Gas submission 875

Submission to the Victorian Government's Inquiry into Unconventional Gas
To the Parliamentary Committee to the Inquiry,
Otway Conservation Association Inc. (OCA) is a small organisation operating within Colac-Otway
Shire, which seeks to promote long term environmental sustainability and social justice through
education and action. OCA makes the following submission to the Victorian Government
Parliamentary Inquiry into Unconventional Gas.
The members of OCA unreservedly oppose the exploration for, extraction and processing of all
forms of unconventional gas; and we oppose the use of all associated technologies including but not
limited to hydraulic fracturing.
We request the State Government of Victoria permanently bans all forms of unconventional gas
exploration, extraction and fracking.
We address the terms of reference to the inquiry as follows:
(1) The prospectivity of Victoria’s geology for commercial sources of onshore unconventional
gas;
Although there are reserves of natural gas trapped within the geology of various regions of Victoria,
the energy return on investment (EROI) of unconventional gas (UCG) deposits has been reported at
ratios as low as 2:1 and 3:1 energy invested to energy returned.i Downward EROI trends on all
fossil fuel sources are noted in global studies.ii Sources of energy with an EROI of less than 3:1 are
not considered minimally viableiii as the cost of energy extraction outweighs the benefit of energy
return.
Furthermore, to quote from the Victorian Government's climate change website:
Increases of the main greenhouse gas - carbon dioxide (CO2) - stem from burning petrol,
coal, oil and natural gas, and from some activities, such as clearing trees and other
vegetation and ploughing the soil.
CO2 is the main contributor to climate change, and accounts for about two thirds of
greenhouse gases produced by human activities.iv
Extraction of yet another fossil fuel will only add to the climate crisis we are now entering, as noted
by global financial institutions in consideration of “systemic [financial] risk associated with carbonintensive activities”.v
The new warning from one of the world’s key central banks follows a caution from its head
Mark Carney that the “vast majority of [fossil fuel] reserves are unburnable” if climate
change is to be limited to 2C, as pledged by the world’s governments. The bank will deliver
a report to government on the financial risk posed by a “carbon bubble” later in 2015.vi
Additional costs not factored into the extraction and use of fossil fuels, inluding UCG, are social,
healthvii and environmental costs,viii and the cost of climate change.ix
Given the evidence of low energy return from established UCG projects overseas and the known
link between combustion of fossil fuels and climate change; exploration and extraction of UCG in
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any form does not make good long-term economic or environmental sense as a domestic or
exportable energy prospect.
(2) The environmental, land productivity and public health risks, risk mitigations and residual
risks of onshore unconventional gas activities.
Health damage due to exposure to pollutants associated with coal mining and coal-fired power
generationx is an established area of concern to the public health sector.xi Although a review into
health effects of UCG on Tara residents found no clear link between reported illnesses and UCG
operations and little evidence of reported syptoms,xii it must be noted, this study was conducted on a
small group of subjects. Furthermore, findings run contrary to documented medical observations
conducted on a broader population from the same regionxiii and additional research now becoming
available in the United States.xiv
Current research demonstrates concerning associations between UCG and population health,xv
particularly in the area of child and maternal health. Low birth weight and APGAR readingsxvi and
an increase in congenital heart defectsxvii have been recorded in populations living within close
proximity to gas wells in Pennsylvania and Clorado respectively.
(3) The coexistence of onshore unconventional gas activities with existing land and water uses,
including —
(a) agricultural production and domestic and export market requirements;
(b) the legal rights of property owners and the impact on property values; and
(c) any implications for local and regional development, investment and jobs.
OCA does not credit the viability of onshore UCG activites co-existing with current land and water
use for the following reasons:


UCG activities consume an unacceptable volume of water per gas well, and produce
unacceptable levels of waste water which create disposal issues and risks.xviii



There is an identified and well documented risk of shallow aquifer contamination within the
active zones of UCG wells by chemicals utilised in the extraction process.xix



Many environmental contamination and chemical spillage incidents associated with multiple
stages within the UCG production chain have been reported internationally and
domestically.xx






Studies indicate “animals exposed to [UCG] drilling chemicals were far more likely to
experience reproductive failure, stillbirths, and sudden deaths”xxi and there was an increased
incidence of respiratory lesions and immune effects in calves exposed to increased levels of
volatile organic compounds present at UCG sites.xxii
Social justice issues and social impacts of UCG development place communities under
increased stress which further exacerbate health concerns within gasfield communities.xxiii
The inability of landholders to prevent trespass on their land and the forced entry for
exploration and drilling by UCG companies has increased stress for landholders and
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communities affected by UCG and opened a new range of human rights issues for
consideration.xxiv


Property values plummeted in gasfield regions of New South Wales following the
introduction of UCG activities, and landholders who are relocated due to UCG activities
have commonly been silenced through non-disclosure clausesxxv in compensation
arangements with companies.

A further issue arising from UCG development may include the vacuum effect of a short-term gas
industry withdrawing, causing regional socio-economic contraction and loss of services. This issue
would be further exacerbated by the altered social demographic of gasfield communities, from longterm to short term (fly-in, fly-out) populations, the loss of pre-gasfield land uses and the liklihood
of UCG associated long term environmental damage.
(4) The ability of potential onshore unconventional gas resources contributing to the State’s
overall energy sources including —
(a) an ability to provide a competitive source of energy and non energy inputs for Victorian
industries;
(b) an affordable energy source for domestic consumers; and
(c) carbon dioxide emissions from these sources.
OCA does not hold the view UCG resources can contribute meaningfully to the State's overall
energy resources. As detailed previously in this submission, many forms of UCG do not
demonstrate sufficient energy return on energy investedxxvi to be regarded as a viable energy source.
As the integrity of UCG as an energy source is questionable,xxvii the long term negative social health
and justice issue, potentially damaging environmental effects and increased greenhouse gas
emissions and subsequent exacerbation of climate change greatly outway the value of UCG as a
source of domestic or exportable energy.
Given the increasing efficiency and declining costs of renewable power sourcesxxviii and research
indicating wind power may have better energy return on investment than fossil fuel based
technologies,xxix OCA supports a rapid transition to solar, wind, tidal and wave powered renewable
energy sources as principal power generators for this state. OCA strongly advocates investment in
renewable base-load technologies as an alternative to UCG development. This will improve
regional employment opportunities and diminish the health issues associated with gas extraction
and other fossil fuel technologiesxxx in Victoria.
(5) The resource knowledge requirements and policy and regulatory safeguards that would be
necessary to enable exploration and development of onshore unconventional gas resources,
including —
(a) further scientific work to inform the effective regulation of an onshore unconventional
gas industry, including the role of industry and government, particularly in relation to
rigorous monitoring and enforcement, and the effectiveness of impact mitigation
responses; and
(b) performance standards for managing environmental and health risks, including water
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quality, air quality, chemical use, waste disposal, land contamination and geotechnical
stability.
Resource knowledge requirements, industry regulation, technicological and performance standards
have been repeatedly demonstrated to be insufficient to prevent, mitigate or remedy environmental
damage caused by this industry.xxxi
The Santos aquifer contamination incident,xxxii broadly covered in the media during 2014,
demonstrates environmental damage is a real risk despite “safe” industry practices and reassurances
the technology will not endanger water supplies. Ananlysis of shallow aquifers and water supplies
located within American gasfields have indicated multiple pathways for water contamination by
stray gas and other contaminents throughout all stages of UCG development.xxxiii
In addition to accidental release of contaminants and environmental pollutants stemming from UCG
development, increased levels of pollutantsxxxiv and endocrine disruptorsxxxv are a feature of
gasfields. The long term implications of elevated levels of pollutants in the environment, potential
pathways into the food chain and risks to human and animal health in rural residential, agricultural
and natural environments is poorly understood due to a lack of research.
(6) Relevant domestic and international reviews and inquiries covering the management of risks
for similar industries including, but not limited to, the Victorian Auditor-General Office’s
report Unconventional Gas: Managing Risks and Impacts (contingent upon this report being
presented to Parliament) and other reports generated by the Victorian community and
stakeholder engagement programs.
OCA directs the attention of the Committee to the following independent reviews of UCG activities
and their effects upon human health, the environment. Further more, our organisation directs the
Committee's attention to the role of UCG and fossil fuel based energy sources in undermining
population health and increasing the risk of climate change.
The Lancet, Commission on Health and Climate Change, June 2015. www.thelancet.com
Fracking by the numbers, Report of Environment America, Research & Policy Center, 2013.
www.environmentamerica.org/sites/environment/files/reports/EA_FrackingNumbers_scrn.p
df
Symptomology of a gas field – an independent health survey in the Tara rural residential
estates and environs. Published by Gerralyn McCarron, 2013.
Recommended viewing: “The Human Cost of Power”, a short documentary outlining the
risks to human health associated with fossil fuel technologies. Available at www.caha.org.au
Concluding statements:
OCA supports a permanent ban on all UCG activities includingbut not limited to exploration,
drilling, fracking.
Over sixty communities in Victoria have declared themselves “Frack Free” and have voted to stop
UCG in their regions, and around 74% of the Municipal Association of Victoria voted to oppose
UCG in this state.
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There is no social license for unconventional gas developments in this state.

Otway Conservation Association Inc.

Prepared by K. Holmes on behalf of OCA Inc.
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