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Impact of Shale Gas Development
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(Nicot et al., 2017a) or Eagle Ford Shale (Nicot et al., 2017b). Additional studies have been conducted in Canada (Rivard et al., 2017;
Humez et al., 2016a, 2016b; Lavoie et al., 2014, 2016), Great Britain (Bell et al., 2016; Darling and Gooddy, 2006), Romania (lonescu

Schloemer et al., 2018

et al., 2017), China (Huang et al., 2017) and Australia (Currell et al., 2017; Atkins et al., 2015).

Huang T, Pang Z, Tian J, Li Y, Yang S, Luo L (2017) Methane content and isotopic composition of shallow groundwater: implications for
environmental monitoring related to shale gas exploitation. JRNC 312: 577-585
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