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On behalf of the health professionals and advocates of Chesapeake PSR (CPSR), I am writing to urge the 

passage of SB740. There is now sufficient data regarding direct and indirect harms to human health and 

the environment from unconventional gas development using high-volume hydraulic fracturing 

(“fracking”) to justify definitive action to prevent this industrial process from beginning in Maryland. 

Submitted with this written testimony are two documents developed by CPSR which summarize key 

aspects of the current knowledge base that have led us to conclude that a ban is the only rational 

option.  The first document, The Health Effects of Fracking, highlights the rapid expansion over the last 

three years of the peer-reviewed literature on the impacts of unconventional gas development.  As of 

2017, there are now more than 900 peer-reviewed publications documenting a wide array impacts, 

including increases in seismicity, damage to air and water quality, direct harms to human and animal 

health, and adverse effects on climate.  More than 200 publications were added in 2016 alone.   

The vast majority of the studies focusing specifically on human health impacts show risks or actual 

harms.  For example, the Johns Hopkins School of Public Health released a series of studies in 2015-

2016, after the moratorium legislation was passed, which documented clear associations between 

proximity to active fracking operations and illnesses, including premature births, high-risk pregnancies, 

asthma exacerbations, migraines, and other disorders.  In February 2017, researchers in Colorado 

released a new study documenting an association between acute lymphocytic leukemia in children and 

proximity to oil and gas operations.   

The importance of these studies goes beyond the specific illnesses mentioned. Most are short-latency 

effects, meaning illnesses that show up within a short period of time after exposures to toxic substances 

or other stressors.  There are over 1000 different chemicals used or emitted at various stages of the gas 

development process. Many are known to be carcinogenic, neurotoxic, or endocrine-disrupting; many 

more have not even been assessed for toxicities. Given the multiple pathways for human exposure to 

these chemicals, together with the wide array of other stressors associated with gas development, it is 

highly likely that other illnesses are also developing and will be revealing themselves in years to come in 

areas where fracking is currently taking place. 

The second document, Fracking Regulations Cannot Protect Maryland, outlines why no regulatory 

framework can adequately protect our state. CPSR has provided extensive written comments to MDE 
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documenting specific flaws in its proposed regulations; however, the document attached to this 

testimony addresses the broader scientific, engineering, and jurisdictional limitations that make 

regulations an inherently flawed approach. 

To offer a few key examples: 

 Well leakage is an intractable problem that industry cannot solve over long time frames.  

These wells create permanent conduits for release of methane and other toxic materials, 

creating risks both for current residents and for future generations.  Neither industry nor 

government agencies will be monitoring or repairing defects that come with aging of wells or 

ancillary infrastructure over the long time frames required for meaningful protection. 

 Earthquakes result both from injection of fracking waste fluids underground and from the 

fracking process itself.  Increased seismicity creates unacceptable risks to older homes and 

infrastructure, including nearby gas wells.  Regulations cannot prevent this. 

 Threats to public health occur all along the lifecycle of gas development and production, yet 

state agencies lack jurisdiction over parts of this infrastructure, including truck traffic and 

some pipeline infrastructure.  By definition, if Maryland were to allow fracking to begin, it is 

creating statewide risks while assuming only partial responsibility for oversight.  The federal 

government cannot be relied upon for any regulatory oversight. 

Current assessments of negative impacts from fracking in neighboring states are likely 

underestimates.  Just this month, a significant report was released by Public Herald providing evidence 

of dramatically higher numbers of complaints filed in Pennsylvania over the preceding decade than had 

been previously revealed.  During a time frame when approximately 10,000 unconventional wells were 

drilled in Pennsylvania, more than 9,000 complaints were filed, including more than 4,000 related to 

water issues.  This information was not available to the Marcellus Shale Advisory Commission in 

Maryland while they were assessing risks, nor was it available to academic researchers or possibly even 

to the EPA.  The graphs in this article demonstrate a clear relationship between the rise of 

unconventional gas development in Pennsylvania and the rise of serious citizen complaints, many of 

which appear not to have been properly addressed.  http://publicherald.org/hidden-data-suggests-

fracking-created-widespread-systemic-impact-in-pennsylvania/  

Finally, there is one reason to ban fracking that stands out above all others from a public health 

perspective: climate disruption.  The greenhouse gas footprint of unconventional gas development and 

production is as bad or worse than coal or oil when both methane and carbon dioxide emissions are 

considered.  Climate change is a public health emergency that demands a rapid transition away from 

fossil fuels.  Building new fossil fuel infrastructure at this point in human history is a manifestation of 

“climate change denial.”   Maryland should value facts and look to science to guide policy. 

A ban on unconventional gas development in our state is the only rational option. 
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