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Abstract

This paper studies the effect of the rock fracture toughness on the propagation of elon-
gated fluid-driven fractures. We use the ‘tough PKN’ model of Sarvaramini and Garagash
(2015), an extension of the classical PKN model (Perkins and Kern, 1961; Nordgren, 1972),
which allows for a non-zero energy release rate into the advancing fracture front(s). We
provide a self-consistent analysis of a ‘tough’ elongated fracture driven by arbitrary fluid
injection law under assumption of the negligible fluid leak-off. We use scaling considera-
tions to identify the non-dimensional parameters governing the propagation regimes and
their succession in time, provide a number of analytical solutions in the limiting regimes
for an arbitrary power-law injection, and also posit a simplified, equation-of-motion, ap-
proach to solve a general elongated fracture propagation problem during the injection and
shut-in periods. Finally, we use the developed solutions for a tough elongated fracture to
surmise the relative importance of the viscous and toughness-related dissipation on the
fracture dynamics and broach the implications of the possible toughness scale-dependence.

Key points:

1. Model for propagation of elongated hydraulic fractures accounting for solid toughness
and fluid viscosity for varied fluid injection scenarios.

2. Analytical solutions for end-member toughness- and viscosity-dominated regimes for a
power-law and exponential fluid injection in time.

3. Solution to the transient fracture growth in mixed (toughness-viscosity) regime by a
numerical and a simplified analytical Equation-of-Motion approaches.

1 Introduction

This paper studies propagation of three-dimensional hydraulic fractures when one of its di-
mensions (e.g. height) remains constrained. These ‘elongated’ hydraulic fractures arise in
geo-reservoirs stimulation applications (Perkins and Kern, 1961; Nordgren, 1972; Adachi et al.,

∗submitted for consideration for publication in ASME Journal of Applied Mechanics

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

18
72

2v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
ge

o-
ph

] 
 3

0 
Ja

n 
20

25



2006), as well as, occur naturally, such as in the joint formation in pore-fluid-overpressured
sedimentary strata (Pollard and Aydin, 1988), lateral magma emplacement in rift-zones by
blade-like dikes (Rubin and Pollard, 1987; Rivalta et al., 2015), vertical magma transport in
the crust by buoyant dikes with toughness constrained breadth (Garagash and Germanovich,
2014, 2022; Davis et al., 2020; Möri and Lecampion, 2022). Fig. 1a shows a conceptualized
bi-wing, elongated fracture of height 2b and length 2ℓ(t) with ℓ ≫ b driven by the volumet-
ric fluid source 2V (t) at the center. Fig. 1b,c show the relocated micro-seismicity recorded
during propagation of an industrial hydraulic fracture in Carthage Cotton Valley Gas Field,
Texas (Rutledge et al., 2004; Mayerhofer et al., 2000), highlighting the final spatial extent of
an elongated fracture. Lithological layering and related stress barriers to hydraulic fracture
vertical propagation are usually evoked to explain the laterally-elongated (constrained height)
fracture in hydraulic fracturing in geo-energy applications (e.g., Adachi et al., 2010; Möri et al.,
2024) and in formation of natural joints by pore fluid overpressure (Pollard and Aydin, 1988),
while density-stratification of the crust in rifting zones and associated reversal of the magma
buoyancy in shallow crust can lead to the formation and sustained lateral growth of blade-like
dikes (Rubin and Pollard, 1987; Lister, 1990; Townsend et al., 2017).

1.1 Elongated hydraulic fracture modeling

The classical PKN (Perkins and Kern, 1961; Nordgren, 1972) model of elongated hydraulic
fracturing is based on two main assumptions.

1. The crack length is much larger than the height, which allows to neglect elastic stress
transfer along the elongated crack dimension and thus model a vertical fracture cross-
section as an uniformly-pressurized, one-dimensional Griffith crack (Fig. 1a).

2. The crack is ‘closed’ at the advancing fracture edges x = ±ℓ(t), i.e. the crack opening is
assumed to be zero there. Although seemingly physically sensible, when taken together
with the first, negligible-stress-transfer assumption, the ‘closed-edge’ condition can be
shown to correspond to the energy release rate into the advancing fracture front, thus
rendering the classical PKN - a zero-toughness model of an elongated fracture.

Early studies of the classical PKN model (Nordgren, 1972; Kemp, 1990) have been recently
revisited and expanded upon by (Kovalyshen and Detournay, 2010; Mishuris et al., 2012;
Wrobel and Mishuris, 2015).

While the zero-stress-transfer assumption is approximately valid in the ‘body’ of the elon-
gated fracture, it does break down near the advancing edges x = ±ℓ(t) where the actual
fracture geometry is more adequately approximated by a transition from the plane-strain
(‘infinite’-height), fully-elastically-coupled crack geometry at small distances from an edge
|ℓ− x| ≪ b to the PKN crack geometry away from the edges |ℓ− x| ≫ b (Adachi and Peirce,
2008; Dontsov and Peirce, 2016; Peruzzo and Lecampion, 2024). Fortunately, the near-front
complications of the full solution are not important on the scale of the entire fracture, as long
as the properly reduced front propagation condition(s) for an elongated fracture are imposed.
These conditions have been robustly established by Sarvaramini and Garagash (2015), who
derived the energy release into the near-front region of an elongated crack and provided the
first unambiguous extension of the classic PKN hydraulic fracture model to account for a
non-zero fracture toughness. This model is hereafter referred to as the ‘tough PKN’ or ‘tough
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2V (t)

(b)

(c)

Figure 1: (a) Elongated, bi-wing hydraulic fracture of length 2ℓ(t) ‘tunneling’ in a layer of
height 2b, b ≪ ℓ, driven by fluid injection with cumulative volume 2V (t). (b-c) Relocated
micro-seismicity in the top and side (EW) views during Stage 3 hydraulic fracturing injection
in vertical well 21-10 in Carthage Cotton Valley Gas Field, Texas (modified after Rutledge
et al., 2004; Mayerhofer et al., 2000). Microseismicity is shown by opaque gray dots, such
that darker parts of the micro-seismicity ‘cloud’ correspond to higher spatial density of events.
Microseismicity, which is induced on natural fractures along the path of the propagating
hydraulic fracture, highlights the east wing of an elongated hydraulic fracture with aspect
ratio b/ℓ ≈ 1/8, (c), aligned in the direction N80E of the maximum regional horizontal stress
(Laubach and Monson, 1988), (b). Lack of observed micro-seismicity to the west of the
injection well can be due to a distant (eastward) location of the two observation wells in
this study, thus, a symmetric bi-wing fracture is assumed here. Rectangle in (c) shows the
inferred fracture footprint. Perforated well interval over which the fluid injection took place
is shown by a thick blue line in (c).
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elongated’ fracture model. In an earlier ad hoc treatment of the toughness problem, Nolte
(1991) proposed to ‘fit’ a half-penny-shape crack to the front region of an elongated fracture
and to constrain the fluid pressure at the crack tip by requiring the stress intensity factor of
the penny-shape crack to match the rock toughness. Rubin and Pollard (1987); Townsend
et al. (2017) employed a similar ad hoc approach to model effect of toughness on the lateral
propagation of blade-like dikes. Dontsov and Peirce (2016); Peruzzo and Lecampion (2024)
validated the ‘tough PKN’ model of Sarvaramini and Garagash (2015) by explicit numeri-
cal solutions for the elongated hydraulic fracture propagation with spontaneously evolving
front(s). Outside of the realm of fluid-driven fractures, the energy-release-based approach
to propagation of elongated cracks have been used to model ‘tunneling’ fractures in layered
material composites (Hutchinson and Suo, 1992, and references therein) and large earthquake
(shear) ruptures (Weng and Ampuero, 2019).

Chuprakov et al. (2017) has used the tough PKN model of Sarvaramini and Garagash
(2015) to investigate numerically the hydraulic fracture propagation after the injection shut-
in, when the rock toughness and the fluid leak-off effectively govern the slowing-down fracture
propagation towards the ultimate arrest. Dontsov (2022a) have provided a complete analysis
of the propagation of a tough elongated hydraulic fracture in the case of a constant rate of
fluid injection and accounting for the fluid leak-off, further extending this work to the case of
non-Newtonian fracturing fluid in (Dontsov, 2022b). Here, we extend these previous studies to
provide a self-consistent analysis of a ‘tough’ elongated fracture driven by arbitrary injection
law under assumption of negligible fluid leak-off. We use scaling considerations to identify
the non-dimensional parameters governing the propagation regimes and their succession in
time, provide a number of analytical solutions in the limiting regimes for arbitrary power-law
injection, and posit a simplified, equation-of-motion, approach to solve a general elongated
fracture propagation problem.

1.2 Rock fracture toughness and scale dependence

It has been long suggested that fracture toughness KIc (or corresponding fracture energy
Gc = K2

Ic/E
′ where E′ is the the plane-strain modulus) scales with fracture size. A number

of observations, including that of laboratory fracture (see Liu et al. (2019) for review), field
observations of damage zones abating magmatic dikes (Delaney et al., 1986) and reservoir
hydraulic fractures (Warpinski et al., 1993), and field inferences based on the scaling of the
maximum crack opening with size for veins and dikes (Scholz, 2010; Rivalta et al., 2015, and
references therein) and reservoir hydraulic fractures (Shlyapobersky, 1985; Warpinski et al.,
1998) can be formally encapsulated in a power law relation

KIc = KIc,0

(
b

b0

)χ/2

, or equivivalently Gc = Gc,0

(
b

b0

)χ

(1)

where KIc,0 and Gc,0 = K2
Ic,0/E

′ are the reference toughness and fracture energy values at a
reference fracture size b0, and χ ≥ 0 is the scaling exponent. A particular measure of fracture
size b in (1) is taken as the fracture intermediate dimension for an elongated fracture, i.e.
half-height for a laterally-propagating (Fig. 1) or half-breadth for a vertically propagating
fracture (e.g. buoyant dikes), respectively. This measure of the fracture size in scaling relation
(1) can be generalized to an arbitrary planar fracture geometry, for example, by taking b as
the (local) radius of curvature of the propagating fracture edge.

4



Experiments constrain toughness of clastic rocks KIc,0 ∼ 0.5 to 1 MPa m1/2 and Gc,0 ∼ 10
to 30 Pa m on the laboratory scale 2b0 ∼ 0.1 m (Schmidt and Huddle, 1977; Nara et al.,
2012; Chandler et al., 2016; Noël et al., 2021, and reference therein). Values of the power-law
scaling exponent inferred for geomaterials and wood over a limited range of fracture sizes in a
laboratory are χ ≈ 0.4 to 0.6 (Morel et al., 2002; Lopez and Schmittbuhl, 1998)), while χ ≈ 1
has been inferred on a much larger scale in the field (e.g., Scholz, 2010). Such parametrized
relation (1) is consistent with the one-to-two order of magnitude increase in toughness from
the lab to the field scale inferred for geo-reservoir hydraulic fracturing (Shlyapobersky, 1985;
Warpinski et al., 1998) and magmatic dikes (e.g., Scholz, 2010; Rivalta et al., 2015). It must
also be said, however, that the field inferences of the rock fracture toughness may actually
lump together the effects of the rock toughness and of the dissipation in the viscous fluid flow
in the fracture, thus overestimating the former (e.g., Rivalta et al., 2015; Liu and Lecampion,
2022).

In this study, we develop solutions to a physically-sound model of a ‘tough’ elongated hy-
draulic fracture that is not limited to a single dissipation mechanism, and thus, when combined
with observations, may shed further light on the fracture toughness scaling and its implications
to industrial and natural fracturing.

1.3 Paper organization

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces governing equations for a fluid-driven
crack tunneling in a layer of fixed height. Section 3 discusses the asymptotics of the solution
near the fracture front, emergent limiting fracture propagation regimes, and corresponding
regime motivated scaling of the problem. Section 4 presents self-similar solutions for the frac-
ture propagation in the limiting toughness- and viscosity- dominated regimes of propagation
for a power-law and exponential fluid injection (including the cases of constant injection volu-
metric rate, constant injection pressure, and constant injected volume). Section 5 addresses a
general transient propagation problem with arbitrary injection schedule by using a simplified
equation-of-motion solution method, as well as, a full numerical solution approach. Solution
for the shut-in problem is furnished. In Section 6, we discuss the developed solutions to surmise
the relative importance of the viscous and toughness related dissipation on the dynamics of an
elongated hydraulic fracture during the injection and shut-in stages, respectively, and broach
the implications of the toughness scale dependence (1) on the fluid-driven fracture dynamics.

2 Governing Equations for Tough Elongated Fluid-Driven Crack

Consider propagation of a hydraulic fracture driven by the injection of fluid volume 2V (t)
and constrained in height to a layer of thickness 2b (Fig. 1a). The crack is internally loaded
by distributed fluid pressure pf (x) and remotely confined by minimum in-situ compressive
stress σo. The fracture geometry is therefore set by the expanding crack length 2ℓ(t) and con-
stant height 2b. For an elongated crack, b ≪ ℓ, crack opening in a given x cross-section
is approximated by the Griffith’s solution for a plane-strain, uniformly-pressurized crack,
w(x, z) = (4p(x)/E′)

√
b2 − z2, where E′ = E/(1 − ν2) is the plane-strain elastic modulus.

Unidirectional flow inside the crack of an incompressible fluid with viscosity µ is governed by

5



Poiseuille’s law, v(x, z) = −(w2(x, z)/12µ)(∂p/∂x), and continuity,

∂w

∂t
+

∂wv

∂x
= 0. (2)

We define height-averages w(x) and v(x) of the local crack opening w(x, z) and fluid
velocity v(x, z)

w(x) =
1

2b

∫
w(x, z)dz =

bp(x)

Ē
, v(x) =

1

2bw(x)

∫
w(x, z)v(x, z)dz = −w2(x)

µ̄

∂p

∂x
(3)

in terms effective modulus Ē = E′/π and viscosity µ̄ = π2µ. Substituting expression for p
from the first into the second equation in the above, we get a convenient form of the lubrication
equation for the tunneling crack

v(x) = − Ē

3µ̄b

∂w3(x)

∂x
(4)

Boundary conditions at the fracture tip x = ℓ(t) and inlet x = 0 for the above set of field
equations are formulated in the following, while making use of the problem symmetry about
the inlet.

• Fluid continuity at the tip,
x = ℓ : v = ℓ̇ (5)

Here ℓ̇ = dℓ/dt is the propagation velocity.

• Fluid continuity at the inlet,
x = 0 : 2bwv = V̇ (6)

Here V and V̇ = dV/dt are the (half) injection volume and its rate, respectively. Inlet
condition (6) can be replaced by the global continuity statement∫ ℓ

0
2bwdx = V (7)

• Sarvaramini and Garagash (2015) established that elastic energy release dU to advance
the tunneling fracture front by dℓ > 0 is approximately dU ≈ U2D(ℓ)dℓ, where U2D(ℓ) =
b2p2(ℓ)/Ē is the internal energy of a two-dimensional (plain-strain, Griffith) crack of ex-
tent b uniformly pressurized by net-pressure value p(ℓ) at the front of the tunneling crack.
The front-average elastic energy release rate is then G = dU/(2bdℓ) = bp2(ℓ)/(2Ē).
Quasi-static fracture propagation requires that the energy release rate G is equal to the
fracture energy Gc, which can be related to the more-commonly used solid toughness
KIc by Gc = K2

Ic/E
′. In view of the above expression for G, the propagation condition

G = Gc constrains the value of the net-pressure at the fracture front to the critical value
Pk,

x = ℓ : p = Pk ≡ K̄√
b
, (8)
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where K̄ =
√
2/πKIc is an effective toughness parameter. Alternatively, the above

propagation condition can be expressed in terms of the opening, see the first in (3),
attaining a critical value Wk at the fracture front:

x = ℓ : w = Wk ≡ K̄
√
b

Ē
. (9)

The opening at the front of an elongated fracture is therefore finite as long as the material
toughness is. This apparently non-physical condition is reconciled by considering that
the presented model is an adequate approximation for an elongated fracture starting
only from some distance away from the propagating edge, more specifically at distances
greater than the crack height 2b. In other words, the model provides an ‘outer’ solution
to the elongated crack problem, i.e. the solution outside of the immediate vicinity of the
propagating tips, which does not have to satisfy the physical constraints at the actual
fracture tip, e.g. that of zero opening there. Full numerical solutions of hydraulic fracture
propagation with constrained heigh (Dontsov and Peirce, 2016; Peruzzo and Lecampion,
2024)1 validate the applicability of the simplified elongated crack model with propagation
condition (8). We also observe that the PKN model (which is equivalent to equations
(4-7) with the additional condition of zero crack opening at the propagating edges), is
recovered from the current model in the limit of zero toughness.

In summary, propagation of an elongated hydraulic fracture is governed by continuity (2) and
lubrication (4) phrased in terms of height-averaged w and v, (3), and the boundary conditions
at the fracture tip, (5) and (9), and the inlet, (6) or (7). Solution of the model is parametrized
by fracture height 2b, injected fluid volume history 2V (t) and the three effective material
parameters (elastic modulus, fluid viscosity, and toughness),

Ē =
1

π

E

1− ν2
, µ̄ = π2µ, K̄ =

√
2

π
KIc. (10)

3 Tip Asymptotics and Scaling

Integrating lubrication (4) near the fracture tip, where v ≈ ℓ̇, (5), and further applying
propagation condition, (9), allows to express the crack opening asymptote there as,

x → ℓ : w =

(
W 3

k +W 3
m

ℓ− x

ℓ

)1/3

, (11)

where Wk, given in (9), and

Wm =

(
3µ̄b

Ē
ℓ ℓ̇

)1/3

(12)

can be identified as characteristic values of the crack opening under the toughness and viscosity
dominated conditions, respectively. Indeed, setting µ̄ = 0 in the toughness-dominated regime,
we have w(x, t) = Wk near the tip (and, as shown further, everywhere along the crack), while
setting KIc = 0 in the viscosity-dominated regime, we recover w(x, t) = Wm(t) (1− x/ℓ(t))1/3

1where fracture height growth is not precluded, but limited by the presence of the stress barriers, such that
the blade-like geometry b(x, t) ≪ ℓ(t) is maintained.
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near the tip (Kemp, 1990; Kovalyshen and Detournay, 2010). Therefore, in general, these two
limiting regimes can be identified by comparing magnitudes of Wk and Wm. It follows from
definitions (9) and (12), that, when neither fluid viscosity nor the solid fracture toughness
are exactly zero and since Wk is independent of time, fracture evolves towards the viscosity
(toughness) dominated regime if the crack grows faster (slower) than ℓ ∼

√
t, i.e., Wm is in-

creasing (decreasing) function of time. General problem of the crack evolution can be therefore
cast in terms of the transition between these two limiting regimes.

It is useful for further solution development to introduce two scaling schemes for the
general solution, as suggested by the toughness- and viscosity- dominated end-member cases
introduced in the above. Let us define normalized opening/net-pressure Ω, fluid velocity ϑ,
and crack length γ as functions of normalized coordinate ξ = x/ℓ(t) and time:

w(x, t) = (b/Ē) p(x, t) = W (t) Ω(ξ, t), v(x, t) = ℓ̇(t)ϑ(ξ, t), ℓ(t) = L(t)γ(t) (13)

with the characteristic opening W and length L scales given by

W (t) =

 Wk = K̄
√
b/Ē (toughness scaling)

Wm(t) =
(
3µ̄b ℓ ℓ̇/Ē

)1/3
(viscosity scaling)

, L(t) =
V (t)

2bW (t)
, (14)

We note that since Wm is defined in terms of the unknown crack length ℓ, the correspond-
ing expression (14) for the characteristic length Lm in the viscosity scaling is implicit, and
furthermore is dependent upon the complete solution.

Substituting (13)-(14) into the local continuity (2) yields the normalized equation

tΩ̇ +
tẆ

W
Ω− tℓ̇

ℓ

(
ξ
∂Ω

∂ξ
− ∂Ωϑ

∂ξ

)
= 0 (15)

or, in alternative form, obtained by integrating in space, using crack tip continuity, ϑ|ξ→1 = 1,
and resolving for the fluid velocity,

ϑ = ξ − 1

Ω

∫ ξ

1

(
Ω+

tΩ̇ + tẆ
W Ω

tℓ̇/ℓ

)
dξ (16)

where
tℓ̇

ℓ
=

tL̇

L
+

tγ̇

γ
=

tV̇

V
− tẆ

W
+

tγ̇

γ
(17)

and the time derivatives in the normalized equations are carried out at a fixed ξ.
Normalized form of the fluid continuity at the inlet (6) is

(Ωϑ)|ξ=0 =
tV̇ /V

tℓ̇/ℓ

1

γ
(18)

while, equivalently, the normalized form of global continuity (2) is∫ 1

0
Ωdξ =

1

γ
(19)
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Normalized lubrication equation (4) and the tip asymptote (11), which embodies both the
tip fluid continuity (5) and the tip propagation (9) conditions, in the two scalings read:

toughness scaling: ϑ = − 1

M
∂Ω3

∂ξ
, Ω|ξ→1 = (1 +M (1− ξ))1/3 , (20)

viscosity scaling: ϑ = −∂Ω3

∂ξ
, Ω|ξ→1 =

(
K3 + 1− ξ

)1/3
. (21)

where normalized crack front parameters K and M are defined in terms of the ratio of the two
characteristic opening scales (14),

K =
Wk

Wm
=

K̄ b1/6(
3µ̄Ē2 ℓ ℓ̇

)1/3 , M =
W 3

m

W 3
k

=
3µ̄Ē2 ℓ ℓ̇

K̄3b1/2
. (22)

Non-dimensional crack opening, half-length, and fluid velocity in the two scalings are
simply inter-related,

Ωm

Ωk
=

γk
γm

=
Wk

Wm
=

Lm

Lk
= K = M−1/3,

ϑm

ϑk
= 1 (23)

where indices refer to a particular scaling used.
Nondimensional parameters (22) characterize the relative importance of the corresponding

energy dissipation mechanisms in hydraulic fracturing with constrained height, such that one
can formally define the viscosity-dominated (K ≪ 1) and the toughness-dominated (M ≪ 1)
propagation regimes.

3.1 Alternate, Explicit Viscosity Scaling

Viscosity scaling introduced in the above is implicit, since the scales for the opening, Wm, and
length, Lm, depend on the unknown crack half-length and its time derivative (propagation
speed). It will therefore be useful to introduce an alternative, explicit set of scales, Wm and
Lm, which are independent of the sought solution, by writing

Wm = (tℓ̇/ℓ)1/5γ2/5m Wm, Lm = (tℓ̇/ℓ)−1/5γ−2/5
m Lm (24)

where

Wm =

(
3

4

µ̄V 2(t)

Ēb t

)1/5

, Lm =
V (t)

2bWm

=

(
ĒV 3(t) t

24µ̄b4

)1/5

, (25)

Using (24) in (22), we can write for the implicit normalized toughness K and viscosity M
parameters

K = (tℓ̇/ℓ)−1/5 γ−2/5
m K, M = (tℓ̇/ℓ) γ2k M, (26)

in terms of alternative explicit normalized toughness K and viscosity M = K−5 parameters
defined as

K =
Wk

Wm

=

(
4

3

K̄5b7/2 t

µ̄Ē4V 2(t)

)1/5

, M =

(
Wm

Wk

)5

=
3

4

µ̄Ē4V 2(t)

K̄5b7/2 t
. (27)
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In (24) and (24), γm,k = ℓ/Lm,k is the previously-defined, normalized half-length in either
the implicit-viscosity (m) or toughness (k) scaling.

Using explicit viscosity scales to define the corresponding normalized opening/net pressure
and crack half-length similar to (13),

w(x, t) = (b/Ē) p(x, t) = Wm(t) Ω̄m(ξ, t), ℓ(t) = Lm(t)γ̄m(t), (28)

the normalized solutions in the implicit and explicit viscosity scalings can then be related as

γm
γ̄m

=
Ω̄m

Ωm
=

K
K

= (tℓ̇/ℓ)1/3 γ̄2/3m (29)

4 Limiting Self-Similar Solutions

4.1 Zero-Viscosity Solution

In the toughness-dominated regime, the solution is given by the zero-viscosity solution of
the set of equations (2-9) or, in the normalized form, (15)-(20). The solution is particularly
simple,- it is given in the toughness scaling by

M = 0 : Ωk(ξ) = γk = 1.

where subscript k points to the scaling used. In the dimensional form,

µ = 0 : w(x, t) = (b/Ē) p(x, t) = Wk, ℓ(t) = Lk(t) =
V (t)

2bWk
, (30)

it corresponds to uniformly pressurized and open crack, which extent is proportional to the
injected fluid volume.

It also proves convenient to formulate the small viscosity correction to the above zero-
viscosity solution by considering the first term in the solution expansion in M ≪ 1. Using
standard asymptotic methods (see, e.g., a similar treatment of the plane-strain hydraulic
fracture (Garagash, 2006)), we can find for power-law fluid injection, V ∝ tα,

injection, α > 0 : Ωk ≈ (1 +M(1− ξ))1/3 , γk ≈ 1− 1

6
M, M ≈ αM (31)

fixed-volume, α = 0 : Ωk ≈
(
1 +M

2

π
cos

πξ

2

)1/3

, γk ≈ 1− 4

3π2
M, M ∼ exp

(
− 3π2

4M

)
(32)

4.2 Zero-Toughness Solution

Similarity Considerations in Viscosity Scaling

Normalized equations in viscosity scaling, (15)-(19) and (21), admit self-similar solutions,
i.e. Ωm = Ωm(ξ) and γm = const, when (i) dimensionless toughness parameter K is time-
independent; and (ii) fluid injection is either a power-law or an exponential of time.
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Focusing on a power-law injection first, the explicit scales (25) and toughness parameter
(27) are also power-laws,

V ∝ tα : Lm ∝ t(3α+1)/5, Wm ∝ t(2α−1)/5, K ∝ t−(2α−1)/5, (33)

and, in view of self-similarity (γm = const), so are the corresponding implicit scales (24) and
toughness parameter (26)

V ∝ tα :
Lm

Lm

=
Wm

Wm
=

K
K

=

(
3α+ 1

5

)−1/5

γ−2/5
m = const. (34)

(Here we have used the similarity notion γ̇m = 0 to reduce (17) to tℓ̇/ℓ = tL̇m/Lm =

tL̇m/Lm = (3α + 1)/5). These allow to reduce the continuity, (15), and lubrication, the
first in (21), equations to an ordinary differential equation (ODE) in ξ,

2α− 1

3α+ 1
Ωm −

(
ξ
dΩm

dξ
− dΩmϑm

dξ

)
= 0 with ϑm = −dΩ3

m

dξ
, (35)

This equation can be solved together with boundary conditions, Ωm(1) = K and ϑm(1) = 1, for
the normalized opening distribution Ωm(ξ). The normalized half-length can then be obtained
by integrating (19), γm = 1/

∫ 1
0 Ωm(ξ)dξ.

Requirement of time-invariance of the dimensionless toughness K, i.e. self-similarity con-
dition (i) in the above, is satisfied when either

• K = 0, i.e. when material toughness is zero KIc = 0 and injection law is arbitrary, or

• K = const, when material toughness KIc is arbitrary and injection law is particular,
V (t) ∝ tα with α = 1/2. This case corresponds to injection at constant inlet fluid pres-
sure, p(0) =const, constant inlet opening, w(0) = const, and square-root-time expansion
of the crack front ℓ ∝ t1/2 - see (33) for the time-dependence of the corresponding scales.

For an exponential injection, we can establish for the implicit scales Lm and Wm, and the
toughness parameter K relationships similar to those for the power-law case in the above,

V ∝ et/t∗ :
Lm

L
∗
m

=
W

∗
m

Wm
=

K
K∗ =

(
3

5

)−1/5

γ−2/5
m = const. (36)

where the newly defined explicit time-dependent scales L∗
m and W

∗
m and toughness K∗ for the

exponential injection case are

L
∗
m(t) = Lm(t∗) e

3(t/t∗−1)/5, W
∗
m(t) = Wm(t∗) e

2(t/t∗−1)/5, K∗(t) = K(t∗) e
−2(t/t∗−1)/5

(37)
Here t∗ > 0 is injection timescale and the self-similarity is assumed, i.e. γm is a time-
independent constant. Above scaling relations show that length and opening evolve with
time as ∼ e3t/5t∗ and ∼ e2t/5t∗ , respectively, while dependence on time of the dimensionless
toughness is reversed ∼ e−2t/5t∗ . Self-similarity, which requires K to be a time-invariant con-
stant, can therefore only be achieved when that constant is zero, K = 0. This is realized for
all times when material toughness is zero K ′ = 0 or asymptotically at times t ≳ t∗ when
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KIc > 0. In view of (36), local continuity and lubrication can be shown to be formally equiv-
alent to the power-law ones (35) with α → ∞, i.e. with (2α − 1)/(3α + 1) → 2/3 in the first
term in (35). In other words, the dimensionless zero-toughness solution, Ωm(ξ) and γm, for
exponential injection is given by that for the power-law case in the α → ∞ limit2.

Particular Zero-Toughness Solutions for α = 0 and α = 4/3

Differential equation (35) has an analytical zero-toughness solution for specific values of α,
that is when α = 0 in the fixed-volume-case, and when α = 4/3, which is a particular injection
scenario corresponding to a constant rate of crack growth (Lm ∝ t), respectively. These two
solutions are:

fixed-volume, α = 0 : Ωm =

(
1− ξ2

2

)1/3

, ϑm = ξ, γm = 1.49757, (38)

fixed-propagation-rate,α = 4/3 : Ωm = (1− ξ)1/3, ϑm = 1, γm = 4/3, (39)

where ϑ(ξ) and γ were evaluated from (21) and (19), respectively.

General Zero-Toughness Solution

General zero-toughness solutions for arbitrary injection power-law can be obtained by series
expansion. As already pointed out, the original PKN formulation corresponds to the zero-
toughness limit of the model suggested here. The first treatment of this case is due to Nordgren
(1972), and its complete solution for a constant fluid injection rate (α = 1) was first formulated
by Kemp (1990).

Kemp’s solution can be generalized to arbitrary injection power law V ∝ tα with α > 0 as

Ωm = (1− ξ)1/3
∞∑
j=0

Aj(α)(1− ξ)j , γ−1
m =

∫ 1

0
Ωmdξ =

3

4

∞∑
j=0

Aj(α)

1 + 3j/4
(40)

Coefficients Aj(α) are obtained by substituting the opening series into lubrication equation
(35) and expanding the result near the tip, ξ = 1,

A0 = 1, A1 =
3α/4− 1

6(3α+ 1)
, A2 =

(3α/4− 1)(1− 51α/28)

62(3α+ 1)2
, ...

where j = 0 term provides the tip asymptote (20). It is evident that Aj≥1 ∝ 3α/4− 1, thus,
validating that j = 0 term corresponds to the exact solution in the particular case of α = 4/3,
see (39).

Examination of the series convergence (Fig. 2) shows that the single-term-solution, i.e.
Ωm ≈ (1 − ξ)1/3 and γ−1

m ≈ 3/4, provides a very good approximation for the half-length and
opening (within 1%) for injections at a non-decreasing rate in time, α ≥ 1, while approximation
becomes progressively less adequate for decreasing value of α < 1. Furthermore, Fig. 2 shows

2This equivalence is for the non-dimensional solutions only. Corresponding dimensional solutions are dis-
tinct, as they are recovered from the non-dimensional ones by applying the distinct sets of time-dependent
scales Wm and Lm, given by (36) and (34) for exponential and power-law injections, respectively.
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that the two-term-solution, Ωm ≈ (1 − ξ)1/3 + A1(α)(1 − ξ)4/3 and γ−1
m ≈ 3/4 + 3A1(α)/7,

gives the half-length within 1% for the entire range of injection exponent α ≥ 0.

1-term

2-term

3-term

1%

0.01 0.10 1 10 100
10-5

10-4

0.001

0.010

0.100

1

power law α = t V

/V

er
ro
r
ℰ
γ
,
ℰ
Ω

Figure 2: Power-law injection, zero-toughness. Relative error for the fracture half-length
(solid) and opening at the inlet (dashed) of the series solution (40) when truncated to one,
two, and three terms, respectively, as a function of injection power-law α.
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α = 0, 0.1, 0.25, 0.5, 1, 2, ∞
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Figure 3: Power-law injection, zero-toughness solution in the implicit viscosity scaling, (40).
(a) Normalized opening/net-pressure at the inlet Ωm(0) = w(0)/Wm = p(0)/(ĒWm/b) and
crack half-length γm = ℓ/Lm as a function of injection power-law α, V (t) ∝ tα. The fixed-
volume α = 0 and equivalent exponential α = ∞ limits are indicated by thin lines. (b)
Distribution of the normalized opening/net-pressure Ωm = w/Wm along the crack as a function
of normalized position ξ = x/ℓ, from the inlet ξ = 0 to the tip ξ = 1, for various values of α.
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0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

position ξ = x / ℓ

Ω
m
=
w
/
W

m
,

Ω
m*
=
w
/
W

m*

Figure 4: Power-law injection, zero-toughness solution (Fig. 3) rescaled to the explicit vis-
cosity scaling. (a) Normalized opening/net-pressure at the inlet Ω̄m(0) = w(0)/Wm =
p(0)/(ĒWm/h) and crack half-length γ̄m = ℓ/Lm as a function of injection power-law
α, V (t) ∝ tα. Small and large α asymptotes are shown by thin lines. (b) Distribu-
tion of the normalized opening/net-pressure along the crack, Ω̄m = w/Wm for a power-
law 0 ≤ α < ∞ and Ω̄∗

m = w/W
∗
m for an exponential injection, as a function of nor-

malized position ξ = x/ℓ. Dependence of the solution on time follows from that of the
scales: Wm(t) = (3µ̄V 2(t)/4Ēb t)1/5 ∝ t(2α−1)/5 and Lm(t) = V (t)/(2bWm(t)) ∝ t(3α+1)/5

for a power-law, and W
∗
m(t) = Wm(t∗) e

2(t/t∗−1)/5 and L
∗
m(t) = Lm(t∗) e

3(t/t∗−1)/5 for an
exponential-law injection.

Zero-toughness solution in the entire range of power-law exponent α, 0 ≤ α ≤ ∞, is shown
in Fig. 3. Fig. 3a shows the normalized crack length γm and opening at the inlet Ωm(0) as a
function of the power-law α. Spatial distribution of the normalized fracture opening is shown
on Fig. 3b for various values of α.

Normalized zero-toughness solution, (40) and Fig. 3, is expressed in terms of implicit
scales Lm and Wm, (24). Corresponding normalized solution using explicit scales Lm and
Wm, (28), and, therefore, subsequently corresponding dimensional solution can be readily
obtained from relation (34) for power-law injection (0 ≤ α < ∞), and from similar relation
(36-37) for exponential injection (α = ∞). For example, for the explicit dimensionless half-
length γm = ℓ/Lm = (5/(3α + 1))1/5γ

3/5
m for power-law and γm = ℓ/L

∗
m = (5/3)1/5γ

3/5
m for

exponential injection. Resulting explicit dimensionless zero-toughness solution is plotted on
Fig. 4.

Table 1 lists numerical values accurate to at least six significant digits of the normalized
solution for the fracture half-length and opening at the inlet, in both the implicit and explicit
scales, for various values of injection power-law exponent. We particularly highlight solutions
for practically-relevant injection scenarios corresponding to injections with fixed volume (α =
0), constant injection pressure (α = 1/2), constant volume-rate (α = 1), and exponentially
increasing volume, rate thereof, and injection pressure (α = ∞).
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Table 1: Zero-toughness solution for the dimensionless fracture half-length and opening/net-pressure at the
inlet using implicit, γm = ℓ/Lm and Ωm(0) = w(0)/Wm = p(0)/(ĒWm/b), and explicit, γm = ℓ/Lm and
Ωm(0) = w(0)/Wm = p(0)/(ĒWm/b), scales for various values of injection power-law α (V ∝ tα). For
exponential injection (V ∝ et/t∗), the implicit dimensionless solution is given by that for the power-law one
with α → ∞, while the explicit dimensionless solution is using amended explicit length and opening scales,
γm = ℓ/L

∗
m and Ωm(0) = w(0)/W

∗
m = p(0)/(ĒW

∗
m/b). The two sets of length and opening scales are related

via (34) for power-law injection, and by (36-37) for exponential injection.

Power-law α Description
Implicit Explicit

γm Ωm(0) γm Ωm(0)

0 fixed injection volume 1.49757 0.79370 1.75815 0.67607
0.1 1.43910 0.86642 1.62877 0.76553
0.25 1.39748 0.91836 1.50797 0.85107
1/2 fixed injection pressure 1.36597 0.95815 1.38506 0.94494
1 fixed injection volume rate 1.34113 0.98993 1.24699 1.06466
4/3 fixed crack propagation rate 1.33333 1.00000 1.18840 1.12196
2 1.32469 1.01121 1.10674 1.21036

∞ exponential injection 1.30424 1.03802 1.29893 1.04227

5 Transient Solutions

When considering a fracture propagating in the rock with finite toughness, the solution is
bound to evolve in time between the two limiting propagation regimes discussed in Section 4.
More specifically, given the dependence of the normalized viscosity on time, M ∝ V 2(t)/t, this
evolution will take place from the initially toughness-dominated to the eventually viscosity-
dominated regime when injection is fast enough (injected volume V (t) increases faster than√
t), and the reversed evolution, from the viscosity- towards the toughness- domination with

time, will take place when the injection is slow enough (V (t) increases slower than
√
t). The

former is true, for example, for injection with fixed rate, M ∝ t, while the latter, e.g., for
injection with fixed volume, M ∝ 1/t. The threshold injection law, V ∝

√
t and M = const,

which separates the two types of evolutionary behavior, corresponds to injection with fixed
source pressure.

A numerical solution of the fracture evolution in space-time to any desired degree of accu-
racy can be obtained by means of the method-of-lines, which relies on a discretization of the
governing equations in space and then solving resulting system of ODEs at the spatial nodes
continuously in time (see Appendix A for details). As an alternative to this fully-numerical so-
lution, we also propose an approximate Equation-of-Motion (EofM) for the elongated hydraulic
fracture - a single ODE in time which allows for a simplified, accurate and very expedient ap-
proximate solution.

In this Section, we formulate the EofM approach first and then provide both the fully-
numerical and the EofM transient solutions for (i) power-law-injection, and (ii) injection at a
constant rate followed by the shut-in.

15



5.1 Approximate Equation-of-Motion

To facilitate a simplified solution approach, we choose to approximate the crack opening
spatiotemporal evolution by the form suggested by the small-viscosity solution, given in the
toughness scaling by the firsts in (31) and (32), respectively, and repeated below together with
the resulting approximation for the normalized fluid velocity ϑk = −∂Ω3

k/∂ξ,

injection, V̇ > 0: Ωk(M, ξ) ≈ (1 +M (1− ξ))1/3 , ϑk(ξ) ≈ 1 (41)

fixed-volume, V̇ = 0: Ωk(M, ξ) ≈
(
1 +M

2

π
cos

πξ

2

)1/3

, ϑk(ξ) ≈ sin
πξ

2
(42)

Time-dependence of the approximate solution follows solely from that of the normalized, im-
plicit viscosity parameter M(t). Contrary to the small-viscosity asymptote, here M(t) is not
necessarily small and is an unknown (part of the solution). We note in passing, that the
chosen opening approximation can also be framed as an approximate continuation of the tip
asymptote, the second in (20), to the remainder of the crack, that is respecting the inlet
(flow/no-flow) boundary condition. Latter approach was originally used in (Garagash, 2019;
Dontsov, 2016, 2017; Garagash, 2022) to formulate EofM for plane-strain and radial hydraulic
fractures.

Corresponding approximation for the normalized crack length, γk = ℓ/Lk, follows by
evaluating the global fluid continuity (19) for the assumed form for the opening, (41)-(42),

γk ≈ Υ (M) =

(∫ 1

0
Ωk(M, ξ)dξ

)−1

(43)

where

injection, V̇ > 0: Υ (M) =
4

3

M
(1 +M)4/3 − 1

fixed-volume, V̇ = 0: Υ (M) =

 2F1

({
−1/6
1/3

}
, 1,

4M2

π2

)
+

4M
3π2 3F2


1/3
5/6
1

 ,

{
3/2
3/2

}
,
4M2

π2

−1

and 2F1 and 3F2 are generalized hypergeometric functions (Abramowitz and Stegun, 1972).
Finally, an ODE governing evolution of M with time is obtained from the 2nd expression

in (26), recast as tℓ̇/ℓ = M/(γ2k M), and upon substituting tℓ̇/ℓ = tV̇ /V + tγ̇k/γk, see (17) in
the toughness scaling, and γk = Υ (M), see (43),

tV̇

V
+

d lnΥ (M)

d ln t
=

M
M(t)Υ 2(M)

(44)

where explicit dimensionless viscosity parameter M(t) is given by the 2nd in (27). Further, it
may prove convenient to reformulate this ODE using M as the ‘time’ variable. Relating the
log-derivatives, d lnM/d ln t = 2tV̇ /V − 1, we have

tV̇

V
+

(
2
tV̇

V
− 1

)
d lnΥ (M)

d lnM
=

M
MΥ 2(M)

(45)
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Evidently, EofM in this form is particularly useful when injected fluid volume is a power-
law of time, i.e. when α = tV̇ /V = const, and solution M = M(M) of (45) depends on
the single parameter - the fluid-volume-power-law-exponent α. Once this ODE is solved, the
approximate solution for the normalized half-length, (43), and opening, (41) when α > 0 and
(42) when α = 0, is complete.

5.2 Initial Conditions

Initial conditions at small fracture propagation time for either full numerical treatment of the
problem (Appendix A) or in the approximate EofM approach discussed in the above normally
correspond to small-M asymptote for the ‘fast’, α = tV̇ /V > 1/2, and large-M asymptote
for the ‘slow’, α < 1/2, injection.

Small-M asymptotic solution in the toughness-scaling is given by (31), which we re-write
here retaining the leading-order term only for simplicity

M ≪ 1 : M ≈ αM, γk ≈ 1, Ωk ≈ 1 (46)

Large-M asymptotic solution corresponds to the zero-toughness solution given in the vis-
cosity scaling by (40). Converting the latter to the toughness-scaling

M ≫ 1 : M =

(
(3α+ 1)γ2m

5

)3/5

M3/5, γk = M−1/3γm, Ωk = M1/3Ωm (47)

where γm = γm(α) and Ωm = Ωm(ξ;α) is the zero-toughness solution (40).

5.3 Solution for Power-Law Fluid Injection

This section presents regime-transient solution for continuous power-law injection V ∝ tα with
non-zero material toughness. Zero-viscosity (toughness-dominated regime) and zero-toughness
(viscosity-dominated regime) end-members of this solution have been given in Sections 4.1 and
4.2.
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Figure 5: Power-law injection solution in the toughness scaling. Equation-of-Motion (dashed)
and the fully numerical Method-of-Lines (solid) solutions for hydraulic fracture propagation
driven by a power-law injection V (t) = Ctα for various values of α: 0 (constant volume),
0.1, 0.25, 0.5 (constant injection pressure), 1 (constant rate of injection), and 2. (a) Implicit
dimensionless viscosity parameter M ∝ ℓℓ̇ evolution with the explicit dimensionless viscosity
parameter M(t) ∝ V 2(t)/t. (b,c) Corresponding evolution of the normalized crack half-
length ℓ/Lk(t) and opening/net-pressure at the inlet w(0)/Wk = p(0)/(ĒWk/b) with M(t).
Dependence of the solution on time follows from that of the scales, Wk = K̄

√
b/Ē and Lk(t) =

V (t)/(2bWk), and of the evolution parameter M(t) = (3µ̄Ē4/4K̄5b7/2)(V 2(t)/t), as further
explored in Fig. 6.
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Fig. 5 shows the dimensionless solution in the toughness-scaling for various values of
injection power-law α, namely the evolution of dimensionless implicit viscosity parameter M,
the normalized fracture half-length, and opening at the inlet with explicit, time-dependent
dimensionless viscosity parameter M(t). The solution corresponds to the transition from the
toughness- to viscosity- dominated regime of propagation with increasing value of M, with
corresponding asymptotic solutions given by the zero-viscosity and zero-toughness solutions
discussed earlier, respectively. Given different sense of time-dependence of M depending
on the power-law α, M ∝ t2α−1, the aforementioned regime transition in time is from the
toughness- to the viscosity- regime for ‘fast’ injections α > 1/2 and is reversed for ‘slow’
injections 0 ≤ α < 1/2. Change of the archetype of the transient solution takes place for an
injection with α = 1/2, which correspond to injection with constant injection pressure at the
crack inlet and corresponding self-similar solution (M is time-independent constant). Thus,
‘fast’ injections leading to toughness-to-viscosity regime transition in time are characterized
by increasing fluid pressure (and therefore crack opening) at the inlet with time, while ‘slow’
injections leading to the viscosity-to-toughness transition correspond to decreasing injection
pressure in time.

Explicit time-dependence of the solution - transitional MK scaling

Given non-trivial time-dependence of both the evolution parameter M(t) and lengthscale Lk(t)
pertaining to the toughness-scaling of the solution in Fig. 5, we seek to rescale into a different,
time-independent scaling in order to illustrate the explicit dependence of the solution for the
crack opening w (net fluid pressure p = E′w/b) and the crack half-length ℓ on time.
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Figure 6: Power-law injection solution in the transitional MK scaling (explicit time depen-
dence). Solution for the crack half-length and opening/net-pressure of Fig. 5(b-c) re-scaled
using the time-independent scales, ℓ/LMK(α) and w(0)/WMK = p(0)/(ĒWMK/h), and shown
as a function of normalized time τ = t/tMK(α). The transitional scales are WMK = Wk and
tMK(α), LMK(α) given by (48), while evolution parameter of Fig. 5 is M(t) = τ2α−1. Note
that ‘fast’ α > 0.5 injection corresponds to the fracture evolution in time from the toughness
to the viscosity-dominated regime, while the opposite is true for ‘slow’ α < 0.5 injection,
including the constant-volume case α = 0.

Let us define transitional timescale as the time t = tMK when the viscosity and toughness
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crack aperture scales assume the same value, further denoted as transitional opening scale
WMK :

WMK = Wm(tMK) = Wk ⇒ V 2(tMK)

tMK
=

4

3

K̄5b7/2

µ̄Ē4

By their definitions, the dimensionless, time-dependent viscosity and toughness parameters
attain value of unity at t = tMK , i.e. M(tMK) = K(tMK) = 1.

Corresponding transitional crack lengthscale is then defined by

LMK ≡ Lm(tMK) = Lk(tMK)

Intuitively, tMK , LMK , and WMK should scale the time, crack length and opening when
the transition between the viscosity and toughness dominated regimes takes place.

For power-law injection V (t) = Cαt
α (such that C0 = V0 for fixed volume injection, and

C1 = Qo for constant rate injection) we have

tMK =

(
3

4

µ̄Ē4C2
α

K̄5b7/2

)1/(1−2α)

, LMK =

(
3α

2

µ̄αĒ1+2αCα

K̄1+3αb(3+α)/2

)1/(1−2α)

(48)

For example, taking the fixed volume (α = 0, C0 = V0) and fixed injection rate (α = 1,
C1 = Q0) cases, the corresponding expressions for the time and lengthscales evaluate to:

α = 0 : tMK =
3

4

µ̄Ē4V 2
0

K̄5b7/2
, LMK =

ĒV0

2K̄b3/2
(49)

α = 1 : tMK =
4

3

K̄5b7/2

µ̄Ē4Q2
0

, LMK =
2

3

K̄4b2

µ̄Ē3Q0
(50)

Corresponding solution conversion relations between the toughness k and transitional MK
scalings follow in the form of power laws of the normalized time t/tMK ,

M = K−5 =

(
t

tMK

)2α−1

,
γMK

γk
=

Lk

LMK
=

(
t

tMK

)α

,
ΩMK

Ωk
=

Wk

WMK
= 1 (51)

Transient solutions for power-law injection rescaled to the MK scaling, and, therefore,
showing explicit dependence of the crack length and opening on time, are shown on Fig. 6.
Particularly for the opening, Fig. 6b clearly shows the increasing / diminishing opening with
continuing crack propagation for ‘faster’ α > 1/2 and ‘slower’ α < 1/2 injection power-laws
V ∝ tα, respectively.

At α = 1/2, the transitional scaling is singular, i.e. transition time tMK and length LMK

scales are clearly either zero or infinite, see (48). In this case, M is time-invariant constant,
reflecting the stationarity (absence of transition) of the fracture propagation regime and the
self-similarity of the corresponding solution. As the result, the solution in transitional scaling
for α = 1/2 lacks clear meaning, and the reader is referred to the solution in a non-singular
scaling, such as the toughness-scaling, in Fig. 5.
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Accuracy of EoM solution

Accuracy of the EofM approximate solutions can be gaged from Figs. 5-6, which contrast the
former, shown by dashed lines, with the method-of-lines numerical solutions shown by solid
lines and characterized by the superior accuracy (sub 0.1% error, cf. Appendix B.1). EofM
accuracy is seen to depend on the injection power-law α. The relative error of approximation
of the crack half-length and opening generally does not exceed few percent (and is particularly
good for the constant injection rate solution for which the error upper bound corresponds to
that of the zero-toughness solution limit discussed earlier, i.e. <1% for length and <5% for
the opening). More details on the EofM errors and their estimation are given in Appendix
B.2 and Fig. B.4.

5.4 Solution for Fluid Injection Followed by Shut-in

In the shut-in problem, the fracture is first advanced by fluid injection over a period of time,
followed by the shut-in and subsequent propagation with the fixed fracture volume. The fixed-
volume fracture solution of Section 5.3 considers fracture propagation due to an instantaneous
injection of a finite volume of fluid. In the context of the shut-in problem, this asymptotic
solution is therefore expected to provide the large-time, post-shut-in asymptote, when the
details of the fracture evolution during the pre-shut-in period become inconsequential. This
asymptotic solution, as shown on Fig. 6 in red (α = 0), starts out of the viscosity-dominated
regime and ends up in the toughness-dominated regime.

Full solution to the shut-in problem on a finite shut-in timescale considered here corre-
sponds to an injection at constant rate which persists over finite duration t < t0, followed
by the shut-in for t ≥ t0. Corresponding evolution of the dimensionless viscosity is non-
monotonic, increasing from zero (toughness-dominated regime) at early time to the maximum
value M0 = M(t0) at the shut-in, and then decreasing asymptotically back to zero (fracture
arrest) at large time. Solution prior to the shut-in, t < t0, has been given in Section 5.3 using
both simplified EoM and the fully-numerical method-of-lines approaches and shown on Fig.
6 (α = 1). The post-shut-in solution, t ≥ t0, is obtained here using the same two approaches
with tV̇ /V set to zero3 and the ‘initial’ conditions at the shut-in t = t0 are those of solution
continuity, i.e. given by the aforementioned injection solution up to that moment.

Normalized solution for the implicit viscosity M ∝ ℓℓ̇, crack length, and inlet opening /
net-pressure in the toughness scaling is shown on Fig. 7 for various values of the shut-in time,
as quantified by the corresponding values of dimensionless viscosity parameter M0 = M(t0).
The injection part of the solution, shown in blue, evolves, as previously discussed, from the
toughness- towards the viscosity-dominated regime with M(t) increasing with time, while
the post-shut-in solution, shown in red, signifies a reverse regime transition with M(t) now
decreasing with time, back towards toughness-dominated regime (asymptotic arrested fracture
state).

We note with regard to the EofM solution that the approximation for non-dimensional
crack length γk ≈ Υ (M) in the EofM framework is distinct for injection and post-shut-in (cf.
(43)). Thus, continuity of EofM solution at t = t0 can only be enforced for either fracture
length γk or dynamic non-dimensional parameter M (proportional to fracture length and its
time rate). EofM post-shut-in solutions presented here use the fracture-length continuity and

3see EofM (45) and equation (A.5) in Appendix A, respectively.
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Figure 7: Shut-in problem. Equation-of-Motion (dashed) and the numerical Method-of-Lines
(solid) solutions for the hydraulic fracture propagation driven by injection at constant rate
V (t < t0) = Q0t (blue) followed by shut-in V (t ≥ t0) = V0 = Q0t0 (red) for various values of
the shut-in time t0, as correspond to the values of dimensionless viscosity parameter M0 =
M(t0) = (3µ̄Ē4/4K̄5b7/2)(V 2

0 /t0) = 0.3, 1, ... , 300, 1000. (a) Implicit (crack-propagation-
dependent) dimensionless viscosity parameter M ∝ ℓℓ̇ evolution with the explicit dimensionless
viscosity parameter M(t) ∝ V 2(t)/t. (b,c) Corresponding evolution of the normalized crack
half-length ℓ/Lk(t) and opening/net-pressure at the inlet w(0)/Wk = p(0)/(ĒWk/b) with
M(t). Dependence of the solution on time follows from that of the scales, Wk = K̄

√
b/Ē

and Lk(t) = V (t)/(2bWk), and of the evolution parameter M(t) = (3µ̄Ē4/4K̄5b7/2)(V 2(t)/t),
as further explored in Fig. 8. The sense of time-evolution of M(t) - increasing prior to the
shut-in and decreasing post the shut-in - is indicated by arrows. The injection solution (blue)
and the large-shut-in-time asymptote (red, M0 = ∞) correspond to the power-law α = 1
(constant-volume-rate) and α = 0 (constant-volume) solutions in Fig. 5, respectively. Inset in
(a) zooms into the evolution of the solution with M0 = 10 near the shut-in instant.
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Figure 8: Shut-in problem. Solution for (a) crack half-length and (b) opening/net-pressure of
Fig. 7(b-c) re-scaled using the time-independent scales, ℓ/LMK,inj and w(0)/WMK , and shown
as a function of scaled time τ = t/tMK,inj, where ‘inj’ indicates injection (α = 1) transitional
scale (i.e. tMK,inj = tMK(α = 1) given by (50)). (c) Post-shut-in crack growth, ℓ − ℓ0 vs.
t− t0, normalized by the shut-in values, ℓ0 and t0. Symbols marks the states corresponding to
95% and 99% of the terminal fracture length ℓmax = Lk,V=V0 = V0/(2bWk). (d) Normalized
post-shut-in time (t − t0)/t0 at 95% and 99% of the terminal fracture length from (c) shown
vs. the normalized shut-in time M0 = t0/tMK,inj. Dashed lines show a linear approximation
for large-enough shut-in time.
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thus, expectedly, have a discontinuity at t = t0 in the fracture speed, as well as, in the crack
opening, the latter owing to the two distinct approximations for the opening during injection
and post-shut-in, respectively, in the EofM approach. The inset in Fig. 7a zooms-in to show
the discontinuity of M ∝ ℓℓ̇ in the EofM solution (dashed) compared to the continuity of the
method-of-lines solution.

Given the changing nature the time-dependence of M ∝ V 2(t)/t and toughness lengthscale
Lk ∝ V (t), and the different nature of this time-dependence pre- and post- shut-in, we show
the shut-in solution rescaled to the time-independent, injection transitional scaling in Fig. 8
(i.e. using scales tMK,inj, LMK,inj, and WMK,inj = Wk where the index ‘inj’ indicates injection-
scaling (50)). Specifically, Fig. 8a-b show the evolution in time of the crack half-length and
inlet opening / net-pressure. We observe the post-shut-in continued growth of the hydraulic
fracture towards the terminal, toughness-dominated state, with the extent of this growth
an increasing function of the dimensionless viscosity at the shut-in M0, which can also be
understood in terms of the increasing shut-in time t0 and volume V0. In other words, the
further away is the fracture propagation regime from being toughness-dominated at the shut-
in of the injection, the longer is the subsequent post-shut-in evolution towards the fixed-volume
toughness-dominated crack. This thesis is further explored in Fig. 8c showing the extent of the
post-shut-in crack growth (relative to the shut-in crack length) vs. the post-shut-in duration
(relative to the injection duration). The symbols indicate the fracture within 1% or 5% of the
terminal length. Since the shut-in crack length ℓ0 is increasing with the increased injection
duration t0 (see the injection solution of Fig. 8a shown in blue), the post-shut-in crack growth
ℓ−ℓ0 is increasing faster than linearly with ℓ0, Fig. 8c. Corresponding normalized post-shut-in
time (t − t0)/t0 for the fracture to reach within 1% or 5% of its final extent is shown as a
function of the normalized shut-in time M0 = t0/tMK,inj on Fig. 8d. Apart from the cases
corresponding to small shut-in time (when the pre-shut-in fracture propagates in/near the
toughness-dominated regime, M0 < 1), the Fig. suggests a linear scaling for the normalized
post-shut-in growth time (t − t0)/t0 with t0 shown by dotted lines. This translates to a
quadratic dependence for the dimensional post-shut-in time, e.g. the post-shut-in time to
reach 95% of the terminal length is t95% − t0 ≈ 0.16× t20/tMK,inj (Fig. 8d).

Finally, Fig. 8b tracks the evolution of the inlet opening / net-pressure with time, illus-
trating the inflation of the crack at the inlet during the injection period, with subsequent
deflation post-shut-in towards the final values W = Wk and p = Pk = ĒWk/b, respectively.
Since the fracture volume remains fixed post-shut-in, the latter inlet deflation corresponds to
the continued incremental crack growth and redistribution of fluid within the crack, away from
the inlet.

6 Discussion and Conclusions

The original PKN model of elongated hydraulic fracture propagation (Perkins and Kern, 1961;
Nordgren, 1972) neglects the effect of rock toughness, in favor of the dissipation in the viscous
fluid flow inside the fracture. In other words, energy dissipation in breaking the rock is
assumed negligible compared to that in the viscous fluid in the PKN elongated fracturing.
Energy considerations for hydraulic fractures of other geometries (radial, plane-strain) have
also seem to indicate that the rock toughness, if constrained by the lab-scale measurements,
can be neglected in industrial hydraulic fracturing treatments, for the representative values of
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the fracturing fluid viscosity, injection rate and fracture scale (e.g., Garagash, 2009; Garagash
et al., 2011; Detournay, 2016).

The extension of the PKN model to account for the rock fracture toughness (Sarvaramini
and Garagash, 2015; Chuprakov et al., 2017; Dontsov, 2022a) and solutions thereof developed
in this work allow to evaluate the effect of rock toughness on different stages of HF prop-
agation, during injection and shut-in. In doing so, we can evaluate the effect of toughness
assuming either (i) typical values measured in the laboratory, small-scale tests; or (ii) order(s)
of magnitude larger, fracture-scale-dependent values inferred, albeit not without controversy,
from observations.

Table 2: An example of the regime-transition time tMK and length LMK scales for a typical slick-water
hydraulic fracturing treatment: during injection (regime transition K → M) and during the shut-in (transition
towards the K-regime of the terminal fracture) evaluated for three distinct realizations of the fracture energy
scaling with fracture height Gc ∝ bχ, Eq. (1): χ = 0 (scale-invariant), 0.5 (sub-linear), 1 (linear). The values
of the non-dimensional viscosity (regime parameter) M0 = M(t0) and fracture half-length ℓ(t0) at the end
of injection are also given. Parameter set for a field elongated fracture (Fig. 1b,c) was used: fracture height
2b ≈ 0.1 km, injection rate, Q ≈ 100 L/s (t < t0 ≈ 2.8 hr, 2V (t) < 2Vo ≈ 103 m3) and Q = 0 (t ≥ t0), fluid
viscosity of fracturing gel µ = 150 cP, and the values of the rock parameters, E′ = 30 GPa and KIc,0 = 1

MPa
√

m, corresponding to small-scale (2b0 ∼ 0.1m) laboratory measurements on a reservoir sandstone (e.g.
Chandler et al., 2016).

Frac. energy scaling Frac. toughness Injection (K → M) Shut-in (→ K)
Gc ∝ bχ MPa

√
m tMK, hr LMK, km M(t0) ℓ(t0), km tMK, hr LMK=ℓ(∞), km

χ = 0 (scale-invariant) 1 ≈ 0 ≈ 0 ∼ 106 0.6 ∼ 106 8.5

χ = 0.5 (sub-linear) 5.6 0.005 0.005 300 0.6 400 1.5

χ = 1 (linear) 32 27 5 0.05 0.27 0.07 0.27

Effects of toughness and its scaling with the fracture height on the dominant propagation
regime of a hydraulic fracture are illustrated in Table 2 for the values of problem parameters
representative of a gel (high-viscosity) fracturing treatment in Cartage Cotton Valley gas
reservoir (Rutledge et al., 2004; Mayerhofer et al., 2000).. The dominant regimes can be
ascertained by comparing the regime-transition time (and length) scales to the injection time
t0 ≈ 2.8 hr and fracture length ℓ(t0), respectively.

Assuming scale-invariance (χ = 0) of the fracture toughness (i.e. the field fracture tough-
ness is given by the small-scale laboratory value KIc = KIc,0 = 1 MPa

√
m), we observe that

the injection stage is viscosity-dominated, i.e. the time tMK to transition from the ‘early-time’
toughness (K) to the ‘large-time’ viscosity (M) dominated regime is vanishingly small. Cor-
responding non-dimensionless viscosity evaluated at the end of injection is exceedingly large,
underlining irrelevance of rock toughness during the injection stage for the considered case.
Consequently, the post shut-in propagation from the at-shut-in M to the eventual K regime
would occur over exceedingly large, impractical timescale ∼ 106 hr, with the corresponding
forecasted post-shut-in fracture growth from 0.6 km to 8.5 km for the half-length. The frac-
turing fluid leak-off is expected to become dominant over large post-shut-in time (Dontsov,
2022a), which would effectively curtail the growth predicted here by the zero-leak-off model.
However, even assuming the leak-off mediated final fracture half-length approximately equal
to that at the shut-in, the theoretical prediction for the latter 0.6 km is unrealistic when con-
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trasted to the final fracture half-length value ℓfinal ≈ 0.4 km inferred from observations (Fig.
1b,c).

A very different picture of the fracture evolution emerges for a scale-dependent fracture
toughness. Considering the linear fracture energy scaling with height (χ = 1), the correspond-
ing field fracture toughness in this example, KIc ≈ 32 MPa

√
m, is more than an order of

magnitude larger than the laboratory value, which leads to the toughness-dominated injection
and post-shut-in propagation. Indeed, the time tMK to transition from the ‘early-time’ tough-
ness (K) to the ‘large-time’ viscosity (M) dominated regime during injection is exceedingly
large in this case (much larger than the injection time period). This is further highlighted by
very small value of the non-dimensional viscosity at the end of injection, M(t0) ≈ 0.05, and
negligible post-shut-in propagation over a very short post-shut-in transition timescale (0.07
hr). The final predicted fracture half-length 0.27 km is comparable to the observed 0.4 km
(Fig. 1b,c).

Consequently, we surmise based on this typical field example that hydraulic fracture prop-
agation is viscosity-dominated, and therefore adequately approximated by the zero-toughness
solution (i.e. the original PKN model (Perkins and Kern, 1961; Nordgren, 1972)), when a typ-
ical laboratory (small-scale) fracture toughness value ∼ 1 MPa

√
m is assumed. The opposite

is true, i.e. the hydraulic fracture propagation is predicted to be toughness-dominated, and
therefore adequately approximated by the zero-viscosity solution, if scale-dependence of the
fracture toughness is invoked. This conclusion arrived at in the example of high-viscosity gel
fluid fracturing will certainly hold for low-viscosity (e.g. ‘slick’ water) fracturing.

Examination of a larger well-constrained dataset for field hydraulic fracture and dikes and
model inversion thereof is needed to further validate the scale dependence argument.
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A Numerical Method-of-Lines Solution

In this Appendix we provide a method-of-line numerical solution method for a PKN fracture
propagation. We solve the problem in the toughness scaling, specifically for the normalized
opening Ω as a function of normalized coordinate ξ and time t (or alternatively dimensionless
viscosity M(t)). We approximate the cube of the opening Ω3(t, ξ) in space by piecewise linear
distribution4 defined by the values of the opening Ωi(t) = Ω(t, ξi) at the uniformly spaced set
of n+ 1 nodes ξi = i/n with i = 0, ...n.

Boundary conditions for the crack opening and fluid velocity at the crack tip dictate,
respectively,

Ωn = 1, M = −∂Ω3

∂ξ |ξ=1

≈ −
3Ω3

n − 4Ω3
n−1 +Ω3

n−2

2/n
(A.1)

Carrying out the crack volume integral using the aforementioned piecewise linear approx-
imation for Ω3, the global continuity yields

1

γ
≈ 3

4/n

n−1∑
i=0

Ω4
i+1 − Ω4

i

Ω3
i+1 − Ω3

i

(A.2)

Alternatively, an inlet boundary condition can be used in place of the global continuity, as
follows from (18), substituting tℓ̇/ℓ = M/(Mγ2), and simplifying

tV̇

V
Mγ = −3

4

∂Ω4

∂ξ |ξ=0

≈ 3

4

3Ω4
0 − 4Ω4

1 +Ω4
2

2/n
(A.3)

Combining local continuity (15) with the Poiseuille law, 1st in (20), and substituting
tℓ̇/ℓ = M/(Mγ2) yields upon rearranging the double-derivative term:

tΩ̇− M
M γ2

(
ξ
∂Ω

∂ξ
+

3

4M
∂2Ω4

∂ξ2

)
= 0

Which approximation over the internal n − 1 nodes using 2nd order central finite differences
for spatial derivatives yields n− 1 ODEs

dΩi

d ln t
− M

M γ2

(
ξi
Ωi+1 − Ωi−1

2/n
+

3

4M
Ω4
i+1 − 2Ω4

i +Ω4
i−1

1/n2

)
= 0 (i = 1, ..., n− 1) (A.4)

The closing ODE is rendered by plugging tℓ̇/ℓ = tV̇ /V + tγ̇/γ into relation tℓ̇/ℓ = M/(Mγ2)

tV̇

V
+

d ln γ

d ln t
=

M
M γ2

(A.5)

Equations (A.4) and (A.5) provide a system of n ODEs to solve for the evolution in time
of n unknowns Ω0, ...,Ωn−1 in lieu of the known Ωn = 1 and the above expressions for M, 2nd
in (A.1), and γ, either (A.2) or (A.3).

Once again we can choose to use dimensionless viscosity M as a ’time’ by exchanging
logarithmic time derivative in above for (45). As discussed in the main text, this is particularly
convenient when injected fluid volume is a given power law of time, i.e. tV̇ /V = α = const.

4Linear approximation for Ω3 is asymptotically correct at the tip
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The initial conditions for an injection problem with α > 1/2 correspond to the toughness-
dominated conditions and are prescribed at some small initial value of M = Mini ≪ 1 by the
small-viscosity solution (46). In the case when α < 1/2, the initial conditions corresponds to
the viscosity-dominated conditions, and zero-toughness solution, expressed in the toughness
scaling, (47), at some large M = Mini ≫ 1 is used to initialize the solution.

The shut-in part of the crack evolution for t ≥ t0 (M ≤ M0) is solved for using the same
framework with tV̇ /V set to zero and ’initial’ conditions at t = t0 given by the injection
solution up to that moment.

Numerical solutions presented in the main text and figures use the global continuity ap-
proximation for γ, (A.2), and are carried using n = 50 spatial elements. Numerical error and
convergence are discussed in Appendix B.1.

B Numerical Error Estimates
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Figure B.1: Method-of-lines error for solutions with various discretization n in the constant-
injection-rate case, α = tV̇ /V = 1, as a function of the dimensionless time M = t/tMK(α = 1).
(a) crack length error relative to n = 600 solution, Eγ = |γ(M)n/γ(M)600 − 1|, and (b)
crack opening at the inlet error EΩ = |Ω(M, 0)n/Ω(M, 0)600 − 1|. Solid and dashed lines
correspond to the method-of-lines implementations using global (A.2) and local, at the inlet,
(A.3) continuity conditions, respectively.

B.1 Method-of-Lines

The integration of the ODE system (A.4) and (A.5) in the method-of-lines numerical solu-
tion (Appendix A) is carried using adaptive-stepping routine in Wolfram Mathematica, and
is numerically ‘exact’ for all practical purposes (i.e. near the machine precision). Method’s
numerical error is therefore associated solely with the spatial discretization and can be esti-
mated by considering the solution convergence with increasing number n of the spatial nodes,
Figs. B.1-B.3. Figs. B.1 and B.2 show, for two injection scenarios, evolution in ‘time’ M of
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Figure B.2: Same as Fig. B.1 but for the fixed-volume injection case α = 0. The evolution
parameter M in this case is a dimensionless reciprocal of time, M = tMK(α = 0)/t.
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Figure B.3: Convergence of the method-of-lines solution with increasing spatial discretization n
at fixed values of the evolution parameter M = 10, 103, 105 in the case of (a) constant injection
rate, α = 1, and (b) fixed volume injection, α = 0. Solid and empty symbols correspond to
the method-of-lines implementations using global (A.2) and inlet (A.3) continuity conditions,
respectively. The method utilizing the global continuity, in both constant-rate and fixed-
volume cases, converges as ∼ 1/n2 at intermediate values of M = 10, 103, and slower, as
∼ 1/n in the viscosity-dominated regime M = 105. On the other hand, the method utilizing
the local-inlet continuity has slower ∼ 1/n in the fixed-volume case, (b), in the entire range of
M.
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the errors in crack length and opening value at the inlet for solutions at various discretization
n. in two cases of constant-rate-injection, α = 1, and fixed-volume, α = 0, respectively. The
error is defined as the relative distance of the solution for a given n from the one with the
largest value of n considered (n = 600). The error of the method with the global continuity
implementation (solid lines and solid symbols in the Figures) is seen to increase with M to-
wards the viscosity-dominated limit for both constant-rate and fixed-volume injection cases,
where this limit is reached at large and small times, respectively. This remains true for the
method with the local-inlet continuity implementation (dashed lines and open symbols) for
the constant-rate case (Fig. B.1), but the error remains approximately insensitive to the value
of M in the fixed-volume case (B.2). (Abrupt decrease of the error near the largest value of
M = 106 in the fixed-volume solutions is an artifact of the initialization of the solution in this
case). Overall, when both injection cases considered, the method based on global continuity is
seen to result in lower error compared to the method based on the local-inlet continuity. Fig.
B.3, which shows solutions’ errors, sampled at few values of M, vs. spatial discretization n,
illustrates the convergence of the numerical methods.

B.2 Equation-of-Motion
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Figure B.4: Relative error of the EofM solutions, Eγ = γEofM/γMofL − 1 and EΩ =
ΩEofM(0)/ΩMofL(0)−1, for various injection power-laws α = tV̇ /V as function of evolutionary
variable M = (t/tMK(α))2α−1. Both the EofM and the full numerical, method-of-lines (MofL)
solutions with n = 50 are as shown in Fig. 5.

Approximation error of an EofM solution is considered relative to the corresponding fully
numerical, method-of-lines solution with n = 50, and illustrated as a function of dimensionless
evolution variable M on Fig. B.4 for various injection power-laws α. Method-of-lines solutions
are indeed very accurate (error of solutions with n = 50 is bounded by ∼ 0.001 (0.1%) in the
considered range of M, see Figs. B.1-B.3), and, thus, appropriate to serve as a reference in
defining the EofM solution error. It is observed, e.g., that the EofM solution for the case
of constant injection rate is very accurate with the error (shown in linear scale) discernible
only as solution approaches the viscosity-dominated regime, where it remains sub 1%. The
error is seen to increase significantly in the viscosity-affected part of the solution for small
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injection power-law values α (see for example the error for the lowest-non-zero value α = 0.1
shown). Error of the EofM solution for the fixed-volume case, α = 0, is bounded by 3% for
the crack length and 5% for the opening at the inlet. Possibly surprising result that error for
α = 0 case is less than for the cases with α = 0.1 and α = 0.25 is understood upon recalling
different opening spatiotemporal approximation that has been used in the EofM construction
for injection α > 0 (41) and the fixed-volume α = 0 (42) cases. With the former approximation
deteriorating with decreasing power-law α.
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