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A Guide to Metgasco’s Propaganda: A resource for anti-CSG groups  

 

Introduction 

 

Planet Metgasco is a simple and happy place.  A few trouble-makers talk emotional nonsense, 

but they just don’t understand the wonderful future Metgasco has in store for us.  All we need 

is a little trust, some vision, and a positive can-do attitude.  Living amongst gas fields is great.  

Everyone and everything’s a winner.  Regulations guarantee safe water, soil and air.  

Animals, plants, people, the economy; all thrive.  Any problem will be easily solved, some 

day, some how.  Metgasco is offering us a once-in-a-lifetime “win, win, win, win” 

opportunity.  Why don’t we just give it a fair go? 

 

Meanwhile, back here on planet Earth, common sense tells us that a proposal to build 1,000 

chicken coops, let alone a 1,000 CSG gas wells and all that goes with them, demands careful 

assessment and management of risks.  A few starry-eyed CSG cultists run around shouting 

“Trust Metgasco”, but no one is sure what medications they are on or who pays their bills. 

 

In the 17 March 2012 Northern Star article entitled “Metgasco responds to protestors”, 

Metgasco never gave a straightforward answer.  Instead, Metgasco used sophisticated 

propaganda techniques to create false impressions that obscure the truth. 

 

I hope that this guide helps you to better understand, and to more effectively counter, 

Metgasco’s propaganda whenever you come across it. 

 

Propaganda Versus Rational Argument 

 

In a rational, science-based approach, claims about the real world are clearly stated and must 

be capable of being proved wrong by contradictory evidence and reasoned argument.  The 

world is assumed to be complex, and a proper analysis of risk and benefits always involves a 

“train of thought” in which ideas and questions follow on one from another. 

 

By contrast, propaganda attempts to influence opinion by manipulating emotions and giving 

favourable impressions that are not supported by any real evidence.  Propagandists use vague 

“sneaky” language that superficially sounds reasonable, but does not refer to the real world 

and is immune from contradictory evidence and debate.  

 

In the statements reviewed here, Metgasco employs propaganda to give the impression that all 

their operations are safe and beneficial.  Metgasco does not provide clear statements that 

could be tested by rational argument and evidence.  Metgasco’s language distorts the truth and 

stymies analysis and debate.   

 

The Danger in Metgasco's Use of Propaganda 

 

Metgasco’s propaganda has locked the company into the absurd and dangerous position of 

suggesting that their CSG mining operations are in all ways and at all times safe, with 

minimal to non-existent potential risks or negative impacts on workers, citizens, and the 

environment.   

 

Metgasco’s statements raise concerns about their ability to undertake the due diligence 

required by the NSW Work Health and Safety Act (2011) to actively seek out evidence of  
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possible risk, to appropriately assess and manage threats, and to properly monitor and 

remediate damage caused by its operations. 

 

If Metgasco believes that its operations are always safe, what motivation would it have to 

prevent or remediate damage?  Would Metgasco even be capable of recognising incidents of 

real harm?  If their waste water is safe, contamination is not possible.  If their drilling can not 

harm aquifers, what precautions do they need to take?  If there is no negative impact on 

people, why should they be concerned beyond paying rentals to landholders? 

 

CSG industrialisation has the potential to become the 21st century’s asbestos-like 

tragedy, only much worse.  The cancers and illnesses caused by CSG contaminants 

will take years to become apparent.  If the past is any guide, mining company 

propagandists will strenuously resist any changes in policy to protect public and 

worker health, while families and the community will bear enormous costs and 

suffering. 

 

The CSG industry has a projected lifespan of a decade or so.  If Metgasco has its way, 

by the time the CSG party is over, they will be long gone and the community will be 

left to pay the bill. 

 

Metgasco’s Propaganda Techniques 

 

When Metgasco thinks about the real world their “train of thought” has but one “carriage” - 

one lonely thought that “CSG is good”.  There is no second or third thought.  Up front, 

Metgasco’s “dinky-train of thought” is driven by engineers who “see no evil, hear no evil and 

speak no evil” when it comes to CSG.   

 

I will examine Metgasco’s statements in terms of the impression they seek to make and the 

propaganda techniques they use.  I will suggest a few follow-up questions that you might try 

to put to Metgasco if you get the chance.  I wish you luck.  It could feel like trying to catch 

eels with your bare hands. 

  

Metgasco’s propaganda utilises the following basic techniques: 

  

Pair “CSG” with positive images and words.  

 

In this widely-used propaganda and advertising technique, Metgasco wants you to associate 

pleasant images, such as a picture of a horse or a schoolteacher, and comforting words, such 

as “natural” and “safe”, with the CSG “product” they are selling.  They are hoping that the 

warm and fuzzy feelings will rub off onto their filthy, dangerous business.  Of course, CSG is 

natural, but then so are malaria, arsenic, and death.    

 

Adopt a narrow interpretation to avoid the question.  

 

For example, Metgasco responded to the question, “Why did Metgasco not tell the 

community about a spill of toxic waste from one of their holding ponds into a nearby creek?”, 

with “Metgasco has never had a breach in a dam wall that has allowed waste water to spill 

into neighbouring waterways.” 

 

Metgasco does not deny that there has ever been a spill of toxic waste from their holding 

ponds, only that they have never had a spill from “a breach” that reached a waterway. 



 

                                © Dr Wayne Somerville 2012 

5 

  Refer to regulations.  

 

A favourite Metgasco tactic is to deflect a question about CSG risks by giving a long list of 

regulations and Acts followed by “motherhood” statements about their commitment to acting 

legally. 

 

The reassurance provided by Metgasco’s citing of regulations is only as good as their 

intention and ability to comply with their legally mandated obligations to assess and manage 

risks and to act in accord with the intent as well as the letter of the law. 

 

Use deceptive statistics. 

 

Metgasco is fond of claiming that “our wells and facilities will occupy less than two per cent 

of the land”.  “Two percent” doesn’t sound like much, and they want you to associate this 

meaningless, but benign sounding, statistic with their gas fields to give the impression that 

their CSG operations will have little impact.   

 

Make statements about Metgasco’s “state of mind”. 

This tactic is to make statements that sound reassuring, but have no substantive content 

because they only inform the reader about Metgasco’s “state of mind”, and say nothing about 

the real world of CSG-related risks. 

For instance, Metgasco repeatedly claims that they have “no doubt” or are “not aware” of this 

or that matter.  Such statements tell us that Metgasco is confident and ignorant, but beyond 

that, they tell us nothing about the actual risks posed by CSG mining. 

Assume the authority to determine “acceptable” evidence. 

 

In a variation of the “let’s talk about our mental state rather than reality” tactic, Metgasco 

likes to claim that “there is no credible evidence” of various impacts.  Having set themselves 

up as the arbiter of the “credibility” of evidence, Metgasco then summarily dismisses 

evidence they don’t like the look of, and accepts dodgy evidence that they like. 

 

 Ignore offsetting and opportunity costs. 

 

When spruiking the benefits of CSG industrialisation, Metgasco systematically ignores the 

offsetting costs and what economists call the “opportunity costs” associated with CSG 

industrialisation.   

 

“Offsetting costs” include damage to other businesses as a result of the CSG development.   

 

“Opportunity costs” are the costs of doing something in terms of the foregone alternatives, as 

when the profit from growing a crop has to be offset against the income that was lost from not 

grazing the paddock.  

 

CSG industrialisation entails enormous offsetting and opportunity costs as a result of what has 

to be lost to achieve benefits from turning our countryside into gas fields.  What price would 

our community have to pay for Metgasco to realise its profit? 
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Metgasco on the Risks and Benefits of CSG Industrialisation. 

 

Compliance with regulations. 

 

If declaring compliance with numerous government regulations ensures ethical behaviour, 

then Metgasco must be on its way to sainthood. 

 

In their submission to the NSW Parliamentary Inquiry, Metgasco stated that:  

 

“CSG production techniques are well understood by industry participants who conduct 

their activities in accordance with industry codes of conduct”.  “The NSW upstream 

gas sector is well regulated.  Metgasco recognises the need for a strong and effective 

regulatory body and seeks regulations that are based on sound risk management 

principles and science.”  “Metgasco recognises the need for a strong and effective 

regulatory regime.  Regulations must be based on risk assessments, with sound science 

and facts to support the basis for the regulations.  Regulations must be meaningful and 

the industry cannot afford to have requirements that are not necessary or wait for an 

unnecessarily long approval process” (
 

 

Metgasco is telling us that they are a bit antsy about being delayed by regulations that 

are not “meaningful” or “necessary” or which involve waiting around for long, but they 

nonetheless “recognise” the need for regulations “based on sound risk management 

principles and science”.    

 

Confidence in Metgasco’s commitment to regulation is meant to be bolstered by their 

response to the question, “How can the community expect industry self monitoring to protect 

our community from the possible adverse consequences of coal seam gas?”  Metgasco 

replied: 

 

“The NSW upstream gas sector is well regulated and must comply with a number of 

acts including: Petroleum (Onshore) Act; Environmental Planning and Assessment 

Act; State Environmental Planning Policies; Native Titles Act (both State and 

Federal); National Parks and Wildlife Act; Native Vegetation Act; Rivers and 

Foreshores Improvement Act; Rural Fires Act; Water Management Act and Water 

Act; Fisheries Management Act; and Threatened Species Conservation Act.” 

 

If that is not enough Acts for you, there are more coming.  

 

“The NSW government is currently reviewing the regulatory environment and has 

introduced a number of new major policies, including the Strategic Regional Land Use 

and the Aquifer Interference policies, and is working on other codes of conduct.” 

  

In a nod of recognition to the fact that people don’t always comply with regulations, 

Metgasco added, “It is, and has always been Metgasco’s policy to comply with or exceed all 

applicable government regulations and industry codes of practice.” 

 

The quality of a tradesman’s work on your house ultimately depends on his character, 

honesty, skill, and diligence and not on the number of regulations he works under.  

Regulations might provide some after-the-event legal recourse against a shonky builder, but 

regulations never guarantee the quality of work yet to be performed. 
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Regardless of the number of government regulations and industry codes of practice that apply 

to Metgasco’s operations, the quality of their work and management of risks will be 

determined by their corporate culture, ethics, and attitudes, and the quality of monitoring and 

policing by Government agencies.   

 

Actions speak louder than words, and Metgasco’s actions tell us about their attitude to 

regulations. 

 

In response to the question, “Why does Metgasco insist that their holding ponds are legal 

when the Richmond Valley Council has said they are not?”, Metgasco replied: 

 

“We have followed and complied with our obligations under the construction 

approvals granted by Richmond Valley Council and we believe the development 

approval granted to us by Council for the two ponds on council land is valid.  The 

Council has a different view on the duration of the development approval for the 

ponds.  Notwithstanding our firm belief that the development approval in respect of 

the ponds remains valid, in the interests of preventing Metgasco and Council from 

incurring any unnecessary costs in relation to this difference, we have reapplied for a 

development approval.  We expect the development approval process to be completed 

shortly.” 

 

A ratepayer might wonder how Metgasco and the Richmond Valley Council could have 

different “views” on such a basic detail as the duration of a DA for waste water sumps.   

 

Failure to comply with the DA for the waste water sumps is the first of three actions by which 

we can judge Metgasco’s attitudes to compliance with regulations.  A further two cases 

involving Metgasco’s management of waste water sumps became public as a result of 

investigations by concerned citizens.  In both cases Metgasco wants to give you the 

impression that its failure to comply with regulations had no legal or safety implications.   

 

In response to the question, “Why did it take coal seam gas opponents to provide photo 

evidence of torn and leaking holding ponds before repairs were made?”, Metgasco replied: 

 

“We did allow an unused pond at a Dobie's Bight site to fall into disrepair.  It 

subsequently filled up with fresh rainwater.  The site was examined by the responsible 

Department - no environmental breaches were identified.” 

 

Metgasco avoids answering the question.   

 

Metgasco’s comment about the “fresh rainwater” is a classic example of the propaganda 

technique of pairing the feel-good statement “fresh rainwater” with the concept of the “pond” 

that fell into “disrepair”.  The words are meant to suggest that their neglect was akin to 

allowing a farm dam to fill with rainwater.   

 

Do you feel better informed knowing that it was “fresh”, rather than “stale” rainwater?  Has 

the presence of the “rainwater” anything to do with the issue of the risks posed by Metgasco’s 

mismanagement of the sump?   
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In response to the question, “Why did Metgasco not tell the community about a spill of toxic 

waste from one of their holding ponds into a nearby creek?”, Metgasco replied: 

 

“Metgasco has never had a breach in a dam wall that has allowed waste water to spill 

into neighbouring waterways.  We maintain our ponds as required.” 

 

Metgasco denies specifically that there has ever been a breach that spilt into a waterway.  

This begs questions and leaves open the possibilities that Metgasco knows about: a) spillage 

due to causes other than breaches in dam walls (e.g., accident or flooding) that did, or did not, 

reach adjoining waterways; or b) breaches that contaminated soil, pasture, or forests, but not 

in sufficient volumes to “spill into neighbouring waterways”.   

 

Metgasco’s operations are only in the exploratory stage and they have already allowed a 

wastewater sump to fall into disrepair and they can’t agree with the Richmond Valley Council 

over a date on a DA.  Does Metgasco have the corporate culture, insight, or ability to properly 

manage the vastly more complex and demanding task of building and running landscape scale 

gasfields?  

 

 Possible follow-up questions. 

 

“Can Metgasco assure us that there has never been any contamination of soil, water, or air, or 

other harm to workers, the public, or the environment, as a result of the operation of their 

waste water sumps?” 

 

“Independent testing of produced water and the soil and water systems around waste water 

sumps would demonstrate Metgasco’s commitment to openness, transparency, and 

community engagement, and would do much to allay citizens’ concerns.  Will Metgasco 

allow independent soil and water testing around its waste water dams?  If not, why not?” 

 

The impact of Metgasco’s proposed CSG operations on the land. 

 

In their response to the question, “How many coal seam gas wells does Metgasco plan for the 

North Coast?”, Metgasco stated: 

 

“We are, however, aware of the need to minimise our footprint on the land and have 

quoted our confidence that our wells and facilities will occupy less than two per cent 

of the land.  And, of course, when the gas has been produced, the land must be 

rehabilitated.  We have no doubt that we can co-exist with other landholders.” 

 

Similarly, in their submission to the NSW Parliamentary Inquiry, Metgasco claimed: 

 

“A typical well site takes up a very small amount of the total landowner’s property, 

typically 1 to 2% of the land area.  CSG operations can be designed to have a neutral 

or beneficial impact on the land.”  

Does Metgasco’s reference to “other landholders” really imply that they see themselves as 

“landholders”, equal in status to the people who actually own the land and pay rates?  
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Metgasco’s statements that they “have no doubt” that they can co-exist with other 

landholders, and that they are “aware of the need” to minimise their footprint on the land, 

only inform readers about Metgasco’s “state of mind”, and say nothing about the real impacts 

of CSG mining on landholders.   

This propaganda technique enables the speaker to be technically “telling the truth”, in that 

they truly have “no doubt” and are truly “aware of the need”, even if they have no intention of 

doing the right thing and fully understand the damaging impacts of CSG mining on the land 

and landowners.   

One pernicious consequence of this propaganda tactic is that the speaker can only maintain 

truthfulness by avoiding information that would obviously contradict their mental state of 

having “no doubt”.  Metgasco staff want to please their bosses and they are motivated to 

protect their superiors from the kinds of information that have led landowners, local Councils, 

the New South Wales Farmers Association, the Country Women's Association, and many 

other organisations to oppose CSG industrialisation of rural areas.   

The process is worthy of a scene in “Yes Minister” in which assistants sense that their 

executives don’t want to hear negative things about CSG, so they don’t tell them things they 

would not want to hear, and the executives can go on saying in good faith that they have no 

doubt that Metgasco can coexist with landholders.    

Metgasco uses deceptive statistics when they claim that “wells and facilities will occupy less 

than two per cent of the land”.  Two percent doesn’t sound like much, and they are hoping 

that this will give you the impression that the impact of CSG operations is a trifling matter. 

 

The familiar pictures of Tara, Chinchilla and Roma gasfields show us what a 2% CSG 

footprint looks like.  This crooked statistic should be no more reassuring than telling someone 

who has been shot in the chest that they need not worry because the bullet hole occupies only 

.002% of their skin area.  

 

How reassuring is Metgasco’s statement that “of course, when the gas has been produced, the 

land must be rehabilitated”?  If Metgasco actually believes that CSG operations have a 

neutral or beneficial impact on the land, then aren’t they absolved from any obligation to 

actively assess or manage risks and to properly remediate damage once the gas is exhausted?  

  

 Possible follow-up question. 

“Is Metgasco claiming that CSG operations have never had, and can not have, a negative 

impact on the land, landowners, or farming operations?” 

The toxicity of waste water. 

 

Metgasco suggests that their CSG wastewater is safe, without ever actually saying so.   

 

In response to the question, “Why does Metgasco continue to claim the waste water is saline 

when in fact it has been shown to be toxic and full of chemicals?”, Metgasco replied: 

 

“It is simply not correct to suggest that our CSG waste water has been shown many 

times to contain extremely harmful substances such as heavy metals, radionuclides 

and BTEX compounds.  Test results have shown that our production water is not 

toxic.” 
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Metgasco adopts the tactic of providing a restricted, conditional response which says nothing 

about the safety of their CSG wastewater.   

 

Metgasco’s “answer” is in effect a comment on the “correctness” of a “suggestion” that was 

never made, that is, that their “waste water has been shown many times to contain extremely 

harmful substances”.  The truth of Metgasco’s statement hinges on their use of the phrase 

“many times”, and their claim would continue to be true even if their waste water had been 

shown on several but not “many” occasions to contain extremely harmful substances. 

 

Metgasco also mislead with their claim that, “Test results have shown that our production 

water is not toxic”.  They could have said that their production water is safe or free of toxins, 

but rather they chose to recast their statement so that it refers to unspecified “test results” and 

tells us little about reality.  If Metgasco is referring to the test results they included in their 

DA for the waste water sumps, then the tests did not even look for the toxic chemicals that are 

likely to be there (Dr Mariann Lloyd-Smith, Senior Advisor with the National Toxics 

Network, personal communication, 2012).   

 

Metgasco’s vague statement begs the question as to why they have not already made public 

the test results they refer to.  The publication of test results that confirmed the safety of their 

production water would be valuable public relations for Metgasco and would asuage 

community concerns.   

 

Metgasco burrs up at the use of the word “toxic”.  In their response to the question about the 

make-up of their production water, Metgasco complained:     

 

“It is also unfortunate that some people insist on using the word ‘toxic’ in every 

statement they make - this is an emotive approach that encourages uninformed 

decision making and judgments.” 

 

I note that “toxic” is an appropriate technical term for describing chemicals that are 

poisonous, and Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) on bronopol, one of the toxic chemicals 

which Metgasco acknowledges using, states “toxic to fish” and “toxic to aquatic life” (Dr 

Mariann Lloyd-Smith, National Toxics Network, personal communication, 2012). 

  

The meaning of the word “toxic” also bears on the significance of Metgasco’s claim to the 

NSW Parliamentary Inquiry that: 

  

“The water taken from the coal seams is not toxic but is generally too salty for salt  

intolerant plants.”  “All the salts found in CSG produced water are also commonly 

found in normal drinking water supplies but at higher levels.”  

 

Metgasco attempts to “normalise” the nature and quality of their produced water by 

associating the salts it contains with “normal drinking water supplies”.  Metgasco is not 

claiming that the waste water is safe, nor do they rule out the possibility that it contains 

significant amounts of various toxins.  Rather, they seem to be suggesting that the water is not 

“toxic” in itself, in the sense that drinking it would not poison you or kill you outright.   

 

A Metgasco executive should drink a glass of the produced water to demonstrate its safety.  

The saltiness should not be a problem because the salts are “commonly found in normal 

drinking water”.  If Metgasco balks at this suggestion, perhaps they would be willing to drink 

it if it is first filtered by reverse osmosis. 



 

                                © Dr Wayne Somerville 2012 

11 

 Possible follow-up questions. 

 

“Is Metgasco claiming that their CSG produced water is safe and free of toxins?”. 

 

“Will Metgasco make public the test results of their production water that they refer to?  If 

not, why not?” 

 

“Will Metgasco support independent testing of their production water?  If not, why not?” 

 

Well integrity. 

 

In response to the question, “Does Metgasco expect the community to ignore that a high 

proportion of well cement casings crack over time and that explosive and toxic gases 

commonly leak once gas fields are dewatered?”, Metgasco responded: 

 

“The statement about well integrity and its consequences is incorrect.  Metgasco 

adheres to international standards for well construction which are based on industry 

practices over 100 years and which are designed to prevent leaks to the atmosphere or 

aquifers.”  

 

Metgasco tries to give the impression that their cement casings are sound and that explosive 

and toxic gases do not leak, but that is not what they actually say.   

 

Metgasco ignores the substance of the question and frames their response as a comment on 

the questioner’s “statement about well integrity”.   

 

Logically, Metgasco’s claim that “The statement about well integrity and its consequences is 

incorrect” remains true if they can argue that any part of the question put to them is incorrect.  

Metgasco would be telling the truth even if they know that CSG wells leak, provided that they 

can argue that the proportion of failed casings is not “high”, or that leakage of gas is not 

“common”, or the emissions do not reach “explosive” or “toxic” concentrations.   

 

Metgasco’s claim that they adhere “to international standards for well construction which are 

based on industry practices over 100 years” says nothing about the risks posed by leaking 

CSG wells, and give no reassurance that they are alert to this danger or are interested in doing 

anything to mitigate risks. 

 

Possible follow-up questions. 

 

“Does Metgasco acknowledge that some well casings crack over time and leak gases into the 

atmosphere?” 

 

“How does Metgasco propose to assess and manage the risks associated with deteriorating 

well casings and leakage of gas into the atmosphere?” 

 

 

 

The safety of waste management. 

In their 2008 environmental assessment for the proposed Casino Power Station, Metgasco 

stated that the salt in produced water would “accumulate over time” in the ponds and then  
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“when the proponent’s gas extraction operations are finished, the pond will be allowed to 

evaporate, the liner with the salt inside will be folded up and properly disposed of via an 

appropriately licensed landfill.” 

 

In response to the question, “What will happen to the thousands of tonnes of highly 

concentrated soluble toxic waste buried as land fill when it gets wet?”, Metgasco replied:  

 

“There are a range of environmentally acceptable means of treating the produced 

water, using the treated water and disposing of any solid waste.  Before we are given 

the right to develop and produce the CSG, we will need to make development and 

environmental submissions to explain plans in detail, and we will need to satisfy the 

government reporting and audit requirements through the life of the project.” 

 

That is to say, Metgasco has no idea what will happen to the soluble toxic waste that they 

have rolled up in plastic and buried in landfills when it is exposed to saturated ground during 

a Northern Rivers wet season.  To obscure their ignorance and avoidance of the question, 

Metgasco offers some management-speak about regulatory processes. 

 

It appears that Metgasco does not know how it will treat and dispose of produced water. In 

their submission to the NSW Parliamentary Inquiry, Metgasco explained that:  

 

“There are a number of means of treating produced water that are applied in the 

industry.  Metgasco is reviewing a number of these to determine the best options for 

future water treatment.  These include the use of reverse osmosis, re-injection into 

high salinity streams, introduction into natural wetlands with salt tolerant plants and 

supporting some agricultural activities after treatment, such as salt tolerant crops.”  

 

There are well-documented problems with all the means for managing CSG produced water 

cited by Metgasco.   

 

The community deserves better from Metgasco than a promise that they will work out 

something that satisfies regulatory requirements some time in the future.   

 

Possible follow-up questions. 

 

The original question deserves an answer: “What will happen to the thousands of tonnes of 

highly concentrated soluble toxic waste buried as land fill when it gets wet?” 

 

Impacts on bores and aquifers - Contamination and depletion. 

 

Metgasco gives the impression that CSG mining poses no significant risk to aquifers, without 

actually saying so. 

 

In their submission to the NSW Parliamentary CSG Inquiry, Metgasco claimed: 

 

“Metgasco understands the importance of protecting groundwater resources and 

utilises industry recognised practices to protect aquifers” (
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It is commendable that Metgasco “understands” the importance of protecting aquifers and 

utilises “industry recognised practices”, but are they actually committed to performing their 

legal obligation to seek out and respond to potential threats to aquifers? 

 

In response to the question, “What does Metgasco say about examples where farm bores have 

dried up, or are producing toxic water or even explosive gas?, Metgasco responded:  

 

“Metgasco is not aware of any farm bores drying up as a result of CSG operations.  

The water we produce from our wells is salty and will be treated as part of any 

ongoing development.  Mr Mark Harris and Mr Brad Mullard have both stated that 

they are not aware of any cross-contamination of aquifers as a result of coal seam gas 

activity.  In a public meeting organised by Thomas George MP in December last year, 

Mr Mullard stated that he was not aware of examples of cross contamination of 

aquifers as a result of coal seam gas activity and invited participants to write to him 

and provide him with examples.  As at 14 March 2012, no such examples have been 

provided to the NSW Government.” 

 

Metgasco ignores the question put to them about toxic water and gas.  Rather, they limit their 

response to the narrow issue of “farm bores drying up”, and thereby raise the possibility that 

they know of cases of CSG-related depletion of bores that did not constitute “drying up”.  

Metgasco’s statement remains true even if they know fully well that CSG mining can damage 

aquifers. 

 

Metgasco’s answer is a standout example of the tactic of casting a response in the form of a 

comment about their mental state of being “not aware”.  Metgasco’s response consists of 

multiple declarations of ignorance, rather than any statement about real risks to aquifers.  Are 

we meant to be impressed by the shared ignorance of Metgasco, who is “not aware of any 

farm bores drying up”, and Mr Mark Harris and Mr Brad Mullard from the NSW Department 

of Trade and Investment who are both “not aware” of any CSG related cross-contamination of 

aquifers?  To top it off, we are informed that, as of 14 March 2012, Mr Mullard was still 

waiting for someone to give him a “convincing” example of CSG-related contamination of 

aquifers. 

 

Metgasco’s response begs the question of whether Mr Mullard and Mr Harris are waiting for 

evidence of aquifer contamination in New South Wales, where there are as yet no CSG 

production licences and no systematic pre-and post-drilling testing of aquifers.  Are they 

receptive to evidence of harm to aquifers in places other than NSW?   

 

The community should be able to expect that Metgasco executives and public servants 

actively seek out information about CSG risks to aquifers.  It is not the duty of citizens to 

provide executives and public servants with information that might shift their mental state 

from ignorance to knowledge regarding this issue. 

  

Possible follow-up questions. 

 

“Is Metgasco claiming that CSG mining poses no significant risk to aquifers or farm bores 

through contamination or depletion?” 

 

“Will Metgasco institute systematic, independent, pre-and post-drilling testing of bores and 

aquifers and make the results freely available to the public?”  “If not, why not?” 
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Health impacts. 

 

In response to the question, “How can Metgasco claim their operations are safe based on 

overseas examples and ignore increasing evidence of multiple disasters from those same sites 

including birth defects?”, Metgasco replied: 

 

“There is no credible evidence that CSG operations have a negative impact on humans 

and livestock.  Oil and gas operations have been in existence for over 100 years and 

have had an enormously beneficial impact on our society, without the adverse impacts 

that are inferred by the question.  Similarly, CSG operations have operated safely in 

Australia for over 16 years and following extensive reviews have the support of 

Australian, Queensland and NSW governments.”  “The accusations implied in the 

question are without support.  Our opponents should check their facts and be able to 

support them scientifically before libelling the industry.” 

 

Metgasco avoids any engagement with the serious risks to the health of workers and citizens 

from exposure to chemicals and materials used in the CSG industry.  Instead, they adopt the 

tactic of assuming for themselves the authority to determine what constitutes “acceptable 

evidence”, even though it they have no scientific expertise or grounds for doing so.   

 

Metgasco does not deny that there is evidence of harm, only that they don’t find it “credible”.  

If Metgasco is ignorant of the rapidly growing body of evidence concerning CSG-related risks 

to health, it is difficult to imagine what would wake it up to its legal obligations to actively 

seek out information about potential risks.   

 

Metgasco then tries to create the impression that CSG operations are safe for humans and 

livestock by giving statements about the longevity and benefits of oil and gas operations that 

have no relevance to a rational consideration of CSG related risks to health.   

 

Is Metgasco really suggesting that there have been no negative health impacts associated with 

exposure to “oil and gas operations” during the past century?  CSG may have been mined in 

Australia for over 16 years, and may have been reviewed by governments, but this offers no 

scientific basis for dismissing the inherent risks from a heavy industrial process that will 

result, for the first time in history, in the widespread exposure of workers and citizens to a 

complex brew of air, water, soil, sound, and light pollution.   

 

The community deserves better than Metgasco giving the impression of safety from pairing 

their denial of health impacts with positive sounding, but meaningless, phrases such as 

“enormously beneficial impact” and “extensive reviews”. 

 

Possible follow-up questions. 

 

“Is Metgasco claiming that CSG operations have no significant negative impacts on human 

and animal health?”   

 

“Does Metgasco accept that they have a legally mandated duty of care to seek out information 

regarding potential risks to the health of workers and citizens exposed to their CSG-related 

operations?” 
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“Does Metgasco support the setting up of routine, independent pre-and post-drilling testing of 

water, soil, and air quality, and monitoring of human and animal health in areas affected by 

their CSG operations?”  “If not, why not?” 

 

Psychological and social impacts. 

 

In response to the question, “Can Metgasco assure local residents that the disastrous impacts 

of gas mining on agricultural, health and psychosocial balance, now apparent in Queensland, 

won't happen here?”, Metgasco responded: 

 

“We are not aware of any credible claims that link health issues to the CSG industry in 

Queensland, nor do we share the view that there are problems with ‘psychosocial’ 

balance in Queensland.  There are multiple reports of individuals and local 

communities in Queensland that support CSG because of the jobs and security it 

brings.  The NSW government already has planning and development approvals in 

place to ensure that health and safety standards are maintained, that landholder and 

CSG company interests are balanced, and that the community is consulted.”  

 

Metgasco avoids any consideration of the real risks associated with CSG mining.  Again, we 

hear about their mental state of being unaware of any claims that they deem to be “credible” 

and their rejection of “the view that there are problems with ‘psychosocial’ balance in 

Queensland”.  This tactic enables Metgasco to make a superficially true statement that has no 

relevance to the rational assessment of the risks to mental health and social well-being 

associated with CSG industrialisation.   

 

Metgasco’s response demonstrates the double standard they apply regarding what they 

consider to be “acceptable” evidence.   

 

On the one hand, Metgasco dismisses out of hand as “not credible” the rapidly growing body 

of case reports, submissions to Government inquiries, scientific studies, and media reports 

that document the very real stress, mental and physical health effects, and social disruption 

associated with coal seam gas industrialisation.   

 

On the other hand, when spruiking their plans to industrialise the Northern Rivers, Metgasco 

relies only on selected anecdotes.  There is no logical or scientific grounds for Metgasco’s 

dismissing individual case-report evidence of psychological harm and social disruption while 

at the same time giving credence to “multiple reports of individuals and local communities”. 

  

The NSW Government might already have health and safety regulations in place, but this 

does not guarantee that Metgasco is willing or able to perform their legal and ethical 

responsibilities to appropriately manage risks to the health of workers and the public.  

 

Possible follow-up questions. 

 

“Is Metgasco claiming that CSG operations have no significant negative impacts on the 

mental health and social well-being of people who are exposed to CSG operations?”   

 

“Does Metgasco accept that they have a legally mandated duty of care to seek out information 

regarding potential risks to the mental health of workers and citizens and the social well-being 

of communities that are exposed to their CSG related operations?” 
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“Does Metgasco support the setting up of independent monitoring of mental health and social 

well-being indicators in areas affected by their CSG operations?”  “If not, why not?” 

 

“On what grounds does Metgasco reject as “not credible” the many testimonies and reports of 

stress and negative health effects given by people who live with gas fields in Queensland?” 

 

The economic benefits of CSG industrialisation. 

 

In their concluding comments to anti-CSG protestors’ questions, Metgasco claimed that: 

 

“The industry can provide significant benefits to local communities.  For example, the 

Mayor of the Western Downs Regional Council (which includes the town of Tara), 

Ray Brown recently said ‘the burgeoning industry had already halted the drift away 

from rural areas and created more jobs than the region could handle’.  The 

development of the industry in the Northern Rivers is already beginning to have the 

same impact, resulting in more jobs for locals and greater economic sustainability.” 

 

If Metgasco deems the comments of Mayor Brown to be “acceptable” evidence, then a 

balanced consideration of economic benefits would also recognise the opinion of the growing 

number of other City and Shire Mayors who are speaking out against CSG industrialisation. 

 

The claim that in the Northern Rivers the CSG industry is already creating “more jobs for 

locals and greater economic sustainability” is unsupported by any data and ignores the 

offsetting costs from negative impacts on other businesses in the area.  In Kyogle, real estate 

agents are already reporting a marked falloff in activity in the local rural real estate market 

associated with concerns about the proposed CSG industrialisation of the area. 

 

In their submission to the NSW parliamentary inquiry, Metgasco claimed that: 

 

“In the Richmond Valley LGA, which is a key part of the Northern Rivers region, the 

five largest industry employers accounted for almost 66% of total employment.  The 

five main industry employers were, in order, manufacturing, retail trade, health and 

community services, education and agriculture.”  “The Federal Minister for Regional 

Development, Simon Crean, stated in September 2011 that coal seam gas should be 

part of Australia’s clean energy future and ‘a community that relies on one industry is 

always in trouble.’”  “This narrow economic base was also recognised by Regional 

Development Australia (Northern Rivers) as a headline issue for the area and 

recommended ‘support for local power generation based on recent gas finds’ as a 

future need.”  “Regional Development Australia (Northern Rivers) believes that the 

Metgasco proposed megawatt gas fired powered station will have a significant impact 

on the local community including social inclusion and employment.”  “Metgasco is 

committed to building a strong regional energy business in northern NSW and to 

creating jobs and economic opportunities for local residents” (
 

 

Metgasco’s statements might be true, but they give a distorted, biased account of the 

economic impacts of CSG industrialisation.  A rational, balanced cost/benefit analysis would 

recognise that there would be winners and losers if Metgasco realises its plans for the 

Northern Rivers.   
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The winners from CSG industrialisation would include suppliers and employees of Metgasco, 

and the local businesses that will do increased trade while fly-in workers are in town to 

construct infrastructure.  The losers will be those businesses and individuals that bear the 

offsetting and opportunity costs that come with living with landscape scale CSG gas fields.  

 

Some offsetting and opportunity costs from CSG industrialisation are readily quantified, 

while other costs are more intangible but nonetheless economically important. 

 

Coal seam gas industrialisation of rural areas is not like bringing a factory to town which adds 

new economic opportunities and does not damage existing businesses.  The problem with the 

CSG industrialisation of rural areas is that it “robs Peter to pay Paul”.  The benefits of the 

CSG industry have to be offset against the negative impacts on, and costs borne by, existing 

agricultural, fishing, forestry, tourist and lifestyle residential housing operations.   

 

Corporations jealously protect their brand identity, and the internationally recognised 

Northern Rivers “brand”, and its association with World Heritage natural environments, 

beautiful landscapes, and sustainable agricultural industries, has genuine economic value and 

should not be given up lightly.  There are real costs if the Northern Rivers becomes the 

“Northern Gasland”.  

 

 The promise of reduced energy costs. 

 

In their submission to the NSW parliamentary inquiry, Metgasco claimed that: 

  

“Metgasco’s goal is to develop a strong regionally based energy business which assists 

in maintaining the competitiveness of local manufacturing businesses by supplying 

competitively priced local gas”.  

 

Metgasco gives the impression that they will provide discounted gas for local businesses, but 

that is not what they actually say.   

 

Interpretation hinges on the meaning of “competitively priced local gas”.  Currently, the CSG 

industry in Australia plans to export most of its product overseas, with gas for domestic power 

production being sold back to Australia at world parity prices, as is the case with our locally 

produced petrol.  Is Metgasco really just offering to sell locally produced gas at world parity 

prices?  

 

Possible follow-up question. 

 

“Is Metgasco promising to sell locally produced gas to local businesses at a discounted price?  

If so, what discount will be offered and how will it be calculated?” 

 

 Royalties to the NSW taxpayer. 

 

In their submission to the NSW parliamentary inquiry, Metgasco claimed that: 

 

“The royalties paid to the NSW government will clearly depend on the extent its coal 

seams are developed, but if the Queensland experience is an indication of future 

impact then NSW will experience significant economic growth as a result of CSG.”  

“For Metgasco’s proposed LNG plant, with LNG sales of 1.5 million tonnes/year, the 

project is estimated to realise total revenues of $29 billion over its 20 year life and  
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total royalties to the NSW Government over this time period are estimated to be $1.1 

billion.  This royalty estimate is conservative as it applies to production of less than 

2,000 PJ” (   

 

Metgasco’s statement on royalties is misleading because it does not take account of the kinds 

of risks that are usually discussed in an investment prospectus.  There are substantial risks to 

NSW taxpayers as a result of the five-year exemption on CSG royalties and the rapidly 

developing worldwide overproduction of gas.   

 

Articles in the financial media are increasingly discussing the implications of America’s 

newly acquired status as a net exporter of gas, and the huge gas projects that will be coming 

online in China, India, Africa, and around the world in coming years.  There is a substantial 

risk that NSW taxpayers will receive no royalties at all from Metgasco’s operations.  

 

 Possible follow-up question. 

 

“What will happen to Metgasco’s projected payment of royalties to NSW taxpayers if there is 

a significant downturn in the price of gas in coming years?” 

 

Farmers’ income and wealth. 

 

In their submission to the NSW parliamentary inquiry, Metgasco stated: 

 

“Land access payments to landowners provide an additional source of income for 

working farmers.” “The Wilson HTM research paper also estimates that the “annual 

payment is about 5-10 times the value of agricultural output foregone from the land 

disturbed” ( . 

 

“Metgasco’s existing operations are proof positive that CSG operations can and do co-

exist with landowners.  Due to commercial in confidence issues, Metgasco is unable to 

provide details of its existing relationships with landowners.  However an equities 

research paper on the coal seam gas sector, published by Investment Advisory Group, 

Wilson HTM, states that landowners “are typically paid ~$5k/well for the disturbance 

caused during drilling and ~$1.5k/year/well for the life of the well” (
  

 

This is a good example of true statements being used to create a false positive impression.   

 

The $1,500 a year payment for a hectare of top soil removed around each CSG well would 

truly compensate for the loss of income from one hectare’s worth of grazing.  This sounds like 

a good deal, but a few thousand dollars a year income pales into insignificance when you take 

into account the decline in land values that accompanies CSG industrialisation. 

 

When a property holder grants access to miners, or a CSG company buys a property, the value 

of all the land in the area plummets.  In Queensland, families have had to walk away from 

their farms because CSG mining made their land worthless.  The decline in land values 

caused by CSG mining represents a massive transfer of wealth from farming communities to 

mining companies.   
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Conclusion 

 

If realised, Metgasco’s proposed coal seam gas industrialisation of the Northern Rivers 

would be the most profound change to this region’s environment since the 1840s clearing of 

the Big Scrub, and the most socially and psychologically damaging event since the Vietnam 

War. 

 

The nature, magnitude, and social, historical and political significance of Metgasco’s 

proposed development demands the highest standards of rational cost/benefit analysis.  

 

In all instances reviewed in this document, Metgasco failed to provide clear statements that 

could be tested by rational argument based on evidence.  In all cases, Metgasco employed 

propaganda to create the impression that their operations are at all times and in all ways safe 

and beneficial. 

 

Metgasco’s statements raise reasonable concerns about their ability and willingness to assess 

and manage risks and to remediate damage associated with their operations.   

 

If Metgasco wants to be a good corporate citizen it needs to respect and care for the workers 

and community that would have to live with its proposed gas fields.  Insulting citizens by 

dismissing their justified concerns as “emotional nonsense” is unacceptable. 

 

Metgasco could back up its stated policy of being truthful and considerate in its dealings with 

the community by instituting comprehensive, independently conducted, pre-and post-drilling 

testing of aquifers, soil, air, and the physical and emotional health of people who would be 

affected by their operations.  
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Appendix A 

 

Some references to risks associated with CSG industrialisation 

 

The toxicity of waste water. 

 

I note that there are numerous readily accessible reports in the media and scientific literature 

indicating that water produced from coal seams is toxic and is not safe.  Some examples of 

these reports include: 

 

 Certified, independent analysis of soil and water contaminated by wastewater spills in 

the Pilliga coal seam gas operations in northwest NSW found that in addition to high 

levels of salts, they contained a variety of heavy metals including arsenic, lead and 

chromium, as well as petrochemicals.
1,2

 

 

 In November 2011 it was revealed that even after reverse-osmosis treatment, CSG 

wastewater being released into waterways in Queensland contained a range of toxic 

substances, including Boron and Cadmium, which are highly toxic to aquatic 

organisms.
3
  

 

 “Whilst the chemical makeup of the wastewater may vary in different places, there is 

absolutely no reason why produced water in Metgasco’ operations would be any less 

toxic than in these other locations and there has been no comprehensive independent 

testing to verify Metgasco’ claims that the wastewater in their holding ponds is just 

saline.”
4
 

 

 CSG activities also result in large quantities of contaminated “produced” water.  The 

amount of water extracted from a CSG well varies depending on the type and depth of 

the coal seam, but is reported by industry to range between 0.1 - 0.8 megalitres per day 

(ML/d).
5
  This produced water is contaminated with heavy metals (eg cadmium, 

barium), radioactive substances like uranium and thorium, fracking or drilling 

chemicals and high concentrations of salt.
6
  

 

Well integrity. 

 

I note that there are numerous, readily accessible reports in the media and scientific literature 

indicating that leakage from coal seam gas wells is a risk worthy of examination and 

management.  Some examples of these reports include: 

 

 The final report of the Coal Seam Gas Well Head Safety Program (April 2011) found 

that over 120 wells were reported to be leaking methane in the 2010 Queensland Coal 

Seam Gas Well Head Safety Program.
7
   

                                                 
1
 http://www.stoppilligacoalseamgas.com.au/?p=1360  

2 http://www.smh.com.au/environment/water-issues/arsenic-and-lead-found-in-contaminated-water-leak-at-coal-

seam-gas-drill-site-20120209-1rx7s.html 
3
 ABC Website: Coal Seam Gas by the Numbers from : 

http://www.abc.net.au/news/2011-11-24/chinchilla-toxic-waste-discharge-approved/3677838 
4 Boudica Cerese, environmental scientist, media release 19 March 2012 
5
 CSG and water: quenching the industry’s thirst, Gas Today Australia — May 2009 

6
 Seawater has a salt concentration of 35,000ppm 

7 National Toxics Network (2011). Coal Seam Gas Briefing Update. 

http://www.stoppilligacoalseamgas.com.au/?p=1360
http://www.smh.com.au/environment/water-issues/arsenic-and-lead-found-in-contaminated-water-leak-at-coal-seam-gas-drill-site-20120209-1rx7s.html
http://www.smh.com.au/environment/water-issues/arsenic-and-lead-found-in-contaminated-water-leak-at-coal-seam-gas-drill-site-20120209-1rx7s.html
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2011-11-24/chinchilla-toxic-waste-discharge-approved/3677838
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 The Four Corners interview with Scott Lloyd
8
, a Queensland farmer with a CSG gas 

field on his property, which reported that two out three QGC wells had been leaking 

since 2006, gas that was originally coming from the well head was now “coming 

straight out of the ground all around the site”, and attempts to plug the leak with 

cement had been unsuccessful.  

 

 The Four Corners interview with John Hillier
9
 who had been Queensland 

Government's principal hydrologist for 13 years.  Mr Hillier said that, “We may not 

even know that we've got leakage down there for 20, 30, 40 years. So we can have a 

lot of damage to a big resource that we don't even know about”. 

 

 The Four Corners interview with Col Davis
10

, a farmer, and Ian Hansen, a water bore 

driller.  Mr Davies reported that a couple of years ago his water bores became gassy, 

and he showed one bore that had stopped bubbling water and now only blows gas.  Mr 

Hensen explained that the gas would have always been present in coal seams and other 

strata but as these CSG companies lower the water table it takes the pressure off and 

that lets the gas release. 

 

The safety of waste management. 

 

I note that the following readily available information from the National Toxics Network’s 

(2011) Coal Seam Gas Briefing Update is relevant to the assessment of risks associated with 

Metgasco’s proposed disposal options of reverse osmosis filtration, re-injection into high 

salinity aquifers, introduction into natural wetlands, and irrigation of “salt tolerant crops”: 

 

 “When allowed to dry out, the dried sediments from evaporative ponds represent an 

environmental health risk due to inhalation of dust containing hazardous residues such 

as thorium, which can cause lung cancer.”
11

 

 

 “The Queensland Government’s preferred method of dealing with produced water is 

re-injection into the well, however as the Queensland Gas Company (QGC) stated in 

its evidence to he Senate Inquiry; ‘While it is technically feasible in some 

circumstances to re-inject water produced as a result of coal seam gas extraction, this 

is unlikely to be possible in most cases.  Re-injection in the same location as the water 

is drawn from is even less likely to be possible’.”
12

 

 

 “Permits are provided for the release of wastewater into rivers and waterways for 

extended periods.  In at least two Queensland CSG projects
13

 permits to release into 

the Murray Darling river system have been provided for 18 months at a maximum 

volume of 20 megalitres (ML) per day.  In PEN No. 100067807, over 80 chemical 

compounds as well as radionuclides were listed in the permit and included a range of 

                                                 
8 Four Corners program on CSG, “The Gas Rush” aired 21/02/2011. 

www.abc.net.au/4corners/content/2011/s3141787.htm  
9 Ibid 
10 Ibid 
11 National Toxics Network (2011). Coal Seam Gas Briefing Update. 
12 National Toxics Network (2011). Coal Seam Gas Briefing Update. 
13 Schedule C, Australian Pacific LNG Pty Ltd Environmental Authority (petroleum activities) No. 

PEN100067807 
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persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances such as nonylphenols, Bisphenol A 

(BPA), chlorobenzenes, bromides, lead, cadmium, chromium, mercury and BTEX.”  

 

 “Many of the release limits used were not based on the Australian and New Zealand 

Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water
14

 as the chemicals were either not listed in the 

ANZECC guidelines or were marked as having insufficient data to set water quality 

guidelines.  The permits allowed the release of an unquantified and unassessed 

mixture of persistent toxic chemicals into a river used for irrigation and farming 

without any prior assessment of the cumulative chemical load or its possible long-term 

impacts on water quality, sediment, soil, stock and ecosystems.”  

 

 “The current regulatory proposal by the Queensland Government
15

 to allow gas 

companies to set their own critical limits and alert levels for contaminants in recycled 

CSG water through a commercial risk assessment, without any public input is not 

acceptable.  Definitions of acceptable risk regarding contamination are not the 

prerogative of a private company with commercial interests in the outcome.” 

 
 “The optimism of industry and regulatory agencies in regards to Reverse Osmosis 

membrane filtration technology to adequately treat contaminated produce water is not 

justified.  Despite reassurances from CSG companies on this issue, the fact remains 

that reverse osmosis filtration has significant limitations and cannot remove all 

contaminants.
16  

While, “the three mechanisms by which a molecule may be rejected 

by the reverse osmosis membrane are size exclusions (or sieving), electrostatic 

repulsion and hydrophobic adsorption”
17

, in general, if the contaminants are larger in 

size than water molecules, those contaminants will be filtered out.  If the contaminants 

are smaller in size, they remain in the water.  Chemicals unable to be successfully 

treated include bromoform, chloroform, naphthalene, nonylphenol, octylphenol, 

dichloroacetic acid, trichloroethylene, tris(2-chloroethyl)-phosphate.  Low molecular 

weight, non polar, water soluble solutes such as the methanol and ethylene glycol are 

also poorly rejected.
18  

 

Impacts on bores and aquifers - Contamination and depletion. 

 

I note that there is considerable readily available information, from sources inside and outside 

the mining industry, that atests to the risk that CSG mining poses to aquifers and bores.  This 

information includes the following reports of the contamination and depletion of aquifers:  

 

 Some reports of CSG-related contamination of aquifers. 

 

 “It is not surprising that BTEX chemicals have been found in monitoring wells 

associated with CSG activities; most recently in five of 14 bores at Arrow Energy’s 

gas fields, near Dalby
19

.  Benzene was detected at levels between 6 to 15 times the 

                                                 
14 Available at 

www.mincos.gov.au/publications/australian_and_new_zealand_guidelines_for_fresh_and_marine_water_quality 
15

 Consultation Draft ; Coal Seam Gas Recycled Water Management Plan and Validation Guideline Including 

Exclusion Decision Application Guideline June 2011 
16 www.industry.qld.gov.au/documents/LNG/csg-water-beneficial-use-approval.pdf.Also see : Stuart J. Khan 

Quantitative chemical exposure assessment for water recycling schemes, Waterlines Report Series No 27, March 

2010 Commissioned by the National Water Commission.   
17 ibid 
18 http://www.aquatechnology.net/reverse_osmosis.html 
19 Media Release ‘Arrow advises of monitoring results’, 26 August 2011. 
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Australian drinking water standard (0.001 milligram per litre /1ppb).”
20

  

 

 “Hydrological systems involved are complex and inadequately researched and there is 

a very real risk of creating connections between the coal seam and surrounding 

groundwater resources during the drilling process
21

.  In the Review of Environmental 

Factors submitted by Shenhua Watermark Coal, it was acknowledged that; ‘Drill holes 

or fractures may intersect with one or multiple aquifers potentially mixing 

groundwater from different strata or altering the groundwater chemistry through 

exposure to the air, gas, fracking chemicals and drilling fluids or the release of natural 

compounds like BTEX’.” 
22

 

 

 “Methane can also contaminate bores and water wells near gas wells.
23

  An analysis of 

60 water wells near active gas wells in the US, found most were contaminated with 

methane at levels well above US federal safety guidelines for methane.  The majority 

of water wells situated one kilometre or less from a gas well, contained water 

contaminated with 19 to 64 parts per million of methane.  Wells more than a kilometer 

from active gas had only a few parts per million of methane in their water.”
24

   

 

 “Sampling of CSG released water from Bohena Creek in the Pilliga Forest
25

 detected 

methane at the Eastern Star Gas discharge site at 68 micrograms per litre (ug/l), 

whereas it was not detected in the upstream control sample.”
26

  

 

 “With limited monitoring data available, groundwater impacts resulting from 

extracting CSG are largely unquantified.  Nevertheless, reasonably foreseeable 

impacts resulting from CSG extraction can be identified.  A variety of reasonably 

foreseeable impacts on groundwater resources include the following: contamination of 

shallow aquifers and surface waters surrounding CSG projects from the leakage of by-

product water storages.
27

 

 

 The Four Corners program on CSG which aired 21/02/2011
28

 reported: 

“Interviewer: Last July Anne Bridle heard about a fraccing gone wrong on a 

neighbour's farm.  She decided to investigate and found the major aquifer had been 

contaminated with salty and toxic water.  The gas companies said this could never 

happen. Bridle says QGC tried to cover up the incident….In response QGC said it 

‘unintentionally provided a route for water in the aquifer, as well as the coal measures 

to enter the well.’ Anne Bridle had to find out what chemicals QGC had used to fracc 

and see if they contaminated any cattle.  Eventually the Government supplied this list 

with the company's safety data sheets.  Anne Bridle noticed that the safety data sheet 

for the chemical THPS was American, incomplete and 10 years out of date.  It did not 

                                                 
20 National Toxics Network (2011). Coal Seam Gas Briefing Update. 
21 ibid 
22 Shenhua Watermark Coal Pty Ltd, Review of Environmental Factors Exploration Drilling and Associated 

Activities -EL 7223 February 2011 GHD-RPT-EXP-DRL-007 [1] Revision 1 
23 Osborn, SG, A Vengosh, NR Warner, RB Jackson. 2011. Methane contamination of drinking water 

accompanying gas-well drilling and hydraulic fracturing. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 

U.S.A. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1100682108. http://www.nicholas.duke.edu/cgc/pnas2011.pdf 
24 National Toxics Network (2011). Coal Seam Gas Briefing Update 
25 Water sampling results supplied by East West Enviroag as Project No. EW 110647. 
26 National Toxics Network (2011). Coal Seam Gas Briefing Update. 
27 Queensland Department of Infrastructure, Liquified Natural Gas, Whole of State, Environmental Impacts 

Study, Full Report – Final, Version 3, December 2007. 
28 Four Corners program on CSG, “The Gas Rush” aired 21/02/2011. 

www.abc.net.au/4corners/content/2011/s3141787.htm 
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contain critical information.  So Anne Bridle got the up to date Australian safety data 

sheet for THPS and what it revealed shocked her.  It was highly toxic and warned ‘can 

cause chemical pneumonia and death’.  It advised ‘DO NOT discharge into sewers and 

waterways.’  Yet Queensland Gas blasted 130 litres of THPS down the well. 

Interviewer: Bridle says QGC still cannot confirm they've sealed the aquifer at the 

site and fixed the problem.” 

 

  Some reports of aquifer drawdown and de-pressurisation. 

 

 The Queensland Department of Infrastructure LNG Whole of State Environmental 

Impacts Study
29

 stated:  “With limited monitoring data available, groundwater impacts 

resulting from extracting CSG are largely unquantified.  Nevertheless, reasonably 

foreseeable impacts resulting from CSG extraction can be identified.  A variety of 

reasonably foreseeable impacts on groundwater resources include the following: 

 drawdown of groundwater head levels within CSG aquifers (i.e. coal 

seams); 

 drawdown of groundwater head levels within surrounding aquifers; 

 reduction of landholder bore yields surrounding CSG projects (due to 

lower  

 groundwater heads) where the landholder extracts groundwater from 

impact   aquifers.” 

 

 In November 2011 the Commonwealth Government Senate Committee released its 

findings and recommendations following an investigation of the coal seam gas 

industry
30

.  The Committee’s Chairman Bill Heffernan said: “We don’t want to look 

back in 50 years time and regret what we are doing.  When the CSIRO tells the 

committee that we don’t really know the long term impacts on the aquifers – it could 

take 300 years for some aquifers to recharge – these are all things that need to be 

understood before the industry goes ahead.” 

 

 Santos: “The drawdown of ground water heads within coal seam gas aquifers is a 

necessary process and an unavoidable impact associated with the depressurisation of 

the coal seam.”
31

 

 

 “There can be significant losses in pressure both within the aquifer, and/or in the 

overlying and underlying aquifers. Industry predicts groundwater drawdown for the 

Arcadia Valley and Fairview CSG fields within the Bowen Basin, Queensland of up to 

15 metres by 2013 and 65 metres by 2028.  For the four bore wells situated in and 

around the fields, it was estimated they would experience 7 to 25 metres drawdown in 

the groundwater level by 2028.”
32

  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
29 Queensland Department of Infrastructure, Liquified Natural Gas, Whole of State, Environmental Impacts 

Study, Full Report – Final, Version 3, December 2007. 
30 Commonwealth Senate Rural Affairs and Transport References Committee, Management of the Murray 

Darling Basin, Interim report: the impact of mining coal seam gas on the management of the Murray Darling 

Basin, November 2011 
31 Groundwater (Deep Aquifer Modelling) for Santos GLNG Project – Environmental Impact Statement 

31/3/2009.  
32 Groundwater (Deep Aquifer Modelling) for Santos GLNG Project – Environmental Impact Statement 

31/3/2009.  
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Health impacts. 

 

I note that amongst a rapidly growing, readily accessible body of information, the following 

reports are relevant to the assessment of CSG-related risks to human and animal health: 

 

 Bamberger, M. and Oswald, R. (2012). Impacts of gas drilling on human and animal 

health. New Solutions, Vol. 22(1) 51-77. 

 Michaels, C., Simpson, J., Wegner, W. (2010). Fractured Communities: Case Studies 

of the Environmental Impacts of Gas Drilling. Riverkeeper. 

 National Toxics Network. Coal Seam Gas Briefing Update (2011). 

 Gassed - Citizen Investigation of Toxic Air Pollution from Natural Gas Development 

(2011). GCMonitor.org. 

 “US left with CSG mess” – The Land 8
th

 March 2012,  

 “CSG Effects washing far down stream” – The Land 1
st
 March 2012 

 Doctors for the Environment Australia Inc. (2011).  Submission to NSW Government 

Inquiry into Coal Seam Gas, No 412. 

 Kelly, D. (2012). Colorado School of Public Health research into acute and chronic 

health problems associated with living near gas fields. Science of the Total 

Environment. 

  

Psychological and social impacts. 

 

I note that there is a wealth of information, readily available to anyone who cares to look, 

regarding the physical and psychological risks associated with CSG industrialisation.  The 

transcripts of submissions made to the NSW Parliamentary Inquiry, which can be downloaded 

from the NSW Government’s website, would be a good place for Metgasco to begin their 

legally mandated efforts to gain an understanding of the hazards and risks associated with 

their operations and to ensure that they have appropriate processes for receiving and 

considering information regarding hazards and risks. 

 

I note that, amongst numerous other reports, the submissions made to the NSW Parliamentary 

Inquiry by the Doctors for the Environment Australia Inc
33

, concluded that: 

 

 “The current level of assessment, monitoring and regulation of CSG exploration and 

mining activities in Australia is inadequate to protect the health of current and future 

generations of Australians.” 

 “There is the potential for public health to be affected directly and indirectly through 

CSG operations: through contamination of water, air and soil; through diversion of 

water and land away from agricultural food production; and from mental health 

impacts on communities who have had environmental changes imposed upon them.” 

 “Human health relies on having clean safe drinking water and unpolluted air.  Coal 

seam mining operations should not be allowed to endanger these basic health needs of 

Australians.  Any development of this industry requires adequate scientific studies and 

the application of precautionary principle.” 

 “The CSG process can divide previously close-knit rural communities, increasing 

tension and disharmony, impact on local economies, and threaten other industries.  

                                                 
33

 Doctors for the Environment Australia Inc. NSW Parliamentary Inquiry into Coal Seam Gas, Received 

16/09/2011, Submission Number 412. 
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The final common pathway for effects from these impacts may be poorer mental 

health, with increases in depression and anxiety.” 

 

Appendix B 

 

Risk management – WH&S Code 2011 

 

Risk management is the process of thinking systematically about all possible risks, problems 

or disasters before they happen, and setting up procedures that will avoid the risk, or minimise 

its impact, or cope with its impact. 

Risks to the health of workers and the public from coal seam gas industrialisation arise 

directly from the usual activities involved in heavy industry, and from processes that pollute 

the air with dust and noxious fumes, contaminate water and soil with chemicals, and create 

light and noise pollution.   

Some CSG related activities more indirectly affect the health of workers and the public by 

compromising access to clean water through the depletion and/or contamination of aquifers, 

and by introducing toxic, carcinogenic, and sometimes bioaccumulative chemicals into the 

food chain via pollution of air, soil, pastures, and water. 

According to the Commonwealth Government’s Work Health and Safety Act 2011, Section 

274, Work Health and Safety Codes of Practice 2011 (WH&S Code, 2011):  

 “The health and safety duties require duty holders to consider all risks associated with 

work, not only those for which regulations and codes of practice exist.” 

 Officers, including company directors, must exercise due diligence and take 

reasonable steps to “gain an understanding of the hazards and risks associated with the 

operations of the business or undertaking, and ensure that the business or undertaking 

has and uses appropriate resources and processes to eliminate or minimise risks to 

health and safety”. 

 “A safe and healthy workplace does not happen by chance or guesswork”, and there is 

an obligation on those with a duty to “think about what could go wrong at your 

workplace and what the consequences could be.” 

According to the NSW Work Health and Safety Act 2011, No 10, Subdivision 1, 17 

Management of risks: 

 

“A duty imposed on a person to ensure health and safety requires the person: 

(a) to eliminate risks to health and safety, so far as is reasonably practicable, and 

(b) if it is not reasonably practicable to eliminate risks to health and safety, to 

minimise those risks so far as is reasonably practicable.” 

 

According to the NSW Work Health and Safety Act 2011, No 10, Subdivision 2, 18 What is 

“reasonably practicable” in ensuring health and safety: 

 

“In this Act, reasonably practicable, in relation to a duty to ensure health and safety, 

means that which is, or was at a particular time, reasonably able to be done in relation 

to ensuring health and safety, taking into account and weighing up all relevant matters 

including: 

(a) the likelihood of the hazard or the risk concerned occurring, and 

(b) the degree of harm that might result from the hazard or the risk, and 
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(c) what the person concerned knows, or ought reasonably to know, about: 

(i) the hazard or the risk, and 

(ii) ways of eliminating or minimising the risk.” 

 

According to the NSW Work Health and Safety Act 2011, Division 4, Duty of officers: 

 

“(1) If a person conducting a business or undertaking has a duty or obligation under 

this Act, an officer of the person conducting the business or undertaking must exercise 

due diligence to ensure that the person conducting the business or undertaking 

complies with that duty or obligation. 

 

  “(5) In this section, due diligence includes taking reasonable steps: 

(a) to acquire and keep up-to-date knowledge of work health and safety 

matters, and 

(b) to gain an understanding of the nature of the operations of the business or 

undertaking of the person conducting the business or undertaking and 

generally of the hazards and risks associated with those operations, and 

(c) to ensure that the person conducting the business or undertaking has 

available for use, and uses, appropriate resources and processes to eliminate or 

minimise risks to health and safety from work carried out as part of the 

conduct of the business or undertaking, and 

(d) to ensure that the person conducting the business or undertaking has 

appropriate processes for receiving and considering information regarding 

incidents, hazards and risks and responding in a timely way to that 

information.” 


