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[bookmark: _ry91jdr6i0c0][bookmark: _Hlk535853148]Dear Sir or Madam,

[bookmark: _rchons95q8f6]in August 2018, the CEDAW Committee asked the UK Government to “provide information on the measures being taken to mitigate and address the health and environmental impacts of toxic substances on women and girls, in particular rural women, due to planned fracking activities.”[i]

The UK Government answered in November 2018 that it “has been clear that oil and gas development must be safe and environmentally sound.” The UK further states that “it has a robust regulatory system which provides a comprehensive regime for exploratory activities. In the UK, there are tough regulations in place to ensure on site safety, prevent water contamination, and mitigate seismic activity and air pollution.”[ii]

However, we strongly disagree with this and we absolutely dismiss the claims made by the UK Government. The September 2017 Report of the Special UN Rapporteur on the implications for human rights of the environmentally sound management and disposal of hazardous substances and wastes on his mission to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, highlights the following:

[bookmark: _foahhgq5bqjo] “The United Nations Environment Programme has concluded that hydraulic fracking may result in unavoidable environmental impacts, even if unconventional gas is extracted properly.[iii] The large volumes of water used, the risks of accidental spills and leaks from wells and storage containers contaminating nearby soil and groundwater and the pollution caused by machinery and transport movements all pose serious concerns.”

[bookmark: _1rs9t0f3bh4d]With regard to the legal situation in the UK, the Special Rapporteur further criticizes the lack of robust regulations and protection for the environment and the population:

[bookmark: _mah0kfpfg5sf] “To protect the right to safe water, strong and fully enforced regulations on chemicals used and waste generated and continuous monitoring, including after closure, are needed. According to the Government, environmental and health risks associated with fracking can be managed effectively, provided operational best practices are implemented and enforced. However, United Kingdom regulations on fracking are complex and split between several regulators, and do not appear to be sufficiently stringent. Meanwhile, European Union regulations do not provide sufficiently robust guidelines, instead relying heavily on self-monitoring by the oil and gas industry.”

[bookmark: _a1jg48slzoth]Instead of following the example of many other European countries, who have introduced moratoria on shale development or who have even banned fracking altogether, the UK Government has constantly tried everything to further weaken the existing legislation. After several fracking plans were rejected by local councils in 2018, the UK Government proposed massive changes to planning rules that were fabricated to give the fracking industry a green light to industrialize rural areas and take planning powers away from regional decision-making bodies.[iv]

[bookmark: _9j2jhx91h1ff]In the following summary we will explain why it’s highly important that CEDAW address concerns regarding proposed fracking/shale development in the UK:

1. [bookmark: _7zeswy4ndmd3]Fracking: What is it?

[bookmark: _mxrnrxc8evaa] Hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, is a technique employed by the oil and gas industry to extract fossil fuels. Millions of litres of water (from drinking water reservoirs, rivers or lakes), mixed with tons of toxic chemicals and silica sand, are pumped deep underground under extreme pressure to crack oil or gas bearing rocks in order to set free the “trapped” fossil fuel resources (oil and/or gas).
 
	1.1	The development of the unconventional oil and gas industry has significantly detrimental impacts on the social, community and health wellbeing of the targeted areas:
 
A. Industrialisation of the targeted areas

The fracking industry has—through the necessary construction of a network of thousands of wells and other support infrastructure - a significant impact on the regional development of the targeted regions and it inevitably affects areas where either populated communities or environmentally and culturally sensitive zones can be found[v].
 
B. Environmental and public health implications of fracking

More than a decade of large-scale use of the fracking technique (mainly in the US and Canada) has shown how harmful and destructive this extraction process can be, as confirmed and acknowledged by countless peer-reviewed scientific studies. There are numerous proven risks and impacts related to the development of fracking projects, such as heavy freshwater consumption, water and soil contamination, and public health impacts.[vi]
 
In 2012, the UN Environment Programme (UNEP) issued a “Global Alert” on fracking, concluding that fracking may have environmental impacts even if done properly[vii].
 
Since 2005, according to industry and state data, nearly 140,000 fracking wells have been drilled or permitted in more than 20 US states[viii]. According to industry-reported data in the FracFocus database, oil and gas wells fracked across the U.S. between 2005 and 2015 used at least[ix]:
 
- 5 billion pounds of hydrochloric acid, a caustic acid;
- 1.2 billion pounds of petroleum distillates, which can irritate the throat, lungs and eyes; cause dizziness and nausea; and can include toxic and cancer-causing agents; and
- 445 million pounds of methanol, which is suspected of causing birth defects.
- 239 billion gallons of water since 2005, an average of 3 million gallons per well. Water used in fracking becomes unsuitable for most uses other than fracking another well.
 
Of the 685 peer-reviewed studies, commentaries, and reviews published on fracking[x]:
 
- 84 percent of the studies on health impacts identified potential public health risks or actual observed poor public health outcomes;
- 69 percent of the studies on water quality showed potential, positive association, or actual incidence of water contamination associated with shale gas development;
- 87 percent of the studies on air quality indicated elevated levels of air pollutant emissions and/or increased atmospheric concentration.
 
C. Water consumption

Water contamination and massive freshwater consumption presents a very existential threat of fracking development. Yet, the industry doesn’t even shy away from operating in water scarce or arid regions. This means that fracking, which is granted water rights access for the projected lifetime of a project, directly competes for freshwater that should be allocated for drinking water or irrigation.[xi]
 
1.2   Fracking: Special negative impacts on women and children
 
Fracking has been linked to higher rates of cancer and nervous, immune, and cardiovascular system problems. The gathered scientific evidence shows that women, communities of color, and the poor are especially vulnerable to environmental injustices and harm from the practice.
 
The Concerned Health Professionals of New York and the Physicians for Social Responsibility conclude in their fifth edition (March 2018) of the “Compendium of Scientific, Medical, and Media Findings Demonstrating Risks and Harms of Fracking (Unconventional Gas and Oil Extraction)” that[xii]:
 
„Emerging data from a rapidly expanding body of evidence continue to reveal a plethora of recurring problems and harms that cannot be sufficiently averted through regulatory frameworks. There is no evidence that fracking can operate without threatening public health directly or without imperiling climate stability upon which public health depends.“
 
On the special negative impacts on women, the Concerned Health Professionals of New York and the Physicians for Social Responsibility provide the following evidence:
 
·         Pregnant women who live near active fracking operations in Pennsylvania were at a 40 percent increased risk of giving birth prematurely and at a 30 percent increased risk for having obstetrician-labeled high-risk pregnancies, according to a study by Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health and other researchers.

·         Pregnant women who breathe more air pollution have much higher rates of virtually every adverse pregnancy outcome that exists.

·         The U.S. Justice Department Office on Violence Against Women awarded three million dollars to five rural and tribal communities to prosecute crimes of violence against women and provide services to victims of sexual assault, domestic violence, and stalking in the Bakken Region of North Dakota and Montana. Rationale documented by tribal leaders, law enforcement, and the FBI included, “rapid development of trailer parks and modular housing developments often referred to as ‘man camps;’ abrupt increase in cost of living, especially housing; rapid influx of people, including transients, in a previously rural and stable community; constant fear and perception of danger; and a lost way of life. Local and tribal officials and service providers reported that these changes have been accompanied by a rise in crime, including domestic and sexual violence.

·         Toxic chemicals used in fracking operations, such as benzene, toluene and xylene (BTX chemicals), increase the risk for menstrual and fertility problems in women; and heavy metals (often found in fracking wastewater) increase the risk of miscarriage and/or stillbirths. Potential exposures occur through both air and water.

·         A 2017 pilot study in British Columbia found elevated levels of muconic acid — a marker of benzene exposure — in the urine of pregnant women living near fracking sites. Benzene is a widely studied developmental toxicant and an air contaminant in the vicinity of oil/gas wells.
 
1.3   Fracking contributes significantly to climate change and global warming
 
On a global scale, we have a very significant, but mainly ignored, problem with fugitive methane emissions from gas extraction in general and from shale gas in particular. Methane is an extremely potent greenhouse gas, at least 86 times more potent than CO2 over the short term. Climate change is one of the most urgent and complex threats to our human rights today. Fracking poses significant risks to the natural environment through loss or fragmentation of habitat, disturbance of wildlife and potential pollution of watercourses that support sensitive ecosystems and biodiversity and as driver of climate change.[xiii]
 
2. Fracking supports more and more the petrochemical and plastics industry
 
The plastics industry has reaped under-the-radar benefits from the environmentally destructive fracking boom. The fracking boom has also produced an oversupply of cheap ethane in the past few years. This surge has been a boon for the plastics industry, which relies on petrochemical manufacturing to turn ethane (a hydrocarbon present in natural gas) into plastics. Beginning in 2012 chemical companies started aggressively investing in petrochemical plants and export facilities focused on tapping the ethane glut, creating further negative implications for human rights.[xiv]
 
The secretive chemical company Ineos, owned by controversial billionaire Jim Ratcliffe, has been leading the charge to bring the environmentally destructive method of fracking to the United Kingdom (UK) and mainland Europe. The company’s main and clear goal is to produce cheap gas for its own plastics and petrochemical production[xv]. Their corporate vision comes at a time in history when global warming and the plastic pollution of our oceans and shorelines are the most critical issues of our generation, and the ones to come[xvi].
 
It is important to highlight the fact that the health of women and their offspring is also highly threatened by the toxicity of plastic products or microplastics that can be found in several hygiene and cosmetic products. A 2016 study published in the journal Environmental Research showed that pregnant women's exposure to a particular endocrine-disrupting chemical called diethylhexyl pthalate (DEHP) is directly linked to abnormalities in newborn boys' reproductive organs.[xvii]
[bookmark: _tpephlq36n4y] 
3. Implications on Human Rights and responsibilities
                                   	
No matter which perspective of the fracking universe we look at, the summary remains the same:
The development of fracking projects violates human rights in multiple, ongoing ways. All risks and impacts, such as those described above, that are linked to fracking represent the inevitable outcomes of this technique to extract fossil fuels.[xviii] And each impact violates human rights in some way or another. Fracking benefits only a minority of industry profit seekers to the detriment of the vast majority of people on this planet.
 
Our human and natural rights are, therefore, not only at risk but they are being deliberately torpedoed at an international level by the frackers themselves and irresponsible governments that should, instead, be representing the broader population.
 
States and non-state actors are, therefore, fully responsible and should be held fully liable for the – in view of the existing knowledge and evidence – violations of human rights and environmental and climate harm caused by the so-called unconventional oil and gas extraction technique known as fracking.
 
The democratic deficits that go along with fracking are obvious and make resistance inevitable. The anti-fracking struggle is not only about the protection of environmental standards, it is a political pro-democracy fight, defending our basic natural rights as human beings.
 
3.1 Permanent Peoples Tribunal (PPT) on Human Rights, Fracking and Climate Change[xix]
 
The PPT[xx] is an international, fully independent organization established in 1979 as an opinion Tribunal having as its primary statute the Universal Declaration of Peoples’ Rights (Algiers, 1976). The main aim of the PPT is to contribute to the struggle of peoples for their self-determination and the prevention, assessment, judgment and reparation of their fundamental rights, whenever international institutions do not fulfil their responsibilities to ensure the full respect of obligatory duties of justice by public or private actors.
 
Over five days, from 14 to 18 May 2018, the PPT heard testimony and received other evidence relating to fracking and its impact on climate change, human rights and the rights of nature[xxi]. Included were very substantial reports from four pre-PPT Citizens’ Tribunals that had gathered scientific, technical, social, cultural and experiential testimony from many community organizations, experts and individual citizens. The PPT also received other such evidence from individuals, experts and NGOs on the negative impact of fracking on the environment, people’s lives and on their communities.
 
According to the preliminary statement of the PPT judges[xxii]:
 
3.1.1 “The evidence the judges of the PPT have considered is consistent internally, almost without exception.”
 
3.1.2 “The evidence clearly demonstrates that the processes of fracking contribute substantially to anthropogenic harm, including climate change and global warming, and involve massive violations of a range of substantive and procedural human rights and the rights of nature. Thus the industry has failed to fulfil its legal and moral obligations.”
 
3.1.3 “The evidence also shows that governments have, in general, failed in their responsibility to regulate the industry so as to protect people, communities and nature. In addition, they have failed to act promptly and effectively to the dangers of climate change that fracking represents.”
 
[bookmark: _GoBack]3.2 UN CESCR - International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights warming about impacts of fracking in Argentina[xxiii]
 
3.2.1 In October 2018, UN’s CESCR issued an official warning concerning fracking for shale gas in Argentina:
 
„13. The Committee expresses concern about plans for the large-scale exploitation of unconventional fossil fuels (shale gas and shale oil) by fracking in the Vaca Muerta region of Neuquén province, considering that the total exploitation, with hydraulic fracturing, of all shale gas reserves would consume a significant percentage of the world carbon budget to achieve the goal of a 1.5 degree Celsius warming, stipulated in the Paris Agreement. The Committee is concerned that this hydraulic fracturing project contradicts the State party's commitments to the Paris Agreement, with a negative impact on global warming and the enjoyment of the economic and social rights of the world population and future generations. (Article 1 (1) and 2 ((1))

14. The Committee recommends that the State party reconsider the large-scale exploitation of non-conventional fossil fuels by "fracking" in the Vaca Muerta region to ensure compliance with its obligations under the Covenant, in the light of the commitments of the Agreement from Paris. The Committee also encourages the State party to promote alternative and renewable energies, reduce greenhouse gas emissions and establish national targets with reference parameters defined over time.

57. The Committee is concerned about the negative impact on the environment, water, health and earthquake risks of using certain unconventional methods of hydrocarbon exploitation, such as fracking, and that the impact local of these forms of exploitation has not been properly evaluated or adequately consulted with the populations (art.11 and 12).

58. The Committee instructs the State party to adopt a fracking regulatory framework that includes assessments of its impact in all provinces, preceded by consultations with the affected communities, and with appropriate documentation of their effects on air pollution and water, radioactive emissions, risks to health and safety at work, effects on public health, noise pollution, light and stress, seismic activity that can trigger, threats to agriculture and soil quality, and the climate system.“
 
We are convinced that, given full-scale shale development in rural areas in the UK, the same concerns must be addressed by the Government of Great Britain. However, we are of the opinion that the UK Government is not interested in really protecting its population, including rural women, from the extreme negative impacts of fracking and we also don’t believe that this industry can be properly regulated in a manner that does not result in significant harms.
[bookmark: _dxdb7gbralpn]The only solution to mitigate and address the health and environmental impacts of toxic substances on women and girls, in particular rural women, due to planned fracking activities is a complete and comprehensive fracking ban in the UK.

Sincerely
Wenonah Hauter (Founder & Executive Director, Food & Water Watch)
Andy Gheorghiu (Policy Advisor & Campaigner, Food & Water Europe)
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Dr Damien Short (Co-Director: Human Rights Consortium, Editor in Chief: International Journal of Human Rights)
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Zamzam Ibrahim (Vice President, Society & Citizenship, National Union of Students/NUS)

Adela Pickles (Communications Team, Frack Free Ryedale)

Yvonne Sibbald (Secretary, Frack Free Wakefield)

Bev Fullwood (Campaigner, Frack Free Tinker Lane)

Jean Hesketh (Co-ordinator, Frack Free Dudleston)

Colin Watson (Campaigner, Frack Free Upton)

Jennie Dixon (Spokesperson, Frack Free East Yorkshire)

Sheelagh Handy (Spokesperson,  Frack Free Misson)

Adrian Palmer (Spokesperson, Frack Free York and Villages)

Jane Thewlis (Campaigner, Fossil Free West Yorkshire)

Andrew Jenkins (Coordinator, Frack Free Ashfield; Vice-Chair, Neighbourhood Planning Forum for Teversal, Stanton Hill & Skegby )

David Larder (Chair,  Bassetlaw Against FRACKING)
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