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Abstract: The safe and economical management of shale gas flowback and produced water 

(FPW) with the goal of zero-liquid discharge (ZLD) is of paramount significance to the 

sustainable development of the energy industry. This challenge is still widely impending, due to 

severe limitations related to the complexity of FPW streams and high costs associated with their 

treatment. A long-term feasible solution is represented by solar-driven interfacial evaporation 

(SIE), a low-cost and environmentally friendly desalination technology. Technical and economic 

analyses show that even in the Sichuan Basin, where solar intensity is low and the volume of 

FPW is large, 4000 m
2
 of solar still would be sufficient to accomplish ZLD with a capital cost 

lower than $ 1 m
−3

, significantly cheaper than traditional membrane-based and thermal-based 

technologies (with costs above $ 15 m
−3

). Beneficial products, including condensate water and 

crystalline salts, may also be effectively recovered in this process, although design improvements 

are needed in this area. This study also discusses possible solutions to address the passage of 

volatile organic compounds into the effluent and to achieve the smart recovery of strategic 

resources, such as lithium and rare earth elements. The major current challenges of solar-driven 

evaporation for the beneficial management of FPW are scaling and fouling, cost-effective latent 

heat recovery, the scalability of the systems, and efficient water production and salts harvesting. 

These issues require ad hoc research efforts, analyses, and pilot testing. 

 

Keywords: Solar-driven interfacial evaporation; flowback and produced water; desalination; 

zero-liquid discharge; resources recovery  
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1. Introduction 

Extraction of unconventional shale oil and gas has profoundly affected the energy landscape 

worldwide, particularly in the United States and China [1]. However, horizontal drilling and 

hydraulic fracturing (HF) techniques rely heavily on water consumption, as between 20,000 and 

60,000 m
3
 water is needed for the exploitation of each well, according to a recent research report 

[2]. The total water consumption has been steadily growing in most shale gas regions, partly 

because an increasing number of wells are drilled and exploited, but also due to the increasing 

flow of water required for each well [3]. During the extraction activities, a percentage of HF 

water in the range of 5-85% re-surfaces and generates large volumes of shale gas flowback and 

produced water (FPW) [4, 5]. According to Rystad Energy (2019), over 1.2 billion m
3
 of water 

will be demanded for HF operations in the U. S. in 2021, thus producing a staggering amount of 

shale gas FPW. An additional challenge is that the typical physicochemical composition of shale 

gas FPW is greatly complex, mainly including high levels of total dissolved solids (TDS), a 

variety of hazardous organic compounds, and naturally occurring radioactive materials (NORM) 

[6]. Therefore, the effective management of shale gas wastewater is not only related to the 

sustainable development of the shale gas industry, but also of great significance to the health of 

residents and water environments in shale regions [7, 8].  

The reuse of shale gas FPW has attracted increasing attentions in recent years to help 

improving the sustainable operation of the energy industry [9-11]. Recycling FPW for the 

fracking of subsequent wells is defined as internal (or on-site) reuse, a technique that reduces the 

demand of freshwater withdrawal and that is cost-effective because the aqueous stream does not 

require desalination. However, internal reuse is a temporary solution, because the FPW quality 

would gradually deteriorate with increased reuse cycles, in turn reducing natural gas production 
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[12]. Additionally, the volume of FPW may exceed the internal reuse capacity, and opportunity 

for internal reuse would eventually vanish. Therefore, FPW would eventually require advanced 

and complex treatment to remove organic components and salinity and to reach quality levels 

suitable for other types of beneficial external reuse (e.g., irrigation, livestock watering, aquifer 

recharge) or for safe discharge in surface water bodies [6]. Mechanical vapor compression (MVC) 

and membrane-based technologies have been proposed and studied for the desalination of FPW, 

but these methods have not been used at large scale and are restricted by economic and/or 

technological limitations [13].  

Solar-driven interfacial evaporation (SIE) technology realizes desalination by exploiting 

renewable energy [14, 15]. It is regarded among the most practical and economical solar-thermal 

desalination technologies [16]. SIE has been already applied to obtain potable water from 

seawater or surface waters by portable solar stills [17, 18]. Novel applications of this method 

also include salt extraction, wastewater zero-liquid discharge (ZLD), and electricity generation 

[19]. In recent years, advancements in solar absorber materials and system designs for SIE have 

greatly improved the solar-to-steam conversion efficiency [19-22], and various relatively large 

outdoor solar stills have been developed and employed for saline water desalination [23], paving 

the way for its large-scale industrial production. SIE for desalination is not restricted by water 

salinity levels and can extract high-quality water all the way to crystallization [21]. Therefore, 

SIE may be a feasible technology for the desalination of shale gas FPW with the goal of 

achieving minimal and zero-liquid discharge. The condensate water and the precipitated salts 

from this process may also be recovered. The most attractive means to accomplish this goal is 

arguably the recycling of strategic resources, namely, lithium (Li) and rare earth elements 

(REEs), which exist at varying concentrations in shale gas FPW [24-26]. Until now, no research 
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has addressed the implementation of SIE for shale oil and gas wastewater treatment, reuse, and 

valorization, which however presents remarkable opportunities for promoting the sustainability 

of shale oil and gas production. Pursuing such opportunities requires in-depth and systematic 

understanding of the potential and challenges to guide the research, development, and 

implementation of SIE for the sustainable management of shale oil and gas wastewater. 

2. Challenges in treatment and reuse of global shale gas FPW 

Salinity, typically quantified by total dissolved solids (TDS), is an important index for the 

design of a treatment sequence and for the identification of the most appropriate desalination 

method. The salinity varies greatly for different shale gas plays. In the U.S., the reported TDS 

values for FPW range from 12,000 to 300,000 mg/L [4, 9]. In the Sichuan Basin in China, the 

TDS value is commonly lower than that reported in the US and below 40,000 mg/L [6, 27]. For a 

specific shale gas well, the wastewater volume and quality also vary temporally in different 

stages of utilization, namely, the flowback period, the transition period, and the produced water 

period [28], with the salinity continuously increasing along the well lifetime [29]. Large regional 

differences in salinity and continuous changes over time complicate the selection and design of 

treatment methods, because each technological configuration functions efficiently within a 

certain salinity range and for a relatively constant feed water composition. For example, reverse 

osmosis (RO) has a salinity limit of roughly 70,000 mg/L for the feed water [13, 30]. Other 

thermal desalination technologies, such as mechanical vapor compression (MVC), are more 

suitable for hypersaline wastewaters but are generally more costly [13].  

In the U.S., three strategies are employed to manage shale gas FPW: i) deep well injection; ii) 

internal (on-site) reuse; iii) external reuse or disposal after treatment. Internal reuse is only a 

temporary solution because recycled wastewater keeps flowing back to the surface and 
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eventually this stream will require a desalination treatment or ultimate disposal through deep 

well injection. Deep well injection is relatively inexpensive, which is the main reason why 

several shale plays in Texas, including Barnett Shale, Eagle Ford Shale, and Haynesville Shale 

apply this technique, especially considering the availability of deep wells in those locations [31]. 

However, deep well injection raises growing public concerns due to its risks in contaminating 

groundwater aquifer [4] and inducing earthquakes [32]. In the Marcellus Shale in Pennsylvania, 

74% of the FPW is reused for subsequent HF activities after partial treatment, while 16.2% of the 

flow is externally reused after desalination. The fraction of wastewater injected into disposal 

wells has recently fallen under 10% [33, 34].  

In China, the Sichuan Basin is currently the most productive basin for shale gas exploitation, 

and has entered a commercial development stage. Fuling, Weiyuan, Changning, and Zhaotong 

are the four major shale gas production regions [35]. In these regions, most of the shale gas FPW 

(> 85%) is reused on site for further HF with simple treatment or without any treatment, while 

the remaining fraction is stored in ponds or injected into deep wells. However, some desalination 

treatment technologies are under development in recent years. The Fuling shale gas field is at the 

forefront of this development. The FPW in Fuling cannot be injected into deep wells due to 

restrictions related to adverse geological conditions, therefore, desalination treatment is urgently 

needed. In 2020, an FPW treatment plant with a capacity of 1600 m
3
/d was inaugurated in Fuling. 

A hybrid membrane-based ZLD treatment train is in place, including ultrafiltration (UF), RO, 

and MVC [36]. However, the treatment cost is over $ 15 m
−3

 of wastewater. In addition to the 

high treatment cost, transporting the FPW from nearby wells to the treatment plant costs up to 

$ 0.3 m
−3

 for each km. Treatment plants are also being built for the Changning field. However, 

restricted by unique topography, wells and platforms in Changning are usually far apart, 
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rendering centralized treatment more expensive. Such high expenditures may be cost prohibitive 

for the shale gas industry to practice sustainable wastewater management. 

As for Canada, very limited reports have discussed the water footprint of hydraulic fracturing 

in British Columbia (BC) [37-39], which hosts one of the world’s largest reserves of recoverable 

shale gas, including four shale gas basins in the northeastern British Columbia (NEBC). These 

are the Montney, Horn River, Liard Basins, and the Cordova Embayment [37]. The work of 

Wisen et al. indicated that the TDS concentration in the shale gas FPW from the Horn and 

Montney basins is between 100 and 160 g/L. In NEBC, deep well injection is the only permitted 

method for the disposal of the shale gas FPW that is not re-used for subsequent reservoir 

stimulation operations, according to the British Columbia Oil and Gas Commission [38]. 

Wastewater cannot be released to surface water bodies. However, the increase in reservoir 

pressure generated by wastewater injected into deep wells has been associated with seismicity 

throughout Canada and the United States [40]. Analysis of the FracFocus database and 

freshwater withdrawal data from the Integrated Resource Information System (IRIS) database 

suggests that only approximately 40% of hydraulic fracturing fluids are exploited for internal 

reuse [38]. 

For the countries mentioned above, the fraction of shale gas FPW that is presently desalinated 

is very small, and the current management options are distant from being sustainable. Although 

scientists are developing several efficacious processes to treat shale gas FPW, most of these 

processes are characterized by low technology readiness level, i.e., these processes have been 

validated only at laboratory scale and are far from being sufficiently mature for field 

implementation. Despite the increased attention around minimal or zero liquid discharge, 

existing technologies capable of achieving this treatment goal are costly and energy-intensive 
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[41]. Can we achieve ZLD of shale gas FPW with low environmental impacts? Addressing this 

question is important for the environmental compatibility and the sustainable development of the 

shale oil and gas industry. In this paper, we propose SIE technology as a feasible option to treat 

FPW. In the following discussion, we analyze potential, feasibility, and challenges of SIE and we 

benchmark SIE against conventional desalination technologies.  

3. Feasibility of SIE technology  

3.1. Principles, structure, and recent developments of SIE technology 

The basic principle of SIE technology for ZLD of FPW is that SIE exploits solar energy via 

photothermal conversion to heat water at the air-liquid interface to drive the evaporation of water 

and generate water vapor—a mechanism that improves the solar-to-vapor efficiency beyond 90% 

[16]. The vapor is then collected and condensed to obtain freshwater. This process can push the 

desalination to the limit of zero liquid discharge and obtain salt crystals as a by-product [42]. The 

SIE device consists of the following key components: a solar absorber that can efficiently absorb 

and convert the solar radiation into heat while allowing the vapor to permeate through the front 

face; a floating evaporation structure that can simultaneously maximize the evaporation rate and 

supply liquid to the heated region; a thermal insulator that can effectively reduce the loss of the 

converted solar-thermal energy to the bulk liquid; and a condensation cover to condense and 

collect freshwater, if desired [16, 21]. The schematic is depicted in Fig. 2a. 

Significant work has been carried out with the goal to enhance the efficiency of vapor 

generation by improving the solar absorption and the heat conversion efficiency of solar absorber 

materials, as well as  optimizing the system design to minimize parasitic heat losses [42, 43]. 

More details about this process and its improvements can be found in a number of 

comprehensive reviews [19-22]. Low-cost and simple systems have been designed and achieved 
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satisfactory efficiencies [17, 44], providing opportunities for practical applications in potable 

water production and to achieve ZLD of wastewater.  

Some references [9, 36, 37] reported that careful structural designs can exploit environmental 

energy (low air humidity, wind, or temperature) to enhance the performance of an interfacial 

solar vapor generation device to well above the theoretical limit of vapor output, usually 

assumed to be 100% in terms of solar-to-vapor energy transfer efficiency, under various light 

intensities. However, maximizing water collection from vapor is still an enormous challenge 

because if the condensate water is collected, the solar-to-vapor efficiency of such closed system 

cannot exceed the theoretical limit when no latent heat is recovered. Note that latent heat 

recovery is difficult to be practically implemented in small-scale SIE systems in consideration of 

high capital costs and energy inefficiencies [21, 45]. 

3.2. Economic and technical feasibility 

We provide a global map of basins with shale reserves and of the solar horizontal irradiation in 

Fig. 1. There are many regions with abundant shale reserves that are also rich in solar resource, 

such as the Tarim Basin and the Zhunger Basin of China, as well as areas in the west and 

southwest of the United States, in Argentina, Algeria, Mexico, Australia. Taking Texas as an 

example, being this State active in shale gas exploration [31, 46] while simultaneously rich in 

solar energy resources, SIE has great application potential for shale gas FPW treatment. A 

number of solar-thermal seawater desalination demonstration plants have been implemented over 

the last decade in Texas [47], providing suitable reference for further development. 
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Fig. 1. Global map of solar resources and shale resources. (a) Map of global horizontal 

irradiation overlaid with the basins of shale reserves; data collected from Solargis 

(http://globalsolaratlas.info), the U.S. Energy Information Administration [48], and Geocloud [49] 

in China. Data on surface solar radiation are not shown in high-latitude regions, because few 

studies have evaluated their solar irradiation. (b) Solar horizontal irradiation and basins with 

shale resources in the U.S.[48] (c) Solar horizontal irradiation and basins with shale resources in 

China [49].  

 

SIE technology has been deployed to collect clean water since ancient times [47], and now has 

mature applications in off-grid devices for water supply. Currently, countries like Australia, the 

http://globalsolaratlas.info/
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U.S., China, Chile, and Algeria have built solar stills with areas up to ~8000 m
2
. Therefore, 

large-scale harvesting of solar energy is not technically restricted. However, this technology has 

rarely been used for large-scale desalination. This circumstance may be attributed to its inherent 

low specific water production (SWP) in closed system. When no latent heat is recovered, the 

maximum theoretical SWP value is 1.6 L m
−2

 h
−1

 under 1 sun (1 kW/m
2
). And latent heat 

recovery is difficult to be implemented in SIE system, as mentioned above [21]. We assume that 

shale gas FPW is treated in such closed system without latent heat recovery, which is the most 

adverse case, to analyze the technical feasibility of SIE. Under this situation, a much larger area 

and much longer times are needed to treat the same amount of FWP compared with SIE 

configured as an open system or with latent heat recovery. As for wastewater volume, the largest 

fraction of shale gas FPW (80-90%) is typically reused on-site without desalination and would 

not require desalination, thus the typical flow of wastewater that needs treatment is not large. 

Although SIE will consume more time and larger land area than other desalination technologies, 

most shale plays are located in remote areas: time and land use are not critical constraints 

compared to other economic factors. This latter consideration is key to evaluating the feasibility 

of SIE for FPW treatment operations. We also assume that: i) one year is required for the 

treatment of FPW by SIE; ii) twenty percent of predicted FPW in 2030 will need to undergo 

desalination; iii) the SWP under one sun is 1 L m
−2 

h
−1

 (typically for solar stills), ignoring the 

losses and degradations of the evaporation process; iv) the SWP is equal to the rate of 

wastewater treatment. Based on these relatively conservative figures, the areas needed for solar 

stills in typical shale regions both in the U.S. and in China in 2030 are presented in Table 1. 

Taking Eagle Ford as an example, its theoretically predicted FPW volume in 2030 is 12000 

m
3
/well, according to Kondash et al. [3]. Twenty percent of predicted FPW will need to undergo 
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desalination, which corresponds to 2400 m
3
/well. The yearly total average horizontal irradiation 

of Eagle Ford is 2000 kWh/m
2
, based on the data summarized in Fig. 1b. One sun is 1 kW/m

2
, 

which means 2000 h irradiation time of one sun, yearly. The specific water productivity is 

roughly 1 L m
−2

h
−1

 under one sun, which means that 2000 L/m
2
 FPW can be treated per square 

meter of solar still. Therefore, the solar still area needed for desalination in this location would 

be 1200 m
2
. 

 

Table 1. Calculation of the areas of solar stills needed to desalinate FPW in typical shale regions, 

in the U.S. (Eagle Ford, Haynesville, Marcellus and Permian) and in China (Weiyuan). The 

actual (2016) and theoretically predicted (2030) volumes of shale gas FPW in the U.S. refer to 

the work by Kondash et al.[3], the volumes related to China refer to the work by Zou et al.[27]  

Shale gas 

region 

FPW in 

2016 

(m
3
/well) 

Predicted 

FPW in 

2030 

(m
3
/well) 

Predicted 

FPW for 

desalination 

(m
3
/well) 

Yearly total 

average 

horizontal 

irradiation 

(kWh/m
2
) 

Specific 

water 

productivity 

(L m
−2

h
−1

) 

Area of 

solar still 

(m
2
) 

Eagle Ford 8082 12000 2400 2000 1 1200 

Haynesville 11509 17000 3400 1800 1 1900 

Marcellus 2204 12000 2400 1400 1 1700 

Permian 74471 300000 60000 2100 1 29000 

Weiyuan 19800 NA
a
 4000

b
 1000 1 4000 

Notes: 
a
 Not available; 

b
 This value is calculated using the volume of FPW in 2016 (19800 m

3
) 

because that in 2030 is not available. 

 

The results suggest that SIE is feasible in most regions when the goal is treating shale gas 

FPW, because the estimated solar still areas are within technical and economical reach. In the 

Sichuan Basin, each drilling platform has a pond covering an area of approximately 6000 m
2
 to 
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store FPW (Fig. 2b) [27], amply sufficient for solar still installation. The situation is similar in 

the U.S. Only for the Permian basin, the large volumes of FPW would require significantly 

longer treatment time and larger areas. In other cases, if the open system is adopted (not 

collecting condensate water), the solar-to-vapor rate can be significantly improved to over 10 kg 

m
−2

h
−1

,
 
beyond the thermodynamic limit [50]. Alternatively, the latent heat recovery is realized 

in a vapor-to-water process, significantly increasing the SWP. Both methods can greatly reduce 

the area of the solar still and the treatment time, at the expense of increasing installation and 

possibly maintenance costs. However, these techniques are not yet sufficiently for practical 

application. In our economic analysis, neither case is considered, and we just disscuss the closed 

system with no latent heat recovery. 

From the point of view of the process economy, SIE is arguably the most economical of all 

current desalination technologies, because it does not require any mechanical moving parts, does 

not require high pressure or vacuum operation, and it exploits sunlight as its sole energy source 

[50]. Moreover, the device requires simpler maintenance compared with membrane-based 

technologies and other thermal desalination technologies [51, 52]. The materials to produce solar 

stills are generally widely available and low-cost, e. g., cellulose-based fabric, expanded 

polystyrene, polymer films [17]. Although studies [53, 54] have highlighted the importance of 

installing optical concentration for seawater desalination plants, this additional feature is 

unnecessary for shale gas FPW treatment, given that time and land are not a limitation, as 

highlighted above. We estimate that the cost of SIE devices is about $ 3 m
−2

 with a projected 

life-cycle of 2 years, according to the work of Ni et al. [17]. Thus, the capital cost for shale gas 

FPW desalination would be lower than $ 1 m
−3

. Although labor and maintenance costs are not 
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assessed in this work, a much lower total cost can be expected than extracting freshwater using 

current desalination technologies (over $15 m
−3

, as discussed above).  

3.3. Comparison with alternative desalination technologies 

Membrane-based desalination technologies, including nanofiltration (NF), RO, forward 

osmosis (FO), and thermal-based membrane distillation (MD), as well as MVC, have been 

extensively investigated for shale gas FPW treatment in recent years and each presents its own 

advantages and disadvantages [6, 9, 13]. NF and RO are pressure-driven processes with high 

energy efficiency [55]. Their technical difficulty is low, and the commercial application is very 

mature. However, the maximum salinity tolerance of these processes is typically 70,000 mg/L, 

which implies that only FPW below this salinity value can be treated. Also, these processes are 

limited in terms of recovery rate, i.e., the fraction of freshwater that can be extracted from the 

high salinity feed stream, with RO usually operating at or below 60% recovery rate. Note that the 

recovery rate of seawater (~35,000 mg/L) desalination is usually around 50%. Therefore, a 

concentrated solution is always produced, together with a freshwater stream, the former needing 

additional extensive desalination to reach ZLD or complex management for its safe disposal.  

The FO process consists of a first separation step in which the driving force is represented 

by an osmotic pressure difference across the semipermeable membrane, a process that can 

virtually manage a salinity as high as 200,000 mg/L. The energy consumption is small in this 

first separation step, with possibly lower fouling tendency than RO [56]. However, the major 

obstacle of FO-based desalination is the downstream recovery of the draw solution (separation of 

the freshwater from the draw solute), an operation with high costs and often associated with 

operational complexity depending on the nature of the draw solute [57]. Even when freshwater 

extraction is not the goal and draw solution does not require regeneration, its management is not 
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straightforward and this process would require the continuous supply of new and often costly 

draw solute. This technology has not been yet applied for desalination at large scale.  

MD relies on a process that combines membrane technology with thermal technology, and 

this technique is attracting enormous interest for the desalination of hypersaline shale gas FPW 

with TDS even higher than 200,000 mg/L. The cost of MD is potentially much lower than that of 

MVC, because low-grade thermal energy in shale gas fields can be utilized. Research progresses 

have been made in MD for shale gas FPW treatment [58-60], however, pilot tests are still at 

initial stages. The membranes deployed in MD are easily wetted by surfactants present in shale 

gas FPW, a phenomenon that severely deteriorates the quality of the effluent water. Membrane 

scaling and fouling represent additional challenges that should be urgently solved for the large-

scale implementation of MD. Finally, MVC is a widely adopted and commercially mature 

thermal desalination technology, already demonstrated in seawater desalination and high-salinity 

wastewater treatment. MVC equipments for shale gas FPW treatment has also been put into use 

in Texas and in Sichuan Basin [46]. However, the Achilles' heel of this technology is the high 

cost of installation, operation, and maintenance, as well as high energy consumption, all 

translating into significantly higher costs with respect to membrane-based technologies.  

A qualitative comparison between SIE and the technologies mentioned above is 

summarized in Fig. 2c [13, 45]. SIE has great potential advantages in terms of overall cost, and 

may be widely applicable in the treatment of shale gas FPW with different salinity levels and 

volumes. Importantly, it can push desalination all the way to the crystallization limit and help 

achieving ZLD. Although the energy efficiency and SWP of this technique are low, they are 

sufficient for the treatment of shale gas FPW and these problems are offset by the efficient 

exploitation of solar irradiation. Considering environmental impacts, the SIE process utilizes 
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solar energy as the only energy input, and the raw materials and device systems are much 

simpler than those of membrane-based and thermal-based technologies [15, 17]. Therefore, 

greenhouse gases emissions from SIE are lower than those of high-temperature thermal-based 

desalination technologies, which demand electricity generation [56], and those of membrane-

based technologies, which depend on polymer membrane fabrication and also require the 

management of brines [61]. The by-products of the SIE process include condensate water and 

salt crystals, which may be reused, thus improving the sustainability of the process life cycle. 

Therefore, SIE has arguably the lowest carbon footprint and environmental impacts among the 

current desalination technologies, and it helps reducing the dependence on fossil fuels. 
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Fig. 2. Feasibility of SIE to treat shale gas FPW. (a) Schematic of the SIE system with a 

polymer-film based condensation cover floating on the FPW pond. (b) Photograph of a FPW 

pond in the Weiyuan shale play of the Sichuan Basin. (c) Qualitative comparison with other 

thermal-based and membrane-based desalination technologies for shale gas FPW treatment [13, 

45]. 

 

4. Condensate water reuse 

One simple configuration of the SIE device does not involve the collection of the condensate 

water, i.e., open system, letting instead the steam disperses into the surrounding air, which will 

further reduce the installation and management costs, and has the potential to reach much higher 

solar-to-vapor evaporation rate. However, taking into consideration water footprint and 

sustainability issues, collecting the condensate water for external reuse, e.g., irrigation, may be 

the most appropriate choice in some cases. (Fig. 3e). It is reported that 38% of shale resources 

are in areas that are either arid or under high to very high levels of water stress. In China, this 

percentage is as high as 61%. Furthermore, 40% of shale plays are in areas of active agricultural 

activities, by far the largest water users [5]. The water quality standards for irrigation, livestock 

watering, and surface water discharge can be found in a previous review work [6]. Theoretically 

speaking, the quality of condensate water would be even adequate for drinking purposes; 

however, given the complexity and heterogeneity of FPW composition, analysis of the specific 

condensate water would be necessary to evaluate its quality, especially with respect to the 

presence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and semi-volatile organic compounds (sVOCs). 

VOCs and sVOCs have been observed in shale gas FPW in both the U.S. and China; they 

include benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX), and other low molecular weight 
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compounds [62, 63]. Previous studies have suggested that traditional thermal distillation 

technologies, i.e., MD and MVC, will promote the passage of these contaminants into the gas 

phase, and then into the liquid water following condensation [46, 58]. Their concentration in the 

condensate water may even be enriched compared to the initial concentration in FPW by the 

distillation processes, resulting in levels beyond the safety limits [19, 60]. Research has been 

conducted also on SIE systems, reporting similar phenomena [64-67]. Shi et al. first found that 

solar-driven water evaporation will accelerate VOCs volatilization and enrich these compounds 

in the condensate [64]. Although no study has been carried out with shale gas FPW by SIE, we 

can expect analogous results. This process would greatly affect the management of the 

condensate water. Even if the condensate water is not collected for reuse, the steam being 

released to the atmosphere may pose environmental and human health risks related to VOCs and 

sVOCs contamination. 

Several strategies are proposed to tackle this challenge: 

i) Designing bifunctional solar evaporation systems. The inclusion of solar absorber materials 

possibly capable of catalytically degrade VOCs would efficiently remove these contaminants in-

situ to avoid their accumulation in condensate water and their release into the environment [64, 

65, 68]. For example, Ma et al.[65] have designed an MOF-based membrane with excellent 

photothermal properties and high Fenton catalytic activity to produce safe water from a stream 

contaminated with VOCs. Selective permeable membrane were also developed to enable the 

separation of safe water from VOC pollutants by solar evaporation, with a VOC removal rate of 

90% [66]. Another idea is the deployment of tailored activated carbon to act both as solar 

absorber and as VOCs adsorber [67].  
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ii) Post-treatment of condensate water. Condensate water containing VOCs may be further 

treated to remove these contaminants. Air stripping and activated carbon absorption are both 

convenient approaches to remove VOCs [13]. 

iii) Pre-treatment of raw shale gas FPW. It was reported that coupling MD with appropriate pre-

treatment process can remove VOCs and improve the quality of the distillated water product in 

shale gas FPW treatment [58]. Inspired by this concept, coupling SIE with tailored pre-treatment 

would allow removal of VOCs before the evaporation step. Suitable pre-treatment options 

include flotation, coagulation, sedimentation, granular filtration, oxidation, all processes that 

would reduce the amount of organic contaminants and inorganic scalants from the raw FPW. 

 

5. Potential for valuable resources recovery 

5.1. Harvesting of salts 

The dominant salt in shale gas FPW is NaCl, and other ions with relatively high abundance 

include Ca
2+

, Mg
2+

, Ba
2+

, Sr
2+

 [6]. The concentration of these elements in typical shale gas FPW 

in the U.S. and in China is summarized in Fig. 3b. During the SIE process, these salts will 

crystallize on the surface of the photothermal materials, providing opportunities for recycling 

(Fig. 3c) [69]. However, their crystallization will hinder light absorption and decrease the steam 

generation efficiency. This is a challenge for the long-term and stable operation of the proposed 

SIE systems in general, especially if the goal is that of achieving ZLD desalination [70]. Recent 

attempts to solve this problem include preventing salt from adhering to the device as well as 

increasing salt back diffusion [17, 70]. These methods, however, lead to discontinuous operation 

or reduced steam generation performance due to the heat loss from fast convection. Moreover, 

the highly concentrated salt diffuses back into the bulk solution rather than being harvested, 
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wasting the opportunity to obtain valuable mineral resources. Several research works [71-73] 

overcame this problem by novel designs of localized surface salt precipitation, which is a smart 

way to keep the system running steadily for a long time and simultaneously harvesting valuable 

crystalline salts and freshwater. Sodium, magnesium, calcium, barium, and strontium can be 

recycled as important minerals for industrial activities. For example, recycled NaCl may be used 

as the raw material for the chlor-alkali industry. 

5.2. Recovery of strategic elements 

Shale gas FPW is unique in that it often contains non-negligible concentrations of strategic 

resources [24, 25]. The median values of lithium (Li) concentration in FPW in the U.S. range 

from 6.6 to 65 mg/L, with Marcellus Shale Region characterized by the highest values. The 

median value of Li concentration in shale gas FPW in the Sichuan Basin is 33.3 mg/L (Fig. 3b). 

Although lower than the concentration in salt lakes (>100 mg/L), all values are significantly 

higher than those in seawater (average 0.17 mg/L [26]), providing great opportunities to harvest 

Li from shale gas FPW. 

Radium (Ra) and Uranium (U) are radioactive elements originated from rocks and crusts. 

Their concentrations in shale gas FPW are typically low (Fig. 3b) and these elements are difficult 

to recover due to both complex operation and issues related to risks of radiation. However, they 

are important elements for nuclear power generation, research, and medicine, thus ranking as 

strategic resources. U recovery from shale gas FPW may be realized by similar technologies 

already in place for its harvesting from seawater because of similar concentrations (~3 μg/L) in 

the two types of stream. Technologies include metal-organic framework membranes, engineered 

metal-phenolic network membranes, and highly selective adsorbents [74]. 
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Rare earth elements (REEs) play important roles in many high-tech industries, such as 

aerospace, nuclear, or semiconductor industry. The typical concentration ranges of REEs in shale 

gas FPW in the Sichuan Basin are reported in Fig. 3d. The total REEs range from 4.5 to 118.3 

μg/L, with europium (Eu) characterized by the highest concentrations of 0.92–79.62 μg/L [24]. 

Eu has wide applications, such as in LED lights, and its market value is expected to reach $0.39 

billion by 2026 [24]. The recovery of REEs, especially Eu, from shale gas FPW is of great 

strategic significance, and also has a bright future. 
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Fig. 3. Valuable resource recovery from shale gas FPW via SIE. (a) Schematic illustration of the 

novel design for continuous solar steam generation and salt harvesting. Saline water is first 

transported up to the evaporation disc, and then water evaporates. The remaining salt crystallizes 

at the edge of the evaporation disc and falls off driven by gravity [71]. (b) Concentrations of 

most common ions in shale gas FPW from Fayetteville and Marcellus shale plays (the U. S.) [26] 

and the Sichuan Basin shale plays (China) [11, 75-77]. Note: The unit of Ra
226

 and Ra
228

 is pCi/L, 
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and the unit of U is μg/L. (c) Schematic of extraction of ions and strategic elements in shale gas 

FPW from salt crystals. (d) Rare earth elements (REE) concentrations in shale gas FPW from the 

Sichuan Basin. The raw data refer to the work of Tian et al.[24] (e) Outlook of water reuse for 

irrigation, salt crystals reuse in industry and strategic elements recovery from raw wastewater 

and salt crystals. 

 

5.3. Outlook of smart recovery strategies 

According to our analysis, solar-driven crystallization is an inexpensive and efficient way to 

realize resources recovery, however, its drawbacks are also obvious. The crystals are mixed, 

needing subsequent steps (e. g., selective electrodialysis, permselective exchange membranes in 

capacitive deionization, supported liquid membrane, ion-imprinted membrane, or ion-sieve 

membrane) for downstream separation of the different salts, adding cost and complexity to the 

process. Also, the extraction of low-concentration strategic elements is complicated when the 

vast majority of the crystals comprise the most abundant and least valuable salts, i.e., NaCl. To 

tackle this issue, inspired by the principles of ion chromatography, we propose the coupling of 

solar-driven evaporation device with chromatographic separation to obtain a series of near pure 

components during crystallization. This technique enables crystallization, separation, and 

purification in-situ. The separation and purification by traditional chromatography is not perfect 

and the yield is commonly limited. The development of membrane chromatography may help 

solving this problem, by achieving continuous flow and high yield. The idea is theoretically 

possible, but no research has yet combined this process with solar-driven evaporation, which 

could be a valuable field for future research. 
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6. Challenges of SIE technology 

i) Arguably, the main challenges of treating hypersaline wastewaters, such as FPW, are scaling 

and fouling phenomena that reduce the long-term efficacy of evaporation [78]. Although a 

plethora of experimental research efforts are being conducted on SIE to tackle these issues, 

practical applications are limited. Most of the studies have focused on seawater or lake water, 

characterized by simpler compositions and lower salinity than FPW. It can be expected that 

dissolved divalent cations, such as Ca
2+

 and Mg
2+

, will induce scaling, while dissolved organic 

matter and bio-species will cause fouling on the solar absorber and within the water delivery 

structure. Further studies are needed to understand these mechanisms and to find specific 

solutions to control scaling and fouling. For example, materials preventing salt from adhering to 

the device should be exploited, and novel designs of localized surface salt precipitation should 

keep the system running steadily for a long time and simultaneously harvest freshwater and 

valuable crystalline salts.  

ii) The low SWP is an important obstruction limiting the application of SIE. There are several 

ways to improve the efficiency of SIE in FPW desalination process: improving the solar-thermal 

conversion efficiency of the solar absorber, reducing heat loss by conduction, radiation, and 

convection, and improving the thermal efficiency of vapor generation; also, more efficient latent 

heat recovery. Among them, the most rewarding direction involves the implementation of 

effective measures for latent heat recovery. A multistage system for latent heat recovery is a key 

solution to enhance SWP significantly, but no practical application has been implemented so far 

in SIE technology. Simple, energy-efficient, flexible, lightweight, and compact latent heat 

recovery strategies should thus be developed for the substantial improvement of the SWP aimed 

at low-cost SIE systems.  



 25 

iii) The adaptability of large systems is the third challenge. SIE is suitable for small systems, 

but its scalability is a difficult task. Efficient large-scale outdoor solar stills should be developed 

for saline water desalination with inexpensive and commercially available materials.  

iv) The salt crystals obtained by SIE process may be classified as hazardous waste and may not 

meet the standard of industrial salts, because some toxic heavy metal elements, e.g., copper, zinc, 

chromium (VI), cadmium, may be present and no pretreatment is in place to remove them. This 

feature will complicate the recovery and reuse of salt crystals, and extra treatment may be 

required to eliminate hazardous materials and meet purity targets. 

 

7. Outlook 

SIE utilizes solar energy as the energy source. The process can be designed by a very simple 

and inexpensive device, which can be made as an independent integrated system, convenient for 

transportation and on-site treatment on FPW storage ponds. Furthermore, this technology is not 

restricted by salinity and can push the desalination process all the way to crystallization. These 

features make this technique suitable for shale gas FPW treatment, theoretically realizing ZLD. 

Potentially, there are two unique additional benefits when using this technology to treat shale 

gas FPW: water reuse and resources recovery (Fig. 3e), which also contribute to reduce the 

environmental impacts and meet the principles of circular economy. The condensate water may 

be reused for irrigation, though a comprehensive evaluation of the water quality is required, and 

possibly an additional device element or treatment step would be needed to reach the desired 

quality. Resource recovery, especially of strategic elements, lithium, uranium, europium, REEs, 

also attracts enormous interest. The smart recovery of salts in the process of water evaporation 



 26 

and salt crystallization, realizing the classified precipitation in one step, is a promising research 

direction in the near future. 

The major challenges of solar-driven evaporation for the beneficial management of FPW are: 

scaling and fouling; cost-effective latent heat recovery; the scalability of the systems; and 

efficient water and salts generation. These issues require ad hoc research efforts, analyses, and 

pilot testing. 

 

Declaration of Competing Interest 

The authors declare no competing financial interests. 

Acknowledgements 

This work was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (52070134, 

51678377), Xinglin Environment Project (2020CDYB-H02), and Sichuan University and Yibin 

City People's Government strategic cooperation project (2019CDYB-25). 

References 

[1] E. N. Mayfield, J. L. Cohon, N. Z. Muller, I. M. L. Azevedo, A. L. Robinson, Cumulative 

environmental and employment impacts of the shale gas boom, Nat Sustain 2 (2019) 1122-1131. 

[2] C. Zhong, A. Zolfaghari, D. Hou, G. G. Goss, B. D. Lanoil, J. Gehman, D. C. W. Tsang, Y. 

He, D. S. Alessi, Comparison of the Hydraulic Fracturing Water Cycle in China and North 

America: A Critical Review, Environ. Sci. Technol. (2021). 

[3] A. J. Kondash, N. E. Lauer, A. Vengosh, The intensification of the water footprint of 

hydraulic fracturing, Sci. Adv. 4 (2018) eaar5982. 



 27 

[4] L. Zhang, B. Hascakir, A review of issues, characteristics, and management for wastewater 

due to hydraulic fracturing in the U.S, J. Petrol. Sci. Eng. 202 (2021) 108536. 

[5] P. Reig, T. Luo, J. N. Proctor, Global shale gas development: water availability & business 

risks, 2014. 

[6] H. Chang, T. Li, B. Liu, R. D. Vidic, M. Elimelech, J. C. Crittenden, Potential and 

implemented membrane-based technologies for the treatment and reuse of flowback and 

produced water from shale gas and oil plays: A review, Desalination 455 (2019) 34-57. 

[7] R. D. Vidic, S. L. Brantley, J. M. Vandenbossche, D. Yoxtheimer, J. D. Abad, Impact of 

Shale Gas Development on Regional Water Quality, Science 340 (2013) 1235009. 

[8] J. Currie, M. Greenstone, K. Meckel, Hydraulic fracturing and infant health: New evidence 

from Pennsylvania, Sci. Adv. 3 (2017) e1603021. 

[9] D. L. Shaffer, L. H. Arias Chavez, M. Ben-Sasson, S. Romero-Vargas Castrillon, N. Y. 

Yip, M. Elimelech, Desalination and reuse of high-salinity shale gas produced water: drivers, 

technologies, and future directions, Environ. Sci. Technol. 47 (2013) 9569-9583. 

[10] Y. Liu, P. Tang, Y. Zhu, W. Xie, P. Yang, Z. Zhang, B. Liu, Green aerogel adsorbent for 

removal of organic compounds in shale gas wastewater: High-performance tuning and 

adsorption mechanism, Chem. Eng. J. 416 (2021) 129100. 

[11] P. Tang, B. Liu, Y. Zhang, H. Chang, P. Zhou, M. Feng, V. K. Sharma, Sustainable reuse 

of shale gas wastewater by pre-ozonation with ultrafiltration-reverse osmosis, Chem. Eng. J. 392 

(2020) 123743. 



 28 

[12] D. Liu, J. Li, C. Zou, H. Cui, Y. Ni, J. Liu, W. Wu, L. Zhang, R. Coyte, A. Kondash, A. 

Vengosh, Recycling flowback water for hydraulic fracturing in Sichuan Basin, China: 

Implications for gas production, water footprint, and water quality of regenerated flowback 

water, Fuel 272 (2020) 117621. 

[13] T. Tong, K. H. Carlson, C. A. Robbins, Z. Zhang, X. Du, Membrane-based treatment of 

shale oil and gas wastewater: The current state of knowledge, Front. Environ. Sci. Eng. 13 

(2019) 63. 

[14] M. Elimelech, W. A. Phillip, The Future of Seawater Desalination: Energy, Technology, 

and the Environment, Science 333 (2011) 712. 

[15] N. Ghaffour, J. Bundschuh, H. Mahmoudi, M. F. A. Goosen, Renewable energy-driven 

desalination technologies: A comprehensive review on challenges and potential applications of 

integrated systems, Desalination 356 (2015) 94-114. 

[16] P. Tao, G. Ni, C. Song, W. Shang, J. Wu, J. Zhu, G. Chen, T. Deng, Solar-driven 

interfacial evaporation, Nat. Energy 3 (2018) 1031-1041. 

[17] G. Ni, S. H. Zandavi, S. M. Javid, S. V. Boriskina, T. A. Cooper, G. Chen, A salt-rejecting 

floating solar still for low-cost desalination, Energ. Environ. Sci. 11 (2018) 1510-1519. 

[18] Z. Liu, H. Song, D. Ji, C. Li, A. Cheney, Y. Liu, N. Zhang, X. Zeng, B. Chen, J. Gao, Y. 

Li, X. Liu, D. Aga, S. Jiang, Z. Yu, Q. Gan, Extremely Cost-Effective and Efficient Solar Vapor 

Generation under Nonconcentrated Illumination Using Thermally Isolated Black Paper, Glob. 

Chall. 1 (2017) 1600003. 



 29 

[19] P. Wang, Emerging investigator series: the rise of nano-enabled photothermal materials 

for water evaporation and clean water production by sunlight, Environ. Sci.-Nano 5 (2018) 1078-

1089. 

[20] M. Gao, L. Zhu, C. K. Peh, G. W. Ho, Solar absorber material and system designs for 

photothermal water vaporization towards clean water and energy production, Energ. Environ. 

Sci. 12 (2019) 841-864. 

[21] Z. Wang, T. Horseman, A. P. Straub, N. Y. Yip, D. Li, M. Elimelech, S. Lin, Pathways 

and challenges for efficient solar-thermal desalination, Sci. Adv. 5 (2019) eaax0763. 

[22] F. Zhao, Y. Guo, X. Zhou, W. Shi, G. Yu, Materials for solar-powered water evaporation, 

Nat. Rev. Mater. 5 (2020) 388-401. 

[23] L. Zhu, M. Gao, C. K. N. Peh, G. W. Ho, Recent progress in solar-driven interfacial water 

evaporation: Advanced designs and applications, Nano Energy 57 (2019) 507-518. 

[24] L. Tian, H. Chang, P. Tang, T. Li, X. Zhang, S. Liu, Q. He, T. Wang, J. Yang, Y. Bai, R. 

D. Vidic, J. C. Crittenden, B. Liu, Rare Earth Elements Occurrence and Economical Recovery 

Strategy from Shale Gas Wastewater in the Sichuan Basin, China, ACS Sustainable Chem. Eng. 

8 (2020) 11914-11920. 

[25] H. Chang, B. Liu, J. C. Crittenden, R. D. Vidic, Resource Recovery and Reuse for 

Hydraulic Fracturing Wastewater in Unconventional Shale Gas and Oil Extraction, Environ. Sci. 

Technol. 53 (2019) 13547-13548. 



 30 

[26] M. S. Blondes, K. D. Gans, M. A. Engle, Y. K. Kharaka, M. E. Reidy, V. Saraswathula, J. 

J. Thordsen, E. L. Rowan, E. A. Morrissey, U.S. Geological Survey National Produced Waters 

Geochemical Database (ver. 2.3, January 2018), U.S. Geological Survey (2018) Reston, VA, . 

[27] C. Zou, Y. Ni, J. Li, A. Kondash, R. Coyte, N. Lauer, H. Cui, F. Liao, A. Vengosh, The 

water footprint of hydraulic fracturing in Sichuan Basin, China, Sci. Total Environ. 630 (2018) 

349-356. 

[28] B. Bai, K. Carlson, A. Prior, C. Douglas, Sources of variability in flowback and produced 

water volumes from shale oil and gas wells, J. Unconventional Oil Gas Resour. 12 (2015) 1-5. 

[29] E. Barbot, N. S. Vidic, K. B. Gregory, R. D. Vidic, Spatial and Temporal Correlation of 

Water Quality Parameters of Produced Waters from Devonian-Age Shale following Hydraulic 

Fracturing, Environ. Sci. Technol. 47 (2013) 2562-2569. 

[30] X. Chen, N. Y. Yip, Unlocking High-Salinity Desalination with Cascading Osmotically 

Mediated Reverse Osmosis: Energy and Operating Pressure Analysis, Environ. Sci. Technol. 52 

(2018) 2242-2250. 

[31] G. Ma, M. Geza, P. Xu, Review of Flowback and Produced Water Management, 

Treatment, and Beneficial Use for Major Shale Gas Development Basins. 

[32] W. L. Ellsworth, Injection-Induced Earthquakes, Science 341 (2013) 1225942. 

[33] A. Davarpanah, The integrated feasibility analysis of water reuse management in the 

petroleum exploration performances of unconventional shale reservoirs, Appl. Water Sci. 8 

(2018) 75. 



 31 

[34] L. Zhang, M. Tice, B. Hascakir, A Laboratory Study of the Impact of Reinjecting 

Flowback Fluids on Formation Damage in the Marcellus Shale, SPE Journal 25 (2020) 788-799. 

[35] J. Wei, H. Duan, Q. Yan, Shale gas: Will it become a new type of clean energy in China? 

— A perspective of development potential, J. Clean. Prod. 294 (2021) 126257. 

[36] https://www.cqcb.com/hot/2020-10-22/3157874.html. 

[37] J. Wisen, R. Chesnaux, G. Wendling, J. Werring, F. Barbecot, P. Baudron, Assessing the 

potential of cross-contamination from oil and gas hydraulic fracturing: A case study in 

northeastern British Columbia, Canada, Journal of Environmental Management 246 (2019) 275-

282. 

[38] J. Wisen, R. Chesnaux, G. Wendling, J. Werring, Water footprint of hydraulic fracturing 

in Northeastern British Columbia, Canada, Environmental Earth Sciences 78 (2019) 689. 

[39] B. M. Tosarkani, S. H. Amin, A robust optimization model for designing a wastewater 

treatment network under uncertainty: Multi-objective approach, Computers & Industrial 

Engineering 146 (2020) 106611. 

[40] J. L. Rubinstein, A. B. Mahani, Myths and Facts on Wastewater Injection, Hydraulic 

Fracturing, Enhanced Oil Recovery, and Induced Seismicity, Seismological Research Letters 86 

(2015) 1060-1067. 

[41] T. Tong, M. Elimelech, The Global Rise of Zero Liquid Discharge for Wastewater 

Management: Drivers, Technologies, and Future Directions, Environ. Sci. Technol. 50 (2016) 

6846-6855. 

https://www.cqcb.com/hot/2020-10-22/3157874.html


 32 

[42] C. Zhang, Y. Shi, L. Shi, H. Li, R. Li, S. Hong, S. Zhuo, T. Zhang, P. Wang, Designing 

a next generation solar crystallizer for real seawater brine treatment with zero liquid discharge, 

Nat. Commun. 12 (2021) 998. 

[43] X. Zhou, F. Zhao, Y. Guo, Y. Zhang, G. Yu, A hydrogel-based antifouling solar 

evaporator for highly efficient water desalination, Energ. Environ. Sci. 11 (2018) 1985-1992. 

[44] S. Ma, C. P. Chiu, Y. Zhu, C. Y. Tang, H. Long, W. Qarony, X. Zhao, X. Zhang, W. H. 

Lo, Y. H. Tsang, Recycled waste black polyurethane sponges for solar vapor generation and 

distillation, Appl. Energ. 206 (2017) 63-69. 

[45] A. Deshmukh, C. Boo, V. Karanikola, S. Lin, A. P. Straub, T. Tong, D. M. Warsinger, M. 

Elimelech, Membrane distillation at the water-energy nexus: limits, opportunities, and 

challenges, Energ. Environ. Sci. 11 (2018) 1177-1196. 

[46] T. Hayes, B. Halldorson, P. Horner, J. Ewing, J. Werline, B. Severin, Mechanical Vapor 

Recompression for the Treatment of Shale-Gas Flowback Water, Oil and Gas Facilities 3 (2014) 

54-62. 

[47] H. M. Qiblawey, F. Banat, Solar thermal desalination technologies, Desalination 220 

(2008) 633-644. 

[48] U.S. Energy Information Administration, Technically Recoverable Shale Oil and Shale 

Gas Resources: An Assessment of 137 Shale Formations in 41 Countries Outside the United 

States (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2017). www.ela.gov. 

[49] Oil and Gas Resources Survey Center of China Geological Survey, Shale gas resource 

map in China (2018), www. geocloud.cgs.gov.cn. 

file:///C:/Users/Alberto%20Tiraferri/Desktop/To%20do%20-%20To%20be%20sent/www.ela.gov


 33 

[50] J. Li, X. Wang, Z. Lin, N. Xu, X. Li, J. Liang, W. Zhao, R. Lin, B. Zhu, G. Liu, L. Zhou, 

S. Zhu, J. Zhu, Over 10 kg m 2 h 1 Evaporation Rate Enabled by a 3D Interconnected 

Porous Carbon Foam, Joule 4 (2020) 928-937. 

[51] A. K. Menon, I. Haechler, S. Kaur, S. Lubner, R. S. Prasher, Enhanced solar evaporation 

using a photo-thermal umbrella for wastewater management, Nat. Sustain. 3 (2020) 144-151. 

[52] R. R. Hernandez, A. Armstrong, J. Burney, G. Ryan, K. Moore-O’Leary, I. Diédhiou, S. 

M. Grodsky, L. Saul-Gershenz, R. Davis, J. Macknick, D. Mulvaney, G. A. Heath, S. B. Easter, 

M. K. Hoffacker, M. F. Allen, D. M. Kammen, Techno–ecological synergies of solar energy for 

global sustainability, Nat. Sustain. 2 (2019) 560-568. 

[53] A. Pugsley, A. Zacharopoulos, J. D. Mondol, M. Smyth, Global applicability of solar 

desalination, Renew. Energ. 88 (2016) 200-219. 

[54] J. H. Reif, W. Alhalabi, Solar-thermal powered desalination: Its significant challenges and 

potential, Renew. Sust. Energ. Rev. 48 (2015) 152-165. 

[55] S. K. Patel, C. L. Ritt, A. Deshmukh, Z. Wang, M. Qin, R. Epsztein, M. Elimelech, The 

relative insignificance of advanced materials in enhancing the energy efficiency of desalination 

technologies, Energ. Environ. Sci. 13 (2020) 1694-1710. 

[56] W. Y. Chia, S. R. Chia, K. S. Khoo, K. W. Chew, P. L. Show, Sustainable membrane 

technology for resource recovery from wastewater: Forward osmosis and pressure retarded 

osmosis, J. Water Process Eng. 39 (2021) 101758. 



 34 

[57] H. Chang, S. Liu, T. Tong, Q. He, J. C. Crittenden, R. D. Vidic, B. Liu, On-Site Treatment 

of Shale Gas Flowback and Produced Water in Sichuan Basin by Fertilizer Drawn Forward 

Osmosis for Irrigation, Environ. Sci. Technol. 54 (2020) 10926-10935. 

[58] Z. Zhang, X. Du, K. H. Carlson, C. A. Robbins, T. Tong, Effective treatment of shale oil 

and gas produced water by membrane distillation coupled with precipitative softening and 

walnut shell filtration, Desalination 454 (2019) 82-90. 

[59] M. Yao, Y. C. Woo, L. D. Tijing, J.-S. Choi, H. K. Shon, Effects of volatile organic 

compounds on water recovery from produced water via vacuum membrane distillation, 

Desalination 440 (2018) 146-155. 

[60] J. M. Winglee, N. Bossa, D. Rosen, J. T. Vardner, M. R. Wiesner, Modeling the 

Concentration of Volatile and Semivolatile Contaminants in Direct Contact Membrane 

Distillation (DCMD) Product Water, Environ. Sci. Technol. 51 (2017) 13113-13121. 

[61] W. Xie, T. Li, A. Tiraferri, E. Drioli, A. Figoli, J. C. Crittenden, B. Liu, Toward the Next 

Generation of Sustainable Membranes from Green Chemistry Principles, ACS Sustainable 

Chem. Eng. 9 (2021) 50-75. 

[62] A. Butkovskyi, H. Bruning, S. A. E. Kools, H. H. M. Rijnaarts, A. P. Van Wezel, Organic 

Pollutants in Shale Gas Flowback and Produced Waters: Identification, Potential Ecological 

Impact, and Implications for Treatment Strategies, Environ. Sci. Technol. 51 (2017) 4740-4754. 

[63] Y. Sun, M. Wu, T. Tong, P. Liu, P. Tang, Z. Gan, P. Yang, Q. He, B. Liu, Organic 

compounds in Weiyuan shale gas produced water: Identification, detection and rejection by 

ultrafiltration-reverse osmosis processes, Chem. Eng. J. 412 (2021) 128699. 



 35 

[64] L. Shi, Y. Shi, S. Zhuo, C. Zhang, Y. Aldrees, S. Aleid, P. Wang, Multi-functional 3D 

honeycomb ceramic plate for clean water production by heterogeneous photo-Fenton reaction 

and solar-driven water evaporation, Nano Energy 60 (2019) 222-230. 

[65] X. Ma, Z. Deng, Z. Li, D. Chen, X. Wan, X. Wang, X. Peng, A photothermal and Fenton 

active MOF-based membrane for high-efficiency solar water evaporation and clean water 

production, J. Mater. Chem. A 8 (2020) 22728-22735. 

[66] D. Qi, Y. Liu, Y. Liu, Z. Liu, Y. Luo, H. Xu, X. Zhou, J. Zhang, H. Yang, W. Wang, X. 

Chen, Polymeric Membranes with Selective Solution-Diffusion for Intercepting Volatile Organic 

Compounds during Solar-Driven Water Remediation, Adv. Mater. 32 (2020) 2004401. 

[67] N. Arshad, I. Ahmed, M. S. Irshad, H. R. Li, X. Wang, S. Ahmad, M. Sharaf, M. Firdausi, 

M. Zaindin, M. Atif, Super Hydrophilic Activated Carbon Decorated Nanopolymer Foam for 

Scalable, Energy Efficient Photothermal Steam Generation, as an Effective Desalination System, 

Nanomaterials 10 (2020). 

[68] L. Shi, Y. Shi, C. Zhang, S. Zhuo, W. Wang, R. Li, P. Wang, An Integrated Photocatalytic 

and Photothermal Process for Solar-Driven Efficient Purification of Complex Contaminated 

Water, Energy Technol.-Ger. 8 (2020) 2000456. 

[69] X. Li, R. Lin, G. Ni, N. Xu, X. Hu, B. Zhu, G. Lv, J. Li, S. Zhu, J. Zhu, Three-

dimensional artificial transpiration for efficient solar waste-water treatment, Natl. Sci. Rev. 5 

(2018) 70-77. 

[70] G. Liu, T. Chen, J. Xu, G. Yao, J. Xie, Y. Cheng, Z. Miao, K. Wang, Salt-Rejecting Solar 

Interfacial Evaporation, Cell Reports Physical Science 2 (2021) 100310. 



 36 

[71] Y. Xia, Q. Hou, H. Jubaer, Y. Li, Y. Kang, S. Yuan, H. Liu, M. W. Woo, L. Zhang, L. 

Gao, H. Wang, X. Zhang, Spatially isolating salt crystallisation from water evaporation for 

continuous solar steam generation and salt harvesting, Energ. Environ. Sci. 12 (2019) 1840-

1847. 

[72] X. Chen, Z. Wu, D. Lai, M. Zheng, L. Xu, J. Huo, Z. Chen, B. Yuan, M.-L. Fu, Resilient 

biomass-derived hydrogel with tailored topography for highly efficient and long-term solar 

evaporation of high-salinity brine, J. Mater. Chem. A 8 (2020) 22645-22656. 

[73] J. Xu, Z. Wang, C. Chang, B. Fu, P. Tao, C. Song, W. Shang, T. Deng, Solar-driven 

interfacial desalination for simultaneous freshwater and salt generation, Desalination 484 (2020) 

114423. 

[74] Y. Yuan, Q. Yu, M. Cao, L. Feng, S. Feng, T. Liu, T. Feng, B. Yan, Z. Guo, N. Wang, 

Selective extraction of uranium from seawater with biofouling-resistant polymeric peptide, Nat. 

Sustain. (2021). 

[75] J. Gao, C. Zou, W. Li, Y. Ni, F. Liao, L. Yao, J. Sui, A. Vengosh, Hydrochemistry of 

flowback water from Changning shale gas field and associated shallow groundwater in Southern 

Sichuan Basin, China: Implications for the possible impact of shale gas development on 

groundwater quality, Sci. Total Environ. 713 (2020) 136591. 

[76] Y. Ni, C. Zou, H. Cui, J. Li, N. E. Lauer, J. S. Harkness, A. J. Kondash, R. M. Coyte, G. 

S. Dwyer, D. Liu, D. Dong, F. Liao, A. Vengosh, Origin of Flowback and Produced Waters from 

Sichuan Basin, China, Environ. Sci. Technol. 52 (2018) 14519-14527. 



 37 

[77] H. Chang, B. Liu, H. Wang, S.-Y. Zhang, S. Chen, A. Tiraferri, Y.-Q. Tang, Evaluating 

the performance of gravity-driven membrane filtration as desalination pretreatment of shale gas 

flowback and produced water, J. Membr. Sci. 587 (2019) 117187. 

[78] W. Xie, J. Duan, J. Li, B. Qi, R. Liu, B. Yu, H. Wang, X. Zhuang, M. Xu, J. Zhou, 

Charge-Gradient Hydrogels Enable Direct Zero Liquid Discharge for Hypersaline Wastewater 

Management, Adv. Mater. 33 (2021) 2100141. 

 


