
http://www.energybulletin.net/stories/2011‐07‐25/impacts‐shale‐gas‐and‐shale‐oil‐
extraction‐environment‐and‐human‐heath‐report 
 
http://og.decc.gov.uk/assets/og/bo/onshore-paper/uk-onshore-
shalegas.pdf 
 
 
Through the Petroleum Act 1998, Cuadrilla has a right to compulsory purchase of 
land it requires in relation to hydrocarbon (gas and oil) exploration, extraction and 
development by virtue of its Petroleum Exploration and Development License 
(PEDL).  
 
This power appears in the Act under Section 7. Ancillary rights under (3) and (4). 
Cuadrilla and other PEDL holders such as Magellan and Coastal Oil and Gas can buy 
any land subject to paying compensation of 10% extra by virtue of the purchase being 
compulsory. 
 
The right includes land for exploration, development, processing (compressors) and 
transport (pipeline).  
 
Ah, that delightful oxymoron - an MP of insight and conscience, who makes sense: 
 
“I also believe we need to frame our future energy strategy around much greater 
energy efficiency, and the widespread development of renewable sources. 
 
“For climate change reasons, I do not think it would be helpful to extend our reliance 
on fossil fuels any more than necessary, particularly without carbon capture and 
storage. 
 
“In respect of the Balcombe site in particular, I have discussed this with South-East 
Water who are also uneasy about any proposal to allow drilling here, and they would 
want to be satisfied that this would not impact on their water resources." 
 
Norman Baker MP  for lewes 
 
 

http://reafg.blogspot.com/  ribble valley site 

 

 

It is interesting to note in The Times of February 6th (concerning 
Cuadrilla’s activities in Lancashire): 

“An environmental impact report was not required from Cuadrilla 
because its drilling site was smaller than one hectare. The bores 
below the site, however, spread across a wider area underground.  



‘The exemption is under review, according to Tony Grayling, the 
head of climate change and communities at the Environment 
Agency. He added that the agency was also examining the risk of 
water contamination.” 

 

 

'Cementing' is actually a one inch smear of mortar and the 'casing' is an easily corroded thin steel tube 
that is severely stressed when it is forced into the ground. The industry draws pretty pictures with 
straight lines, but the reality on the drill floor and below the ground is completely different. For 
example, cementing should be done slowly and carefully and be tested thoroughly. But, on every drill 
site I've been on, the cementers and mud engineers are hurried and pushed by impatient drillers. 
Watch these videos and read the conclusions of the experts whose conclusions I have quoted below: 
 
"Both Volz and Thyne’s comments and research directly refute much of the rhetoric of the oil and gas 
industry, and even some regulators, who claim with certainty that the hydraulic fracturing process does 
not contaminate water supplies. This raises many questions, one of which is what happens once 
contamination occurs. When asked if contamination to something like aquifers could be completely 
undone, Volz said, “No, you cannot ‘uncontaminate’ it. Not in the way that we think you can 
uncontaminate it. If it is a confined aquifer there is no ‘uncontaminating’ it.” 
 
The scientists’ comments suggest that there is plenty to be concerned about when it comes to the 
large-scale hydraulic fracturing taking place in the states like Pennsylvania, Colorado, Wyoming, Texas, 
Oklahoma and New Mexico. In all the fracking states there are different regulations, different ways of 
dealing with fracking fluids and fracking wastewater. And in all of these states, according to the words 
of these scientists, there is plenty of potential for water contamination from fracking both above and 
below the ground." 

 

http://checksandbalancesproject.org/2011/05/06/gas-patch-scientists-explain-how-
hydraulic-fracturing-can-permanently-contaminate-public-water-supplies/  

 

http://www.chk.com/NaturalGas/Pages/Basics.aspx  

 

http://www.bgs.ac.uk/  

 

From a French document outlining proposed industry strategies to counteract the current French 
moratorium, and to woo public opinion - by “LE Reseau d’expert en Intelligence Economique”, a very 
active think tank specialised in economic war and protecting economic interests 

“The objective is to reverse the current overwhelmingly negative message in the media, to offer a 
different vision and ideology”. They propose:  

• Recruiting a popular credible figure as embassador for fracking 
• Producing a popular pro-fracking equivalent of the “Gasland” film for mass viewing 
• Creating a website, blog and facebook presence 



• Recruiting a ‘community manager’ whose role will be to infiltrate forums, blogs, facebook 
pages, groups debating or opposed to fracking. ( M Caudrilla-sur-le Coté, how is your French? 
– KM) 

• Heavy political lobbying: local, national and European 
• Position fracking as geopolitical weapon ensuring political, economic and strategic power for 

Europe and member states 
• Whilst it will start in France, it will affect everybody in Europe. 

The document also outlines “the main concerns for investors”. These include: 

• Financial risks linked to environmental impact, which can take the form of a fine, cleaning-up 
costs and remediation costs. 

• Earthquakes 
• Financial risks of increased legislation and government regulations 
• Financial risks relating to loss of intellectual property, since there is more and more pressure 

for transparency and full disclosure of propriatory chemical-mix used 

 

 

g counter attack 

By Sonya Oldham in No Fracking · 

Dear all, 

I came across this information on the French website. It describes the counter-attack plan 

from the frackers in order to overturn the current wave of ban/public outcry etc. 

It is particularly infuriating since it uses the principles described in “The Manufacturing of 

Consent” from Noam Chomski (who I am sure who would be appalled). 

  

Frackers’ PR counter-offensive: 

Lisette: I attach the hefty document for your perusal, it is however in French. It is written by 

“LE reseau d’expert en Intelligence economique”, a very active think tank specialised in economic war 
and obviously focused on protecting economic interests, not sustainability. 

  

The counter-offensive which is going to be deployed in France includes: 

  

- A multi-level communication (different stakeholders and locations) about the benefits of fracking and a 
communication strategy that builds upon each positive claim. 

This would create a climate conducive to public support. (It taps onto the old principle that the same 
message repeated enough time will become acceptable) 

o The four targets for the communication campaign will be the politicians (local,national and 
international), the media, scientific population and the public 



o The main message of the industry will be: “Yes to the protection of the environment and the 
development of well-being for future generations. No to dogma and biased decision making” (Note the 
cheek!) 

  

- The main message should reinforce that: 

o Fracking techniques are reliable 

o Fracking is done at depth much greater than any water table so no danger there 

o The water and chemical used are all recovered and treated in dedicated sanitation station 

o Fracking does not have to be used excessively and without control or scientific oversight 

  

- The objective is to reverse the current overwhelmingly negative message in the media in order to offer 
a different vision and ideology 

o Recruit a popular credible figure as embassador for fracking 

o Produce a popular pro-fracking equivalent of “Gasland” for mass viewing 

o Creation of website, blog and facebook presence 

o Recruit a “community manager” whose role will be to infiltrate forums, blogs,facebook pages, groups 
debating or opposed to fracking 

  

- Heavy political lobbying: local, national and European 

- Position fracking as geopolitical weapon ensuring political, economic and strategic power for Europe 
and member states 

Whilst it will start in France, it will affect everybody in Europe. 

  

Frackers’ investors – “No investors – No frackers” 

  

Here are a few meat to put around the bone. Whenever possible they are bonafide reports 

rather than articles. IEHN and other SRIS would have specific case studies if needed. We 

should have enough material to maybe start a campaign toward investors and government, 

talking the hard language of money rather than health, environmental, “green” more 

humanistic focus. 

  



The main concerns for investors are: 

1. The financial risks linked to the environmental impact which can take the form of fine, 

cleaning costs, litigation and remediation costs. 

- Specialised law firm on fracking litigation: 

http://www.law.com/jsp/tx/PubArticleTX.jsp?id=1202510472085&slreturn=1 

  

- Earthquake (among other): http://royaldutchshellplc.com/category/fracking/ 

  

  

1. The financial risks linked to increased legislation and regulations taken by governments 

who are now catching up with the technology 

- http://www.antaisce.ie/transportenergy/Fracking.aspx 

  

(Irish view...emmm) 

  

1. The financial risks to loss of intellectual property since there is more and more pressure 

for transparency and full disclosure of propriatory chemical-mix used 

- This is pro-fracking but raises industry concerns: 

http://www.kslaw.com/imageserver/KSPublic/Library/publication/Law360-From 

  

- 

Fracking-Legislation-Mar-2010.pdf 

- South Africa (but IP is mentioned widely): 

http://www.servicepublication.co.za/index.php/magazine/other/421-fracking 

  

  

1. The financial risks to increased public opposition to fracking and related risks associated 

with mismanaged PR 



- See above report on communication strategy 

- UK article on government backlash and European protest: 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/business/news/exclusive-ministers-slammed 

  

- 

over-fracking-6290240.html 

  

1. The financial risks linked to reputational damage 

- Stakeholder’s view: 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904009304576528484179638702 

  

. 

  

1. The financial risks linked to investing in very new fracking “front companies” often with little 
experience 

  

1. All financial risks get multiplied by the systemic and chronic nature of fracking damage, 

i.e litigation may not be linked just to agricultural damage but will also have impact on 

health, water etc…Basicaly if litigation starts, it will balloon. 

- This is to help frackers to develop an “edge” by understanding litigations and 

legal challenges: http://www.frackinginsider.com/litigation/ 

  

- Contact about a conference on fracking and litigation in Dallas : 

http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/fracking-litigation-conference-in-dallas 

  

- 

dec-13-hb-announces-132701518.html 

- A report on all litigations risks particularly linked to human health: 

http://environmentandhumanrights.org/resources/EHRA%20frac%20rpt 



  

%20111212-1.pdf 

- 

1. If we want to add some government concerns, we could play on the the propensity for 

tax evasion the industry is reknown for. 

- A world bank overview of the issue of tax for the oil industry: 

http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTTPA/Resources/SunleyPaper.pdf 

  

- The issues with taxing energy companies: 

http://econ.ucsd.edu/~aaliu/pdfs/Tax_Evasion_and_the_Double_Dividend.pdf 

  

(Good 

for understanding the background issues and constructively critic current set-up) 

- Lobby tactic: http://www.greenpeace.org/usa/en/campaigns/global-warming 

  

- 

and-energy/The-Problem/fracking/ 

- Job promises debunked: http://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/tools-and 

  

- 

resources/exposing-the-oil-and-gas-industrys-false-jobs-promise/ 

  

A badly designed US library on legal resources for anti-frackers: 

http://www.sierraclub.org/naturalgas/rulemaking/ 

 

http://www.youtube.com/user/Frackoffuk?feature=mhee  

 



Consider this comment from a village engineer: 

“I am extremely concerned about the impact any vibrations, earth tremors,  or “minor 
earthquakes” caused by fracking would have on the Balcombe Viaduct which is no more 
than 1 ½ miles (2 km) from the proposed drill test site.   
 
This I believe is a major issue which should not just be heard by the local authorities and 
environmental agency.  I would have thought that at least Network Rail and the Southern 
Rail Commuters group,  would be extremely concerned by the potential catastrophic 
disaster that any disturbances would cause to the structure of the viaduct.  As we know 
Balcombe Viaduct carries one of, if not the most, strategic rail transport links into London 
and there is no viable alternative route should trains have to be re‐routed for any concerns 
as to the safety of the structure.    
 
Any shock waves or vibrations on a structure of this length would set up a dynamic loading 
resonance along its length which could lead to fundamental failure.  There is no need to 
state what the impact would be to the country if this were to happen.  For this reason alone, 
where there is any doubt about the safety of the viaduct, there can be no justification for 
allowing fracking to be sited here.  If not already, this  should be raised with the respective 
bodies urgently . 
 
I am not aware of any proper structural survey that has ever been carried out on the Viaduct 
since its construction in 1841, at which time the number of journeys on the line would have 
been significantly less. It certainly will not have had any structural steel incorporated into it 
to accommodate any earthquake type shocks.” 

 

Independent article 16th Jan: 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/business/news/exclusive-ministers-slammed-

over-fracking-6290240.html:  

The Government has been accused of "appalling complacency" after it emerged that 
not a single minister has met with the Environment Agency's experts to discuss the 
hugely controversial gas exploration technique known as fracking. 

Despite earthquakes in Blackpool, growing concerns about poisoning of the water 
supply and demonstrations around the world, the Government still appears not to be 
taking the potential dangers of fracking seriously enough, critics said. At the 
weekend, anti-fracking demonstrations were held in London, Paris, Copenhagen and 
Bulgaria. 

The extent of the Government's failure to prioritise the issue came in the answer to a 
parliamentary question tabled following The Independent's revelations last month 
that the US environment agency had established the first clear link between fracking 
and water poisoning. 

The shadow Energy minister, Tom Greatrex, said the Department of Energy and 
Climate Change was taking a "shockingly complacent approach" after learning that its 



ministers have not met anybody from the Environment Agency to discuss the 
technique. 

DECC is headed by Chris Huhne, Secretary of State, and Charles Hendry is the 
Energy minister. 

Mr Greatrex, Labour MP for Rutherglen & Hamilton West, said: "It is astonishing 
that no UK minister has met with the Environment Agency to discuss fracking and 
shale gas." 

Professor Paul Stevens, a senior research fellow at the think-tank Chatham House, 
found the lack of face-to-face contact between DECC ministers and the EA 
"appalling". 

"This is incredible, ridiculous really," said Professor Stevens, who gave evidence to an 
inquiry by the Commons Energy and Climate Change Select Committee on the topic 
last year. "It's common sense that if a select committee has done a report like this the 
relevant ministers would go to the EA to get their reaction to it. 

"I am appalled that DECC ministers didn't go to talk to somebody on the 
environmental side of things," added Professor Stevens, who in 2009 won the Opec 
Award for his contribution to oil and energy research. 

In hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, a mixture of sand, chemicals and water is blasted 
into shale rocks at high speed to fracture them and release the oil and gas they 
contain. Vast reserves of shale gas were found in the Blackpool area last year, which 
can be extracted only by fracking. 

The MPs' report concluded last year that "on balance, there should not be a 
moratorium on the use of hydraulic fracturing". However, the committee had heard 
evidence on the environmental dangers of fracking, and added that "DECC needs to 
monitor closely the current exploratory activity in the Bowland Shale [around 
Blackpool] in order to both assess the likely impact of large-scale shale gas extraction 
in the UKand also to promote public confidence in the regulation of this activity". 

Operations at the UK's sole fracking site were halted after an investigation concluded 
in November that they had probably caused about 50 earthquakes in the Blackpool 
area. 

Meanwhile, a study by the Environmental Protection Agency in the US last month 
linked the practice with water pollution for the first time. 

DECC is reviewing the report into the Blackpool earthquakes before deciding whether 
to allow production at the site to continue. It is also considering whether to impose a 
moratorium on shale gas exploration in the UK. 

Mr Greatrex tabled a question in Parliament, to which Mr Hendry replied: "Neither I 
nor other DECC ministers have met with representatives of the Environment Agency 
to discuss issues relating to hydraulic fracturing." 

A DECC spokesman said: "Charles Hendry is regularly updated on the latest 
developments in shale gas exploration... The department's officials are working 
closely on these matters with the agencies regulating environmental and safety 
matters." 



Dr Robert Gross, director of Imperial College's centre for energy policy, said: "The 
speed of shale gasexploration is running ahead of our knowledge of the risks, 
especially in America. I think DECC need to get a better handle on all the 
issuesaround fracking." 

Answer to KMcW from a retired fracking engineer re volumes of 

water:  

I’ve left this to last as its an impossible question to answer, but I’ll try. 

How long is a piece of string? We have no access to particular 

geologic information: overburden pressure, in situ stresses, pore 

pressure, frac gradient, Young’s modulus. I doubt the information 

from 1986 would all be available or trusted by cuadrilla. They 

probably wish to cut their own cores. 

Then I no longer have access to any of the computer programs that 

plot all this out. Normally one inputs the knowns & then runs 

multiple simulations seeking the best cost/ benefit result. 

Also, at 2,600 ft depth, I doubt I’d do anything approaching a “single 

commercial frack” – a very gentle test frac is all I’d attempt at this 

stage. But – you {Balcombe} do deserve some sort of estimate. 

So, let’s say there was 8,000� of overburden. Next question: are we 

doing a frac from a vertical or horizontal bore? From a vertical boree 

would get a single double wing frac & the half-length {furthest 

distance from the well-bore} is related to the total amount pumped, 

with the proviso that the volume is really the product of length, width 

& height. Of the latter 2, the height is driven by the rate {& the 

width}, while the width is down to the viscosity. These all inter-relate 

{& fluid lost into the rock has a major effect}, hence the computer 

programs. The desired half-length would be as much as commercially 

possible, for a producing well, whereas it would only need to be as 

long as could give valuable information, for a test frac. 



If, as seems likely, the test frac is done in an horizontal bore, then the 

‘length’ is set by the amount of pipe perforated for the particular 

treatment. So, if Cuadrilla want a 300� length, they would perforate 

groups of half inch diameter holes, separated by unperforated pipe, 

over the desired 300� {unless they wished to do it in stages of 

smaller lengths}. From each group of perforations the treatment 

would generate a penny shaped fracture perpendicular to the least 

principal downhole in-situ stress. The radius of these would be 

determined by the same factors that determine the geometry of a 

vertical bore frac. 

Once all that is planned, the engineer writes a program & Logistics 

take care of delivery to location – no wonder you stumped Mark 

Miller. Let’s say we decide to use a couple or three 500 bbl frac tanks 

of water. 500 bbl is 21,000 US gallons. In your shock horror film 

posted on this site, that big white semi trailer in the opening scenes is 

a 6,000 usg carrier – so 10 of those for our frac tanks on location. Of 

course, UK regs & West Sussex roads mean you would use smaller 

trucks – say 30, of 2,000 usg/ 1,650 Imperial gallons. Add 10 more 

for displacement. 

Cuadrilla are committed to minimal chemical usage & the most 

would be the Polyacrylamide. I don’t even know if this is a liquid or a 

solid. Let’s say 40 gals per thousand – so for 60,000 gals, you’re 

looking at 2,400: one or two trucks. Slick water doesn’t carry sand 

well, so say 2 lbs max per gal, for 25,000 gals, so 40 to 50,000# – a 

single 25 ton truck, maybe two. 

So 45 truck loads in, plus the frac tanks, the blender, 3 or 4 frac pump 

trucks. 40 to 50 trucks to carry the returned fluid out. 

As an engineer, that should have a plus/ minus 75% tolerance, & is 

based on total guesswork. 



Ms McWhirter, you owe me one of those £3.50 pints of Broadland 

ale. 
 
Conditions imposed on Cuadrilla in the planning permision of 2010 re 
exloration in Balcombe: 
 
To upgrade existing stoned platform and drill an exploratory 
borehole for oil and gas exploration at Lower Stumble 
Hydrocarbon Exploration Site, London Road, Balcombe, 
Haywards Heath, West Sussex, RH17 6JH 
to be carried out in accordance with your application and plans (as 
modified) 
 
Unless otherwise agreed in advance and in writing by the County 
Planning Authority, 
construction, drilling rig mobilisation and restoration phases of the 
development work 
at the site shall only be undertaken between the hours of 0730 and 
1830 Mondays to 
Fridays and 0800 to 1300 on Saturdays. No work shall occur on 
Sundays, Bank 
Holidays and Public Holidays. This condition does not relate to 
operations necessary 
for the 24hrs drilling operation. 
Reason: In the interest of residential amenity. 
 
 
The corrected noise level* for operational noise from the site shall 
not exceed 55dB(A) 
(free field as a L(A) eq over a time period of 60 minutes) between 
the hours set out in 
condition 6 of this planning permission, or 42dB(A) (free field a 
L(A) eq over a time 
period of 5 minutes) for the hours outside those set out in condition 
6. The noise 
levels shall be determined at the facades of the nearest residential 
premises. 
*A 5 dB correction shall be added if one or more of the following 
features occur: 
. the noise contains a distinguishable, discrete, continuous note 
(whine, hiss, 
screech, hum, etc.); 
. the noise contains distinct impulses (bangs, clicks, clatters, or 
thumps); 
. the noise is irregular enough to attract attention. 
Reason: In the interests of residential amenity. 
8. Within 5 days of the commencement of drilling, a noise survey 
shall be carried out 
accounting for' regular working hours' and night time operations, to 
demonstrate 
compliance with conditions 7 of this permission. Should the site fail 
to comply with 
conditions 7, the applicant shall provide details of noise 
attenuation/mitigation to 
ensure compliance with the maximum noise levels. 
Reason: In the interests of residential amenity. 
9. The operator will not, unless in the event of an emergency, 
withdraw and replace 



during well drilling operations the drilling string or set casing or 
place cement in the 
borehole between the hours of 22.00 and 07.00. 
Reason: In the interests of residential amenity. 
 
12. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved 
details of signage 
(including text, size, fixings and location) to be displayed at the 
exit of the site strictly 
directing all Heavy Goods Vehicles northbound onto the 82036, shall 
be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the County Planning Authority. The signage 
shall then be 
installed and maintained in place as approved for the duration of the 
site occupation. 
 
The drilling operation mainly uses water as a drilling fluid. The 
application does not 
state that they will be using OilBased Moods (OBM).If OBMis used, we 
would like to 
be re-consulted on the application. 
 
 
Reasons for granting Planning Permission: 
The proposed development meets the main material considerations in 
that it; 
. meets an identified need for hydrocarbon exploration; 
.. is acceptable in terms of highway capacity and safety; has an 
acceptable impact on local amenity; 
. has an acceptable environmental impact; and 
. represents a suitable site for Hydrocarbon Exploration. 
Accordingly, the proposal complies with the Development Plan, the 
relevant policies 
 
 
3 
In certain circumstances a claim may be made against the local 
planning authority for compensation 
where permission is refused or granted subject to conditions by the 
Secretary of State on appeal or on a 
reference of the application to him. The circumstances in which such 
compensation is payable are set out 
in Section 114 of the Town and County Planning Act 1990. 
 

•  

• AT JANUARY 24, 2012 

• BY ADMIN 

• IN PRESS 

• 0 

Below is a copy of Jolynn Minnaar’s response to the Prince Albert Friend with 
regards to its recent reprinting of “Fracking Can Be Worth Billions“, by Tshepo 

Mashego, originally featured in the Business Times on 26 November 2011. 

  



While the scope of this column does not allow for a full response to “Fracking Can 
Be Worth Billions”, printed on pg. 41 of the Prince Albert Friend, Nov/Dec 2011, I 
hope to summarise some issues that the piece, like many others on the topic in 

the South African media, has overlooked. Although I am focussing on the 
statements made by Dr Danie Vermeulen, it is worrying to note that, more than a 
year after ‘fracking’ entered local discourse, most articles in the press continue to 
fail in providing new, researched information on the matter of unconventional gas 

drilling. 
Firstly, let it be clear that worldwide concerns around shale gas production are far 
from limited to “environmental drawbacks.” While substantial air pollution, 
possible water contamination, impacts to human and animal health, vast surface 

invasion and social disruption are certainly pressing issues in their own right, the 
debate on ‘fracking’ in South Africa should develop from a mudslinging between 
environmentalists and economists. It is here, in the middle ground of this 
polarised dispute, where many of the real troubling questions start to surface. 

When considering the possible economic benefits of hydraulic fracturing, more 
attention should be paid to the significant externalities surrounding natural gas 
extraction.  For instance, to host the 4000 truck trips required for each well, the 
state of New York estimates that road maintenance alone will cost communities 

up to $375 million. In 2000, the mayor of Rifle, Colorado, announced that, $68 
million worth of infrastructure would be required within five years to host the 
increase in the city’s population with the arrival of the extractive industry and 
many out-of-state gas workers.  Recently, owing to water contamination in a gas 

drilling area, the Environmental Protection Agency has had to step in and provide 
clean water to residents in Dimock, Pennsylvania, where up to 60 households 
may need regular provisions over an indefinite time period. Viability studies need 
to start recognizing that the majority of these costs fall upon the taxpayer. 

Outside of the external costs related 
to the impacts of gas production, this article fails to take into account substantial 

studies and reports about the other side of the economic coin: 
the repercussions of over-estimated gas resources on calculations of national 
energy ; the rush to prove reserves to gain investor support; balancing 
the exorbitant production costs; the disruption of existing local economies and 

the  resulting boom-bust symptom seen across numerous communities in US 
drilling areas; the consequences of deprecating property values and various long-
term considerations such as affording to plug wells ad infinitum. 



As far as job creation goes, it would be wise to do more homework before calling 
fracking ‘a labour-intensive process’. When investigating shale gas development it 
is critical to understand  that one’s references also need researching.  Many 

optimistic statistics around job creation have been provided by studies funded by 
the energy industry (for instance: the recent IHS Global  Insight Inc study or 
the 2010 Penn State study). It is also well-known that employment around gas 
drilling is limited to skilled workers who move from one drill site to the next and 

once  wells are in production, only a handful of employees are needed to manage 
a field of gas wells. Research material that has traced the actual number of 
jobscreated in comparison to inflated  estimates is available and, to ensure 
accurate reporting and informed decision-making, it would be wise to take them 

into account. 
A final note on the economics of gas development that, for some puzzling reason, 
is rarely approached in the debate in South Africa is the fact that, in this country, 
landowners do not own the mineral rights. Conversely, in the US, landowners 

stand to gain economically by leasing their mineral rights to gas companies. The 
economic model of Coasean bargaining, asillustrated by Forbes contributor, Tim 
Worstall, where national energy security is justified by financially compensating 
those who stand to suffer from the impacts of its production, does not apply in 

South Africa. However, many participants in the local fracking debate still rely on 
economic statistics from the US without taking this into consideration. There is no 
direct investment into communities via lease agreements or royalties off gas 
production. The primary financial benefit to the majority of Karoo residents or the 

general public would be limited to tax revenues on the production of gas or, once 
all the externalities have been accounted for, a possible cheaper form of energy. 
Aside from overlooking questions around the economics of natural gas extraction, 
many of the issues that were recognized in the article were poorly examined. On 

the note of water contamination, local anti-fracking activists have limited most of 
their arguments to the impact on groundwater and Dr. Vermeulen is correct in 
admitting there is a minimal, but not zero, possibility that frack fluids would seep 
directly into shallow aquifers from the much deeper layer of shale. However, 

perhaps, due to a lack of research on both sides of the argument, the topic of 
water contamination remains poorly addressed. In short, there are various ways 
in which water can be polluted – initial drilling can puncture shallow 
aquifers, failures of cement casing present many opportunities for methane or 

frack fluid to escape the well, the risk of surface spillage throughout production 
and via the improper disposal of produced water. According to his statements in 
this article, Vermeulen failed to acknowledge the other possibilities – instances 
that should be common knowledge in his field of geological expertise – and, as 

such, is at risk of too simply dismissing any likelihood of water contamination. 
Taking a step back, one has to acknowledge that the vast amounts of water used 
during drilling and hydraulic fracturing is permanently removed from the natural 
water cycle. In a country that is facing a dire water crisis, we need to assess 



whether or not we can casually eliminate water without refund – whether from 
the Orange, the Gariep or the interconnected deep aquifers of the Karoo. No 
technology exists to rehabilitate the returning produced water that is laced with 

the original chemicals used in drilling and the contents they meet in the shale 
layer such as heavy metals, salts and naturally occurring radioactive material. 
Owing to its toxicity, this water has to be forever contained in such a way that it 
is never exposed to human, animal or plant life. Ironically, despite not having any 

adequate solution to this basic hurdle, gas drilling continues to accelerate on a 
daily basis. 

Lastly, Vermeulen is at risk of 

making sweeping statements about his experiences in Pennsylvania. Simply 
spending some time inspecting what is currently happening in one state of the US 
would not provide a full understanding of shale gas development. After spending 

over a month in the US tracing the risks and benefits of fracking – from the 
advanced stages of production in Garfield County, Colorado to the bustling 
activity around recent drilling in Pennsylvania; from the regulatory agencies in 
the state of New York to the offices of prominent gas industries in Houston, Texas 

– I hesitate to draw any finite conclusions and continue to investigate the ever-
evolving debate around fracking. My findings question Vermeulen’s description of 
the geographic footprint of gas wells as “extremely compact”. Owing to the steep 
decline in the gas yield from a well within its first year of operation, wells 

constantly need to be drilled to maintain a sustained flow. In addition, for a 
company to optimally develop a shale play, the standard practice in the US 
stands around 8 wells per square mile. Around Rifle, Colorado, for instance, gas 
wells are spaced every quarter mile. 

  

It is concerning to note that Dr. Vermeuleun, speaking as a learned professional 
in the fracking debate, calls the moratorium misjudged or a hindrance to 
‘establishing a knowledge base about fracking in South Africa’.  The context 
around natural gas development is enormously complex and, by the gas 

industry’s own admission, employs a technology that is still in evolution. Many 
academics, specialized professionals and medical experts – from across the world 
– have called for time to allow independent science and regulatory frameworks an 
opportunity to catch up with the unconventional gas boom. 



The moratorium is a crucial time to encourage informed, inclusive multi-
disciplinary discussion around potential gas development and, in doing so, further 
research and the arrival of new insights. Journalists, academics and citizens alike 

should contribute to such objectives by working through the half-truths, 
exaggerated concerns and unsubstantiated claims in order to assist a thorough 
risk-benefit analysis into natural gas development.  This would not only address 
the paucity of information in the country but also promote wider public 

consultation and, all in all, ensure that a national energy strategy is finely and 
responsibly calculated. 
I understand Vermeulen’s call for geophysical testing and that, in order to 
accurately assess the conditions in the deep geology of the Karoo, there is a need 

for exploratory drilling. However, there are many other uncertainties around 
unconventional gas drilling and it is important to realise that not all the answers 
lie beneath the ground. 

  

Jolynn Minnaar is the Director of un•earthed – an independent, objective 

documentary investigating possible natural gas development in South Africa that 
is currently in post-production. Committed to thorough research and widespread 
consultation, Minnaar has devoted more than a year researching the complexities 
around hydraulic fracturing and spent over a month in the United States to gain 

experience and a deeper understanding into the controversial matter. If you 
would like to contact un•earthed please email 
unearthed.thedocumentary@gmail.com. 
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The shale gas and oil production is the energy story of the last decades; the technological 
advances of hydraulic fracturing (fracking in the recent vernacular) its chief sub-text. But, 
as when you’ve read the first part of Stieg Larsson’s ‘The Girl With...’ trilogy, or any good 
thriller series, you are left wondering what drama is coming next. Well the technological 
ingenuity of the American ‘authors’ of fracking does not disappoint. Part II – Super-
fracking – already has the markets abuzz with anticipation. 

If the great shale revolution is to translate into the economic game-changer, however, 
politicians will need to start debunking the fracking angst being peddled by, what one UK 
energy minister recently tagged, the “environmental Taliban”. 

Super-fracking 

It was innovative American frack production enhancement procedures that ignited the 
shale bonanza. But the race is now on for the next generation super-fracking techniques 
able to release further huge quantities of oil and gas at an even more commercially viable 
cost. 



Techniques currently being tested focus on three major improvements being conducted by 
the three leading U.S. petroleum service companies, Schlumberger, Halliburton and Baker 
Hughes. First up, Schlumberger’s “HIWAY” project adds fibers to the mix designed to hold 
open the cracks created into the shale. This will increase and prolong the fracture 
conductivity. 

Halliburton’s “Rapidfrac” procedure is a sophisticated operation of sections of pipe able to 
crack a vast volume of petroleum reserve rock. This procedure has the added benefit of 
using half the water of current fracking procedures, thus reducing both the amount of time 
it takes to release the reserve and halving the local surface traffic necessary to service the 
operation. The use of less water is an important development. Small earth tremors are 
currently being associated with fracking. But seismologists have recently concluded that 
the tremors are not caused directly by the frack operation per se, but by the injection 
underground of waste water which changes subterranean pressures. Less water reduces 
that risk significantly. 

Baker Hughes are pioneering “DirectConnect” a procedure which concentrates the power of 
the drilling targets oil and gas in much deeper formations. It’s a system that also does not 
need a rig to return to the well head to perform a cleaning up operation, something Baker 
Hughes’ “frack ball’ technique currently requires. The company is also considering a second 
method that blasts “super cracks” deep into the rock releasing more oil and gas. 

JP Morgan Chase estimate that super fracking techniques such as these could reduce well 
head costs by a staggering 70 percent, from $2.5 million per well down to $750,000. And 
there is also a key window of economic opportunity here for the U.S.: exporting American 
fracking technology worldwide. China is already knocking on the door to buy a huge stake 
in the U.S. energy-extraction market, especially shale-gas-related equipment and know-
how. But over-regulation, delay and market interference by federal and state government 
could help close that window – and fast. 

U.S. domination 

Shale gas’ contribution to the U.S. GDP in 2010 was over $76.9 billion. By 2015 it is 
projected to be $111.2 billion, by 2035, $231 billion. According to BP’s latest world energy 
outlook 2012, America is on course to become “almost totally energy self-sufficient” by 
2030, as well as a net natural gas exporter. U.S. gas production has already led to a glut, 
with domestic gas prices having slumped, leading to a stabilizing effect on global gas 
prices, and a 50 percent cut in electricity prices for U.S. power industries, with a 
consequent boost for investments. And real jobs are being created – thousands of them; 
drilling companies are already struggling to provide sufficient crews. And the still unfolding 
success story of shale oil looks set to surpass that of shale gas. 

As if that were not enough, a substantial sum can be added to the above figures and 
benefits when fracking technology exports are factored in. As world class as American 
shale prospect is, China has almost 50 percent more recoverable shale gas than the U.S. 
America may be ahead of the shale revolution curve, having shot to top spot in world gas 
production in 2009. But China is already committed to playing catch up. Beijing may 
currently lack the expertise, but China’s oil giants, Sinopec and CNOC, along with Saudi 
Aramco, announced in early January 2012 they would be bidding to buy a 30 percent stake 
in America’s FracTech Holdings LLC. That would effectively kick-start a $2 billion foreign 
bidding war for a lucrative stake in future frack tech development. 

A recent report by Spears & Associates Inc., in 2011, shows that the global fracking 
market grew by 63 percent to $31 billion with the U.S. accounting for 87 percent of this. In 
2012 the worldwide market is expected to expand by a further 19 percent, to a cool $37 
billion. By doggedly resisting re-prioritizing energy policies in favour of fossil fuels, the 
Obama administration is not only stifling major growth in jobs and limiting what frack 
drilling could achieve domestically, it is also risking a more long-term impact on the U.S. 
economy. 



Even Obama’s own jobs council Road Map to Renewal advocates a more “all-in approach”, 
to expanded oil-and-gas drilling and expediting pipeline projects. Clearly, the 
administration is more concerned not to alienate key support from the environmental 
lobbies, as the latest decision to leave the Keystone Pipeline (probably till after the 
election) makes clear. President Obama’s announcement on Keystone looks to have 
already inflicted self-harm with Canada indicating it is not prepared to play ball by 
exploring the Asian export market for its oil sales. 

For those of us who understand just how costly closing the window of fracking opportunity 
would be to the U.S. economic interest, the November election – and a prospective new 
direction for energy policy – cannot come soon enough.  

StarTelegram Jan 23: 
It was a shock but not a surprise Monday when Chesapeake Energy announced that 
it will slash its Barnett Shale natural gas drilling in half, won't complete some already 
drilled wells, won't connect some completed wells to pipelines and will sharply curtail 
production from completed and connected wells. 

CEO Aubrey McClendon has been saying for months that the seemingly unstoppable 
drop in gas prices would force the company to focus its drilling elsewhere. He wasn't 
kidding. 

Prices simply kept falling in recent months, and there is still no relief in sight for a 
company that drilled more gas wells in the U.S. than anyone else last year. In futures 
trading, the contract for February delivery hit a 10-year low last week. 

So, what comes next? The bad news is that some industry analysts are saying it's 
going to take more than just frugality on Chesapeake's part to curtail the gas glut that 
has resulted from a boom in shale drilling. That boom began with the horizontal 
drilling techniques pioneered in the Barnett Shale about a decade ago. 

Not only has horizontal drilling allowed gas to flow from an ever-expanding number of 
fields across the U.S., but drillers have also sharpened their skills to get more gas 
from each well and drill more wells from each pad site. 

The result, according to a report released Monday by the U.S. Energy Information 
Administration, has been a supply of gas that's growing sharply faster than demand. 
Abnormally warm weather this winter has meant even lower demand for gas to heat 
homes and workplaces, resulting in a buildup of gas in underground storage. 

At this rate, supply will eclipse demand completely by early in the next decade, the 
EIA reported. 

What that means is that other producers are likely to trim their drilling pace in the 
Barnett Shale in coming months. The industry has been responsible for 38.5 percent 
of the economic growth in North Texas since 2001 and now makes up about 8.5 
percent of the local economy, according to a September study by economist Ray 
Perryman sponsored by the Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce. 

While it will take some time for a cutback to be felt, it will be felt. 

Still, there is a bright side. Warm weather has meant that local residents have spent 
less on their heating bills this winter, and over time the gas glut should reduce costs. 



Perhaps even brighter -- although not yet clear -- is that lower prices for gas have 
already led to lower costs for wholesale electricity suppliers. Over time, that should 
mean lower retail prices. It also should lead more suppliers to switch their generating 
plants away from coal and other energy sources to cleaner-burning natural gas. 

What clouds that picture a bit in the short run is that coal-fired plants don't become 
gas-fired plants overnight. Meanwhile, operators of those plants might be less likely 
to spend money on badly needed pollution controls. 

Power companies and some other manufacturers have been wary of spending too 
much on gas-fired plants because the price has been so volatile. While gas at around 
$2.50 per million British thermal units today looks very attractive to them, the 
comparable price just a little more than three years ago was more than $13. 

For Tarrant County and other parts of the Barnett Shale, Chesapeake's 
announcement is only confirmation that the local drilling boom is over. Some rigs will 
still be working, but most will move to fields where they can make more money. The 
local economy will have to look elsewhere for stability 

 
Read more here: http://www.star-telegram.com/2012/01/23/3681339/big-natural-gas-driller-
chesapeake.html#storylink=cpy 
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http://stephenleahy.net/2012/01/23/fracking-for-shale-gas-neither-clean-nor-green-
making-global-warming-worse/  
It is true that natural gas is “cleaner” in that it releases about 40 to 45 
percent less carbon dioxide than coal does to produce the same amount of 
energy. 
However, gas from fracking has a higher carbon footprint because 
more energy is needed to get the gas and because methane leaks 
out. 
Methane has 25 times the warming impact of carbon dioxide. 

Switching from coal to gas as an energy source could result in 
increased global warming, not less, according to the study “Coal to 
Gas: The Influence of Methane Leakage”, released in September by the U.S. 
National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR). 
This is mainly due to the methane leakage problem, which is common but 
unregulated. 

[UPDATE JAN 20 2012: New study published in journal Climatic 
Change shows large volumes of methane released during fracking] 
Natural gas is mainly methane, so even if leaks are limited to one to two 
percent, it would only be slightly better than continuing to burn coal. 
“Relying more on natural gas would reduce emissions of carbon dioxide, but 
it would do little to help solve the climate problem,” said study author Tom 
Wigley, a researcher at NCAR, in a press release. 

Meanwhile, some of Canada’s most pristine wilderness in 
northeastern British Columbia is the home to a new shale gas 
industry that sends its gas across the Rocky Mountains to the Alberta tar 
sands to boil oil out the sands. 
Almost all of the gas produced in British Columbia is for export to Alberta or 
the United States. Now there is a massive expansion underway with the 
recent approval to build a liquefied natural gas plant on the West coast to 
ship gas to lucrative Asian markets, said Tria Donaldson of the Western 
Canada Wilderness Committee, an environmental NGO based in Vancouver. 
“Fracking is using huge amounts of fresh water in a region that suffers water 
shortages,” Donaldson told Tierramérica. Millions of liters of water are 
needed for each well and the industry has obtained rights to take 275 million 
liters from local rivers, lakes and streams every day. 



Sixteen companies were fined in October for failing to account for how much 
water they were taking. According to media reports the fines were less than 
1,000 dollars. 

“Northeastern British Columbia is a key habitat for grizzly bears, caribou and 
others. Fracking operations are moving into untouched areas, building roads, 
drill pads and wastewater ponds,” said Donaldson 

“There is nothing clean or green about shale gas as an energy source.” 

 


