
Chapter 4  WATER ACQUISITION Talking Points 
 

Throughout Chapter 4, concerns about fracking impacts on water supply or quality are almost 
always disregarded as insignificant or diminished by optimistic comments, such as replacing 
fresh water with re-use or brackish water with no explanation of feasibility or cost of this. 
Report points to the impracticality of re-use due to often encountered high dissolved solids. 
 
 The vast majority of the data presented in Chapter 4 is from FracFocus, which is incomplete 
and unverified data from hydraulic fracking operators.   
 
The data presented on water consumption (water used in fracking that is taken out of the water 
cycle for any further use) does not discuss the impact of that water loss, particularly in high 
water stress areas facing increasing drought. The report compares water usage by fracking to 
other large water uses, especially irrigation, which returns most of water consumed to the 
hydrologic cycle while water for fracking is degraded and mostly rendered inaccessible.   
 
It is known that as groundwater is depleted it can become more contaminated.  If the 
groundwater contamination increases at higher than linear rates, or if there is a tipping point 
from which the groundwater can never recover, then long term effects of groundwater 
withdrawals by fracking may be greater than suggested by this report, especially at local levels.  
 
As groundwater is withdrawn it comes from a large cone shaped area around the withdrawal 
point.  In the data given throughout this report, it is unclear to what extent loss of groundwater 
from areas around the withdrawal point is considered.   
 
A careful read of impacts to specific states belies the more optimistic stance of “adequate 
resources, no impacts” in Chapter 4. There is clearly a lack of good data on water consumption 
and future use, and much of the data is self-reported by industry; Many of the western states 
are looking at patterns of climate change that will only exacerbate drought and drawdown of 
aquifers, and eastern states with higher populations near fracking operations are already vying 
for the surface waters that are used for human consumption. 
 
4.2 Types of Water Used 
The claim is made that surface water is typically available to supply most of the water needed in 
the eastern United States. This is very misleading, as here in NC we already have competing 
municipal interests over water allocations for potable use (ie., Jordan Lake)  and very poor 
protection for withdrawals from streams that could devastate local aquatic habitats. 
 
This section also deals with the reuse of wastewater from past hydraulic fracturing operations, 
stating it can reduce the need for fresh surface or ground water. Median reuse of frack 
wastewater as a percentage of injected volume is a very modest 5% nationally.  It goes on to 
say that other wastewaters may be reclaimed for use in hydraulic fracturing, including acid 
mine drainage, wastewater treatment plant effluent, and other industrial and municipal 



wastewaters, but with little data on such uses.  There is discussion of the risks of injecting these 
"other" wastewaters with their own possibly toxic or hazardous constituents into subsurface. 
 
4.3  Water Use per Well 
According to the EPA’s project database of disclosures to FracFocus, the median volume of 
water used per well, based on 37,796 disclosures nationally, was 1.5 million gal with ranges 
from 1 - 6 million gal with variation even in specific plays or fields.  A footnote on page 4-6 by  
Laurenzi and Jersey (2013)  reported that hydraulic fracturing accounted for 91% of upstream 
water consumption, based on industry data for 29 wells in the Marcellus Shale. 
 
Of 3 main factors affecting water use per well, well length is likely the most important.  
This is particularly evident in longer horizontal wells versus vertical wells.  It requires an average 
of 35 times more water to frack horizontal well than with a vertical well. 
 
Overall the amount withdrawn nationally was described as "small" compared to total water use 
in US - ranging from 1%  - 4% of all use and consumption.  This fails to consider that over half of 
water used for fracking is removed from water cycle – what are cumulative, long term effects?  
 
Data and Impacts in PENNSYLVANIA, WEST VA AND OHIO, most similar to North Carolina 
 
As with all other states, there is lack of data on water withdrawals, indicating that there is no 
ongoing monitoring, even where “water management plans” are required as part of permitting. 
Susquehanna River Basin Commission now has some limits in permits for volume rate and flow 
for withdrawals. Report notes problems of small stream vulnerability due to water withdrawals 
and that, without enforceable management for water withdrawal rate and timing, these could 
be of great concern. Footnote 1 also discusses unmanaged withdrawals from public water 
systems that can cause cross-contamination through back flow of pollutants from the trucks. 
(Ohio has new regulations for this). 
 
The EPA report indicates water use per well based on FracFocus data and then uses a study by 
Hansen to substantiate the FracFocus data--and then casually mentions that Hansen relied in 
FracFocus data for his data!  This is a perfect example of why independent, reliable data is 
needed before the EPA can come to any valid conclusion about the impact of fracking on 
drinking water resources. 
 
Reuse of flowback water is relatively high in PA and WVA– up to 18% - due to few disposal 
wells. 
 
 
 
 
 


