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1 Introduction 2 Induced seismicity in St. Gallen during the geothermal

The deep geothermal project in St. Gallen in 2013 was the second large geothermal project in
Switzerland after the enhanced geothermal system (EGS) in Basel in 2006. In St. Gallen, after
an injectivity test and two acid stimulations to estimate the properties of the reservoir, gas en-
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