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1 LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

1.1 General context  

Wells are composed of cemented layers of connected steel pipes that run from the wellhead to the 

reservoir, as shown in Figure 1. Each pipe section is typically 12 meters long, connected with threaded 

couplings on both ends. The well has its layered characteristic due to the drilling process which occurs 

in stages. The outer layer corresponds to the first section drilled (top of the wellbore), where a casing 

string is introduced and the annulus between the casing and wellbore is filled with cement, then a 

smaller bore is drilled below and sealed using a smaller casing contained within the first section casing. 

This procedure is repeated with smaller casing strings contained within the other casings until the 

smallest of them penetrates the reservoir. The main purpose of the outer casing strings is to support 

the drilling operations, whilst the inner strings support the production process. (EnggCyclopedia, 

2011) (Hole, 2008). 

 
Figure 1 Casing strings and Liner for Typical (Hole, 2008) 

These casings exist to contain the well fluids and preventing losses, providing support for drilling and 

the final wellhead and protecting the well formation against erosion, corrosion, fracturing and 

breakdown. Therefore, there is a critical importance in maintaining well casing structural health and 

integrity for the safe operation, as any casing damage can introduce a risk to the operation that could 

result in catastrophic outcomes. 

The purpose of this deliverable is reporting on the validation of different well monitoring techniques 

and their applicability for well integrity monitoring considered within the S4CE project. The main tasks 

associated with this deliverable are tasks 7.6 and 7.9. Results from the validation of sensing skin 

technology are also included in D7.7 Workflow for the installation of sensing skins on a field site. 

1.2 Deliverable objectives 

One of the objectives in this work package was the validation of the electrical imaging - based sensing 

skin technique (Hallaji, 2014) in field conditions. The sensing skin is a novel technique developed 

recently for Structural Health Monitoring (SHM); it has not been tested in situ before the S4CE project. 

Since the previous publications have only considered tests in laboratory conditions, it was an open 

question, whether this technique was tolerant to external conditions of a geothermal field site. The 

field tests of this subtask were carried out in the geothermal well site of the St Gallen, partner of S4CE. 
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The University of Eastern Finland (UEF) tested whether the electrical imaging tools could also provide 

information on the condition of the concrete that is used for sealing metallic casings used in the 

geothermal wells. Here, the aim of SHM is real time monitoring of cracking and other flaws in the 

concrete injected between casings. The correspondent tests were also carried out in the St Gallen field 

site. 

These parts of the deliverable are closely connected with two other S4CE deliverables:  

¶ 5сΦн άtǊƻƻŦ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘration of EIT based sensing skin for well cap 

ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎέΣ  

¶ 5тΦт ά²ƻǊƪŦƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜƴǎƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƴǎ ƻƴ ǎƛǘŜέ 

D6.2 reports the development of computational methods and laboratory testing of the sensing skin 

technique, while D7.7 discusses the installation aspects of the electrical imaging based SHM tool in 

field site conditions. 

Within the purposes of the current deliverable, S4CE partner TWI has been assessing three different 

well integrity monitoring techniques in S4CE, namely Acoustic Emission (AE), Guided Waves Ultrasonic 

(GWU) and Vibration analysis. Part of the results have been carried out as part of Work Package 6 and 

were previously presented in deliverable D6.3 Workflow for the Implementation of Novel Well 

Integrity Monitoring Techniques, which is closely related to this deliverable D7.4.  

The specific objectives of this deliverable, regarding well integrity monitoring are: 

¶ Selection of technique suitable for monitoring the well integrity based upon the development 

work in Task 6.1 among the compared techniques Acoustic Emission (AE), Vibration analysis 

(VA) and Guided Waves Ultrasonic (GWU). 

¶ Demonstration and validation of the well monitoring techniques. 

¶ Design of a condition monitoring system to operate with minimal user interaction to provide 

effective online continuous well integrity monitoring.  

2 5ŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ±ŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ  

2.1 Sensing skin 

The electrical sensing skin is a SHM tool, where the surface of a solid structure is covered with a thin 

layer of electrically conductive paint. The electrical conductivity of the paint layer is monitored by an 

electrical imaging technique, Electrical Resistance Tomography (ERT) to identify regions of different 

electrical properties. Furthermore, the reconstructed spatial distribution of the electrical conductivity 

on the paint layer gives information on the physical and chemical conditions on the structure surface 

ς it has been developed for, e.g., monitoring cracks (Hallaji, 2014), detecting the presence of Chloride 

ions (Seppänen, 2017) and imaging two-dimensional (2D) temperature distributions (Rashetnia, 2017) 

and strain fields (Tallman 2017). 

Reconstructing the electrical conductivity distribution based on current injections and potential 

measurements (or vice versa) is mathematically and computationally an ill-posed inverse problem 

(Kaipio 2006). In practice, this means that results of ERT imaging are generally very sensitive to errors 

in the models describing the electrical measurements (Kolehmainen 1997). Hence, specific 

computational methods (including finite element (FE) modelling of electric fields and deterministic or 

Bayesian inversion methods) are needed in the image reconstruction.  
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In S4CE deliverable D6.2, UEF have summarized the models, and their approximations as well as 

inversion methods that are used also in the reconstructed images of the present deliverable. For more 

detailed description, we refer to the associated journal publication (Jauhiainen, 2020). 

2.2 Electrical imaging of concrete 

The technique used for imaging the condition of the concrete between casings is practically as same 

the sensing skin technique ς the only difference being that instead of covering the surface of the 

structure with conductive material, i.e., the sensing skin, the concrete itself is imaged using ERT 

(Karhunen 2010; Smyl 2016). In other words, concrete is used as a self-sensing material (Tian 2019). 

For this aim, within the scopes of the S4CE project, electrodes were placed inside concrete that was 

cast in the volume between two top casings, and ERT was used for imaging the electrical conductivity 

of the concrete. Computationally, the difference between the sensing skin technique and electrical 

imaging of concrete is that in the latter the FE approximation used for modelling the measurements 

needs to account for the fact that here, the electrical conductivity and electric fields within the 

concrete structure are three-dimensionally (3D) distributed (Vauhkonen 1999). 

2.3 Well integrity monitoring validation plan 

TWI has been investigating the most appropriate technique, or combination of techniques, for 

monitoring geothermal well casings, with the objective of identifying any failure within the casings in 

advance of it happening and consequently avoiding catastrophic failure.   

A selection of laboratory and field testing were performed to demonstrate the suitability of the 

techniques and validate them. The three techniques studied for well integrity monitoring within the 

S4CE project are the following:  

¶ Acoustic emission (AE): 

AE is the release of elastic energy due to growing damage under the effect of a stimulus. It is a 

commonly used Non-Destructive Technique (NDT) for monitoring structures and provides real-time 

evaluation, allowing tests to be conducted at any stage of the life cycle of the assets.  

The method employs mechanical stress waves that propagate along a structure while guided at its 

boundaries. This allows the waves to travel a long distance with little loss in energy. 

An advantage of AE is its ability to discern between developing and stagnant defects. However, data 

interpretation is highly operator-dependent and a well-defined procedure is needed to correctly 

interpret the data. 

¶ Guided Waves Ultrasonic (GWU): 

Guided Waves Ultrasonic tests were performed using Teletest®, a long-range ultrasonic NDT 

technology developed for detecting metal loss in pipes. It is a pulse-echo system aimed at testing large 

volumes of material from a single test point. Its initial application was for detecting corrosion under 

insulation in petrochemical plant pipe works, but it has found widespread use in other inspection 

situations where pipes or tubes are not accessible, for example where they are buried, encased in a 

sleeve or elevated above the ground. 

Teletest® is primarily a screening tool. The aim of the inspection is to test long lengths of pipe rapidly 

with 100% coverage of the pipe wall and to identify areas of corrosion or erosion for further evaluation 

using other NDT techniques such as radiography or conventional ultrasonic inspection. The technique 

is equally sensitive to metal loss on both the outside and inside surfaces of the pipe. 
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The approach is entirely computer controlled, data acquisition and display/analysis being performed 

using a personal computer. 

¶ Vibration analysis:  

Vibration analysis (VA) is a technology usually applied to assess the integrity of rotating machinery; 

however, it can also be used to evaluate the performance of a fixed structure. VA uses sensors placed 

on the structure to assess its integrity by examining of its frequency spectrum characteristics.  

The acquisition of data takes place with the use of accelerometers. The working principle of an 

accelerometer is based on the spring-mass system and the calculation of the displacement that leads 

to the calculation of the acceleration.  

Relevant data can be collected, digitalised and visualised from sensors to obtain statistical features.  

 

Out of these three techniques, Acoustic Emission is a passive technique that listens to the occurrence 

of events. In static scenarios, when the material is not under stress, there is no wave propagation that 

AE sensors can detect. In the same way, vibration analysis requires an excitation source to enable 

frequency signatures to be analysed to assess the integrity of the structure. Therefore, in order to 

assess the capability of each technique to detect flaws, destructive testing is needed for validation, as 

site testing alone does not provide the required conditions to assess flaw detection capabilities (where 

there are no defects, there is no data). 

Additionally, the layered casing structure of geothermal wells only allows access from the wellhead 

alone. In a drilled and constructed well, the sensors can only be placed on the outer casing. This limits 

the study that can be carried out on a field site, as only the outer casing can be assessed and the only 

accessible place to deploy the sensors is the wellhead. 

Given this conditions and limitations encountered for testing, using both lab and field observations 

conducted during the S4CE project, TWI found out that the best option to demonstrate and validate 

the suitability of the techniques aforementioned is with a combination of field tests and destructive 

laboratory tests. Additionally to the testing conditions, COVID-19 lockdown and restrictions prevented 

TWI team to travel to a field site and conduct further testing once the techniques were validated in 

the laboratory environment. Due to this unfortunate event, which occurred in the final year of S4CE 

project, the techniques were demonstrated in St Gallen site and later validated in the laboratory, but 

there was no further demonstration in the field towards the end of the project. While more field data 

would have been welcome, the conclusions presented herein are expected to be valid. 

2.3.1 Well integrity monitoring in St Gallen field site 

Acoustic Emission and Guided Wave Ultrasonic were previously tested on a 6m long, concrete-covered 

metal pipe. These results correspond to Task 6.1 and were reported on deliverable D6.3. The testing 

team found that while the emitted waves and guided waves propagate in the structure, they suffer a 

gradual decrease in amplitude, which reduces the feasible length of the well that can be inspected.  

Therefore, the propagating waves were tested and analysed to identify the attenuation of each 

technique.   

Both techniques were tested in the field at St Gallen, along with an appropriate signal-processing 

algorithm TWI has developed. The test included a set of different AE sensors to test and compare their 

attenuation characteristics and a GWU sensors collar. These sensors were placed on the wellhead as 

this is the only uncovered and reachable place to access the casing. 
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2.3.2 Destructive laboratory testing for technique validation 

During the laboratory trial, the testing team aimed to compare different techniques by monitoring a 

specific flaw and assess the suitability of each method to study the structural integrity of the 

geothermal well casing. The turbulent flow in the pipe inside a geothermal well can cause 

reverberation of the pipe at certain frequencies, where energy is at a maximum, causing fatigue during 

operation. For this study and to simulate realistic environments, well casings were tested to failure for 

fatigue close to its resonance frequency, monitored with AE sensors and accelerometer sensors. The 

aim was to compare the two monitoring techniques for detecting cracking in well casings: AE and VA. 

The results were compared to the measurements from resistive strain gauges, which are normally 

used for monitoring integrity in this type of resonance fatigue testing. 

The resonance fatigue test is a very efficient method for determining the fatigue strength of tubular 

structures such as pipes (and wells). The test involves the excitation of a test specimen close to its first 

mode of vibration resonance by applying a rotating radial force to one end. A bending moment is 

generated in the specimen, which rotates the pipe axis, and applies a fully alternating stress cycle. 

Strain gauges located along the structure can detect the presence of a crack due to the fact that when 

cracking occurs, stresses redistribute.  

3 {ǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦƻǊ {ŜƴǎƛƴƎ 
{ƪƛƴ ŀƴŘ 9ƭŜŎǘǊƛŎŀƭ ƛƳŀƎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜ 

3.1 Sensing skin applied on a cellar wall 

The electrical sensing skin applied on the concrete wall of the geothermal well cellar is shown in Figure 

2 (left). The ERT measurement device and the operating laptop are also shown in the photograph. The 

installation procedure and materials and are described in S4CE deliverable D7.7. 

     

Figure 2 Two electrical imaging applications of UEF at the St. Gallen field site. Left: The sensing skin painted on the cellar 
wall and the ERT measurement system. Right: The wellhead, before filling the space between two top casings with concrete. 
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Figure 3 illustrates the results of the field site test of the painted, ERT-based sensing skin. Columns 1 

and 3 show photographs of the sensing at ten stages of cracking; in these photographs, the 

synthetically created crack patterns are highlighted in red. Columns 2 and 4 depict ERT reconstructions 

of the electrical conductivity of the sensing skin, at respective stages of cracking. 

Although the ERT reconstructions cannot trace all details of the crack patterns, the quality of 

reconstructions is very good, especially considering the complexity of the crack pattern at last stages 

of cracking. Overall, the reconstructions are in the same level as in the laboratory tests; here, we refer 

to S4CE Deliverable 6.2 and papers (Hallaji 2014; Seppänen 2017; Smyl 2018). Based on this test, the 

environmental conditions of the St. Gallen field site do not cause extra difficulties to the sensing skin 

technique, which was a significant advancement for the technology towards practical applications.  

For the tolerance of the sensing skin technique with respect to external moisture, we refer to evidence 

provided in S4CE Deliverable 7.7. Based on the results shown in this report, wetting of the sensing skin 

does not cause a major problem to the technique. The moisture changes the electrical conductivity of 

the sensing skin slightly, but this change is very small compared to the change caused by cracking. 

However, as noted in Deliverable 7.7, special attention is needed to secure the paint from excess 

moisture right after painting. 

Of course, the specific target SHM in the field site will define the external conditions, especially if the 

geothermal power plant is in operation mode. For example, concrete structures, pipelines, and 

pressure vessels used in power plants can be subjected to large temperature variations, and this needs 

to be accounted for when applying sensing skins to SHM in such conditions (Rashetnia 2017). 
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Figure 3 Sensing skin test: crack detection. The 1st and 3rd columns: Photographs of the sensing skin painted on the cellar 
wall in St. Gallen, November 2019. Synthetic cracks are highlighted with red colour, showing the evolution of the crack 
pattern in ten stages. The 2nd and 4th columns: Reconstructed images of the conductivity of the sensing skin, at the 
respective stages of cracking.  
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3.2 Electrical imaging of concrete between casing structures 

The wellhead of the St Gallen field site is shown in photograph in Figure 2 (right). As described in S4CE 

deliverable D7.7, the space between the two top casings was empty up to two meters below the cellar 

floor level. This space was filled with concrete, and an electrode array was embedded inside this 

concrete volume for ERT measurements.  

Since the objective of this experiment was to quantify whether ERT based sensing could provide 

information on the structural health of the concrete between the casings, we created damages to the 

concrete, by drilling holes into it, and carried out the ERT measurements at different stages of damage. 

Again, the details of the installation procedure, materials and initial tests are left to D7.7. Here, we 

only show the validation results. 

As the first test, we considered a case where concrete between the casings was damaged by drilling 

five holes of diameter 1 cm in a row; the depths of these holes were 35-45 cm. In addition to these, 

four smaller holes of diameter 0.5 cm and depth of about 20 cm were drilled next to the row of the 

larger holes. In Figure 4 (left), the location of the damage is indicated by a red arrow. 

The ERT reconstruction of the concrete volume is illustrated in Figure 4 (right); here, the 3D 

distribution of the spatially varying ratio of conductivities between stages before and after the damage 

ό0̀ ŀƴŘ ˋ1Σ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅύ ƛǎ ǇƭƻǘǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǌŀǘƛƻ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ˋ1 κ ˋ0 here is 

that, as noted in D7.7, the background conductivity distribution of concrete is highly heterogeneous, 

and hence, ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ˋ1 ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌŀǘƛƻ ˋ1 κ ˋ0, on 

the other hand, is clear: Value 1 means that the conductivity has not changed between the times of 

measurements, while value 0 means that the conductivity has dropped to zero ς indicating the 

(estimated) location of damage in the concrete. 

The reconstructed image (Figure 4 (right)) reveals, at least approximately, the location of first damage. 

LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ Ǌŀǘƛƻ ˋ1 κ ˋ0 is close to zero in the area where the holes were drilled. The depth of the 

reconstructed damage, on the other hand, is smaller than the true damage depth ς while the true 

damage extended to 35-45 cm, the reconstruction shows damage depth of about 25 cm. Further, the 

shape of the damaged area is somewhat distorted. These imaging artefacts are results of modelling 

errors caused by the uncertainty of the electrode locations ς as pointed out in D7.7, the electrode 

array was not rigid and electrode rods were heavily misplaced during the concrete casting process. 

Furthermore, our laboratory study, also reported in D7.7, demonstrates that distortions seen in Figure 

5 (right) are typical in cases where electrode locations are incorrectly modelled. 

Nevertheless, from a practical point of view, the ERT reconstruction can be considered adequate for 

damage detection in the concrete structure ς despite the artefacts, the image already reveals a 

damage and points its location. 
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Figure 4 Imaging of concrete between the top casings, cracking stage 1. Left: Top view of concrete between casings. The red 
arrow points the first artificial crack made by drilling holes into concrete. Right: 3D reconstruction based on EIT 
measurements. The location of the artificial crack is marked also in the reconstruction image as red arrow 

 At the second stage, six holes of diameters 0.7-1.0 cm and depths of about 25 cm were drilled in the 

neighbourhood of one of the electrode rods. The new drill holes are pointed in the photograph shown 

in Figure 5 (left) with blue arrow. The position of this new damage in relation to the first damage is 

illustrated in Figure 5 (right). 

The ERT reconstruction in Figure 5 (right) again represents the conductivity ratio. This image shows a 

clear decrease of conductivity in the angular position where the second damage was caused (blue 

arrow), yet it can only be distinguished in deeper below the surface (about 15-25 cm depth). The 

damage of the first stage is clearly visible in the correct location (highlighted by the red arrow). 

 

         

Figure 5 Imaging of concrete between the top casings, cracking stage 2. Left: Photograph showing top view of concrete 
between casings, but from different side than in Figure 4 The blue arrow points the second artificial crack made by drilling 
holes into concrete. Right: 3D reconstruction based on EIT measurements. The red and blue arrow indicate the locations of 
cracks 1 and 2, respectively. Note that the reconstruction is rotated counter-clockwise compared to the position in Figure 4; 
the location of the red arrow here corresponds to that in Figure 4. 
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4 ²Ŝƭƭ LƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

This chapter presents the results obtained from the assessment of the three well integrity monitoring 

techniques: AE, GWU and VA. As mentioned above, the validation protocol includes a combination of 

field site testing to assess the attenuation rate of the techniques, and a laboratory destructive testing 

to validate ǘƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜΩǎ capability of detecting flaws. 

4.1 St Gallen field site results 

TWI visited St Gallen site to perform attenuation tests of AE and GWU. Sensors from both techniques 

were mounted on the wellhead to assess their capabilities. 

4.1.1 Acoustic Emission testing 

¶ Test setup: 

The AE equipment was placed on the outermost casing of the well. Three sensors produced by Vallen 

Systeme Gmbh with different frequency ranges were used to assess their attenuation rate: 

¶ VS30(25-80kHz): to cover lower frequencies. 

¶ VS150(100-450kHz): covers a wider range of frequencies. 

¶ VS900(100-900kHz): mainly sensitive for higher frequencies. 

To verify the response of the AE system, a Hsu-Nielson source, also known as a pencil lead break source 

(PLB), was used in accordance with ASTM E976. The technique is named after the developer and is a 

standardised method of creating a representative, repeatable AE source by using the fracture of a 

brittle graphite lead. This test consists of breaking a 0.5 mm diameter pencil lead approximately 3 mm 

from its tip by pressing it against the surface of the piece at an angle defined by an H-N shoe which is 

fitted to the end of a mechanical pencil. This generates an intense, broadband acoustic signal, similar 

to a natural AE source, that the sensors detect as a strong burst. This test first ensures that the 

transducers have good acoustic coupling with the pipe and secondly, it checks the accuracy of the 

source location setup. (Sause, 2011). The repeatability of the test is also useful for assessing the 

attenuation characteristics of a structure. 

PLB tests were performed at five different distances from the sensor. The setup can be seen in  

Figure 6, where each red line represents  a 100mm distance where a PLB was performed. 
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Figure 6 Acoustic Emission sensor located at the base of the wellhead and distances where PLB was performed for attenuation 
test 

¶ Results: 

The attenuation is the degree at which the acquired signal decreases in amplitude due to increased 

source-sensor distances. This is the result of many factors including geometric spreading, attenuation 

into adjacent media and dispersion. The results of conducting PLBs at different distances from the 

sensor on the wellhead as shown in Figure 7 shows that AE suffers from considerable signal 

attenuation for the sensors that are more sensitive to the higher frequencies. Figure 7 shows the peak 

amplitude of the signal at each source-sensor distance. It can be observed that, as the source-sensor 

distance increase, the amplitude of the AE signal recorded diminishes. However, it can be observed 

that signals received by the VS30 sensor exhibited minimal attenuation over the distance tested. This 

is due to this sensor being more sensitive to lower frequency wave packets which attenuate less. 

 

Figure 7 Peak amplitude as a function of distance for VS30, VS150 and VS900 sensors 

This graph shows that sensor VS150 suffers from less attenuation than VS900, being 27 dB/m for 

VS150 and 33 dB/m for VS900. Despite the fact that VS30 would cover a longer distance range due to 

its good performance in attenuation, as it is sensitive to lower frequencies, VS150 is more suitable as 

it provides a trade-off between attenuation and that it is more sensitive to AE from damage 

mechanisms that are expected (i.e., fatigue cracks). Hence, VS150 was selected as more suitable to 

perform the destructive tests. 

Additionally, the energy of the signal was also examined in terms of the attenuation factor k. k-factor 

was calculated through fitting the Energy vs distance curves with an exponential relationship that is 

typically used for AE for these types of experiments. Equation 1 shows the relationship of this factor 

and the energy, where Ex and E0 the energy at distance x and at the source respectively, k the 

attenuation factor and x the distance from the source. Figure 8 shows the different factors obtained 

for each sensor and Figure 9 compares the factor for the three sensors in a linear fitting. 

Ex =E0 e-kx 

 

Equation 1 
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Figure 8 Energy as a function of distance and k-factor for the three sensors used 
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Figure 9 k-factor comparison between the three sensors 

It can be observed that the best k-factor was obtained from VS30 sensor. This result is in agreement 

with trials performed at TWI in the cemented pipe and reported in D6.3, where the same sensors were 

used; the attenuation was higher for the case of the VS150 and VS900. 

As this geothermal well is healthy and not in operation, the events are simulated with the PLB on the 

wellhead which was above the surface. This test alone cannot detect the growth of flaws on the casing 

below surface due to the lack of flaw in the material. However, AE successfully detected the signals 

over a distance of 500mm on the head of the well. Lower frequencies resulted with lower attenuation 

rates than higher frequencies. For further inspection of the current status of the casing, Guided Waves 

Ultrasonic test was performed. 

4.1.2 Guided Waves Ultrasonic testing 

The Geothermal Well site in St Gallen, Switzerland, is constructed of cased sections which are joined 

via bolted connections, concrete and adhesive. Due to this construction, by conducting a guided wave 

ultrasonic assessment down the length of the well, it was not expected that this inspection technique 

would be able to assess deeper than the first casing as the majority of the transmitted wave would be 

reflected off of the first interface.  

The GWU collar was placed around the wellhead as shown by Figure 10. The pipework inspected is 18 

inches and 5/8ths in diameter, which is an unusual size. To overcome the sizing issue, a modification 

to the collars closure mechanism was manufactured to facilitate this inspection, shown by Figure 11. 

 

Figure 10 Images of the GWU collar inspection location, at the base of the geothermal well head. 
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Figure 11 Collar modification for GWU testing, due to uncommon pipe size 

 

¶ Principle of Operation and results of GWU: 

TeletestÑ employs low frequency guided waves, operating just above audible frequencies, propagated 

from a ring of transducers fixed around the pipe. These low frequencies (in ultrasonic terms) are 

necessary to enable the appropriate wave modes to be generated. At these frequencies a liquid 

couplant between the transducers and the surface is not necessary, satisfactory ultrasonic coupling 

being achieved with pneumatic pressure applied to the back of the transducers to maintain contact 

with the pipe surface. The uniform spacing of the ultrasonic transducers around the pipe 

circumference allows guided waves to be generated that propagate symmetrically about the pipe axis. 

These may be visualised as a circular wave that sweeps along the pipe. The whole of the pipe wall 

thickness is excited by the wave motion, the pipe acting as a wave-guide - hence the term guided 

waves.  

The propagation of these guided waves is governed principally by the frequency of the wave and the 

material thickness. Where the wave encounters a change in pipe wall thickness, whether an increase 

or a decrease, a proportion of the energy is reflected back to the transducers, thereby providing a 

mechanism for the detection of discontinuities. In the case of a pipe feature such as a girth weld, the 

increase in thickness is symmetrical around the pipe, so that the advancing circular wave front is 

reflected uniformly. Thus, the reflected wave is also symmetrical, consisting predominantly of the 

same wave mode as the incident wave. In the case of an area in which corrosion had occurred, the 

decrease in thickness will be localised, leading to scattering of the incident wave in addition to 

reflection and mode conversion will occur. The reflected wave will therefore consist of the incident 

wave mode plus the mode converted components. The mode-converted waves tend to cause the pipe 

to flex as they arise from a non-uniform source. The presence of these signals is a strong indicator of 

discontinuities such as corrosion. Teletest® is able to detect and to distinguish between symmetrical 

and flexural waves and both types are displayed. 

The reflections are displayed as rectified signals in amplitude vs distance 'A-scan' display, similar to 

that used in conventional ultrasonic inspections, but with a time-base range measured in tens of 

metres rather than centimetres. 

A major complication for guided wave systems as distinct from conventional ultrasonic inspections is 

the dispersive nature of guided waves; that is to say, the velocity of most guided waves varies with 

their frequency. This causes a variety of complications, one being that to calibrate the time base of 

the A-scan to read distance and not time, requires a computer program to read in a velocity for the 
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selected test frequency from a calibration, or dispersion curve. There is a library of dispersion curves 

built into the Teletest® software for a range of pipe diameter/wall-thickness combinations. 

Indications identified on the A-scan plots are evaluated on the basis of a combination of: 

a) The signal amplitude,  

b) The directionality of the focused response. 

In order to provide a means of identifying defects which are potentially significant in terms of the 

integrity of the pipe it is also necessary to examine how localised the response is in terms of the pipe 

circumference. This may be obtained from the focused tests and is plotted on a polar response chart. 

Teletest® is a screening tool, so that the classification of a response with respect to Amplitude is given 

as Category 1, 2 or 3 with Category 3 being the highest.  A Category 2 or 3 classification of an anomaly 

denotes that the amplitude of the response was such that the presence of a large flaw greater than 

9% cross-sectional area (CSA) is likely.  A category 1 classification denotes that a definite signal was 

observed and pipe wall loss for this classification is generally between 3-9% CSA. 

The collection of focussing data from suspected defects is also an integral part of the test regime. The 

results from focused tests on each defect are analysed in terms of the directionality of the response. 

This is also classified in terms of 1, 2, or 3 with Category 3 being the most localised and hence likely to 

be the most severe. 

Following the analysis of the collected data, the results indicate that Guided wave inspection can 

assess up to the end of the outer section of casing, but due to the physical construction methods, the 

ultrasound is unable to probe the second, or any further internal casings. Figure 12 shows the A-scan 

results from the test, where it can clearly be seen the end of the casing at 13.91m from the collar. This 

distance was corroborated by St Gallen site, according to their records the total length of the casing is 

14 meters. With the use of the software the attenuation rate can be calculated and was found equal 

to 3.4dB/m. 

As mentioned earlier, GWU is an inspection technique to assess the current status of the pipework 

which is in contact with the sensors. The signal travels from the sensor until it senses a discontinuity 

in the structure (e.g., defect, end of the pipe) and it has proved reliable to assess the integrity of the 

outer casing. However, due to the limitations of the method and the structure, it did not permit further 

investigation in a destructive test. 
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Figure 12 A-scan showing clearly the end of the first casing within the geothermal well 

 

4.2 Destructive laboratory results 

To test the capability of AE and VA for detecting flaws, destructive laboratory tests were conducted. 

A resonance fatigue test was prepared with the aim of detecting rack initiation and growth in the 

casing under fatigue. 

The resonance fatigue test was performed on steel casings provided by the Cornwall geothermal site 

(Geothermal Engineering Ltd). The pipes had an outer diameter of 9 5/8in (244mm) and a wall 

thickness of 14mm. 

TWI welded in end plugs to ΨblankΩ the ends of the specimen so that they could be filled with water 

and pressurised during testing. This pressurisation acted as a means of through-wall crack detection.  

Single element, uniaxial strain gauges were applied to each specimen to monitor the applied stress 

throughout testing. This is the conventional method employed for crack detection during this type of 

tests. Additionally, AE sensors and vibration accelerometers were also deployed. 

The specimens were filled with water and pressurised to 300psi for the duration of testing, which 

produced a mean stress of 10MPa. A trip was set to stop the test automatically when the pressure 

decreased by 250psi (indicating through wall cracking) or increased above 360psi (which was the 

pressure used for the proof test of the pressurisation system).  

The test was performed in TWI-designed resonance fatigue testing machines. These impose a rotating 

alternating bending moment to the full circumference of the test specimens. The test frequency is 

controlled by the running speed of the motor, which spins an out of balance mass in order to provide 
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the force which excites the specimen into the first mode of vibration. Once the test speed has been 

set (by increasing the speed gradually whilst monitoring the strain gauge readings on the specimen), 

it remains constant for the duration of the test by a feedback loop in the motor control unit. Each time 

the test stops (for example, due to a trip on pressure), the test speed is set manually again when the 

test is restarted. The setup is shown by Figure 13. 

 

Figure 13 Casing specimen in resonance fatigue test machine. AE sensors, accelerometers and strain gauges are located 
along the specimen 

The specimen was tested at 200MPa stress range (corresponding to a strain range of 966 microstrain), 

corresponding to a running speed of 2015rpm (33.6Hz). The test was run for a short time to record 

baseline data. It was stopped after 172,590 cycles and a notch was made at mid-length of the 

ǎǇŜŎƛƳŜƴ ŀǘ мн ƻΩŎƭƻŎƪ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ ǘƘƛƴ ǎŀǿ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ Ŧŀǘigue crack. 

The test was restarted. It tripped several times (when the internal pressure increased and reached the 

upper limit due to daily temperature variations). After nine days of testing, the test stopped when the 

crack became through-wall at 12,252,340 cycles. 

4.2.1 Strain gauge results 

To determine the crack growth during resonance fatigue test, strain gauges are normally used. The 

results obtained with this method are used as reference and to assess and compare the capabilities of 

AE and VA. The layout of the strain gauges around the area of maximum bending stress is shown by 

Figure 14. 

Redistribution of strain when a crack forms was detected as an increase in strain range from the 

gauges close to the crack, and the largest change can be seen from the strain gauge located at 12 

ƻΩŎƭƻŎƪ όDмύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘŎƘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǊŀin data therefore indicated that cracking 

had initiated at 12,046,401 cycles. 

 

Figure 14 Strain Gauges layout 


























