thermal gradients of wells in the Shallow Aquifer range from 0.011] to
0.030°C/m, with the exception of MW-2. MW-2 is believed to represent the
Intermediate Aquifer via a fault, so the low thermal gradient in MW-2 is
attributed to its proximity to the higher-tehperature center of
geothermal recharge fb the Shallow Aquifer fAT]man ét al., 1982).

The aquitard separating'the Shaf]bw Aquifer‘and‘the Intermediate
Aquifer consists of two units. :The'UpbefmAquitard is iéss permeable than
the Shallow Aquifer but more perﬁéabTeﬂfhan the Ldﬁer'Aquitard.v Each of
these 1is described brief\y’ 1h~’¥551é '3.1.  The Lower Aquitard

hydrologically isolates the Intermediate Aquifer from the Shallow Aquifer
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and overlying Upper Aquitard and separates zones with different
potentiometric heads. For 1instance, wells monitoring the Intermediate
Aquifer (Mw-1, -2, -4, USGS-3, BLM offset) exhibit higher groundwater
potential than wells monitoring the Upper Aquitard (MW-6) or Shallow
Aquifer (PW-3, -5, MW-3, -5, -7, and USGS-2). This difference in head
supports the conc]usion that the Lower Aquitard is a barrier to upward
flow of geothermal fluids frbm the Intermediate Aquifer (Allman et al.,
1982).  However, there is evidence the aquitard is leaky and a110ws some
transport of f]uid across it.

Groundwater quality of the Lower Aquitard degrades 1locally and
with depth reflecting poorer-quality fluids migrating upward from the
under]yfng Intermediate Aquifer. The distribution of specific
conductance 1in the Lower Aquitard results from the upward leakage of
geothermal fluid, the chemical reaction of groundwater with the fine-
grained host rock during long residence time, and the dilution with local
recharge. The Upper Aquitard, in turn, receives poor quality fluid from
the Lower Aquitard, as well as fluid from.the lateral flow of groundwater
in both the Upper Aquitard and Shallow Aquifer. Representative chemical
values for these aquitards appear in Table 3.2.

Leakage of geothermal fluid from the Intermediate Aquifer through
the Lower Aquitard appears tovoccur via poroué media flow and faults
crossing the aqu1térd. Convection and conduction of heat from the
Intermediate Aquifer and by 1lateral transport in the Upper Aquitard
significantly influences temperatures 1in the Upper and Lower Aquitards

(Allman et al., 1982). Shut-in temperature profiles (Allman, 1982)
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indicate that groundwater temperature in the Upper and Lower Aquitards
decreases toward the surface.

The Intermediate Aquifer is in the Tertiary Salt Lake Formation.
Its depth and geologic description appear in Table 3.1. Wells believed
to be monitoring the Intefmediate Aquifer include MW-1, -2, -4, USGS-3,
the Crook Well, the BLM well, and the BLM offset well. Discharge of
geothermal fluid from the Intermediate Aquifer to the overlying aquitard
occurs 1in the vicinities of MW-Z, -4, the BLM well, and the Crook Well.
These‘we11s are not completed in the Intermediate Aquifer, but data
suggest they monitor the potentiometric head regime and water quality of
this deeper aquifer. These data may be modified somewhat by leakage and
potentiometric head changes 1in the Sha11owaqu1fer or in the interval
separating the wells from the top of the Intermediate Aquifer.
Geochemical data for the Intermediate Aquifer are suspect because of the
absence of monitor wells completed entirely within the aquifer.

Temperature data for the Intermediate Aquifer are also
unavailable. Temperatures throughout the Intermediate Aquifer are
believed to be fairly uniform except where geothermal fluid from the
Metamorphic and Basement Geothermal Aquifer 1leaks wupward along
hydraulically continuous faults. A therma]]&-induced convective flow
system contributes to this uniform temperature phenomenon and to a
reduction in lateral thermal gradients.

The geology, depth and fluid chemistry of the sedimentary
Geothermal Aquitard/Aquifer are described br1éf1y 1n_Tab1es 3.1 and 3.2.
Each of the geothermal production and injection wells appears to at leasf

partially penetrate the Geothermal Aquitard/Aquifer.
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The unit has three principal hydro]ogic functions. | First, it
contains considerable amounts of tuff that retard vertical porous media
flow so that the unit as a whole behaves as an aquitard. Second, it is a
source of geothermal water for production wells and thus is an aquifer.
- Interbeds of sandStone and silt function as aquifers for horizontal flow.
Vertical 1interconnection of these aquifers is presumably poor except
where transecting faults permit vert{ca1 flow. Faults are conduits of
vertical 'geothermal fluid flow from the Metamorphic and = Basement
Geothermal Aquifer. Finally, the Geothermal Aquitard/Aquifer functions
as a permeable hydrologic unit that will accept. injected fluids.
Although the Geothermal Aquitard/Aquifer is breached by numerous fauits.
greater potentiometric heads in wells penetratfng the underlying
Metamorphic and Basement Geothermal Aquifer suggest leakage losses upward
are minimal.

In wells penetrating the Geothermal Aquitard/Aquifer, specific
conductance increases ‘w1th decreasing depth and clearly suggest a
discharge area in the. vicinity of the KGRA. Geothermal fluid is
migrating upward and deteriorating water quality in the unit (Allman et
al., 1982). Temperaturé data indicate that higher temperatures at
shallower depths appear to be occurring in the vicinity of the KGRA.
This phenomenon is also evidence of a discharge area.

The Metémorphic and Basement Geothermal Aquifer 1is described
bfief]y in Table 3.1. The fractured portion of this aquifer contributes
significant amounts of geothermal fluid to each of the production wells

in the KGRA, except perhaps RRGE-3 (Allman et al., 1982).
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Potentiometric surfaces for the Metamorphic and Basement
Geothermal aquifer are higher than in overlying aquifers. Potentiometric
surface data for production wells indicate that groundwater flow in the
production zone is from NW to SE (Allman et al., 1982). Chemical,
hydrologic and temperature data indicate the Metamorphic and Basement
Geothermal Aquifer 1is the primary conveyer of geothermal fluid from a
recharge area to the NW to the KGRA (Allman et al., 1982). Conductive
heat transfer 1in rock masses near the KGRA may be heating the water in

transit.

3.3.2.2. Groundwater Chemistry

Wellhead water quality data for RRGE-1, RRGE-2, and possibly RRGE-
3 and RRGP-5 are dependent on the discharge history of each well.
Selected chemical analyses from wells penetrating the various hydrologic
units in the KGRA are presented in Table 3.2. These values represent the
highest quality measured in each well (Allman et al., 1982). Since the
wells are 1in a discharge area, the upgradient, deep wells have higher
quality fluid than overlying aquifers. Additional chemical data are
available in reports by Allman et al. (1982), Spencer and Callan (1980)
and Dolenc et al. (198l1).

Each of the deep geothermal we11$ produces sodium-chloride type
waters. The ]oﬁ Ava}ues‘ for a]kaf1n1ty range from 26 to 60 mg/1
(mi1ligram per Iiter) as CaCo3f : Total dissolved solids vary
substantially a@oﬁg Qe1ls.v _. o | o v
- Weils RRGE-I, —2.and_RR¢P—5 have s{m11ar chemical properties and

contain the highest concentrations of fluoride (>7 mg/1). Fluoride

27




levels in the geothermal fluids are of concern because they exceed the
recommended drinking water levels of <1.0 mg/1. The geothefma] fluid
disposal systeh must take precautions against excessive fluoride
contamination of potable water subp]ies.

The Qariabi11ty of conductance in different we]fs suggest there
are two sources of water entering the valley. Dolenc et al. (1981)
present a cdnceptué] mode]lthat indicates water containing high dissolved
solids moves in from the southéést along deep basement fractures. It is
heated while passing over éﬁheat source and rises by convection to the
surface near the Crook Well. Meteoric water containing low disso]ved

solids enters from the northwest, heats, and rises along the Bridge Fault

near the BLM well (Fig. 3.5). Mixing of these two waters can explain the
.chemical variation among geothermal wells. |

There 1is concern for the future quality of shallow groundwater
supplies based on the conceptual model. The injection zone at the KGRA
is Tlocated in the plume where water with high dissolved solids and other

chemical species, such as fluoride occur in the shallow groundwatér.

3.3.3. Geothermal Resource

.The géothefma1 resource at Raft River 1is a fracture-controlled,
liquid-dominated, moderafe-temperature hydrothermal system that produces
water and steam near 150°C. Gec]ogicbstructure controls the expression
of the thermal reservoir in the Raft R1ver.Basin. Data presented by
Dolenc et al. (1981) suggest the thermal production reservoir is:

(a) controlled largely by fractures found at the contact betﬁéen

the metamorphic rock sequence and the Salt Léke Formation at
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the base of listric normal faulting of the Bridge and Horse
Well Fault zones

(b) anisotropic, with the maJor‘ax1s of hydraulic conductivity

coincident to the Bridge Fault Zone;

(¢) hydraulically connected to the shallow thermal fluids (based

upon both geochemistry and pressure response); and

(d) controlled by a mixture of diluted meteoric water recharging

from the northwest and a saline chloride water entering from
the southwest. (Russell, 1582, p. 6)

The KGRA is located at the intersection of the Narrows Zone and
the Bridge Fault Zone. The conceptual model suggested by Dolenc et al.
(1981) indicates that deep basement fractures are probable paths for
circulating hydrothermal water that eventually rises at the intersection
of these two major structures. The hydrothermal water then spreads
laterally 1into Tertiary sediments. Considerable vertical fracturing in
the Salt Lake Formation permits upward leakage of hot water to shallow

hot wells in the valley (Crook and BLM wells).

3.4. Injection

Subsurface injection of waste fluids at the Raft River KGRA was
planned because of environmental concerns associated with surface
disposal of geothermal waters. Injection testing revealed several
technical constraints as well. These will be described in the following

subsections.
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3.4.1. Injection System

There are seven geothermal wells 1in the Raft River KGRA
(Fig. 3.4). RRGE-1, -2, -3 and RRGP-4 and -5 are production wells. They
are drilled to depths of approximately 1500-2000 m from ground surface.
RRG1-6 and -7 are injection wells drilled to 1185 m. The completion
intervals of the injection wells overlaps slightly with those of
production wells RRGE-1, RRGP-4 and -5. A1l the wells are completed in
the Geothermal Aquitard/Aquifer. The open intervals of RRGE-2 and -3 are
slightly below those of the injection wells.

The 1injection wells are located on the eastern edge of the
wellfield, nearly 1 km from RRGE-3 and nearly 3 km from the other
producing wells. The configuration of the wellfield is thus a side-by-
side arrangement (as opposed to interspersed) of widely spaced
production/injection wells whose injection intervals are somewhat ébove
production intervals and overiap slightly in the same reservoir.

The original design for production and injection at Raft River was
a closed system. Reasons for designing a closed system included
minimizing cooling of geothermal fluid prior to injection, reducing the
possibility of chemica] precipitation, and preventing consumptive water
loss via evaporation. Spent fluid from power seneration was pumped via a
pressurized pipeline directly into the injection wells. Problems with
coordinating production flows for simultaneous 1njéction resulted, and
malfunction of the network forced shutdowns of operétion. The failure of
submersible pumps in production wells was another operational difficulty

associated with the closed system.
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Modification to an open system in 1981 allowed independent
operation of the production and injection systems. Waste fluid flowed
directly into an open pond. The cooled water (30°C) did not decrease
fluid injectivity. Neither did suspended particulates increase enough to
decrease 1injectivity. Line-shaft geothermal pumps rep1aced submersible
geothermal pumps in July, 1981, and operated satisfactorily (Allman et

al., 1982).

3.4.2. Mbnitoring Program

The monitor well program at Raft River was designed to monitor

potentiometric water levels and water chemistry in order to predict and

“evaluate the effects of geothermal development on the Intermediate
Aquifer. Seven monitoring wells (MW-1 through MW-7) are located near the
geothermal productidn and injection wells (Figure 3.4). Other monitoring
wells inc]udé three USGS wells (USGS-2, -3, and BLM‘offset) and four 30-m
water table wells near RRGE—B and RRGP-5.

Varying locations and depths of the monitoring wells were planned
to detect any aqu%fer response to geotherma] injection and to.determine
the degree of communication between the geothermal system and shallower
aquifers. Conditions within the monitoring wells differ. Each of the
wells is cased to within 10 to 50 m of total depth 56 that selected
aduifers can be monitored.

The monitoring program emphasizes measuring wellhead pressure or
water levels since these are expected to respond to hydrologic changes
more rapidly thén water quality. MW-1 and MW-2 are equipped with

digiquartz pressure transducers, and USGS-3 has a Bristol recorder.
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Remaining wells are equipped with Stevens A35 or F water level recorders.
MW-4 has water level at ground level, so it has a dual system (Spencer,

1979)

3.4.3. Injection Testing

A variety of s1ng]é—ho]e and multiple-hole injection tests were
done at Raft River. Numerods parameters were measured in attempts to
define the reservoir and flow system, predict its behavior over the long-
term, identify potential problems in the injection system, and to predict
regional effects attributable to geothermal development. Tests were
performed with particular interest in the long-term effects of injection
on the shallow aquifers. This section describes several types of
monitoring and testing procedures used.

A seismic network was established at Raft River to collect
baseline data and to monitor seismic activity during geothermal field
testing, production, and injection (Thurow and Cahn, 1982). The seismic
study concluded that there is an absence of macroseismic and microseismic

activity normally associated with the seismically active Basin and Range
Province. Seismically, the KGRA 1is more closely related to the less
active Snake River Plain. The low levels of background seismicity in the
KGRA indicates the area i1s a low-stress enviornment. Earthquake activity
is not 1ikely to be 1induced by the relatively small-scale injection
activity at Raft River (Thurow and Cahn, 1982).

A surveying grid was established 1in 1975 to monitor potential
subsidence caused by geothermal fluid withdrawal. The valley has a

history of aquifer compaction and resulting subsidence in response to
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excessive fluid withdrawals for irrigation. However, no detectable
elevation changes have resulted as a result of geothermal production or
injection at Raft River (Thurow and Cahn, 1982).

In 1982, resistivity and self potential (SP) surveys were done
during injection testing at RRGP-5 using RRGE-3 as the production well.
Data 1indicated downhole fluid movement and migration in a northeasterly
difection. presumably along a fracture extending from depth at the
reservoir (1400 m) to near the surface (100 m deep) (UURI, 1983; Sill,
1983a and 1983b). Responses were too close to the noise levels of the
instrumentation to conclude abso]ufe]y that these methods are useful for
monitoring subsurface fluid movement. However, the Tocal geology has
NE-trending faults around the Narrows .Structure and the Bridge Fault
Zone, and SP and resistivity data closely follow these structures (UURI,
1983).

Temperature is a difficult-to-control parameter that may 1induce
errors 1in pressure measurements whenever temperature changes exceed
0.006°C/min. Three pressure measuring devices were required at
production and injection wells to obtain good quality pressure déta
during aquifer tests. Wellhead pressures for RRGI-7 were measured during
the period August 9-15, 1979. The data were used to predict wellhead
pressures resulting fromllong-term injection (Table 3.3). Demuth (1980)
believes the predictions for wellhead pressuré'after long-term injection
of 66°C water are the best estimates available based on historical
temperatures and hydrologic properties of the Raft River Reservoir.

Multiple-well pressure testing during 1njection occurred from

March 21 - June 10, 1978. An estimated 12,800 m3 of water was injected
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Table 3.3. Predictions of wellhead pressure resuiting from
Tong-term injection.

Injection Injection Wellhead Pressure Wellhead Pressure
Tempgrature Flow At 1 %ear At 5 Ygars
c /s Pa Pa
129 28 1.13 x 10° 6
.13 x 106 1.16 x 106
129 63 2.02 x 106 2.09 x 106
129 79 2.42 x 106 2.51 x 106
66 63 3.45 x 106 3.65 x 106
66 79 4.31 x 10 4.49 x 10

@ Converted from Demuth, 1980.

b pascal: 1 Pa-1N/m? - 1.45 x 10~% 1b/in2

/
into RRGI-4 (RRGP-4 became RRGI-4 after a brief conversion to an

injection well) at rates of 16 to 15 1/s. The well bore was open from
550 to 850 m. The longest test during this period was 9 days injecting
at 44 1/s. Pressure increases at USGS-3 (434 m deep) and MW-1 (399 m
deep) were larger than expected and exceeded these wells' responses to
seasonal hydrologic changes and to past geothermal development activity.
The pressure increases were 34 kPa in MW-1 and 97 kPa in USGS-3. The
difference in magnitude between the two wells suggests the intermediate
aquifer system is both heterogeneous and anisotropic (Spencer, 1979).
During the same period, a 2l-day test 1njec£ing 38 1/s was
performed at RRGI-6. RRGI-6 is uncased from 516-~1185 m, MW-4 (305 m
deep) showed a definite pressure response with water levels rising about
0.4 m/week. MW-6 (305 m deep) showed no response. There were no true

hydrologic responses in other monitor wells. The difference in responses
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of wells drilled to similar depths indicates the system is fracture-
dominated (Spencer, 1979).

In September, 1982, a series of short-term injection and backflow
tests followed by a longer-term injection test were done on RRGP-5, using
RRGE-3 as the supply well. Tracer tests were done in conjunction with
the geophysical testing discussed previously in this section. Tracers
were added during injection and monitored during backflow in an attempt
to determine their effectiveness in assessing reservoir characteristics
in a one-well injection/béckf]ow test.

In a pre-test operational check, approximately 96% of the injected
tracers were recovered, indicating excellent operational control or
testing. Two serieé of parametric tests were done +together with the
evaluation of assorted tracers. The first series tested the effecf of
increased volume of injected fluid. The second series examined the
effects of extended delays between injection and backflow. A long-term
injection test was intended to determine if tracer breakthrough could be
obtained in a second well, RRGE-1, which is known to have a pressure
connection with RRGP-5.

Three natural, conserved (i.e., unreactive with the geological
formations present 1in the study area) tracers under conditions at Raft
River are sodium, potassium, and chloride. Average backflow recovery of
Na, K and 'Cl in one of the tests was 99%. As total volume of backflow
increased, the fraction of injectate in the recovered fluid decreased,
based on all three trécers. Final results of the first test series
indicated that a large volume of backflow relative to volume of 1njectate

is necessary for complete recovery of injectate. Approximate1y eight
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volumes of backflow were required to fully recover the tracer (UURI,
1983).

Downhole conductivity surveys done during injection indicated
little or no mixing occurred between the tracer solution and the
reservoir water within the confines of the wellbore. As the volume of
injectate increased, however, mixing increased within the reservoir.
Complete displacement of native reservoir fluids had not occurred after

96.5 hours of injection. Small amounts of native fluid began to return

almost 1immediately upon backfliow. Data suggested mixing of injected

fluid with reservoir fluid was occurring in an orderly fracture system,
rather than in a restricted flow area of an infinite aquifer as suggested
by pressure data (UURI, 1983). The second test series had less
definitive results. Fluid movement in the reservoir occurred in the
quiescent period between termination of 1injection and initiation of
backflow, however, the nature of the movement could not be conclusively
assessed with available samples and data (UURI, 1983).

During the 1ong-térm injection/tracer test, the expected tracer
breakthrough to well RRGE-1 did not occur. Neither was there any
pressure response in RRGE-1 during any of the injection/backflow tests on
RRGP-5. A complete éna]ysis of the flow system around RRGP-5 was thus
impossible.

In late October and early Novemeber, 1981, a two week series of
tests were done to evaluate the entire production-electrical generation-
injection system at Raft River. Geochemical investigations focused on

suspended solids (SS) and the formation of chemical precipitates.
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Cooling and 1loss of 002 are two processes associated with
injection that can cause chemical precipitation. At Raft River, early
cooling occurred in the holding ponds. Water was injected at about 40°c.
Calcite supersaturation is unifkely to occur at these low temperatures;
however, cooling Raft River water does result in wéter supersaturated
with silica. Reaction rates for silica precipitation slow considerably
below 100°C, so silica prec1b1tation in the ponds was not expected to be
a problem. No evidence of silica precipitation was apparent during.
testing. It is conceivable that higher temperatures in the receiving
zone would accelerate silica precipitation, although loss of bermeabi]ity

in the aquifer material would occur slowly. Elevated temperatures in the

injection zone would also reduce the solubility of calcite (Hull, 1982).
Corrosion in the injection well is a two—fo]d problem. First, the
injection well casing deteriorates and may eventually allow contamination
of cased shallow aquffers by injected fluid. Second, the reactidn of
free diron with silica forms a solid precipitate capable of c]ogging.the
well. The only tests done to evaluate corrosion potential during the
two—week October-November, 1981, testing period were measurements of
dissolved oxygen (Hull, 19825. Dissolved oxygen concentrations remained
low throughout testing at RRGI-6. Concentrations rose at the beginning
of tests at RRGI-7, then declined. According to Hull (1982), even low,
steady concentrations of dissolved oxygen of only a few tenths of a mg/1

would accelerate corrosion.
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3.4.4, Constraints on Injection

Generally speaking, injecting waste fluids minimizes the potential
for contaminating surface waters, reduces the risk of subsidence, and may
extend the 1ife of the geothermal resource by maintaining reservoir
pressure. In some cases, injection may be a means of gleaning more heat
from reservoir rocks. The primary concern at Raft River 1is whether
injection will affect quality or quantity of water in shallow aquifers of
the administratively closed groundwater basin. Geophysical and
geochemical data indicate the Raft River resource is fracture-controlled
and that there 1is already a natural upward migration of poorer-quality
geothermal fluids into shallower aquifers. Should injection increase
this upward flow, the Shallow Aquifer could experience an increase in
temperature and a decline in water quality. Chemical contamination of
injection receiving zones 1is not a concern, based on water quality of
these zones.

There were several technical problems associated with injection at
Raft River KGRA. The presence of submersible or turbine shaft pumps in
the wellbores of most exploration, production or injection wells 1imited
the acquisition of downhoie data. - Much data collection was 1limited to
the wellhead .or to the pipeline from production to injection wells.
Thermal shock in the transite pipeline caused extensive damage to the
pipe. It became necessary to discharge. warm water thrbugh thevpipe11ne
prior to pump testing in order to condition the pipeline for extreme
temperatures and pressures.

Regulatory conétraints also exist for the Raft River KGRA. The

Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) declared the Raft River Basin
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to be a critical groundwater area in 1963. This designation restrains
further groundwater development for consumptive use. The inception of
geothermal development at Raft River thus raises questions concerning
protection of quality and' quantity of the region's T1imited water
supplies, Long term geothermal development may be dependent upon

purchasing and transferring existing water rights.

3.5. Summary

The Raft River geothermal project began as federally funded
experimental research on the development of medium temperature geothermal
resources. It is now owned by a private corporation.

The Raft River Valley 1is a downdropped basin located in the
northern section of the Basin and Range geologic pfovince. The lithology
at the KGRA includes complex metamorphic and volcanic rocks as well as
sedimentary seduences.

The Raft River KGRA 1is a groundwater discharge area exhibiting
increasing hydraulic heads with depth. There is natural upward fluid
migration along fractures from deep aquifers.

The Geothermal Aquitard/Aquifer, located between 580-1700 m below
the surface, is the producing aquifer for geothermal fluids and the
receiving aquifer for‘injected 1iquid wastes. The injection horizon is
located above the producing horizons, but open intervals of injection
wells and some production wells overlap slightly. Injection wells are
located in a side-by-side arrangement 2-3 kﬁ from most production wells

except RRGE-3, which is about 1 km away.
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The geothermal resource is a fracture-controlled, 1iquid dominated
hydrothermal system producing water and steam up to 150°cC. The
geothermal fluids contain elevated concentrations of fluoride (7-10 mg/1
in some wells). Concern that upward migration of injected fluids might
occur prompted extensive testing at Raft River. A shallow monitoring
system and a variety of single-hole and multiple-hole injection tests
were used to test the effects of production and injection at Raft River.
Experimental injection testing included multiple-hole geophysical
surveys, tracer tests, and pressure responses, as well as single-hole
pressure responses, injection-backflow tests, and near-we]1>chemica1
effects. Numerous  technical problems interrupted and complicated
injection testing, but a wealth of information about the operational and

hydrogeologic systems was obtained.
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4, IMPERIAL VALLEY, CALIFORNIA

4.1. Introduction

Southern California's Imperial Valley contains nearly one-third of
the United States'! identified hot water resources (Fig. 4.1). Several
designated Known Geothermal Resource Areas (KGRAs) in the valley report
temperatures ranging from 90-360°C.

The Valley is one of the most productive agricultural regions in
the world. Its warm climate and approximately 475,000 acres of irrigated
land enable a 365~day growing season essential for year—roundbfood
production in the continental United States. The Colorado River yearly
provfdes .over 2,800,000 acre-feet of irrigation water to the Valley.
This water is conveyed through the All1-American Canal and distributed via
an elaborate irrigation and drainage system that ends at the Salton Sea
(Butler and Pick, 1982). Over-watering of crops helps remove undesirable
salts., Most irrigation water is removed by the drainage system, but some
saline water percolates through the soil to recharge groundwater.

The inevitable production of 1iquid wastes during geothermal
development and operations requires an acceptable means of disposal. The
policy of Imperial County currently favors the full injection of residual
geothermal fluids into the geothermal reservoirs. This policy primarily
intends to protect against potential land subsidence resulting from fluid
withdrawal and decreased ' reservoir pressures (Butler and Pick, 1982).
Injection is also a means of preventing waste fluids of very high

salinities from reaching crops or surface waters.

42



Imperial
Valley

Figure 4.1 Location of the Imperial Valley, California.
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Two KGRAs in the Imperial Valley have undergone short-term
injection testing prior to completion or .operation of new thermaily
powered electrical generating plants. Results of investigations at the
East Mesa KGRA and the Salton Sea KGRA will be jointly considered for the

purpose of this study.

4,2, Geology

The Imperial Valley occupies a portion of the Salton Trough, a
geologically recent complex rift valley lying in the northerly extension
of the Gulf of California. Coastal California mountains border the
trough in the west, and low, block-faulted mountain ranges (the Chocolate
Mountains) border it on the east (Fig. 4.2). To the north, the vaT1ey is
occupied by the Salton Sea, which has a surface elevation of about -70 m.
Complex strike-slip fault zones of the San Andreas fault system trend
northwest through the valley. There is both substantial horizontal as
well as vertical movement of the San Andreas fault zone in thfs region.
A great deal of seismic activity occurring in the region is attributed to
crustal displacements. Much of this seismic activity occurs in the
vicinity of geothermal anomalies.

The Salton Trough has continuously subsided for approximately the
last 10 million years, and by doing so has accumulated primarily detrital
"sediments ranging in thickness from 1500 m in fhe north to 6000 m at the
Mexican border to the south (Van de Kamp, 1973). These sediments have
been provided by the ancestral Colorado River, which for this entire
period has discharged into the Trough from the eaét. Resulting sediments

are complex interbedded 1lenticular beds of sand, silt and mud. Most
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" Figure 4.2 Regional geolbgy of the Imperial Valley, California, and locations of the Salton
Sea and East Mesa KGRA .
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sediments are unconsolidated, although thermal metamorphism associated
with geothermal activity has caused some 1o§a1 lithification (Muffler and
White, 1969). Metamorphjsm in the hottest zones has appreciably altered
the porosity of the rock (Helgeson, 1968). Recent volcanism is believed
to be associated with the fault system and may be the heat source for the
region's geothermal anomalies (Elders, 1975).

The two geothermal fields examined 1in this case study are the
Salton Sea Geothermal Field (SSGF), which is part of the Salton Sea KGRA,
and the East .Mesa KGRA. The SSGF is located at the southern end of the
Salton Sea, and is entirely below sea level. Irrigation waters draining

to the Salton Sea pass through the SSGF. Several faults also transect

the field (Fig. 4.3). The East Mesa KGRA i1s located on the western
margin of the East Mesa about 30 m above sea level on the eastern flank
of the Salton Trough. The unirrigated terrain at East Mesa is relatively
flat and desert-like and is covered by alluvium and sand dunes. Several

faults transect the East Mesa geothermal field also (Fig. 4.4).
4.3. Hydrology

4.3.1. Surface Water

The Colorado River provides over 3.7 x 109 m3 of water to the
Imperial Valley via irrigation canals each year (Snoeberger et al.,
1978). The salinity of this water is about 850 mg/1 total dissolved
solids (TDS). TDS in surface waters in the Valley ranges from about 900
mg/1 in the Al1l American Canal to over 39,000 mg/1 in the Salton Sea

(Table 4.1). The Salton Sea is about 75 m below sea level and serves as
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Figure 4.3 Locations of wells at the Salton Sea Geothermal Loop Experimental Facility
(GLEF), Imperial Valley, California (after Schroeder, 1976).
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Table 4.1. Total dissolved solids content of rivers
contributing water to the Imperial Valley,

California.
Water Body Volume m3/yr TDS ppm
Colorado River 3.4 x 103 850-900
New River 5.2 x 108 3300-4300
Alamo River 8.0 x 10 2300
Salton Sea - 39,000

a drainage sink in the Valley. The New and Alamo rivers flow

northwestward to the Sea, as does return flow from irrigation.

4.3.2. Groundwater

The groundwater reservoir in Imperial Valley consists of Cenozoic
valley fil11 deposits that may be greater than 6000 m thick. The upper
few thousand meters is principally a heterogeneous sequence of non-marine
deposts containing groundwater of variable quality that may or may not be
suitable for use. The considerable variability in chemical quality of
the groundwater is attributable to the cbmpositiona] differences in the
sources of recharge and the high evaporation rate 1in this hot arid
climate (Loeltz et al., 1975). At greater depths the water is too saline
for irrigation and other use. There is poor hydraulic communication
between water in the deeper deposits and water in the shallower deposits.
Interbedded sands, silts and muds are at least partially responsible for
the reduced vertical hydraulic conductivity.

Hundreds of wells have been drilled to various depths and through

a number of different depdsit1ona1 materials in the Valley. Some flow at
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the surface, some do not, depending upon both depth and location in the
Valley. |

Some private wells produce hot water which is used for heating
homes. Most wells are of small diameter and supply only small quantities
of water for home, and stock uses. TDS range from a few hundred to more
than 1000 mg/1.

Upward discharge from the deeper aquifers to irrigation drains
occurs principally near the east edge of the irrigated érea. There is
also upward leakage to the New and Alamo rivers and in the vicinity of
the Salton Sea. The amount of yearly leakage is estimated to be small

(Loeltz et al., 1975).

4.3;2.1. Aquifers

Fairly similar aquifer descriptions exist for both the SSGF and
the East Mesa KGRA. 'Sa1ton Trough fill deposits are layered,
interfingering, sedimentary sequences that have variable permeabi]ities
and hydraulic heads. _

At the SSGF, a cap rock about 300-350 m thick confines the
underlying geothermal reservoir and functions as a barrier to deep
convection currents and upward flow of geothermal fluids. The upper 180
m of the cap rock is composed of unconsolidated silt, sand and gravel
that serve as near-surface aquifers. The lower portion of the cap rock
is ‘an impermeable silt-clay sequence (Morse and Stone, 1979). Some
natural upward f]oﬁ to the surface does occur, to form mudpots, and hot

springs, but the flow is presumably restricted to 1local faults. These
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large faults are evidently principal conduits of upward vertical flow of
geothermal fluids across the cap rock.

Below the cap rock, the geothermal reservoir rocks at SSGF are
layered sequences of shale and sandstone. Hydrothermal a1tera£ion of
reservoir rocks increases with depth, starting at bottom of the cap rock
until greater than 2100 m deep. As a result, the upper rocks are not
fully indurated and are believed to maintain their primary permeability.
The rocks become more indurated as hydrothermal alteration increases with
depth. Evidence of natural fracturing suggests that secondary porosity
and permeability are dominant 1in the 1lower depths (Morse and Stone,
1979). Major crustal seismic activity is believed to have caused the
fracturing. The producing wells at SSGF are producing at intervals
ranging between about 570 to 2160 m (Schroeder, 1976). Wells used for
injection testing (MM-3, MM-2, and EL-3) are completed between
approximately 630 and 1370 m in both the Upper and Lower gebtherma]
reservoirs.

At the East Mesa KGRA, temperature and permeability data from U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) wells 31-1, 6-2, 6-1, S—i and 8-1 indicate
there is a confining clay cap extending to aboqt 600 m deep. No springs
or other expressions of the geothermal resource exist at the surface.
Primary permeabilty increases with depth between 600 and 900 m as clay
content decreases and sand content 1nqreases. Much of the media are
unconsolidated or semiconsolidated. The interval 750-900 m represents
the upper portion of the geothermal reservoir (Swanberg, 1976). The
remainder of the Qeotherma1 reservoir below 900 m 1is similar in

composition, but contact with geothermal fluid has altered some of the
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rock, causfng induration, and Sands are less permeable.  Primary
permeability decreases 1in this =zone, and secondary fracturing is the
dominant permeabiliy. USBR production wells (31-1, 6-~2, 6-1 and 8-1) are
completed in this lower reservoir with slotted or perforated intervals
ranging between about 1508 to 2433 m (Mathiaé. 1976). The USBR 1ﬁjection
well, 5-1, 1is completed within thislinterva1 also. The USBR we]is are
experimental research wells and are not used ffor commerqia] power
' production.
 Three postulated fau1t§ traverse the East Mesa geotherﬁa] anomally
and may be conduits for the rise of geothermal fluids from a deep igneous'
heat source to the geothermal reservoir. These faults and associated
fractures may a]so‘faci11tate vertical migration of injected fluids or
rapid contact betﬁeen heat~depleted injected f1uid$ and the production
| reservoir. The degree to which these phenomona may occur 1is largely
dependent on size of the geothermal resource, well spacings, disparities
of slotted intervals, and vertical and permeabilities of the media.
4.3.2.2. Groundwater Chemistry

The chemical quality of the groundwater of the.Salton Trough is
highly variable. Numerous chemical analyses have béen doné on water from
wells throughout the Va11ey. The analyses are grouped géographica]]y in
Table 4.2 and discdssed by Loeltz et al. (1975). Representative
chemistries of water from geothermal production wells also appear in
Table 4.2. Thé variability is likely attributable to the groundwater
origins. Somé of the deeper groundwater might be slightly altered

connate water. Shallower water occurring in the deltaic deposits may
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Table 3.7,

telected characteristics of tluids taken from deep geothermal wells, Tocal shallow wells and surface waters of the

Imperial Valley, Caltitornis.

Total Specific
Dis- Con-
Interval solved  ductance
Date Sampled Solids Lmhos Composition, mg/]l
Sampled ft pH mg /1 25°C  HCO3 Cat [ F1- Fe Li Mg Mn Si si0, K Na
Wells from Salton Sea KGRA®
Sinclair 4 4-23-75 -~ -- 290,000 -- -- 29,000 - -~ 1,450 -- 71 1,230 249 -- 15,800 70,000
Magmamax 1 8-10-76 -- -- 208,000 -- -- 20,000 121,000 -- 256 141 80 690 202 -- 8,600 42,000
Magmamax 2 3-18-76 -- -- 244,000 -- -- 27,200 142,000 22 1,910 192 148 1,290 410 -- 16,600 53,600
iells from East-Mesa KGRA
Mesa 6-1 6-09-76 -- 5.45 26,300 40,000 202 1,360 15,350 0.99 8.8 40 17.2 0.95 -- 320 1,050 8,100
Mesa 6-2 6-00-76 -- 6.12 5,000 6,000 156. 16.4 2,142 1.23 .<0.10 4 0.24 0.05 -- 269 150 1,700
Mesa 8-1 6-22-76 -- 6.27 1,600 3,200 173 8.5 500 1.60 <0.10 1.1 <0.05 0.05 -- 389 70 610
Selected Shallow Wells Near East Mesa KGRAb
155/16E 1-16-62 -50-<52 7.9 7,150 12,700 267 238 3,880 -- -- -- 172 -- -- 40 -- --

. 7-31-61 360-430° 8.3 787 1,360 450 8.2 159 3 -- -- 1.6 -- -- 14 -- --
16S/17E 2-24-64 155-157 8.0 1,270 2,340 296 49 508 0.9 == -- 21 -- -- 21 -- --
16S/13E 2-16-65 134-136 7.7 2,860 4,900 123 127 1,320 -- -- -- 49 -- -- 30 -- --

9-16-64 298-300 8.1- 708 1,200 134 23 192 1.3 -- -- 7.7 -- -- 21 5.4 216
Selected Shallow Wells Near Salton Sea KGRAb
11S/13€ 5-10-62 145—142 7.4 1,600 3,120 100 3 710 -- -= -- 134 -- -- 3 -- --
125/13E 7-10-62 113-115 7.2 2,020 9,370 40 476 2,900 -- -- -- 202 -- -- 2 -- --
125/13E 7-10-62 145-147 7.4 5,400 19,800 408 810 5,850 -- -~ -- 822 -- -~ 18 -- -
Representative Surface Waters®
Cana]d Samples = -- -- 930 -- 140 94 140  0.46 0.01 0.06 33 0.007 4.4 -- 5.6 155,
Surp col- -- -- 75600 -- 360 570 2,300 0.92 0.05 0.44 270 1.3 7.8 -- 19 1,600
Drain lected -- -- 3,300 -- 280 210 540 0.58 0.02 0.19 94 0.15 5.5  -- 11 510
Rivere from -- -- 3,700 -- 220 220 1,300 1.15 0.03 0.45 120 0.16 7.1 -- 24 360

4-76 to

1-78

85,800
50,600
703,200

9,150
1,850
680

2,230
300
403
860

221.

384
1,300
3,400

155.

1.619
521
844

%alton Sea and East Mesa geothermal well data reported by Snoeberger and Hill, 1978.

hLoe1CZ et al., 1975. Wells were selected on the basis of proximity to injection sites at the East Mesa and Salton Sea KGRAs.

CLayton et al., ed., 1980.

dCana]s contain water imported from the Colorado River

®New and Alamo Rivers.




contain evaporation residuals from prehistoric freshwater lakes and may
be fresh or moderately saline. Storm runoff has probably leached
soluable evaporite from sedmentary rocks above the water table. Small
lenses of fresh groundwater may be the result of runoff impoundment from
ephemeral desert washes against sand dunes (Loeltz et al., 1975). The
variability in sources of recharge coupled with a dry arid climate and

high evaporation rate also affect groundwater quality.

4.3.3. Geothermal Resource

| The origin of geothermal resources in Imperial County is linked
with the San Andras Fault and with spreading centers associated with the
East Pacific River under the Pacific Ocean. Collision of the North
American and Pacific Plates has resulted 1in expansion of the Salton
Trough of the Imperial Valley and extensive block faulting along its
flanks (Butler and Pick, 1982). The major heat source in the valley is
probably groundwater brines heated by magmatic emplacement in the crust
and portions of the lower basement (Biehler and Lee, 1977). There is
disagreement over whether or not the entire valley trough is a single
vast geothermal reservoir. Some people believe it 1is; others believe
that additional areas besides the KGRAs are undergoing recent magma
emplacements within the valley basement.

Salinity is. a major problem of the geothermal resources of
Imperial County. Salinity 1increases in the county to the northweét
toward the Salton Sea where most of the KGRA resources 1lie. Varying
substantially from field to field, salinity also varies within a single

KGRA from well to well. The Salton Sea KGRA, which is the 1largest and
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has the highest recoverable heat content of all the KGRAs in the valley,
has the poorest quality geothermal fluids. Salinity 1increases with
depth, and brines may be rich in metals such as maganese, zinc, lead
cooper, and silver.

Temperatures of geothermal fluids in Imperial County range from a
high of about 360°C to intermediate temperature systems of 90 to 150°C.
The Salton Sea KGRA is the hottest area followed by Brawley, Heber, East
Mesa and the Dunes. In most places the geothermal resource is located at
a range of about 800-4000 m deep (Butler and Pick, 1982) but the upper
and Tower limits may varybs1ight1y.

A portion of the Salton Sea KGRA known as the Salton Sea
Geothermal Field (SSGF) and the East Mesa KGRA have undergone short-term
injection testing. Injection experience in these two KGRAs are the focus
of this case study. These fields have characteristically different
brines and slightly different geologic conditions.

The SSGF reservoir is liquid-dominated with deep well temperatures
as high as 360°C. Reservoir fluid is a saline, slightly acidic brine,
containihg up to one third by weight of dissolved solids. The extent of
the geothermal reservoir is probably limited only by temperature, since
the rock appears to be 1iQU1d-saturated throughout the reservoir beneath -
the SSGF (Butler and Pick, 1982). The geothermal reservoir capped by
thick shale (Table 4.3) is believed to be separated into "Upper" and
"Lower" reservoirs on the basis of degree of hydrothermal alteration. A
12 m-thick shale layer divides these reservoirs (Schroedef, 1976). The
unaltered Upper reservoir is very porous and has a high permeability and

productivity. Its temperature and dissolved solids are Tess than those
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Table 4.3. "Geologic and hydrologic characteristics of the Salton Trough near the Salton Sea KGRA, Imperial Valley, California.

Hydrogeologic Unit

Geologic Description®

Hydrologic Description

Upper Sediments

Cap Rock

Upper Reservoir

Shale "Barrier"

Lower Reservoir

Deltaic valley fill deposits; discontinuous
beds of unconsolidated sands, silts and clays.

Continuous clay (called shale by some authors)
about 350 m thick; breached by several
inferred faults.

Lacustrine and alluvial deposits of sand, silt
and clay; bedded sandstone with shale lenses
and layers; average thickness about 450 m;
fault zones trend NW accompanied by undeter-
mined extent.

Shale 12 m thick; dips to NW; extent of
fracturing unknown.

Continued bedded sandstone with shale lenses and
Tayers; thickness 1000 m, depth to granite
basement variable; appreciable hydrothermal
alteration/metamorphism; extensive fracturing at
depth.

Aquifers in various layers of depositional
sands; permeabilities primary and principally
horizontal; vertical flow retarded by clay
lenses; variable water quality; receives
substantial recharge from irrigation drainage
ditches.

Impermeable aquitard; hydrologically and
thermally isolates geothermal reservoir from
shallow aquifer; extent of vertical fracturing
unknown ; bottom of cap rock defines top of
geoghermal reservoir; temperature approximately
200°C.

Average primary sandstone porosity estimated

at 15-30% (Schroeder, 1976) decreasing with
proximity to underlying shale "barrier";
horizontal permeabilities higher in upper sands,
decreasing with depth; vertical permeabilities
relatively low, reservoir rocks fully saturated.

Extent of fractured and vertical permeability
unknown; head differences across the "barrier”
unavailable; temperature approximately 300°C.

Primary porosities and permeabilities decreased
by hydrothermal alteration causing mineral
precipitation above 300°C (Schroeder, 1976);
extensive fracturing and increased secondary
porosity and permeability at depth; temperature
approximately 2800C*; main producing geothermal
reservoir.

3schroeder, 1976.



of the Tlower reservoir. The altered Lower reservoir is believed to be
twice the size of the Upper reservoir, but the storativity and
permeability of the rock matrix are 1less. Secondary porosity and
permeability are dominant 1in the hydrothermally altered 2zone and
evidently are a result of ongoing natural fracturing (Morse and Stone,
1979). The geothermal fluids have variable TDS of >160,00 ppm.

"At the East Mesa KGRA, the liquid-dominated geothermal reservoir
is confined beneath a clay cap reported to be around 600 m thick and
consisting of about 60% clay (Swanberg, 1976). The clay effectively
seals the geothermal reservoir from the surface and is a barrier to
vertical flow. Vertical flow occurs principally in large faults. The
hydrologic features of the geothermal reservoir are discussed in greater
detail 1in the preceding Section 4.3.2.1. The temperature of the

geothermal resource at East Mesa is around 200°C.

4.4, Injection

Imperial County favors subsurface injection of geothermal fluids
over the 1long term primarily as a means to minimize local subsidence by
maintaining reservoir pore water pressures. Injection is also expected
to prolong the 1ife of the geothermal reservoir by recharging the
depleted production reservoir. Heat-depleted brines traveling through
superheated rocks between injection and production wells are expected to
reheat so that production temperatures and pressures will not decline
substantially. The chemistry of injected fluids is a result of the
chemistry of the production fluids, but the two are not the same.

Injected fluids are 1likely to have undergone temperature depletion,
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in-1ine pressure changes, concentration by means of steam flashing, and
numerous accompanying chemical reactions by <the time they reach the
injection wellhead. At Imperial Valley KGRAs, it is probable that some
sort of make-up water has been added as well, which further alters the
original chemistry and temperature. The end result is a fluid requiring
very site-specific handling technology for maximum injectability.
Pretreatment of the brine is commonly necessary, particularly at the
SSGF, where solids concentrations are high. Production water varies from
KGRA to KGRA, and even from well to well in the Imperial Valley, and so
injection conditions will vary. Even injecting combined fluids from two
- neighboring production wells can have different results than if only one

production well were used.

4.4.1. Injectioﬁ System

There are several operators developing geothermal resources in the
Imperial Valley. At the Salton Sea geothermal field, Union 0i1 Company
has been producing and injecting geothermal fluids since 1982. Specific
detai]é of their injection program, including well configurations,
injectate properties and pretreatment are not available. Flashing of
geothermal fluids at their 10 MW plant results in a loss of fluid volume,
so that slightly less than 100% is being injected back to the reservoir
(Whitescarver, 1984). The net volume loss is small compared to the size
of the geothermal reservoir, and no re}ated ill effects have been
documented.

The San Diego Gas and Electric Company operates a Geothermal Ldop

Experimental Facility (GLEF) at the Salton Sea KGRA, and considerable
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injection testing has occurred there. Thé wellfield at the Salton Sea
GLEF is sthn in Figure 4.3. Magmamax 1 (MM-1) and Woolsey 1 (W-1) are
the primary producing wells for the GLEF, MM-3 was the main injection
well until it became plugged and went out of service in July, 1978; MM-2
then became the primary injection well. MM-4 was designed and is used as
an observation well (Morse and Stone, 1979). Depths of some of these
wells appear in Table 4.4.

The injection system at the GLEF 1is an open system. As hot
geothermal fluids (190-220°C) are flashed, steam escapes. The resulting
waste fluids are diminished in volume and temperature (100°C) (Snoeberger
and Hill, 1978). Chemical precipitation on equipment and in the well is
a severe problem, and numerous studies on fluid treatment prior to
injection have been made (Owen et al., 1978, 1979; Quong et al., 1978).
These studies are not discussed here, although a brief discussion of the
detrimental near-well chemical effects is in Section 4.4.3.

At the East Mesa geothermal field, Magma Power Company has been
injecting waste fluids from their 10 MW power facility since October 1,
1982. Magma Power's wells include five slant-drilled production wells
drilled to depths ranging around 2100 m (But]eh and Pick, 1982). Three
injection wells are Jlocated about 6ne mile from the power plant. At
least one of these injection wells (46-7) is drilled to nearly 1000 m
(Table 4.4). Data for the remaining two injection wells and four of the
production wells are not at hand.

The Magma Power facility is a binary plant that utilizes isobutane

as the working fluid in the primary loop and propane in the second T1oop.
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Table 4.4. Depths and slotted intervals of geothermal wells in the

Imperial Valley, California.

Perforated
Total PTugged-back or Slotted
Depth Depth Interval
(m) (m) (m)
Salton Sea GLEF a
Production Wells
Magmamax 1 (MM-1) 882 723 565-712
Woolsey 1 (WW-1) 754 586-746
Injection Wells?

Magmamax 2 (MM-2) 1373 1189-1370
Magmamax 3 (MM-3) 1257 980 823-967
Observation Wellsb .
Elmore 3 (EL-3) - 787 631-787

Sinclair 3 (SN-3) 1616
East Mesa c
USBR Production Wells
6-1 2433 2075-2179
(perforated)
2238-2433
(slotted)
6-2 1816 1663-1816
8-1 1829 1508-1829
31-1 1882 1652-1882
USBR Injection Wel1©
5-1 1830 1525-1830
Magma Power Production We11d
48-7 2200 1634-2200
‘Magma Power Injection Well
46-7 ’ ' 974 691-974

4Towse and Palmer, 1976.
CSchroeder, 1976
dMathias, 1976.

Jorda, 1980.
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Heat 1is transferred from the geothermal fluid to the working fluid in a
heat exchanger, thus no steam flashing is necessary. There 1is no net
fluid loss to steam, so one hundred percent of the produced geothermal
fluid volume is returned to the geothermal reservoir via injection
(Hinrichs, 1984).

Several U.S. Bureau of Reclamation wells at East Mesa have been
used experimently for production and injection. Their 1locations are
shown in Figure 4.4. The production wells are 6-1, 6-2, 8-1, and 31;1.
Well 5-1 is an injection well. Depths of these wells range approximately

from 1800 to 2400 m (Table 4.4).

4.4.2. Monitoring Program

No near-surface monitoring program has been established at East
Mesa or at Salton Sea. Monitoring data from area wells and surficial
springs are almost non-existent. The Ca]ifbrnia Department of Oil1 and
Gas regulates subsurface fluid injection in California. Shallow usable
aquifers must be cased off and the casings cﬁeckedvregu1ar1y for defects
that might allow communication among aquifers via the wellbore.

Union 011 Company has continuously operated a 10 MW steam f]ash
plant since mid-1982. Geothermal wells produce fluids from depths of 570
to 2160 m. Al1 of the residual geothermal fluids are injected to a depth
range of approximately 630 to 1370 m (Whitescarver, 1984). Flow rates
(and presumably temperatures and pressures) are monitored in production
and injection wells, but are not available for presentation here. Any
other well monitoring that Union may or may not do {s proprietary

information.
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Union 011 monitors the surface visually for surface manifestations
of hydrologic features. Several pre-existing springs and mud pots appear
to be aligned along area faults. Union 01l also monitors subsidence;
none has been reported to be associated with geothermal producton as of
May, 1984. Net fluid withdrawals are so small relative to the immense
size of the reservoir, that no future subsidence is anticipated. Indeed,
the relatively small-scale injection seems to have little, if any effect
(Whitescarver, 1984). There are good background seismic data available
for the Imperial Valley. Union O0il has been monitoring seismics as
production and injection proceed; they have reported no substantial

changes in seismicity associated with injection.

The Magma Power Company has been injecting 160 1/s of geothehma]
waétewater continuously sfnce starting a binary magmamax facility at East
Mesa on October 1, 1982. The injection interval for Magma Power's wells
is about 610-910 m, whereas the production interval for Magma Power's
wells is about 1370-1430 m; The stratigraphy and hydrologic features of
the‘ injection and production intervals are presented in Section 4.3.2.1.
(Hinrichs, 1984).

Magma Power does not uée area wells for shallow monitoring
purposes. A1l of their geothermal wells are being used and are
unavailable for constant honitoring other than for pressure, temperature,
and production and injection rates (Hinrichs, 1984).

The geothermal reservoir at East Mesa, as of May, 1984, has not
sfab1ized to a ‘steady state drawdown with the production and injection
rate of 160> 1/s. There 1is no evidence of flow boundaries of of

communication between Magma Power's injection and production zones.
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These zones are measured only for transient pressures and temperatures.
Neither 1is there any visible or measurable evidence of communication of
fluids between the injection zone and shallow aquifers (Hinrichs, 1984)

although shallow monitoring data are scant.

4.4.3. Injection Testing

Most available information on injection testing in the ImperiaT
Valley is concerned with near-well engineering such as chemical fouling
of equipment, formation plugging, and the resulting loss of injectivity.
Most testing to date, has been limited to single-hole tests that focus on
these problems. Multi-well production and interference testing provide
more information about hydrology in the Imperial Valley KGRAs than to the

documented single-well injection tests.

4.4.3.1. Single-Well Testing

Several single-well broduction and injection tests were done on
geothermal wells in the East Mesa KGRA beginning in 1976 (Howard et al.,
1978; McEdwards and Benson, 1978). Generally consistent pressure data
for USBR wells 8-1 and 6-1 are typ1ca1' of a single prbduct1on zone
(Howard et al., 1978). Data for USBR Wells 5-1 and 6-2 do not exhibit
the same consistency. Injection step-test data for 5-1 suggest that the
well encounters a vertical fracture that may have been induced by high
injection pressures in the perforated interval (1525-1830 m). The result
is an increased transmissivity value. A spinner survey showed all flow
leaving the wellbore in a 122 m interval at the top of the perforated

interval. The 1injection 1log exhibited a rapid drop 1in pressure
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(8.3 x 107 to 2.8 x lO7 Pa) at a constant injection rate (6 1/s).
Finally, the measured injectivity index increased as the rate of
1njéction increased (Howard et al., 1978; McEdwards and Benson, 1978).
The injectivity index is defined by Howard et al. (1978) as Q/ P, where Q

is the rate of flow and P is the reservoir pressure. The 1injectivity |
index 1in 5~1 1later dropped, presumably as a result of plugging the
fracture surface during injection. The particulate plugging in the well
was enhanced by incompatible fluid chemistries. Fracturing the formation
thus did not necessarily enhance injectivity, except in thé short term.

Pressure data for well 6-2 indicate -there are two producing
reservoirs for this well. The more permeable reservoir is in the upper
150 m of the perforations. The less permeable zone 1is deeper 1in the
well. Well-log permeability data support this conclusion. Production
well 6-1, 1ike 5-1, was damaged by scaling and plugging.

Variable-rate injection 1into Republic Geothermal's well 18-28
showed 1ncre§sed injection pressures with successive segments of the
injection test. The 1ncreaséd pressures are indicative of 1increasing
skin effects. The rapidly increasing skin values suggest there is
chemical éctivity occurring in the well. The pressures were not
considered to be sufficiently high to induce fracturiﬁg of the formation
at depth (McEdwards and Benson, 1978).

The principal chemical effect observed at the Salton Sea GLEF
during injection 1is the precipitation of amorphous silica and 6ther
soluble metallic salts (Sﬁoeberger and Hil1l1, 1978; Hil1l and Otto, 1977;
Vetter and Kandarpa, 1982). This deposition of solids occurs in the

1hjecton,we11 and in the near-well formation resulting in the gradual

64



plugging of each and in gradual increases in injection pressures (Morse,
1978). 1In 1978, the MM-3 injection well at the Salton Sea GLEF became
completely disabled as a result of chemical precipitation. MM-2
substituted as an injector while attempts were made to rehabilitate MM-3.
Fluid treatment prior to injection became necessary in order tov extend
the 1ife of the 1injection well (Owen et al., 1978; Owen et al., 1979;
Quong et al., 1978; Morse, 1978). At the East‘Mesa KGRA, the relatively
good water quality does not require pretreatment (Jorda, 1980), but
chemical precipitation in the wells and formation have been documented
(Howard et al., 1978; McEdwards and Benson, 1978).

Magma Power's injection well 46-7 at East Mesa was badly impaired
as a result of sediment fi11 that occurred during shut~ins between
injection tests. Injecfivity improved at least seven-fold by
subsequently backflowing the well (Jorda, 1980). A small continuous flow
during quiescent periods was recommended to help prevent sediment fil1
(Jorda, 1980).

Huf f~Puff tests (monitored backflow of injected tracers) were done
at East Mesa in summer, 1983 (Michels, 1983). Steam-flashed geothermal
fluids, supplemented by CaCO3 scale inhibitors, were used as the
injection fluids. Repup]ic Geothermal well 38-30 was the producing well
and 56-30 and 56-19 were the injectors. The deposition of CaCO3 was
expected to eventually occur: 1) once the residual inhibitor in the
brine declined to below a minimum concentration; 2) as 1{nhibitor
stability declined at elevated rock temperatures in the injection zone;

and 3) as contact occurred between the injectate and rock surface area in
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the injection zone. The tests were designed to 1) determine the distance
the fluid travels from the we11bofe before CaCO3 deposition occurs, and
2) compare the amount of CaCo3‘deposition with available space in the
reserQoir rock's porosity (Michels, 1983). Cglcium‘was used as a Atracer
of the 1injectate's reaétivfty and as an indicator of the inhibitor's
effectiveness. Non deposition of CaCO3 in well 56-19 was the result of
environmental and compositional cHanges. These included minor
temperature variations and sharp changes in jonic strength and activity
- coefficients. Calcium depoéition did occur in 56-30. Injecting into
well 56-30 then backflowing the well for several injection volumes showed

a deficit of calcium concentfations in the native fluids. The deficiency
indicated that calcium depositfon was occurring in the reservoir rocks.
The deficiency also suggested that the source of calcium was the native
fluids that never had direct contact with the injectate. The injectate
evidently equilibrated chemically with reservoir rocks which, in turn,
acted as an intermediary between the injectate and native fluids. The
equilibration involved easily reversed reactions with several carbonate
species.. The rocks then behaved as Bronsted acids and bases, thereby
influencing carbonate equilibria in the injectate and the native fluids.
This  mechanism 1is apparently how the calcium deposition occurred

(Michels, 1983).

4.4.3.2, Multi-Well Testing
Multi-well interference testing provided more information about
the behavior of the wellfield as a whole than did single-well i{njection

testing. Numerous production and 1interference tests were done at the
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East Mesa KGRA in 1976 and 1977, (Howard et al., 1978). These tests
utilized all available wells in the northern, éouthern, and central
portions of the KGRA. Analyses of data from interference tests enabled
the 1location of hydraulic barriers, inference of reservoir recharge, and
the confirmation that there is hydrologic continuity between the northern
and southern sectors of the geothermal field. The interference tests
provided average estimates of reservoir parameters such as transmissivity
»and storativity (Howard et al., 1978). Transmissivity estimates in the
northern part of the field are consistently higher than 1in the central
part and may be a function of the degree of metamorphism associated with
the geothermal fluids (Howard et al., 1978). Several no-flow boundaries
are finferred from numerous interference tests. Producing USBR wells 6-1
and 6-2 and observing pressure responses in Well 31-1 1in the northern
portion of the field indicated there is hydrologic continuity among these
three wells (see Fig. 4.4 for well locations). Well 8-1 did not respond
to production from 6-2 of"6-1 indicating an absence of hydrologic
continuity between 8-1 and 6-2, and 8-1 and 6-1. Well 8-1 seems to have
some continuity with wells from the southern portion of the field (Howard
et al., 1978). , : \

The general hydrologic situation at the East Mesa KGRA seems to be
one of localized no-flow boundaries (Narasimhan et al., 1977; Howard et
al., 1978). The boundaries are probably associated with regional
faulting and reservoir heterogeneities such as shale 1layers.
Heterogeneity and anisotropy in the geothermal reservoir are prevalent.
It is difficult to characterize the geothermal reservoir on the basis of

conventional parameters such as storativity and transmissivity because of
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inherent reservoir variabilities. Little is known about the arfangement
of sands and other permeable zones +that transmit water within the
reservoir. Well tests are unreliable for predicting even the near-well
values for storativity and transmissivity. These characteristics must be
estimated from geophysical and 1ithological 1logs.

At the SSGF, three surveys‘ of pressure drop off following
injection were done at MM-3 during active injection testing from May.,
1976 to April, 1978 (Morse and Stone, 1979). Pressure responses to
injection 1into MM-3 (measured at “808 m) suggest the injection reservoir
(790 to 850 m) is moderately permeable both near and away from the well.
Preésure data also indicate there are important f}ow components in both
matrix and fracture permeability in the injection zone (Morse and Stone,
1979). |

Production testing ‘at the SSGF in 1977 and 1978 utilized wells
MM-1 and WW-1 in efforts to predict permeability of sandé in the
geothermal production zone from drawdown and pressure data results proved
to be unrealiable (Morse and Stone, 1979). Wells MM-4,SN-3, and EL-3
were equipped as observat{on wells at various times during the testing to.
observe 1nterferencé effects of .production and injection testing.
Pressure transients were recorded at shallow depths (45-140 m) in each of
these wells. In the summer of 1977, MM-4 was used to observe vertical
interference caused by injection into MM-3, Areally, the two wells are
about 15 m apart. Vertically, the top of the injection interval in MM-3
is about 24 m below the bottom df MM-4, A 12 m-thick shale Tayer 1lies

between the bottom of MM-4 and the injection zone. MM-4 is completed in
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the Upper geothermal reservoir, whereas the injection interval of MM-3 is
in the top of the Lower geothermal reservoir. There were 1initial
pressure responses in MM-4 to injection in MM-3, indicating vertical
communication between the Upper and Lower geothermal reservoirs across
the shale 1layer. The shale may be leaky or, there may have been an
incomplete cement bond around the MM-3 casing allowing vertical Tleakage.
No pressure responses in MM-4 to injection into MM-3 were detectable by
the beginning of 1978 (Morse and Stone, 1979).

Responses in SH-3 and EL-3 to production and injection in the GLEF
were very small. These wells are Tocated far from the injection and
production wells (Fig. 4.2), and the tests may have been 1hsufficient1y
long to observe a substantial response. There was no evidence of local
positive or negative hydrologic boundaries in the reservoir (Morse and
Stone, 1979).

The dangers of subsidence in the Imperial Valley are discussed in
detail in Section 4.4.4., following this section. Subsidence has been
monitored during both geothermal produétion and injection at the Salton
Sea and East Mesa KGRAs. There 1is no evidence that subsidence has
increased as a result of geothermal development. The net loss of fluid
after injection is believed to be small, relative to the immense size of
the reservoir, so that 1o§a1.or,regiona1 subsidence is not anticipated.

The potential fprb 1ndyced sej;micity is discussed in detail in
Section‘4.4.4. There is no evidence that subsurface injection at current

volumes and pressures wi]T.increaseAseismic activity in the region.
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4.4.4. Constraints on Injection

Increased land subsidence is a possible consequence of geothermal
energy production in the Imperial Valley. Existing natural subsidence is
regional and has not Been known to cause éerious damange to lands or
property in the Valley. The concern over increased land subsidence stems
from the potential adverse effects of localized differential settling on
the Valley's gravity-based irrigation and drainage systems. Significant
changes in surface slopes could severely disrupt irrigation and thereby
the crop production which is so economically important to the region.

Imperial Céunty has a full 1injection policy that requires all
withdrawn fluids (or an equal volume of another fluid) to be injected
back to the reservoir. The intention is to maintain reservoir pore water
pressure and prevent aquifer compaction and subsidence. Layton et al.
(1980) modeled reservoir conditions in Imperial Valley and concluded that
partial 1nject10nv results 1in more subsidence than full injection as a
result of net pressure losses. Théy also concluded that closely spaced
production‘ wells would produce more subsidence than wells spaced farther
apart. Optimum spac1ng‘depends upon local conditions.

The possible effects of subsidence in the Imperial Valley, based
on Layton's model, are numerous. In‘some areas, slope changes of even a
few centimeters may alter the effectiveness of irrigation or may reverse
flow in irrigation canals altogether. Without mifigation measures, the
affected acreages could be removed from agricultural production at an
economic loss to growers. Regional drainage would be altered by a
substantial subsidence basin. Changing water flow velocities and

increased water 1levels 1in the canals as their elevation decreases
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relative to surrounding Tlands would drastically alter the existing
irrigation systems at huge economic cost.

At the Salton Sea, there i1s already a problem with rising water
levels and the encroachment of salt water on the geothermal field. Dikes
provide some protection, but rising sea levels combined with declining
elevations increase the risk of flooding (Layton et al., 1980).

A possible consequence of fluid injection in the Valley is induced
seismicity. Seismic levels are already naturally high because of the
active fault systems, and there has been measurable crustal displacement
in this century. Land subsidence is commonly associated with seismic
activity in faulted zones. Measurable earthquakes are common,
particularly along the Brawley and Imperial Fault Zones which aré the
area's most active (Layton et al., 1980).

The concern that subsurface fluid injection could enhance seismic
activity in the Imperial Valley results from two prior experiences at
other locations. At the Rocky Mountain Arséna] near Denver, Colorado,

earthquakes resulted from the injection of waste fluids (Healy et al.,
1968; Raleigh et ail., 1975). At Rangely, Colorado it was shown that
increasing long-term injection pressure beyond a threshold pressure for
the given reservoir.would induce seismic events. Raleigh et ail. (1975)
concluded the mechanism for this pheno&enbn, was decfedsed physical
strength of the rock body _caUséd by:injection ahd the existence of a
substantial Seismic'strégs'f1e1d. 'Reduéed‘rock strength may be caused by
forced 1ubr1caf1on of rock fracture p]anéé. and' by 1nduced fracturing.

Naturally the potential for increased communication and leakage of
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injected fluids between adjacent aquifers 1is greater with induced
fracturing. As a result, a standard commonly applied by various siates
limits injection pressure at the formation face to 0.8 psi per foot of
depth. This pressure is generally less than that expected to fracture
most reservoir rocks, but there are cases, such as those in Colorado,
where the fracture pressure is lower than the standard. The occurrence
of fracturing can be detected from changes 1in 1injection pressure as
exemplified 1in USBR well 5-1, but the pressures at which fracturing will
.occur cannot be-predicted (Layton et al., 1980). There 1is experience
fhat short-term injection (a few hours to a few days) at pressures above
vfracture pressure does not induce seismic activity in the short-term
(Layton et al., 1980).

Naturally high levels of seismicity in the Imperial Valley are
associated with the KGRAs. Indeed, earthquake swarms near these areas
are common. Distinguishing induced seismic activity from natural seismic
activity in these areas is a problem, Fortunately there .are baseline
seismic data available that indicate the natural activity occurs at
greater depth than thé depth expected for injection. Thus focal depth
may be the factor distinguishing the cause of earthquakes near producing
geothermal fields.

The extent to which natural upward discharge from the geothermal
reservo{r would increase or decrease as a result of artificial injection
is unknown. Locally, geofherma1 fluids are believed to move upward along
fracture planes and may spread laterally into permeable sediments
(Fig. 4.5). This flow pattern would exp161n 16ca1 variations 1in

groundwater chemistry and elevated temperatures in some near-surface
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Figure 4.5 Conceptual cross section and flow pattern of the East Mesa geothermal
system, Imperial Valley, California (after Riney et at., 1980}.




wells. Several conditions exist that minimize induced upward flow and
thereby reduce potentially harmful effects on near-surface water
supplies. First, the very.thick cap rock at both the Salton Sea and East
Mesa KGRAs is an aquitard that effectively seals the geothermal reservoir
from sufface, both hydrologically anq thermally. Communication of fluids
across the cap rock along fault planes is minimal. Second, within the
geothermal reservoir itself, clay lenses and hydrothermally altered zones
restrict vertical porous media flow. Fluids would have to find a well-
connected fracture passage to cross 1000 m or more of overburden‘to the
surface. Finally, the very large estimated volume of the geothermal
reservoir(s) dwarfs the current scale of goethermal development in the
Imperial Valley. At current development 1evels} no effects of 1injection
on overlying near-surface aquifers have been detected, and none is
anticipated. The potential effects of increased injection ovér the 1long
term are unknown.

| Injection pressureé in well tests have been high enough to
fracture the reservoir rock ;t depth (Howard et al., 1978), but injection
pressures are generally Tlower. It is conceivable that such
hydrofracturing. might facilitate wupward flow if the injection well is
Tocated sufficiently close to a fault zone so as to establish a hydraulic
connection. At East Mesa, USBR injection well 5-1 was 1located a mile
away from production wells in a non-faulted area to avoid such hydraulic
connection  with production wells.  Such consideration in 1ocat1ng
injectors may be effective in protecting over]ying‘fréshwater aquifers as

well.
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4.5. Summary

The Imperial Valley occupies a portion of the Salton Trough, a
sediment-filled rift valley that is tect6n1ca11y active. Crustal
displacements have reéu]ted in structural faulting and elevated
seismicity. Groundwater in the valley is located 1in heterogeneous and
anisotropic valley fill deposits. Groundwater quality varies
considerably both areally énd vertically as a result of variable sources
of recharge and a hot, dry climate.

A thick clay cap rock separates and hydrologi¢a11y isolates the
near-surface aquifers from the deeper geothermal reservoir. Faults
locally breach thié cap rock and presumably provide pathways for 1imited
upward migration of geothermal fluids.

The upper geothermal reservoir exhibits primary permeabilities in
porous media flow. Increasing hydrotherma} alteration with depth reduces
primary permeabilities, and secondary fracture flow dominates. The
geothermal reservoir is a layered series of sedimentary rock units. Clay
lenses and hydrothermally altered zones may serve as aquicludes to
vertical flow.

Multi-well tests at East Mesa and Salton Sea KGRAs indicate there
is hydraulic communication among some wells at depth. Testing at East
Mesa has shown that several negative and positive boundaries exist within
the KGRA. Testing at the Salton Sea KGRA has not indicated the existence
of hydrologic boundaries, although several fauits transect the KGRA. No

evidence of injected fluids moving upward toward the surface has been
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documented, however there is no monitoring system utilizing shallow wells
for chemical and pressure data collection.

Single-well injection tests revealed severe chemical precipitation
clogging‘ wells and plugging formations at the Salton Sea GLEF. Chemical
deposition so severely shortened the injection 1ife of MM-3 .that brine
pretreatment methods to remove TDS had to be investigated. Chemical
deposition and sediment fill at East Mesa KGRA reduced 1injectivity of
some wells, but backflow tests have improved some of these wells.

There appears to be 1little evidence that injecting geothermal
fluids'wi11 cause adverse effects on near-surface wells in the Imperial

Valley. Minute chemical effects would be hard to detect, as the water

quality in most valley wells varies.
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5. OTAKE GEOTHERMAL AREA, JAPAN

5.1. Introduction

The Japanese islands are geologically Tlocated in the Circum-
Pacific Zone on the margin of the Pacific bésin. These islands have a
long history of tectonic and volcanic activity. There are well over 200
localities throughout the islands that exhibit geothermal activity in the
forms of fumaroles, hot springs, and other geothermal manifestations
(Hayashida and Ezima, 1970).

Future electrical energy demands are expected to continue to
increase in Japan. The development of indigenous geothermal resources has
become a means of meeting some of these energy demands. There are five
1iquid-dominated geothermal fields in production 1in Japan that inject
waste fluids. These are Otake, Hatchobaru, Ohuma, Onikobe and Kakkonda.
Each produce steam in water in ratios from 1:2 to 1:6, and each injects
100% of its produced fluids (Horne, 1982a). With the exception of Otake,
these fields have experienced rapid interference between production and

injection wells and a resu]ting decline in productivity.

This study examines the Otake and Hatchobaru geothermal f1e1ds
located in the Otake Geothermal Area on the island of Kyushu (Fig. 5.1).
Kyushu 1s located in southwestern Japan. These two fields were chosen on
the basis of their different reservoir ‘experiences under similar
conditions in the same geographical area. These experiences are

described in Section 5.4.3.
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Figure 5.1 Location of the Otake Geothermal Area, Kyushu, Japan: (a) Copyright © 1982
SPE—AIME; (b) after Hayashida and Ezima, 1970.
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5.2. Geology

The island of Kyushu (41,950 km?) occupies the geologic junction
between Honshu (the main island) and the Ryuku island arc and has thus
become an {important province for studying geotectonics and Cenozoic
volcanism (Yamasaki and Hayashi, 1976). The Otake Geothermal Area fis
located in a depression zone associated with local and regional active
volcanoes. A  thick Qdaternary formation containing predominantly
volcanic rock series fills this depression zone.

The Quaternary vb]canics are generally divided into two groups:
the middle Pleistocene Kuju complex and the lower Pleistocene Hohi
complex (Table 5.1) (Fig. 5.2). The thin Miocene Kusu sediment group
underlies the Hohi compiex. Below the Kusu groﬁp. or where it is absent,
lies the andesitic Usa group.

The Otake Geotherma] Area includes both the Otake geothermal field
to the north and the Hatchobaru geothermal field to the south.
Figure 5.3 depicts a schematic conception of geologc structure in the
geothermal area. The Otake geothermal field occurs in a regional caldera
structure about 900-1100 m above sea level and is dissected by the Kusu
River. Geophysical surveys indicate the field is a small horst nearly a
kilometer wide from east to west and about 3-4 km long nbrth to south.
Hot springs and fumaroles comprise the natural, surficial geothermal
activity at the Otake field. Geothermal water 1issues primarily from
faults and fractures in the deep Kusu and Usa sediment groups at
Hatchobaru and to some extent from lava and tuff breccias 1in the Hohi
complex at Otake and Hatchobaru (Ellis and Mahon, 1977). The Hohi

andesites behave as a confining reservoir cap rock. Extensive
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Table 5.1. Geologic and hydrologic characteristics of the Otake Geothermal Area, Japan.2

Geologic Complex

Description

Hydrogeology

Kujyu Volcanic Complex
(Middle Pleistocene)

Hohi Volcanic Complex
{Lower Pleistocene)

memmmmme o mm e Pliocene peneplanation ----------

Kusu Group
{Upper Miocene)

Usa Group
(Middle Miocene)

_Andesitic lavas, hornblende

andesites, lava domes,
pyroclastics.

Pyroxene andesites (cap rock)
overlying pyroclastics and

Tava and tuff breccias; faults

and associated fractures
prevalent; hydrothermal alteration
along fissure flow planes; about
1000 m thick.

Ltake deposits and pyroclastics:
alternating tuffs, sandstone pebbles
and mudstone; faults, fractures,
hydrothermal alteration prevalent;
andesite Tavas, also highly fractured.

Andesites, lavas, pyroclastics.

Dominant permeability in fracture

flow; periodic good water and steam
geothermal production from tuff breccias

in the middle formation of the Hohi Complex

- (200-400 m deep); some geothermal production

from fractures in overlying andesites.

Substantial geothermal production just below
the peneplanation unconformity either in

the thin Kusu Group or, in its absence, the
Usa Group.

2 vYamasaki and Hayashi, 1976.
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hydrothermal alteration is known to exist along faults and fracture
planes that are or havé been in contact with geothermal fluids. The
resulting mineralogy of fhe altered rock indicates whether environmental
conditions are acidic or basic. Both situations exist at the Otake
field.

The Hatchobaru geothermal field 1is also a small horst of
Quaternary andesites overlying the Miocene basement. Acid conditions and
alteration exist as deeply as 600-700 m. Some wells produce acidic
sulfate-chloride water. The natural geothermal features here are steam
fumaroles.

Many of the confirmed or presumed faults in the Ofake Geothermal
Area trend NW-SE or east-west. These faults and numerous associated
fissures and joints may allow upward flow of geothermal fluids. The
resulting surficial geothermal manifestations are fumaroles and hot
springs. Fractured permeability may be an important local control on

hydrothermal activity (Yamasaki and Hayashi, 1976).
5.3. Hydrology

5.3.1. Sufface Water

The Kusu RiVer floﬁs northward through the Otake Géotherma] Area
passing :throuéh fhé AHatéH;baEu field and slightly to the west of the
Otake fieid kF1g. 5415. 'éoth fiélds have wéi]s p]aced as closely as 50 m
from the river, buf no hydfo]ogic.Ednnecfions between injection zones and
the surface water have been 1deﬁt1f1éd:‘ The cﬂémfca] gharacter1stics of

the Kusu River are unaVai]ab]e.
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5.3.2. Groundwater

There is scant information available on the occurrence and nature
of near-surface groundwater in the Otake Geothermal Area. Water 1levels
and groundwater quality are unknown. Table 5.1 describes the
hydrogeology of volcanic rocks in the area.

The fractured nature of the volcanic rocks in the area indicate
there is high permeability along fracture p]anes and in brecéiated zones.
The rapid flow of injected geothermal fluids among wells at Hatchobaru
confirms this. Secondary permeability and porosity dominate fluid
movement and aquifer productivity in both the geothermal reservoir and
overlying aquifer units. The occurrence of fracturing 1s important to

consider for locating production and injection wells.

5.3.2.1. Aquifers

No description of discrete aquifer units is available. The near-
surface Kuju Volcanic Complex consists largely of lavas of unknown
permeability. This cohpTex is well faulted and fractured as a result of
its association with tectonic activity. It concéivab]y has the ability
to receive and transmit geothermal fluids rapidly along fracture planes,
providing fractures are well connected. At the Hatchobaru field,
fractures are responsible for rapid‘f1ows among wells comp]eted.near 1000
m in depth. At the Otake field, there is less well interference and
apparently less fracturé flow among wells completed near 500 m in depth,
a]thoughbfractures and faults are evident.

The andesites 1nv the Upper Hohi Vo]canic Complex serve as a

confining cap rock to the underlying geothermal reservoir. Fractures
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permit some vertical fluid migration across the cap rock, as is evidenced
by Tlocal surficial hot springs and fumaroles. The middle formation of
the Hohi Volcanic Complex has dominant permeability in fracture flow and
occasionally yields water and steam thermal discharges from tuff breccias
at about 200-400 m (Hayashida and Ezima, 1970). Clearly fracture flow
dominates both horizontal and vertical permeabilities.

At the base of the Hohi complex and the top of the underlying Kusu
Group (or Usa Group, where the Kusu is absent at Hatchobaru) there is an
unconformity known as the Pliocene peneplanation (Table 5.1). The upper
part of the group just below this unconformity is believed to be ‘a
significant and productive geothermal reservoir. The base of the Usa
Group is unknown, but the top has been penetrated in the Otake Geothermal
Area by Hatchobaru wells. There is substantial steam production in these

wells.

5.3.2.2. Groundwater Chemistry

Background groundwater chemistry is not available. Chemistry of
geothermal production fluids from the Otake wells 6, 7, 9, 10 and
Hatchobaru 1 appears in Table 5.2 . Chemical properties of fluids from
both fields are fairiy similar despite the approximately 500 m difference

in depth between completion intervals.

5.3.3. Geotherma1 Resource
The Tliquid-dominated -geothermal resource at the Otake Geothermal
Area occurs primarily in fractures of the volcanic rocks described in

Section " 5.2. The great amount of heat stored in these rocks presumably
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Table 5.2. Selected water chemistry in geothermal wells in the Otake and Hatchobaru fields of the Otake Geothermal Area,._,Japan.a’b’c

Depth Temperature Conductivity Total +2 +2 + + 2
Well (m) (°c) pH umho/cm Solids ci- $10, Ca Mg Na K S04
Otake
6 500 8.4 2750 2450 1010 414 15.0 4.8 670 70 200
7 350 8.0 3510 3530 1760 525 17.2 6.0 920 100 96
9 550 248d 6.7 3500 3810 1630 668 20.7 10.0 940 110 145
10 600 8.0 5100 4030 1720 612 31.2 7.8 1060 140 95
Hatchobaru -
1 785 5400 4720 1900 680 140
@ Data from Hayashida and Ezima (1970).
b Concentrations in mg/1 in waters collected at atmospheric pressure; pH measured in cooled waters.
¢ Koga (1970).
tel
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originates from ancient and current volcanic activity and constitutes the
heat source for geothermal fluids. Large faults have been encountered at
depth in geothermal wells. Hydrothermal alteration along fracture planes
is evidence of rock-water contact at elevated temperatures and pressures.

Most of the geothermal wells in the Otake field produce a water-
steam mixture directly from rock fractures. Well No. 8, however,
uniquely discharges saturéted steam alone. The production of steam from
reservoir fractures is atypical. In most worldwide experience,
geothermal steam is produced from the porous medium beneath a confining
cap rock (Hayashida and Ezima, 1970). The average temperature of the
discharge at Otake is 230°c. Temperatures have reached as high as 250°C
(E]]is and Mahon, 1977).

At Hatchobaru, the steam/water ratio is markedly higher than at
Otake. This condition makes the potential for power generation more
favorabie due to higher inlet steam pressures and 1increased power
production capabilities per.unit volume. A summary of production and
injection appears in Table 5.3. Average and maximum temperatures at
Hatchobaru are 250°C and 300°C, respectively (El11is and Mahon, 1977).
Since 1977, a 55 MW (maximum capacity) power plant has been on line at
" Hatchobaru. A second 55 MW plant is expected to be on line in 1985. By
- comparison, there 1is only a 12 MW plant at the Otake field (since
1967). (Yasumichi, 1982). The geothermal production water at the Otake is
high in silica and arsenic. The high levels of arsenié prdmpfed the
decision to inject the wastes (versus ponding or channel disposal) to
protect the Kusu River. . Arsenic 1levels 1in the Kusu River or in

geothermal fluids are not feported in available l1iterature. Silica is on
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Table 5.3. Summary of injection and production at Otake and Hatchobaru
geothermal fields, Japan, September, 1980.2

Hatchobaru Otake

Capacity, MW 55 12
1980 production, MW 55 12
Production Wells

Number of wells 8 4

Average depth, m | 1000 500

Total steam, t/hP 400 120

Wellhead pressure, kPa 481 304
Reinjection Wells

Number of wells 14 8

Average depth, m 1000 500

Total flow, t/hrP 400 680

Temperature, °C o 60 to 95 95

Pressure, kPa 0 0

Cénf1gurat10n - by side by side

equal depths equal depths
Tracer flow rate, m/h _ up to 80 | 0.3
Comments silica scaling accepts water
from Hatchobaru,
at 175 t/hr

g (after Horne, 1982)
t/h = tqns/hour (mass flow)
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the order of 400-600 mg/L (Table 5.2), and silica deposition is
responsible for a certain amount of injection well and formation
plugging. A similar loss of injectivity has occurred at Hatchobaru as a

result of silica deposition.

5.4. Injection

Kyushu Electric Power Company, Inc. has been injecting geothermal
fluids at the Otake geothermal field since 1972 to avoid chemical
poliution of surface waters. A1l injection wells at Otake meet a fault
plane at depths of 300 to 500 m. These depths correspond to the depth of
the primary production zone (Hayashi et al, 1978). Kyushu Electric Power
Company has been injecting geothermal waste fluids at the Hatchobaru
geothermal field since 1977. At about 1000 m in depth, the Hatchobaru
injection wells encounter an unconformity that corresponds to the main
production reservoir there (Hayashi et al, 1978). This unconformity is
said to represent what 1is known as the Pliocene peneplanation, an

erosional surface documented by Yamasaki and Hayashi (1976).

5.4.1. Injection System

The configuration of 1nJect19n/productfon we1is at Otake places
injection on one side of the field .and production- on- the other, at
sihi1ar depths (Fig. 5.4). The same side-by-side arrangement is used at
Hatchobarq (Fig. 5.5), wifh 1njéctioﬁ fn'fﬁe‘nérthwest and production in
the southeast. Injection and production wells are drilled to similar
depths because no other permeable zone for producing or receiving fluids

is known to be available. Production and injection wells meet the same
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unconformity with high permeabilities at Hatchobaru.  Otake injection
wells encountér a fault plane with high permeabilities. At both Otake
and Hatchobaru the hot water is injected at atmospheric pressufe.

The 12 MW power station at Otake separates the mixture of steam
and hot water with a steam separater at the wellhead. The residual hot
water totals more than 400 t/hr (tons/hour), and the full volume requires
injection (Kubota and Aosaki, 1976). The total volume of i{njectate
produced at Hatchobaru, including waste water from the station, is about
575 t/hr. This volume is split for injection at both the Otake and
Hatchobaru geothermal fields. Otake receives water from Hatchobaru at a

rate of 175 t/hr (Horne, 1982b).

The higher steam content at the 55 MW Hatchobaru power station
enab]es the use of.a double f]ash system. Double flashing effectively
reduces injection volumes and pressures. The higher steam content permits
greatef power production per unit volume that must be 1injected. The
final vo]ﬁme requiring injection 15 substant1a11y reduced from the
production volume. A summary of injection and hand]ing‘ at  Otake and
Hatchobaru appears in Table 5.3.

Some of the 1njectibn wellheads at Hatchobaru are very close
(<100 m) to production wellheads, although directional drilling of
production wells effectively increases the horizontal distahce between
producing/injecting' 1nterva1s.. Diéfances befween vOtake producers and

injectors are appoximately 150-500 m.
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5.4.2. Monitoring Program

No specific monitoring system 1is described in the available
literature. Temperature and pressure changes are monitored in geothermal
wells. These parameters are used to assess reservoir enthalpy. Chemical
studies are designed to test for geothermal fluids 1leaking to the
surface. After three years of injection, no leakage was detected (Kubota
and Aosaki, 1976). Surface waters are sampled periodically also,
primarily for salinity analysis. Detectors are located near injection

wells to measure seismic activity.

'5.4.3. Injection Testing

Tracer tests utilizing fluorescein dye and potassium iodide at
Hatchobaru show there 1s a strong hydraulic connection between some
wells. Tracer returns were detected as early as two hours after
injection. The speed of tracer movement 1{in the reservoir has been
reported by Horne (1982b) to be as high as 80 m/hr and provides strong
evidence that chanhe]ing among wells is occurrihg. Substant1a1 tracer
returns have been measured over distances of 600 m. Tracer returns from
several Hatchobaru tests appear in Table 5.4. These tracer tests enabled
the identification of potential problems associated with channeling flow
among-wells. The site owner and operator, Kyushu E]ectr1¢ Power, has
avoided some of these problems by injecting some Hatchobaru fluids at
Otake.

Both production and injection wells at Hatchobaru meet the same
unconformity having high permeability. The rapid channe]ing of fluids

among Hatchobaru wells caused a production decline in some wells., Wells
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Table 5.4. Resulsts of tracer tests at the Hatchobaru geotherma1 field,

Japan .2
Tracer
- Injection Production Flow
Injection Rate ‘ Production Rate Speed
Well (t/h)b Well (t/h)P (m/h)b
HR-17 350 H-7 127 78
H-4 140 76
H-13 40 58
H-3 “NA 16
H-14 126 : *
H-10 75 *
H-6 40 _ H-14 126 35
H-7 127 29
H-4 140 8
H-13 40 2
H-9R 70 H-13 40 62
H-7 127 *
‘ H-4 140 *
H-3C NA H-6 NA 33.8
: H-7 NA 9.0
H-4 NA 6.1

g Kyushu Electric Power Company, 1979, reported by Horne, 1982b.
t/h = tons/hour; m/h = meters/hour
Hayashi et al., 1978

NA- = No data available

* Secondary return only
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H-4 and H-7, which repeatedly showed evidence of tracer returns, have
experienced declines in two-phase flow rates. Well H-4 is no Tlonger in
production. Enthalpies 1in all production wells at Hatchobaru have
decreased as a result of thermal and hydraulic interference (Hayashi et
al, 1978). Predictably, overall field performance has declined.

Tracer tests performed at Otake 1indicate the speed of tracer
movement is about 0.3 m/hf (Hayashi et al, 1978). It took around 600
hours for a tracer injected into OR-2 to reach wells 0-8, 0-9, and 0-10
(Table 5.5). The rapid channeling of flow seen at Hatchobaru does not
occuf at Otake, indicating 1ittle communication among wells at Otake.

Table 5.5. Results of a tracer test using KI at the
Otake geothermal field, Japan.a

Well Distance Detection Flow

Production From OR-2 Time Speed
Well {m) (hr) (m/hr)
0-8 125 580 0.215
0-9 203 _ 620 0.327
0-10 140 650 0.215

aKyushu Electric Power Company, 1976, as reported by

Hgyashi et al., 1978

Injection solely ‘as a means of waste disposal appears to be
successful at Japanese geothermal fields. Permeable zonés that will
accepf large volumes of water are available. Injection as a means of
reservoir maintenance is less successful. In other worldwide experience,
injecting waste fluids is a way to reéyc1e fluids and glean more heat

from reservoir rocks. Stablizing declining production pressures by
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injecting fluids prolongs the productive 1l1ife of the geothermal
reservoir. The Japanese experience is clearly one of detrimental
effecté. The close well spacing and hydraulic communication at
Hatchobaru have allowed hydraulic breakthrough to occur too rapidly, so
that the declines in enthalpy have‘actually reduced productivity. The
same reduction 1in productivity has been observed at other Japanese
geothermal fields. Injectionrat Otake temporarily increased vapor flow,
thereby 1improving productivity. Eventually, however, a production well
Tocated near the permeable fault plane penetrated by the injection wells
was totally damaged as a result of thermal interference. By 1975, the
vihprovement stopped, and the field's former rate of production decline,
observed before injection, resumed (Horne, 1982a).

Silica deposition resulted in a loss of injectivity in both Otake
and Hatchobaru injection wells. The feasibility of removing silica and
arsenic is being examined by the site operator.

After 1injecting continuously for three years at Otake, the static
water level in the injection well OR-1 has risen at least 30 m. As of
1976, the depth to water was 120 m (Kubota and Aosaki, 1976). No

evidence of seismic activity induced by injection has been recorded.

5.4.4, Constraints on Injection

The geothermal wastewater at Otake has been injected since 1972
because of 1its _arsénic content. No report of arsenic 1levels wa$
available for this repbrt, but disposal to a pond prior to 1972 was
considered to be a threat to nearby sﬁrface waters, including the Kusu

River.
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Available literathre does not mention ground subsidenée associated
with geothermal fluid withdrawal or injection 1in Japan. The
product1on/fnjection zones at both Otake and Hatchobaru are in competent
volcanic rocks, thus significant subsidence _wou]d not be expected to
result from fluid withdrawal. Some seismic activity has been associated
with fluid injection at the Matsushiro geothermal field in Japan (Ohtake,
1974), but not at Otake or Hatchobaru.

Legally, there is great environmental concern about protecting
Japanese national parks and scenic areas (Nakamura et al., 1976). A
number of these areas are 1located near geothermal developments. The
extent to which environmental Tlaws govern 1njection specifically is
unknown, but the decision to 1inject at the Otake field, at 1least,
indicates environmental concern.

The potential for degrading usable groundwater as a consequence of
fluid injection at the Otake Geothermal Area is minimal. There is
naturally occurring upward migration of geothermal fluids, as indicated
by surficial hot springs and fumaroles. Upward flow 1is probably along
fracture planes as there are several volcanic units that behave as
aquicludes to vert1c§1 porous media flow. Thesé conditions probably
preclude the coﬁtamination‘of gﬂrface wafers or usable groundwaters on a
large scale. Injection at Hafcﬁobarﬁ and.Otake occurs at 0 kPa, so the
high pressures comﬁon]y redﬁjred fbr- 1nJection in other systems are
absent. The Tow injection pressures also hé]p minimize any induced
increase 1in upward fluid flow. In the Hatchobaru field, the rapid

hydrodynamic breakthrough of 1nJectedv'f1u1ds at the pfoduction wells
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ihdicates that the injected fluids are flowing along preferential flow
paths,'possfbly fractures, toward the production wells. The net mass
extraction at both fields reduces reservoir pressures creéting a pressure
sink 1in the production zone. Injected fluids are 1ike1y to follow the
steeper hydraulic gradient toward the pressure sink. This preferred flow
path could actually reduce the hydrau]ic potentiai for wupward fracture
flow. Increased contact of geothermal fluids with fresh groundwater 1in
overlying aquifers as a result of fluid injection seems an vun]ike]y
prospect in the Otake Geothermal Area.

Several technical qonstraints exist. At five 1njecting geothermal
fields (Otake, Hatchobaru, Onikobe, Kakkonda, and Onuma), only Otake has
not experienced severe problems with hydrodynamic breakthrough. .C1ose1y
spaced production and .injection wells at Hatchobaru are strongly
connected by reservoir fractures; thus cooled 1njected fluid rapidly
reaches the production area and decreases the enthalpy of the steam and
water discharge. The resulting loss of productivity precludes 100%
injéction and haé forced partia1 injection of Hatchobaru water at Otake,
where communication betweenvwe11s is less.

~ There are decreases 1in injectivity ovér time at bbth Hatchobaru
and Otake due to si]ica.depos1tion. Injectivity is simply the ability of
the reservoir (and/or injection well) to accept large vojumes of fluid.
The detrimental near-well effects have reqﬁired Kyushu Electric Poﬁer Co.
to do research on the removal of silica from injection water (Horne,

1982a).
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5.5. Summary

Geothermal activity in Japan is associated with regional tectonic
and volcanic activity. At the Otake Geothermal Area, groundwater
aquifers and geothermal reservoir are cémpr1sed of volcanic rock series.
There 1is high permeability along fault and fracture planes and in
brecciated zones. These permeable horizons are capable of producing and
accepting 1large volumes of fluid. In the Hatchobaru geothermal field,
there 1is substantial and rapid communication among closely spaced
injection and production wells drilled to about 1000 m. As a result,
temperatures 1in Hatchobaru production wells have declined, thereby
diminishing two-phase flow. This production decline has occurred in
seQeral other Japanese fields also. The Otake geothermal field has not
experienced this severe loss in productivity. Productivity declines are
at steady rates expected from normal development. There is no apparent
channeling among wells drilled to about 500 m.

Injection occurs at the Otake Geothermal Area because of concern
for polluting surface watefs with arsenic. Regular chemica] analysis of
water samples had not fevea]ed any evidence of geothermal fluid migration
to the surface as of 1976 (Kubota and Aosaki, 1976).

There 1is a dominant horizontal cbmponent to groundwater flow in
the Otake Geothermal Area. Layered volcanic fuffs and 1avas effectively
restfict upward flow, présum&b]y to localized fracture zones. Surficial

hot springs and fumaroles are evidence théf geothermal fluid does migrate

to the surface.
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6. AHUACHAPAN GEOTHERMAL FIELD, EL SALVADOR

6.1. Introduction

Ahuachapan is one of several geothermal fields in E1 Salvador. It
is located in the far western portion of the country about 40 kilometers
from the Pacific Ocean and about 20 kilomefers'from the Guatemalan border
(Fig. 6.1). The 1liquid-dominated geothermal reservoir has a base
temperature of about 240°C (Gran£ et al., 1982) but temperatures up to
300°C have been reported (Cuellar et al., 1981).

A two-unit 60 MW power plant has been operating since 1975-1976.
In 1977 these units produced 32.3% of the total electric powér generated
in the country (Cuellar et a].,' 1981). A third unit with é 35 MW
capacity came on line in 1982, boosting'the total generating capacity at
Ahuachapan to 95 MW. Einarsson et al. (1976) estimate' the full

potential of the geothermal field to be 100 to 200 Mw.

6.2. Geology

The regional geology of E1 Salvador is a structural graben that
trends east-west across the country. The trough is filled with
Quaternary volcanic cones that comprise a major volcanic chain across the
country.

The Ahuachapan geothermal field is on the northeastern slopes of a
range of composite Qhaternary volcanoes at an elevation of about 800 m
 above sea level. It is associated with the southern flank of the central
Salvadoran grabeh médian trough. Pliocene tectonic activity produced
extensive regional faulting believed to have éontfo]led the sinking of

the graben and the extrusion of volcanic material. The field is lower to
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Figure 6.1 Location of Ahuachapan geothermal field, El Salvador.
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the north and northwest, reflecting the subsidence‘of the graben (Cuellar
et al., 1981).

Faults and fractures oriented in 3 main directions seem to control
regional and local structure. A series of step faults, trending paraliel
to the graben structure in an E-W direction, limits the geothermal field
on the north. A second NE-trending fault system borders the field to the
west. Finally a younger system of faults and fractures, associated with
supérficia] hydrothermal activity, frends NNW. This latest system of
faults may .be respohsib]e for the fractured permeability of .the
Ahuachapan reservoir formations (Cuellar et al., 1981). The
stratigraphic sequences of the area are described in Table 6.1 and shown

in Figure 6.2.

6.3f Hydrology

Intensive geothermal investigations at Ahuachapan have revealed a
very permeable gebtherma] flow system 1imited by structural faults at its
edges. Regional f]éw withih the graben is toward the north.
Hydrogeology oqtside the geothermal field is poorly understood. Initial
_injection attempts indicate permeability decreases outside the gebtherma1

field.

6.3.1. Surface Water

The Paz River forms the border between E1 Salvador and Guatemala.
It is the principal river draining the Ahuachapan geothermal field. Flow
in the river is variable according to seasons, but may be as low as 10 to

15 m3/sec in the dry part of the year (Einarsson et al., 1976).. The
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Table 6.1. Geologic and hydrologic characteristics of the Ahuachpan geothermal field, E1 Salvadord.

Geologic Unit

Geologic
Description

Hydrologic
Description

Surficial Deposits

Laguna Verde Volcanic Complex
(Holocene

Tuff and.lLava Formation
(Pleistocene)

Young Agglomerate
(Pleistocene) .

Andesites of Ahuachapan
(Plio-Pleistocene

Ancient Agglomerates

" Tuffs and detritic-talus pumices covering

lavas of the Laguna Verde Complex.

Andesitic lava flows with some pyroclastics;
thinkness up to 200 m.

Predominantly tuffs in the upper part;
lava intercolations with tuffs in the lower
part; thickness up to 500 m.

Volcanic agglomerate with occasional lava
intercalations; thickness up to 400 m.

Lavas with pyroclastic intercalations;
contains columnar jointing related to
cooling and tectonic fracturing; thickness
up to 300 m.

Agglomerates with breccia intercalations in the
Tower portion; thickness greater than 400 m.

Shallow Aquifer - very shallow unconfined

~aquifer with variable flow responding

rapidly to rainfall infiltration; waters
generally of calcium carbonate type,
locally sulfatic; aquifer of local
interest only in uphill part of geothermal
field; feeds some surface springs.

Behaves as an aquiclude to shallow and
saturated aquifers.

Saturated Aquifer - recharge by direct
infiltration; shallow free surface

tapped by local domestic wells; surfaces

at several springs on the plain north

of the geothermal area; principal

northerly flow component; slow piezometric
response to rainfall; generally calcium-
sodium carbonate water, locally mixed with
water migrating upward along fractures from
saline aquifer.

Essentially impermeable, save for scattered
faulting; behaves as a confining cap rock
to the underlying geothermal reservoir.

Saline Aquifer - producing formation of

the geothermal reservoir; secondary,
anisotropic permeability in joints, fractures
and contact surfaces between formations.

Moderate permeability in breccias; receiving
reservoir for injected fluids.

dcuellar et al., 1981.




50T

Legend:
|
| INFERRED FAULT
|
900 Ah-24 Ah-3 HIGH PERMEABILITY ZONES
_ Ah-23 Ah-22
- 8004 ﬂ'm AhL17 Ah-6 Ah_?ﬁih 1 ,_/“‘——1/"'\ :_DOESlg'gISFIED BY CIRCULATION
700 - ' _ \ \
\ \ TUFF AND LAVA FORMATION
00F=L 1 A — I I
5004= \,_——\_
z \ S
40040 \_,2 1 ‘ I YOUNG AGGLOMERATE FORMATION
300~}<—( \GEOTHERMAL Ne e N\" ‘ '
2002 | RESERVOIR|\ AHUACHAPAN ANDESITIC LAVAS
=l \ /*gfj FORMATION
100 { -\ | \ —
tu
~10042 \ |
~2004Z \ \ \
wn \ \
—300 - \ | OLDER AGGLOMERATE FORMATION
400 - \ \ \ FORMATION
~500 4 \ B |
—600 4 : \ \ \
\ \ |
\ \ \
\ \ 1

Figure 6.2 Geological section and selected geothermal wells of the Ahuachapan geothermal field, El Salvador
v (after Cuellar, et al., 1978).



river was 1initially considered as an avenue for geothermal waste fluid
disposal, but was found to have severe long-term Tlimitations. River
water is used for irrigation and must be protected from chemical
contaminants that might be harmful to crops. Boron, for example, would
have to be strictly 1imited. Secondly, the river 1is only able to
accommodate volumes equivalent to those produced by a 30 MW plant. This
is a fraction of the volume requiring disposal today and would prove to
be even less adequate as the full estimated potential of the geothermal

field is reached.

6.3.2. Groundwater

The Ahuachapan geothermal area is a groundwater discharge area.
The pressurized thermal fluids rise from the southeast and east and
ultimately discharge at the surface further north. The surficial
geothermal activity within the geothermal area originates from steam that
separates from geothermal fluid in the deep geothermal reservoir and
migrates upward along fractufe planes. The principal permeability in the

volcanic rocks at Ahuachapan is in secondary faults and fractures. The

permeability is therefore variable and anisotropic. Highest
transmissivities are assumed to be horizontal and oriented 1in the
directions of the predominant fault trends _descfibed in Section 6.2
(Cuellar et al., 1981).

There 1is some 1local domestic use of groundwater in the uphill
southern portion of the structural graben that defines the geothermal
field. These Tlocal wells tap the Shallow énd Saturated Aquifers

described in Table 6.1.

105




6.3.2.1. Aquifers

There are three producing aquifers in the Ahuachapan field. Their
descriptions appear in Table 6.1. Al1l three exist in fractured volcanic
rocks. The unconfined Shallow and Satqrated Aquifers supply local
domestic wells on the southern uphill end of the geothermal field.
Rainwater infiltration to the Shallow Aquifer feeds several springs on
the slopes of the Laguna Verde and the Laguna de Las Ninfas volcanoes.
The flow rate in this aquifer responds rapidly to rainfall. The shallow
free surface of the Saturated Aquifer also supplies several springs on
the plain north of the geothermal area. Its piezometric surface,
| however, responds _s]ow]y to rainfall, The hydraulic gradient‘ and
resulting principal flow éomponentv in this aquifer is to the north
| kRomagno]i et al., 1976). The graben dips slightly in that genéra]
direction. The confined Saline Aquifer is the geothermal resérvbir. The
geothermal wells are completed in this aquifer. The Saline AqQ%fer is
discussed in more detail in Section 6.3.3.

The gec]ogy( natural flow, chemistry and the depths of permeab]e
zones all 1indicate there 1is a strong horizontal structure to the.
Ahuachapan geothermal area (Grant et al., 1982). Horizontal and vertical
permeabilities in each aquifer are greater along faults, fractures,
joints and bedding planes than through the aquifer media. The occurrence
of fractures is clearly indicated by the 1loss of circulation during
drilling. This anisotropy results in variable but predominantly
horizontal flow within the aquifer. Production capacities are hard to

predict. The selection of sites for production and 1hject10n wells in
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such a system can be difficult when considering economic production
requirements and reservoir maintenance.

The Shallow and Saturated Aquifers are separated by an aquiclude
of andesitic lavas that retards vertical flow. The rate of leakage
across this unit is unknown, but the presence of surficial thermal
springs in the area is evidence that vertical migration does occur.

The Saturated and Saline (geothermal) Aquifers are separated by a
th1ck,_1mpermeab1e volcanic agglomerate that acts as a confining cap rock
to the underlying geothermal reservoir. Fractures do breach the cap
rock, however, and pressurized geothermal fluids are able to move along

fracture planes toward the surface.

6.3.2.2. Groundwater Chemistry

Groundwater 1in each aquifer - has a characteristic background
chemistry, but the fractured vertical permeability of the Ahuachapan
geothemal field allows some localized miking of waters from different
aquifers. Water in the Shallow Aquifer 1is generally of the calcium
carbonate type, although locally they may be sulfatic with residues lower
than 500 mg/1 (Einarsson et al., 1976).

Specific ion concentrations for background chemical species in the
Shallow and Saturated Aquifers are unavailable. Chemical characteristics
of some thermal springs are in Table 6.2. Values for chemical species in
the springs may fbe influenced by a certain amount of mixing of deep
thermal water‘or'steam and sha]ﬁqwer groundwatef. The grdundwater of the
Saturated Aquifer is generally of calcium-sodium carbonate type.

Dissolved solids are below 400 mg/1. The Salitre spring, by contrast,
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Table 6.2. Selected chemical a?ﬁ physical characteristics ‘of waters from thermal springs and geothermal wells of the Ahuachapan geothermal

area, E1 Salvador@sP,

Well depthC Temperature
0

Source (m) ¢ pH Na* Kkt ca*t Mg+t - 504° HCO3™ $i0p B
Thermal Springs
A 31 7.1 20 6 17 9 1.2 3.0 158 117.0 0.3
B 26 8.0 13 13 14 7 2.1 1.0 111 107 8.0
C 22 6.2 6 1 15 2 1.2 3.0 75 65 6.2
D 25 - 8.2 10 3 15 8 1.4 3.0 114 102 8.2
E 30 8.0 26 1 54 13 2 9.5 290 64 8.0
F 87 8.0 768 18 201 1 1,528 224 52 114 8.0
G 93 8.3 526 19 124 tr 421 870 a5 77 8.3
H 85 8.0 566 9 124 1 772 410 37 81 8.0
I 99 8.2 592 15 94 tr 716 504 33 108 8.2
L 25 7.6 5. 10 8 2 1.3 4.5 39 46 7.6 -
M 70 6.8 378 39 29 8 479 35 377 235 6.8
Geothermal Wells
Ah-1 1205 983 7.4 6120 995 416 tr 11,046 28 29 663 7.4
Ah-6 591 97 7.2 6260 1055 443 tr 11,432 27 24 620 7.2
a Romagnoli et al., 1976.
b Concentrations in mg/1.
€ Cuellar et al., 1981.
d Ellis and Mahon (1977, p. 70) report 230°C at a source depth of 1195 m.
o y 3 . a . -



has a sodium-chloride chemistry and an elevated temperature (70°C). It
has higher residues of 600-1700 mg/1. The differences in chemistry and
temperature are believed to be a result of admixture with water from the
deep Saline Aquifer that is moving upward along fractures (Romagnoli et
al, 1976).

The Saline Aquifer'is the producing geothermal reservoir. Waters
in the Saline Aquifer are a sodium-chloride type with high salinity.
Residues reach as high as 22,000 mg/1 (Einarsson et al., 1976). Chemical
concentrations measured 1in geothermal wells Ah-1 and Ah-6 are presented

in Table 6.2.

6.3.3. Geothermal Resource

The Ahuachapan andesite is the producing reservoir of geothermal
steam and water in the Ahuachapan geothermal field. The highly fractured
permeable zone at the top of the formation 1is known as the Saline
Aquifer. Temperatures in this aquifer are around 240-245°C (Einarsson
et al., 1976).

A hydrogeologic model of the system indicates the Ahuachapan field
is a discharge area. Geothermal fluids are thought to rise from the east
and southeast from some unknown source, travel primarily horizontally
through the reservoir via fractures, and discharge further north.
Surficial thermal activity 1is attributed to steam and hot water
separating from deep geothermal fluids, migrating upward along fracture
planes, and mixing with discharges from shallower aquifers. Resistivity
data (Romagnoli et al., 1976) support this model as it applies to the

origin and chemistry of the surficial thermal springs.
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6.4. Injection

The highly mineralized waters produced by the Ahuachapan
geothermal field presented a major problem in the initial stages of field
development. Arsenic and bofon, in particular, represented potential
threats to irrigation waters and domestic supplies. Total disposal to
the Paz River and desalination proved to be unacceptable alternatives, so
injection experiments for subsurface disposal began 1in 1970. These
large-scale experiments were designed to test and evaluate methods of
1nje¢t1ng highly mineralized geothermal water and were concluded to be

generally very successful (Einarsson et al., 1976).

The spent geothermal fluids are injected within the active
hydrothermal system for several reasons. Little was known about deep
hydrologic conditions outside of the geothermal system. There was
concern that injected fluids might emerge in an undesirable place and
create local pollution problems. Within the undisturbed geothermal
system, the very mineralized water did not emerge from the reservoir near
unpolluted water supplies. Simultaneous production and injection was
expected to minimize disturbance and the potential for new emergence of
poor quality water. The high reservoir permeability would reduce energy
costs for pumping also. The cooling effect of waste fluids on -the
geothermal reservoir was expected to be small. Finally, injection
offered a means of recycling fluid and heat within the reservoir, thereby
extending its productive 1ife (Einarsson et al., 1976). Continued
injection since 1970 apparently had no adverse effects on production

wells until 1978, when some temperature declines were observed
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(Grant et al., 1982). A continuous production/injection program began in

1975 and has been operating ever since.

6.4.1. Injection System

As of 1978, twenty-nine production and injection wells had been
drilled in the Ahuachapan geothermal field. Fig. 6.3 sHéws the relative
Tocations of most of these wells. Depths of the wells ranged from 591 m

2 in size.

to 1524 m. Al1 wells are located within an area about 4 km
Two 1injection wells were located outside the‘production area to minimize
potential interference with production wells. Four of the twenty-nine
wells are 1injection wells (Ah-2, Ah-8, Ah-17, and Ah-29). Wells Ah-17
and Ah-29 are double purpose wells and may be used for production also.
Their 1location 1is close to the production wells, and they are completed
in the production reservoir. The 1ithologic columns of Ah-17 and Ah-29
indicate they are completed in 400 m and 325 m of reservoir thickness,
respectively. Injection Ah-2 and Ah-8 are also completed in the
production reservoir. They show a reservoir thickness of only 105 m and
75 m, respectively (Cuellar et al., 1981). Total depths of all the
injection wells are not given. Depths of production wells appear in
Table 6.3. Figure 6.2 bshows the relative depths of some of the
geothermal wells and permeable zones in the geothermal reservoir. fhe
well field arrangement is thus one of areally interspersed 1nject16n and
production wells. It is not known how closely injection horizons in

Ah-2,  Ah-8, Ah-17, or Ah-29 correspond to producing horizons 1in

production wells.
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Figure 6.3 Locations of geothermal production.and injection wells in the Ahuachapan
geothermal field, E! Salvador (after Cuellar et al., 1978).
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Table 6.3. Depths of Ahuachapan geothermal production wells, E1 Salvadord.

Ah-1 Ah-4 Ah-5 Ah-6 Ah-7 Ah-20 Ah-21 Ah-22 Anh-24 Ah-26
Total depth (m) 1205 640 952 591 950 600 849 659.5 850 804
Top of andesitic |
formation
(meters above
sea level) 300 | 315 284 383 285 370 350 315 380 391

q%Cuellar et al., 1981,




Fluid extraction at Ahuachapan has been divided into two periods
of development and production. Estimates of extfacted and injected mass
during those periods appear in Table 6.4. Only a fraction of the total
fluid mass produced is returned to the reservoir after steam flashing.
Injection, even on é scale that 1is small relative to production,
apparently stablizes pressure losses in the reservoir, and the dominating
effect of extraction or injection is difficult to determine (Cuellar et
al., 1978).

Table 6.4. Extracted and injected mass during development and

production periods at the Ahuachapan geothermal
field, E1 Salvador.

Mass Development Production

(tons) 1968-1975 1975-1978 Total
Extracted 23,317,800 48,228,933 71,546,733
Injected 1,850,060 19,218,384 21,068,444
Net extracted 21,467,740 29,010,549 50,478,289

@ Cuellar et al., 1978.

6.4.2. Monitoring Program

A monitoring system was established at Ahuachapén to ascertain the
effects of 1injection of +the Shallow and Saturatad Aquifers. These
aquifers are the source of potable water for domestic supplies, and the
potential for contamination from the mineralized geothermal water is of
concern.

A system of observation points {including water wells, surface

springs and boreholes provided water samples which were chemically
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analyzed before and during the period of initial injection testing. The
purpose of these analyses was to determine how quickly and to what extent
injected fluid would migrate from the injection well to the shallow
aquifers or to production wells in +the geothermal field. These
observation points continue to provide useful monftoring data. A
discussion of some injection test results as determined from monitoring

data is in Section 6.4.3.

6.4.3. Injection Testing

Initial plans for injection at Ahuachapan called for injecting in
a we]] (Ah-10) outside of the active geothermal area. Permeabilities in
the penetrated formations were too low to accept the required volumes of
fluid without excessively high pumping costs. Subsequent 1injection has
occurred within the active geothermal system.

The silica and carbonate composition of the water posed a danger
of chemical fouling of equipment and plugging the receiving formation.
A study of chemical equilibria and physical factors governing reactions

indicated that if steam and water were separated above 150°C, and if the

water was maintained at this temperature until dinjection 1into the
reservoir, mineral deposition could be avoided (Einarsson et al., 1976).

The separator and injection system were set and maintained at 152-153°C.

6.4.3.1. Single-Well Tests

| Well Ah-5 was the first experimentaj injection well at Ahuachapan.
It was designed as a dual pufpose well, primarily for production but also
for injection experiments. Ah=5 penetrates the principal production

horizon at about 500 m depth as well as another permeable horizon at
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about 800 m. A retractable, perforated liner was 1nsta11ed.éxténding
from the productfon casing to the bottom of the well at 952 m. This
design was an attempt to 1inject the water into the deeper permeable
horizons. The single-hole tests described here were done on Ah-5.

A total of 1,927,000 tons of water were injected in a series of
1njéction tests over a périod of 244 days in 1971. Downhole temperature
logs were made in the 1njéct10n well before, during and after 1injection
testing. Cooling occurred over the entire length of the well but was
. greatest in the deeper permeable horizon, indicating the waste fluids
. were entering the reservoir at that point. Temperature recovery was

slowest in the deeper zone. Full recovery took nearly seven months
(Einarsson et al., 1976). Pressure profiles for Ah-5 taken before and
during injection show a decrease in pressure in the deeper zone, which
supports the conclusion that it is highly permeable.

Caliper tests of the injection well casing and inspection of the
pipeline showed there werebno traces of scaling within the system. No
plugging or increased pressures could be attributed to miheral
deposition. After 244 days there appeared to be no danger of system

~impairment due to scaling under the described test conditions (Einarsson

et al., 1976).

6.4.3.2. Multi-Well Tests

During early testing at Ahuachapan geothermal field, variations in
temperature, pressure, chemistry and the detection of‘injected tracers
were used to monitor movement of injected fluids (Einarsson et al.,

1976). Monitoring stations 1included geothermal wells, ‘'shallow
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fresh-water wells, and surficial springs. Except for Jow-level tracer
detection, no changes were seen. Tritium injected into Ah-5 appeared in
low levels at geothermal production wells Ah-1l, Ah-6, and Ah-7. The
tritium may have moved horizontally toward these wells. It may also have
descended in the reservoir with the 1njectéd fluids (that are cooler and
denser than native fluids), become diluted, then ascended with convection
currents in the reservoir (Einarsson et al., 1976). No tracer was
detected in surface springs or shallow wells.

It was determined that a chemical front precedes a cooling front
of injected fluids. The cooling front is marked by the actual cooling of
the reservoir rocks by injected fluids. Cooling of production zone rocks
by injectate has been technically called thermal breakthrough. The
chemical front is a determination of where the leading edge of the
injected plume is located. Hydrodynamic breakthfough occurs when this
plume reaches the producing zone. Long-term monitoring at Ahuachapan has
shown that the concept of hydrodynamic breakthrough is wuseful in

monitoring the movement of injected fluids. Repeated analyses for

chloride 1in production wells have given some indication of the general
direction of flow from injection wells. Injection wells Ah-17 and Ah-29
penetrate permeable zones -at different depths. Water injected into Ah-29
moves toward the center of the geothermal field and to the east. Water
injected into Ah-17 flows to the center of the geothermal field (Cuellar
et al., 198l). No breakthrough to shallow groundwater has been

documented.
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Pressure responses in the geothermal field are very sensitive to

varying rates of production and injection. Production Testing in 1975

indicated the reservoir pressure gradually declined as a result of net

mass extraction. As a‘ result, production rates fell. InJection

’effective1y stablized the pressure and a new equilibrium state was
established. Injection af Ahuachapan also helps build a steam zone which

can be developed. Pressure distributions before and after intensive

production showed that regional pressure declines tend to follow the

Eermeab1e reservoir toward the south (Cuellar et al., 1981). It is

unknown Whether or not-préssure changes in shallow wells as a result of

geothermal development have been documented.

6.4.4. Constraints on Injection
| There 1is some concern that subsurface injection near vertical
fracfures on faults could allow highly mineralized fluids to migrate
upward. and contaminate the shallow groundwater. This phenomenon has not
been documented. The reservoir cap rock composed of Ahuachapan andesites
(up to 400 m thick), 1is impermeable and confines the geotherma]
reservoir. It 1is an effective barrier to vertical flow. The variable
density between cooled injected fluids and hot, native reservoif fluids
may result in the downward flow of the more dense injectate instead of
channeled horizontal flow or natural upward discharge.
The primary constraints on injection at the Ahuachapan geothermal
field are related to reservoir management. The volume of the geothermal
reservoir has been estimated to be 100 km® (Einarsson et al., 1976).

Large scale production over‘many years, however, can advance the cooling
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of reservoir rocks and ultimately reduce productivity. Rapid flow of
injected fluids along fractures can hasten this decline. Spacing ‘of
injection and production wells is a critical factor affecting the 1ife of
the reservoir. Intensive studies of the Ahuachapan geothermal system
concluded that injection and production zones should be spaced at Jleast
1.1-1.5 km apart. It was recommended that water shouid be injected
several hundred meters below the producing horizons (Einarsson et al.,

1976).

6.5. Summary

Groundwater 1in the Ahuachapan geothermal field occurs in
relatively flat-lying volcanic rocks of a structural graben. Regional
tectonic activity caused faulting, the formation of the regional horst
and graben structure, and the extrusion of volcanic material. The heat
source for the geothermal reservoir is probably associated with volcanic
activity. The geothermal reservoir is a highly permeable zone 1located
approximately 600-900 m below land surface. Secondary permeability in

fractures 1is dominant. - Geothermal waste fluids are injected into

different permeable horfzons of the geothermal reservoir. These waste
fluids represent only a fraction of the total mass production from the
reservoir, so there 1is a net pressure loss in the geothermal system,
Over time, pressure 1losses have caused steady pressure declines.
Injecting waste fluids has helped stablize these pressure Tlosses.
Injection as a means of recycling fluids and gleaning more heat from

reservoir rocks has worked well. There has been some expected local
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cooling of the reservoir rocks near injection wells. Once injection has
stopped, temperature recovery in these rocks is very slow.

There 1is no evidence indicating there is increased contamination
of sha]]owér, fresh water supplies as a result of 1injection. There is
chemical evidence that the 1injectate ultimately moves toward the
geothermal production zone along the gradient created by a pressure sink.

This sink can be traced as it progresses through the permeable reservoir.
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7. DISCUSSION

The hydrogeologic setting and the design/operational parameters of
a geothermal development are the primary factors controlling the success
of geothermal 1iquid waste injection. Each geothermal development
possesses a site-specific combination of conditions that require a
production and injection strategy designed particu]ar]y for that system.
Careful planning of a production/injection strategy can effectively
protect near-surface resources‘as well as prolong the useful life of the
geothermal reservoir, geothermal wells, and fluid handling equipment.

Potential impacts from injection may be classified in terms of
several hydrogeologic and design/operational factors. Subsidence in
unconsolidated formations may occur following excessive fluid withdrawal
and reservoir compaction. Replacing the extracted fluids with injected
fluids can minimize pressure Tlosses and the potential for subsidence.
The upward migration of injected fluids to shallow, usable aquifers may
occur along hydrologic pathways. The mixing of geothermal waste water
and shallow groundwater can diminish the quality and usability of near-
surface water supplies., In areas of naturally high seismic activity,
there is concern that fluid injection will raise reservoir pressures and
increase seismic levels further.‘ This phenomenon has severe implications
in earthquake-prone regiohs.

Operationally, the hydrodynamic breakthrough of cooled injected
fluids from injection wells to production wells can reduce production
temperatures and reservoir productivity. On the other hand, injecting

fluids to boost the falling pressures of the producing reservoir i{s an
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effective means of reservoir pressure maintenance and can prolong the
reservoir's productive 1ife. Finally, injecting fluids of variable water
quality at various temperatures and pressures may result in numerous
chemical reactions that ‘cause plugging or precipitation.of solids on
equipment as well as the formation. Chemical fou11ng creates serious
fluid handling difficulties at the surface.

Specific  hydrogeologic and design/operational factors that
strongly influence an 1hject10n program are presented in Tables 7.1 and
7.2. These are described as they apply to each of the six geothermal
sites in this report. Injection and production intervals at the Sa]toh
Sea and East Mesa KGRAs are those of wells at the GLEF and USBR sites,
respectively, and do not necessarily apply to wells of any other
operators. The quantity of injected fluids is expressed as an estimated
percentage of the total quantity of extracted fluids. Only the chemical
constituents of greatest concern for fluid handling at each site are
mentioned. |

Existing .conditions and potential effects of production and
injection at each of the six geothermal sites appear in Tables 7.3 and
7.4. The effects described are those associated only with geothermal
development and do not include background or natural conditions. For
instance, historical measurements indicate there has been some subsidence
in the Raft River Valley, but none has been associated with existing
geothermal development (Table 7.3).

Table 7.3 focuses on selected hydrogeologic factors that may be
affected by production énd injection. These factors include subsidence,

near-surface movement of injected fluid, and seismicity. Subsidence is a
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Table 7.1.

Description of hydrogeologic factors that govern the injection of geothermal waste fluids

into subsurface formations.

Geothermal
Area

Reservoir Type

Principal
Confining Layer

Migration Avenues to
Surface and Other Wells

Raft River
KGRA

Salton Sea

KGRA

East Mesa
KGRA

 Otake

Hatchobaru

Ahuachapan

Metamorphic and volcanic
rocks as well as sediment-
ary sequences

Unconsolidated and consoli-

. . dated detrital sediments,

including some hydrothermal-
ly altered rocks at depth

‘Unconsolidated and consoli-

" dated detrital sediments,

including some hydrothermal-
ly altered rocks at depth

- Tuff breccias of Middle

Hohi Volcanic Complex

Lake deposits and
propylites

Andesitic lavas and
pyroclastics

Continuous sediments and
igneous rocks of Upper
and Lower Aquitards;
thickness up to 300 m

Continuous clay cap rock;
thickness 300-350 m

Continuous clay cap rock;
thickness up to 600 m

Continuous pyroxene
andesite lavas of Upper
Hohi Volcanic Complex

Volcanics of Hohi Volcanic
Complex, particularly
andesites; total thickness
about 800 m

Volcanic agglomerate;
thickness up to 400 m

Fracture-dominated perme-
ability in mostly sedi-
ments but also metamorphic
and igneous rocks

Localized vertical faults
and increasing fracture
permeability at depth

Localized vertical faults
and increasing fracture
permeability at depth

Vertical faults, pervasive
fractures, and brecciated
zones

Vertical faults, pervasive
fractures, and brecciated
zones

Vertical faults, pervasive
fractures
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Table 7.2.

Description of design/operational factors that govern the injection of geothermal waste fluids into subsurface formations.

Relative Relative Relative
Geothermal Injection-Production Injection-Production Injection-Production Fluid Chemistry
Area Depths Well Locations Quantities Affecting Injectibility
Raft River Injection interval (500-1200 m) slightly Side-by-side; Nearly 100% injection for Suspended Solids
KGRA above production interval (1100-2000 m) 1-3 km apart intermittent testing
Salton Sea Injection interval (820-1370 m ) slightly Interspersed Nearly 100% continuous High total dissolved
KGRA below primary production interval injection in Union 0il Co. solids; silica scaling
(560-750 m) at the GLEF; well configurations wells
of other operators unknown
East Mesa Injection interval in USBR wells Side-by-side; Nearly 100% injection for High total dissolved
KGRA (1525-1830 m) approximately equivalent to 1-3 km apart intermittent testing at solids; silica scaling
some production intervals (1510-1830 m) USBR wells; 100% continuous
and above others (2075-2430 m) injection in Magma Power Co.
wells
Otake Injection intervals approximately equivalent Side-by-side; Nearly 100% continuous Silica scaling
to production intervals (near 500 m) 150-500 m apart injection
Hatchobaru Injection intervals approximately equivalent Side-by-side; Substantially less than Silica scaling
to production intervals (near 1000 m) 50-600 m apart 100% continuous injection
Ahuachapan Injection intervals (600-900 m) generally ‘Interspersed Approximately 40% Potential for silica
below production interval (300-400 m) continuous injection scaling
F r Y - - - - - - y N
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Table 7.3. Existing and potential effects of geothermal production and injection on selected hydrogeologic factors.
Near-Surface Movement
Geothermal Subsidence of Injected Fluid Seismicity
Area Existing Potential Existing Potential Existing Potential
Raft River None Some potential but none None Potential increases with time because No increases No increases
KGRA anticipated based on Detected some injectate enters the uncased Inter- detected anticipated
relative production and mediate Aquifer in RRG1-6 (at 509-580 m at current
injection volumes deep); highly permeable Intermediate injection
Aquifer is well-connected hydrologically pressures
to shallow reservoirs; high injection
pressures may increase upward migration
of injectate
Salton Sea None Significant potential None Low potential based on presence of No increases No increases
KGRA but none anticipated Detected 300-350 m-thick impermeable clay cap detected anticipated
based on relative pro- rock and only localized faulting at current
duction and injection injection
volumes pressures
East Mesa None Significant potential None Low potential based on presence of No increases No increases
KGRA but none anticipated Detected 600 m-thick impermeable clay cap rock detected anticipated
based on relative pro- and only localized faulting at current
duction and injection injection
volumes pressures
Otake None Very low potential Information High potential because of well-developed No increases No increases
because of competent not vertical hydraulic continuity in detected anticipated
volcanic rocks Available fractures based on low
injection
pressures
Hatchobaru None Very low potential . Information High potential because of well-developed No increases No increases
because of competent not vertical hydraulic continuity in detected anticipated
volcanic rocks Available fractures based on low
injection
pressures
Ahuachapan None Very Tow potential None Low potential based on presence of two Information No increases
because of competent Detected overlying impermeable units; one of not anticipated
volcanic rocks which, the confining cap rock is up to available at current
400 m-thick and contains only scattered injection

faulting

pressures
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Table 7.4.

Existing and potential effects of geothermal production and injection on selected design/operational factors.

Geothermal

Area

Hydrodynamic Breakthrough

Condition of Injection System

Reservoir Maintenance

Existing

Potential

T Existing

Potential

Existing

Potential

Raft River
KGRA

Salton -Sea
KGRA

East Mesa
KGRA

Otake

Hatchobaru

Ahuachapan

None

None

None

Delayed, low-level
breakthrough

Rapid breakthrough

Delayed, low-level

Low potential based
upon distance (1-3 km)
between injection and
production wells,
relative positions of
producing and
receiving horizons,
and groundwater dis-
charging conditions

Sufficient data are
not available upon
which to base an
evaluation of
potential

Moderate potential
based upon distance
(1-3 km) between
injection and produc-
tion wells and the
similarity of
injection and
production zones

Continued Tow-Tevel
break through

Continued rapid
breakthrough

Continued, low-Tlevel

Chemical precipi-
tation well/formation
plugging

Chemical precipi-
and well/formation
plugging reduced by
pretreatment

Some chemical
precipitation and
well/formation
plugging

Chemical precipi-
tation and well
plugging

Chemical precipi-
tation and well
plugging

No chemical precipi-

Continued precipi-
tation will shorten
life of the well and
plug the near-well
receiving zone

Continued precipi-
tation will shorten
life of the well and
plug the near-well
receiving zone, but at
a reduced rate due to
pretreatment

Continued precipi-
tation will shorten
life of the well and
plug the near-well
receiving zone without

‘well rehabilitation

techniques or
pretreatment

Continued precipi-
tation will shorten
life of the well and
possibly plug the near
well receiving zone

Continued precipi-
tation will shorten
life of the well and
possibly plug the near
well receiving zone

No precipitation or

Brief pressure
declines observed in
some wells attribut-
able to short-term
geothermal produc-
tion and injection;
no long-term trends
available

Information not
available

Reservoir has not
stablized with
production

Steady pressure
declines with produc-
tion, but rate of
decline reduced by
injection

Steady pressure
declines with produc-
tion, production
enthalpies decreased
by injection

Steady pressure

Long-term pressure
declines expected as
production progresses
dependent upon
injection in a
shallower zone

Short-term pressure
declines expected as
production continues,
dependent upon
injection in produc-
tion zones

Long-term or short-
term pressure declines
expected as production
continues in shallower
or production zones,
respectively

Reservoir pressures
approach steady state
with injection and
production in similar
zones

Productivity declines
attributable to steam
depletion resulting
from hydredynamic
breakthrough of cooled
injected fluids

Steady pressure

breakthrough breakthrough tation or well plugging anticipated dectines with produc- declines expected as
plugging as result of tion, stablized by production continues
maintaining system injection at greater rate than
temperature >150°C injection
r 3 -~ -~ - - - - - -



function of 1ithology and the net volume of fluid extraction. The near-
surface movement of injected fluid is a function of hydrogeologic
conditions, the location of injection wells and injection intervals, and
the injection pressures. Seismicity is a function of regional tectonic
activity, and induced seismicity is a function of injection pressures and
volumes. With the exception of Raft River, the potential effects of
production and injection in Table 7.3 are predicted on the basis of
existing operating conditions (as nearly as théy can be defermined) and
do not consider proposed future development that may have different
operating characteristics. The Raft River power facility 1is not
currently operating (June, 1984), so judgements in Tables 7.3 and 7.4
have been based on existing hydrogeologic conditions and the original
wellfield design parameters. These parameters may change with future
development by the new owners of the site.

Table 7.4 focuses on selected design/operational factors that may
be affected by production and injection. These factors include

hydrodynamic breakthrough, the condition of the injection system, and

maintenance of the geothermal reservoir. Hydrodynamic breakthrough is a
function of hydrogeclogy and the configuration qf the wellfield. The
condition of the injection system depends largely upon the chemical and
physical parameters of the 1nJe¢ted_f1u1ds and, to‘some extent, near-well
permeability. Reservoir maintenance is a function of hydrogeology,
wellfield configuration, and relative vo1um¢s of produced and injected
fluids. The tabies show that there are some striking similarities among

the six geothermal sites presented in this report. Each area is a
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groundwater discharge area. Some sort of impermeable cap rock confines
each geothermal reservoir and isolates it hydrologically from the
surface. Each geothermal area contains significant permeabilities 1in
fractures. Localized faults and fractured zones breach the cap rocks in
some places and allow limited upward diécharge of geothermal fluids. The
extent to thch upward migration occurs varies among thelsites.

There 1is currently no subsidence assoéiated with geothermal
activity at any of the sites. Subsidence 15 a potential probiem in the
sites containing significant amounts of clays and sediments thét might
compact. as a result of fluid withdrawal. The extent‘of subsidence is

also a function of the injection program. Subsidence is probably not a

potential problem in areas containing competent volcanic rocks.

The potential for near-surface movement of injected fluids varies
with injection pressures and the extent of vertical hydraulic
communication between the receiving reservoir and overlying aquifers.
The magnitude of these parameters varies ambng the six sites. The
potential for upward migration seems highest at the pervasively fractured
Otake Geothermal Area. The potential seems lowest at the Imperial Valley
KGRAs.

There has been no reported seismic activity induced by injection
at any of the sites. Howéver. at some sites that already exhibit high
seismicity (such as the Salton Sea and East Mesa KGRAs), any increases
in seismicity caused by injection could have severe repercussions;

Existing and potential hydrodynamic breakthrough is variable among
the sites. This variability is a direct result of the combinations of

hydrogeologic and design/operational conditions. Severe hydrodynamic
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breakthrough has occurred at the Hatchobaru geothermal field, yet seems
to be of minor concern at the Raft River, Salton Sea and East Mesa KGRAs.

Chemical composition of geothermal fluids varies from site to
site; but fluids at all sites have the potential to cause severe
precipitation and p1ugging in injection wells and the receiving formation
if they are not Correct]y handled at the surface. Pretreatment of fluids
(as at the Saiton Sea KGRA) and maintaining an elevated system
temperature (as at Ahuachapan) have been used to improve geothermal fluid
injectability.

Maintaining the gebtherma] reservoir for optimum productivity is
important to both the economics and longevity of generating electrical
power from a geothermal resource. Initial pressure déc]ines are expected
in early stages of fluid extraction. Injection has been used as a means
to stablize pressure declines and help reach steady-state conditions.
Injection 1into the producing reservoir can be particularly effective in
this way. Injection above the producing reservoir, particularly 1in a
discharging system, is unlikely to fully stablize the pressures of the
producing zones because the full complement of injected fluids probably
would not reach the production area. Injection to horizons below the
producing reservoir in a discharging system 1is 1likely to be more
effective than injecting above but less effective than injecting into the
geothermal reservoir. The Raft River KGRA can probably expect continued
substantial pressure declines in the geothermal production horizons as a
result of injection intervals being above production intervals.

Reservoir pressures at the Otake geothermé] field appear to have
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stablized, although Hatchobaru has 1lost productivity as a result of
reservoir cooling. Each of these fields wutilizes a side-by-side
injection/production configuration. The Ahuachapan geothermal field
generally injects only a fraction of the total mass extracted to horizons
below the producing reservoir. There has been some loss of temperature,
but even partial injection has helped to stablize reservoir pressures.

It has become clear that the two overriding controls on injecting
geothermal fluids at a given site are the existing hydrogeologic factors
and the design/operational characteristics of the power plant and
we]]ffe]d. Careful consideration of each of these parameters and
implementation of an appropriate injection program can mean the
difference between a successful program and one frought with technical

difficulties.
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8. CONCLUSIONS

Very 1limited data are available worldwide on geothermal waste fluid
injection. Data on the near-surface effects of geothermal injection
are particularly lacking.

Each of the case studies examined in this report demonstrates some
degree of technical difficulty with injection. The nature and extent
of these problems are dependent upon site-specific hydrogeologic and
design/operational factors,

Three factors of the hydrogeologic setting are most important with
fespect to injection: a) subsidence, b) near-surface movement of the
injected fluid, and c¢) seismicity. Subsidence and seismicity can be
controlled largely by operational factors such as withdrawal rates
and 1injection pressures. Near-surface movement of the injected
fluids is primarily controlled by hydrogeologic conditions such as
fractured controlled vertical permeability. .

Three design/operational factors are most important with respect to
injection: a) hydrodynamic breakthrough, b) condition of the
injection system, and c¢) reservoir maintenance. Hydrodynamic
Breakthrough is primarily dependent upon the permeability of the
reservoir but can be minimized by'céreful design of the wellfield.
The condition of the injection system can be controlled at the
surface prior to injection.of fluids to the reservoir. Reservoir
maintenance can a1s§ be controlled at the surface By the design of
the wellfield and by contfo] of thé amount and condition of the

injected fluid.
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