
Chapter 6 Well Injection “talking points” 
 

 Given the paucity of data on all aspects of hydraulic fracturing, including the 
factors related to well injection presented, it is hard to understand how the EPA 
could conclude that hydraulic fracturing has not led to “widespread, systemic 
impacts” on drinking water resources.   Given all of the opportunities for adverse 
fracturing impacts on drinking water and the documented incidences of drinking 
water contamination  acknowledged to be a subset of such occurrences) and the 
lack of controlled studies by impartial investigators, it seems that EPA’s 
conclusion is unjustified.  A more appropriate conclusion would have been: “we 
currently know that hydraulic fracturing has contaminated drinking water 
resources, though at this time we do not understand the total extent to which 
drinking water is being contaminated by hydraulic fracturing for oil & gas.” 

 

 The studies cited in Chapter 6 are often older studies.  In view of continuous 
changes in hydraulic fracturing practices, these studies may no longer be 
relevant. EPA did not independently verify data provided by operators on well 
preparation and performance, and less than 400 wells were included in the Well 
Review. 

 The cited studies were very often done by researchers from industry. In 
addition, many studies were funded by the oil and gas industry and/or were 
based on data supplied by the industry.   The involvement of the oil and gas 
industry in providing  data for the report must raise questions about the 
potential for bias in any conclusions. 

 It is often unclear whether the research cited studied vertical or horizontal wells 
or some combination.  Information about orientation of studied wells is critical 
to assessing increased susceptibility of horizontal wells to integrity failure.  

 In view of the need for precise data regarding the extent of contamination of 
drinking water resources and the pathways by which drinking water 
contamination occurs and the very limited results from independent 
researchers, and in view of the rapid increase in HF of horizontal wells, the EPA 
needs to conclude that there is insufficient data on drinking water 
contamination. EPA needs to fund independent studies to clarify causes and 
extent of drinking water contamination by hydraulic fracturing. 

 Given that in most states’ oil and gas operators do not have to disclose all the 
chemicals they use in fracturing, it is impossible for the EPA to know to what 
extent contamination of drinking water is occurring, as the EPA and other 
researchers cannot be sure of all contaminants to test for in drinking water. 

 Complete blockage of fluid migration along the well bore can only be achieved 
with high quality and continuous cementing of the casing.  However, achieving 
high quality cementing is much more difficult in horizontal wells than in vertical 
wells.  Furthermore, due to the stresses of fracturing, even a perfect cementing 
job is likely to deteriorate over time.  Therefore, repeated testing for cement 



failure is necessary, but there is little evidence to support that this repeated 
testing is done.  Repeated repair of well casing and cementing is also necessary, 
but the data indicates that this well maintenance is not being done. 

 The EPA study stresses the importance of using cement and casings that are 
resistant to the corrosive constituents of fracking fluid.  However, given that in 
most states oil & gas operators are not required to disclose all constituents of 
their fracking fluids, how do state regulators assure the cement and casing are 
adequate? Operators themselves often may not know what is in their fracking 
fluid if they use premixed solutions that are trade secrets of their suppliers. 

 Currently there is insufficient data to allow accurate prediction of induced 
fracture heights.  Without this data, “safe” distances between shale reservoirs 
and drinking water resources cannot be estimated. This is especially critical when 
shale reserves are in shallow formations. 

 This study does not adequately address problems that can occur with refracking, 
especially in areas where shale is contained in formations close to drinking water 
resources.  Research indicates that when shallow formations are initially fracked, 
the majority of fractures (but not all fractures!) spread out horizontally.  
However, if the same shallow formation is re-fracked later, the majority of new 
fractures will be vertical, increasing the risk of contact with drinking water. 

 The migration of fluids between a well being fractured and an existing well is 
known to occur, especially when multiple wells are drilled on a pad or wells are 
densely spaced.  When an existing well is offset from a well being fractured by 
just 1,000 feet, research has shown there is a 50% chance of communication 
between the 2 wells which can lead to drinking source contamination.  With 
increased drilling of multiple wells on a pad, the chances for drinking water 
contamination increase. 

 EPA study does cite Jackson and Vengosh papers linking documented shale gas 
concentrations in private wells to nearby gas operations, but more frequently 
cites Seigel et al, an industry-supported researcher whose paper still in press, to 
say there is no relationship between gas concentrations in wells to proximity 
with gas extraction activities. 

 Bainbridge, OH blowout resulted after operator, seeing indications  of leaking 
cement during construction, proceeded to fracture the well anyway.  The 
operator did not stop operation until fluid was seen leaking from the well 
annulus. Then he shut in the well, trapping gas pressure underground. A month 
later, a nearby home exploded, and over 20 wells were found to be 
contaminated with methane.  At no point does the report point to the manifest 
lack of inspection and oversight which could have prevented this, given the many 
highly plausible failure modes during construction and fracturing. 

  
 


