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Table 1. Physical characteristics of rock in
hydraulic fracturing test
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Fig. 9. Crack propagation with increasing of inner
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(P is inner pressure)
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Table 2. Mechanical characteristics of the crack
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Fig. 16. Breakdown pressure versus length of the
crack for anisotropic stresses
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Fig. 17. Breakdown pressure versus length of the
crack for isotropic stresses
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Fig. 14. Geometry and meshing of the model with
two initial transverse crack
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