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Figure 1. Location of fractured rocks in the United States.
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Study Area
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Figure 2. Location map showing Door County, Wisconsin.
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Figure 6. Plots of directional hydraulic conductivity (m/s) computed using the SDF model
at various problem scales.
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Figure 7. Minimum and maximum directional hydraulic conductivity and the K. K., ratio
versus scale of the problem for fracture simulations based on the Door County data. .
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. Figure 8. Mean aperture versus hydraulic conductivity for the Door County data.
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