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Abstract

Background: Unconventional natural gas development (UNGD) is expanding globally, with Australia expanding
development in the form of coal seam gas (CSG). Residents and other interest groups have voiced concerns about
the potential environmental and health impacts related to CSG. This paper compares objective health outcomes
from three study areas in Queensland, Australia to examine potential environmentally-related health impacts.

Methods: Three study areas were selected in an ecologic study design: a CSG area, a coal mining area, and a rural/
agricultural area. Admitted patient data, as well as population data and additional factors, were obtained for each
calendar year from 1995 through 2011 to calculate all-age hospitalization rates and age-standardized rates in each
of these areas. The three areas were compared using negative binomial regression analyses (unadjusted and adjusted
models) to examine increases over time of hospitalization rates grouped by primary diagnosis (19 ICD chapters), with
rate ratios serving to compare the within-area regression slopes between the areas.

Results: The CSG area did not have significant increases in all-cause hospitalization rates over time for all-ages
compared to the coal and rural study areas in adjusted models (RR: 1.02, 95 % CI: 1.00–1.04 as compared to
the coal mining area; RR: 1.01, 95 % CI: 0.99–1.04 as compared to the rural area). While the CSG area did not
show significant increases in specific hospitalization rates compared to both the coal mining and rural areas
for any ICD chapters in the adjusted models, the CSG area showed increases in hospitalization rates compared only to
the rural area for neoplasms (RR: 1.09, 95 % CI: 1.02–1.16) and blood/immune diseases (RR: 1.14, 95 % CI: 1.02–1.27).

Conclusions: This exploratory study of all-age hospitalization rates for three study areas in Queensland suggests that
certain hospital admissions rates increased more quickly in the CSG study area than in other study areas, particularly
the rural area, after adjusting for key sociodemographic factors. These findings are an important first step in identifying
potential health impacts of CSG in the Australian context and serve to generate hypotheses for future studies.
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Background
The expansion of the coal seam gas (CSG) industry in
Australia has raised concerns about potential human
health impacts in part because of a current lack of
human health impact assessment information, as well
as accessible baseline studies in Australia [1]. Further-
more, information on exposures to CSG-associated

environmental hazards is minimal. There is a need for
source-to-effect pathways to be fully mapped for relevant
exposure media, including air and soil. In the broader un-
conventional natural gas development (UNGD) con-
text, there is generally a lack of health research on
the effects of UNGD [2].
Some health-related studies have been conducted in

other locations, predominantly in the United States.
These include cross-sectional studies [3, 4], ecological
[5], qualitative [6, 7], retrospective cohort [8], ‘difference-
in-differences’ design [9], as well as human health risk
assessments [10–12] and Health Impact Assessment
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(HIA) [13]. Such studies have provided some evidence
for adverse health outcomes potentially associated with
UNGD, but have suggested the need for further research.
These studies have predominantly examined cancer inci-
dence [5], birth outcomes [8, 9, 14], cancer and non-cancer
risks for air emissions [10], and a range of other areas of
concern identified in an HIA (including air pollution, water
and soil contamination, and community wellness) [13, 15].
Investigation of the association between exposures

associated with CSG extraction and health outcomes are
often limited by the relatively small population base
exposed (as CSG wells are often established in less
populated rural areas). This is combined with a focus on
often rare health outcomes with long latencies (such
as cancer incidence), or common outcomes and/or
syndromes that could plausibly be attributed to other
putative causes occurring contemporaneously to CSG
development.
Adgate et al. [2] noted that more epidemiological studies

are needed to determine what disease patterns may exist
and how UNGD may affect these patterns. This may be
helpful for companies to improve practices to reduce
exposures, or to assist in formulating stricter regulations
where necessary. A recent literature review concluded that
the majority of studies published on UNGD and environ-
mental health concentrated on shale gas, focused only on
a few key areas of environmental health, such air and
water, and generally lacked methodological rigor [16].
Many of the UNGD-related studies have focused on shale
gas, which means that these outcomes do not necessarily
translate to the CSG context due to the differences
between both types of UNGD [17].
To the authors’ knowledge, no epidemiological studies

have been conducted on the impacts of CSG on human
health, in Australia or elsewhere. This, as well as the
level of public concern, prompted this exploratory study.

The objective of this analysis was to explore trends in
hospitalization rates for three designated geographical
study areas (CSG, coal mining, rural) in Queensland
over the period 1995–2011. The three study areas were
used to determine whether there were increases in
hospitalization rates for health conditions, as measured
by ICD-10-AM codes, in the CSG area compared to the
coal mining and rural study areas.

Methods
Ethics approval
Ethics approval was obtained from the University of
Queensland Behavioural & Social Sciences Ethical Review
Committee (approval number 2012000582). Access to
confidential data was obtained via the Public Health Act
through Queensland Health (approval number RD004515).

Setting and study area classification
Queensland is the second largest state in Australia,
approximately 1.7 million km2 in size, and is home to
4.7 million people [18, 19]. The state has significant
resource development, including coal mining and CSG
extraction, with agricultural enterprises and tourism also
adding to the predominant economic activities [20, 21]. In
Queensland, the Bowen and Surat Basins are areas of
major resource development, including coal mining and
CSG development. Gas production from these basins
represents over 88 % of the total gas produced in the state.
Figure 1 shows coal seam gas production figures over the
study period. Production started to increase in 2001/2002
and increasingly ramped up in 2005/2006.
The three study areas were selected to reflect three dif-

ferent areas of environmental impact activity and selection
of these sites has been described elsewhere [22]. These
areas were identified as a CSG area, a coal high-impact
(CHI) area (where coal mining, but no CSG development

Fig. 1 Queensland coal seam gas production (Mm3) over the study time period
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was present), and a rural low-impact (RLI) area (where no
coal mining or CSG development was present). All were
non-metropolitan regions of Queensland (i.e., regional/
rural). The three areas were grouped according to broad
groupings of Statistical Local Areas (SLAs). SLAs are geo-
spatial units reflecting local-area populations that cover
Australia without any gaps or overlaps between areas [23],
giving each area a unique SLA identifier.
The time period 1995–2011 was selected in order to

include a period of time where all areas had minimal to
no CSG activity, in particular, in the CSG area. The areas
evolved over this time period, with the CSG study area
increasing CSG development activities (Fig. 1). This
study includes the cumulative effects over the entire
time period.
Table 1 shows the demographic and socioeconomic

characteristics for each study area during the study time
period, including the proportion of the population who
were Indigenous, as well as the proportion who were
Australian-born, employed full-time, and other selected
characteristics. As of 2011, the population in the CSG
area was approximately 44 217 (average median age
39.0 years), 7747 in the RLI area (average median age
39.9 years), and 35 142 in the CHI area (average median
age 30.2 years) [24].

Data
Hospitalization data (defined as admitted to hospital for a
period of 24 h or longer) were obtained from Queensland
Health through the Queensland Hospital Admitted Pa-
tient Data Collection (QHAPDC). Data on age, date of
hospital admission, and primary diagnosis code were
obtained. Data were obtained for each calendar year for
the period 1995–2011 for the three selected areas for
admission to any hospital in Queensland for any resident
of one of the three study areas. Thus, hospital admissions
data were not obtained on people who were hospitalized

in one of the three areas, but who were not a resident in
one of those areas (e.g., fly-in, fly-out workers or tourists).
Two versions of International Classification of Diseases

(ICD) coding were used for primary diagnosis codes
during the study period: ICD-9-Australian Modification
(ICD-9-AM), which was used for cases from 1995 to July
1999, and ICD-10-Australian Modification (ICD-10-AM),
which was used from July 1999 through the remainder
of the study period. Hence, ICD-9 codes were forward -
mapped to equivalent ICD-10 codes for analyses.
Hospitalization data in Queensland are episode-based, not
patient-based, meaning each record was based on an
episode of care for each formal separation. Therefore,
each hospitalization episode may not represent unique
individuals.
While there are 22 ICD chapters, only 19 ICD chap-

ters were examined as primary diagnosis codes were of
interest. Chapter 20 (‘External causes’) is often used in
conjunction with ‘Injuries’-related diagnoses and is used
as supplementary information. Chapter 21 (‘Factors influ-
encing health status’) is used for admissions not related to
a disease or injury, and Chapter 22 (‘Codes for special pur-
poses’) is used for provisional codes. Hence, the exclusion
of these chapters due to the lack of primary diagnosis
codes of interest (related to a disease or injury admission).
The remaining 19 ICD chapters (primary diagnosis codes
classified by ICD chapter) were included rather than
selecting specific ICD chapters or codes a priori due to
the dearth of information related to CSG-specific health
impacts. Each ICD chapter that was examined included all
of the relevant codes within a given chapter.
Population data were obtained from the Australian

Bureau of Statistics (ABS). Estimated resident population
(ERP) counts by sex and by age group (0–4 years, 5–9
years, 10–14 years, 15–19 years, 20–24 years, 25–34 years,
35–44 years, 45–54 years, 55–64 years, 65–74 years, 75–
84 years, 85+ years) and study area were obtained for each

Table 1 Demographic and socioeconomic characteristics used as model covariates for the coal seam gas, rural low-impact, and coal
high-impact study areas for the start, mid-point, and end of the study time period (1995–2011)a

CSG RLI CHI

1995 2003 2011 1995 2003 2011 1995 2003 2011

Population 40100 40529 44217 8804 8306 7747 32508 30644 35142

Percentage male 51.45 51.50 51.76 52.77 51.70 51.00 53.83 53.82 53.97

Percentage female 48.55 48.50 48.24 47.23 48.30 49.00 46.17 46.18 46.03

Percentage Indigenous persons 2.83 4.22 4.86 10.99 13.14 15.64 5.24 4.84 5.71

Percentage persons Australian-born 89.35 86.74 83.40 92.77 87.21 83.36 89.77 86.11 77.78

Percentage persons employed full-time 31.39 31.09 31.86 33.79 33.27 33.12 36.23 37.04 36.24

Percentage persons in managerial, administrative, or professional
occupations

14.90 15.61 15.30 13.72 14.79 16.28 9.84 11.47 12.05

Weighted average median weekly household income 485.81 749.24 1135.58 475.15 696.97 946.35 926.27 1250.16 2182.04

Weighted average mean household size 2.71 2.56 2.50 2.71 2.45 2.31 3.14 3.0 2.99
aCSG coal seam gas, RLI rural low-impact, CHI coal high-impact

Werner et al. BMC Public Health  (2016) 16:125 Page 3 of 11



year from 1995 to 2011, matched to the study areas
for the hospital data. Age groups were grouped more
broadly for the adjusted models to ensure sufficient
numbers in each study area (i.e., 0–19 years, 20–64 years,
and 65–85+ years). Population data were obtained on
place of usual residence rather than place of enumeration,
which allows the effects of factors, such as temporary liv-
ing arrangements and travel, to be removed [25].
Covariate data were obtained from the ABS for each

Census year (1991, 1996, 2001, 2006, and 2011) to account
for potential socio-demographic differences between the
study areas [24]. Data were collected for each SLA within
the three study areas and aggregated to the identified
CSG, CHI, or RLI areas, with intercensal years estimated
using weighted interpolation. Covariates included: number
of Indigenous persons, number of persons Australian-
born, number of persons employed full-time, number of
persons in white collar occupations (i.e., managerial and
administrative, professionals), median household income,
and mean household size. Weighted averages were ob-
tained for household income and household size, while
the remaining variables were calculated as the proportion
of the population in each study area.

Analysis
All-age hospitalization rates per 1000 persons were calcu-
lated for each calendar year for the period 1995–2011 for
each study area. Crude all-cause rates were calculated for
each study area. Secular trends in hospitalization rates
were examined in the CSG, CHI, and RLI areas to identify
ICD chapters where the CSG area showed increasing rates
over time and where the patterns found in the CSG area
differed from the CHI and RLI areas. Visual inspection
allowed for understanding general trends, identifying
outliers, as well as a preliminary assessment of simi-
larities and differences across ICD chapters [26]. Direct
age-standardized rates were calculated for all-cause admis-
sions, and for 19 of the ICD chapters, using the 2001
Australian population as the standard population [27].
Counts were modeled in a series of negative binomial

regression models, offset by the log of the population.
The focus of this study was to assess potential health
impacts of CSG via hospitalization rates. Therefore, of
primary interest was whether hospitalization rates in-
creased for any health condition (assessed via diagnoses
within ICD chapter codes) over time in CSG areas relative
to the changes in either, or both, of the other two study
areas. Accordingly, time was included as a continuous
‘period’ variable, and the area and period interaction was
used as an assessment of the relative change in slopes over
time between areas.
Rate ratios (RR; 95 % CI) from these models were

calculated to describe any relative increases over time in
hospitalization rates for a particular health condition in

the CSG area relative to the CHI area and to the RLI
areas. Goodness of fit criteria (deviance, dispersion, AIC,
and BIC) were examined to assess how well the models
fit the data [28]. Base models were estimated (unadjusted),
followed by models adjusting for age and sex, then models
adjusting for additional identified covariates, including the
proportion of Indigenous persons, proportion Australian-
born, proportion employed full-time, proportion in
white collar occupations (i.e., managerial and administra-
tive, professionals), median household income, and mean
household size. Regression modeling was carried out in
PROC GENMOD using SAS 9.4 [29].

Results
There were 459 549 admissions to hospital from 1995 to
2011 across the three study areas, with 51.89 % from the
CSG area, 35.83 % from the CHI area, and 12.28 % from
the RLI area. Age-standardized hospitalization rates and
95 % CIs for ‘All-cause’ admissions are shown in Fig. 2.
Age-standardized hospitalization rates by cause suggested
increases over time in the CSG area relative to one or both
study areas for health conditions described in ICD chap-
ters relating to ‘Neoplasms’, ‘Blood/immune’, ‘Nervous sys-
tem’, and ‘Eye’ diseases (Fig. 3). Similar increases in the
CSG area relative to the CHI and RLI areas were not
evident for other ICD chapters.
Unadjusted models indicated there was a small, but

significant increase over time in age-standardized, all-
cause hospitalization rates in the CSG study area relative
to both the CHI and RLI areas (see Table 2). This as-
sociation was attenuated and not statistically significant
following adjustment for all covariates.
For cause-specific hospitalization, adjusted models showed

a 14 % (95 % CI: 1.02–1.27) increase in hospitalization
rates for ‘Blood/immune’ diseases in the CSG area com-
pared to the RLI area. Prior to adjusting for the covariates,
the CSG area had rates that were 5 % higher than in the
RLI area and 8 % higher than in the CHI area. Similarly,
for hospitalization rates due to ‘Neoplasms’ in the adjusted
model, there was a 9 % (95 % CI: 1.02-1.16) increase in
hospitalization rates in the CSG area compared to the RLI
area. Counts and 95 % CI for ‘Blood/immune’ diseases
and ‘Neoplasms’-related hospital admissions are shown
in Additional file 1.
While ‘Nervous system’ disease-related admissions showed

significant increases in the CSG area compared to the RLI
area in the unadjusted models (RR: 1.04; 95 % CI: 1.02–
1.06), this association decreased in the adjusted model
and was no longer significant. Likewise, ‘Eye’ disease-
related admissions increased significantly in the CSG area
compared to the CHI (RR: 1.04; 95 % CI: 1.02–1.06) and
RLI (RR: 1.04; 95 % CI: 1.02–1.06) areas in the unadjusted
models; however, these associations were no longer signifi-
cant after adjustment for all covariates.
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Fig. 3 Age-standardized, cause-specific hospitalization rates per 1000 with 95 % CI for the CSG, CHI, and RLI areas, 1995–2011 for: a Chapter 2
(‘Neoplasms’); b Chapter 3 (‘Diseases of the blood and blood-forming organs and certain disorders involving the immune mechanism’); c Chapter 6
(‘Diseases of the nervous system’); and d Chapter 7 (‘Diseases of the eye and adnexa’). (Note: CSG = coal seam gas; CHI = coal high-impact; and
RLI = rural low-impact)

Fig. 2 Age-standardized, all-cause hospitalization rates per 1000 with 95 % CI for the CSG, CHI, and RLI areas, 1995–2011. (Note: CSG = coal seam
gas; CHI = coal high-impact; and RLI = rural low-impact)
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Discussion
The objective of this study was to assess potential health
impacts of CSG development activities by examining in-
creases in hospitalization rates for health conditions mea-
sured by ICD-10-AM chapter codes in three designated
study areas (CSG, coal mining, rural) in Queensland over
the period 1995–2011. CSG development activities only
began to increase in 2001/2002 and steadily increased
starting in 2005/2006 (see Fig. 1). To our knowledge, this
is the first study of its kind in Australia.
In order to contextualize the results of the current

analysis, available literature on UNGD impact evidence
was reviewed to identify possible health conditions where
increases in hospitalization rates due to CSG may be
expected. Potential health outcomes included birth
defects, cancer, cardiovascular outcomes, dermatological
outcomes, injuries, neurological problems, psychosocial
stress, respiratory disease, sexually transmitted infections,
and vector-borne disease [2, 8, 13, 30–32]. These out-
comes were matched with the appropriate ICD chapters
where such outcomes would appear if a person were to be
hospitalized. The identified ICD chapters are shown in
Table 3, along with the ICD chapters where increases in
hospitalization rates over time were observed in the CSG
area relative to the CHI or RLI areas. Due to the scarcity

of previously published data (generally, but also specific-
ally within Australia), it was considered important to
examine changes over time in hospitalization rates for all
ICD chapters, not just those chapters matched from previ-
ous literature.
Other symptoms that were discussed in the literature

were not included in Table 3 as they were either specific
codes within chapters, or such outcomes would most
likely fall within a group for which a person would not
be admitted to hospital. This is true for many of the
symptoms that have been reported (e.g., eye irritation,
headaches, nosebleeds). Table 3 shows that a number of
outcomes observed in the unadjusted and adjusted models
in this study have not been previously mentioned in the
literature as potential health outcomes related to UNGD
(i.e., ‘Blood/immune’ and ‘Eye’ diseases).
Very few UNGD-related studies have examined hos-

pitalization rates. One study examined all-age hospita-
lization rates for all-cause admissions across four counties
with varying degrees of UNGD in the USA [33]. Garfield
County, the county with the highest level of UNGD, was
found to have the lowest or second lowest rate of all-cause
hospitalizations. This finding is inconsistent with the
present study, where no significant differences were found
between areas, after adjustment of key demographic and

Table 2 Rate ratios (RR) and 95 % CI for unadjusted and adjusted (age, sex, and additional covariatesa) models for all-age
hospitalizations in the coal seam gas, coal high-impact, and rural low-impact study areas over time (1995–2011)b

CSG vs CHI p-value CSG vs RLI p-value CHI vs RLI p-value

Unadjusted

All-cause 1.01 (1.00–1.01) 0.009 1.01 (1.01–1.02) 0.0002 1.00 (1.00–1.01) 0.2195

Neoplasms 1.03 (1.01–1.04) 0.0016 1.01 (0.99–1.03) 0.3548 0.98 (0.97–1.00) 0.0448

Blood/immune 1.08 (1.05–1.12) <0.0001 1.05 (1.01–1.09) 0.0096 0.97 (0.94–1.01) 0.1539

Nervous system 1.01 (1.00–1.03) 0.1198 1.04 (1.02–1.06) 0.0001 1.02 (1.00–1.04) 0.0204

Eye 1.04 (1.02–1.06) 0.0003 1.04 (1.02–1.06) 0.0002 1.00 (0.98–1.03) 0.7186

Adjusted (age and sex)

All-cause 1.01 (1.00–1.01) 0.1178 1.01 (1.00–1.02) 0.0147 1.00 (1.00–1.01) 0.3655

Neoplasms 1.03 (1.00–1.05) 0.0167 1.00 (0.98–1.03) 0.7800 0.98 (0.95–1.00) 0.0521

Blood/immune 1.08 (1.04–1.12) 0.0001 1.05 (1.01–1.09) 0.0253 0.98 (0.93–1.02) 0.2701

Nervous system 1.01 (0.99–1.02) 0.5376 1.03 (1.01–1.05) 0.0015 1.02 (1.01–1.04) 0.013

Eye 1.04 (1.03–1.05) <0.0001 1.04 (1.02–1.06) <0.0001 1.00 (0.98–1.02) 0.8665

Adjusted (all covariatesa)

All-cause 1.02 (1.00–1.04) 0.1236 1.01 (0.99–1.04) 0.4044 0.99 (0.97–1.02) 0.6295

Neoplasms 1.01 (0.96–1.07) 0.6159 1.09 (1.02–1.16) 0.0091 1.07 (1.00–1.15) 0.0516

Blood/immune 1.08 (0.97–1.20) 0.1523 1.14 (1.02–1.27) 0.0025 1.05 (0.92–1.20) 0.4545

Nervous system 1.03 (0.99–1.08) 0.1715 0.99 (0.95–1.04) 0.7208 0.96 (0.91–1.01) 0.1531

Eye 1.03 (0.98–1.08) 0.2649 1.01 (0.95–1.06) 0.8028 0.98 (0.92–1.04) 0.4918
aCovariates in addition to age and sex included: proportion Indigenous; proportion Australian-born; proportion employed full-time; proportion white collar
(managerial and administrative, professionals); weighted average of median household income; and weighted average of mean household size
bCSG coal seam gas, RLI rural low-impact, CHI coal high-impact. RRs represent the slope change in a given area over time relative to the slope change in the
comparison area. CSG is compared against the CHI reference group (Column 1) and the RLI reference group (Column 2). CHI is compared against the RLI reference
group (Column 3)
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socioeconomic characteristics. Another study examined
hospital admissions alongside well number and density
data [32]. While the study by Coons & Walker [33] used
hospital admissions data over a 6.25-year period and the
study by Jemielita [32] was over a 5-year period, our study
was over a 17-year period.
The only overlap between health conditions identified

in previous literature as being potentially associated with
CSG, and for which increases in hospitalization rates were
observed in the CSG area relative to another study area in
the current analyses, was for neoplasms. Hospitalizations
with a primary diagnosis code within this ICD chapter
represent diagnosis of a neoplasm, where related codes
(e.g., treatment) are within ICD chapters that were ex-
cluded from this study. However, this was not one of the
strongest outcomes for all-age hospitalization rates be-
cause increases over time were noted in the CSG area
compared only to the RLI area for adjusted models.

It is difficult to draw any conclusions with respect to
possible changes in environmental exposures due to the
fact that neoplasm trends typically reflect events 10–20
years prior to manifestation or are due to cumulative
lifetime exposures [33]. Any short-term trends may not
be reflective of changes in the health hazard impact poten-
tial of CSG development. Gas well development activity
only began a steady increase in 2005/2006. Considering a
very conservative lag period of 4 years [34], the ‘Neo-
plasms’ data presented here could only be reflective of
changes after this period, with manifestation of disease
after 2009/2010 (if the ‘Neoplasms’-related diagnoses are
related to any exposures associated with CSG develop-
ment). Additionally, such changes can be an artefact of
changes in screening practices [33].
While unrelated to UNGD, other health-related stud-

ies noted changes in hospitalization rates could be due
to service changes in care for certain health outcomes
(e.g., diabetes or pneumonia) [35, 36], changes in med-
ical technology or laws [26], coding [35, 37, 38], or a
combination of these factors [35]. Therefore, it could be
hypothesized that the noted differences could be due to
any of these changes, which have not been explored in
this study. Such factors could also explain the increases
in hospitalization rates that were noted in hospital ad-
missions prior to the expansion of CSG development
activities.
In these data, increases in hospitalization rates in

the CSG area compared to the CHI and RLI areas
were observed for ‘Blood/immune’ and ‘Eye’ diseases
for unadjusted models. Adjusted models showed increases
in hospitalization rates in the CSG area compared only to
the RLI area (‘Neoplasms’ and ‘Blood/immune’ diseases).
All-age RR estimates were greatest for ‘Blood/immune’
disease-related admissions in the CSG area. Admissions
within the ‘Blood/immune’ chapter include sub-chapters
such as ‘aplastic and other anemias’, ‘coagulation defects’,
‘hemolytic anemias’, ‘nutritional anemias’, and ‘purpura
and other hemorrhagic conditions’. However, in absolute
terms, admissions from this ICD chapter accounted for
only 1.01, 0.52, and 0.79 % of each area’s total admissions
for the CSG, CHI, and RLI areas, respectively (refer to
Additional file 1).
The previously mentioned study by Coons & Walker

[33] used Diagnostic-Related Groupings (DRG), whereas
ICD chapters were used for this study. Therefore, the
results are not directly comparable across all categories.
For example, there is no equivalent ‘Blood/immune’
DRG that was used in the Coons & Walker study, only
a ‘Red cell/clotting’ DRG category, which showed that
rates decreased steadily over time in Garfield County.
Likewise, the study by Jemielita et al. [32] did not
find any significant associations for the ‘Hematology’
category.

Table 3 Potential health outcomes associated with UNGD and
corresponding ICD chapters from the literature, as well as the
observed outcomes (unadjusted and adjusted) from this study
for the coal seam gas (CSG) area

Potential outcomea ICD chapter Observed outcome
(age-standardised)b

STIs Infectious disease

Vector-borne disease Infectious disease

Cancer Neoplasms X

Mental health Mental disorders

Neurological/nervous system Nervous system Xc

Noise-related outcomes Ear

Cardiovascular outcomes Circulatory

Respiratory outcomes Respiratory

Dermatological outcomes Skin

Nephrotoxicity Genitourinary

Impaired fertility Genitourinary

Urological outcomes Genitourinary

Perinatal outcomes Perinatal

Birth defects Congenital

Injuries Injuries

n.d. All-cause Xc

n.d. Blood/immune X

n.d. Endocrine

n.d. Eye Xc

n.d. Digestive

n.d. Musculoskeletal
aPotential health outcomes identified in the literature. n.d. not determined in
the literature
bHealth outcomes identified in this chapter, where the CSG study area
presented increases in hospitalization rates over time relative to the CHI
and/or RLI areas
cThis was significant in the unadjusted model; however, after adjusting for a
number of covariates, this outcome was not significant

Werner et al. BMC Public Health  (2016) 16:125 Page 7 of 11



These findings are dissimilar to those presented here,
even after adjusting for covariates. Diseases from this
ICD chapter (e.g., anemia and other blood disorders)
have been discussed in the UNGD literature in relation
to worker health and exposure to benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX) [2]; however, such dis-
cussion is lacking in terms of community health. Gener-
ally, long-term exposure to benzene most often affects
the blood, and such exposure can also affect the immune
system [39], for which such outcomes are found in the
‘Blood/immune’ chapter. The most common route of ex-
posure to BTEX is through inhalation, typically through
air contaminated by motor vehicle emissions and indus-
trial use, as well as cigarette smoke [40]. While BTEX
compounds are naturally occurring and can be found in
some water sources, the Queensland Government now
has laws in place that ban the use of such compounds in
hydraulic fracturing fluids [41].
Sub-chapters within the ‘Eye’ ICD chapter include ‘dis-

orders of the eyelid, lacrimal system and orbit’, ‘disorders
of conjunctiva’, ‘disorders of lens’, ‘glaucoma’, ‘disorders of
vitreous body and globe’, and ‘visual disturbances and
blindness’, amongst others. In relation to the Coons &
Walker [33] study that used the DRG category for dis-
eases of the eye, hospitalization rates were lowest in
Garfield County [33]. Additionally, there were no signifi-
cant findings within the ‘Ophthalmology’ category used
by Jemielita et al. [32] Both of these findings are in con-
trast with the results from the unadjusted models for the
‘Eye’ disease-related hospitalization rates presented here;
however, the results are similar (i.e., no significant find-
ings) after adjusting for covariates.
Numerous studies have raised the issue of eye-related

symptoms, such as burning, irritation or itching, associ-
ated with UNGD [3, 42–45]; however, these studies have
discussed outcomes in terms of self-reported symptoms
rather than eye-related diseases for which a person would
be admitted to hospital. In discussing UNGD operations,
Brown et al. [30] noted that short-term exposure to vola-
tile organic compounds can irritate the eyes, and exposure
to diesel emissions can also cause eye irritation. The data
presented here would capture the most severe cases rather
than residents reporting the symptoms that have typically
been discussed in the literature.
In terms of chemicals affecting these systems, Colborn

et al. [46] assessed chemicals used in UNGD operations
and found that more than 75 % of the chemicals
assessed can affect sensory organs such as the eyes.
Likewise, 40 % of chemicals can affect the immune
system and 46 % can have possible health effects on
the cardiovascular system and blood [46]. However, it
must be noted that this analysis focused on chemicals
used in UNGD operations in the United States, which
also includes shale gas. Hence, it was unclear whether

chemicals used specifically in CSG operations were
included in the analyses.
This study has several limitations. Firstly, the study is

limited by the ecologic approach used and the associated
possibility of ecologic fallacy. While individual, episode-
based hospital admissions data were provided, the data
were grouped according to the three geographic areas (clas-
sified by varying levels of environmental impact), which
served as a proxy for unmeasured exposures. Grouping of
data in this manner limited the analyses, and represented
the smallest aggregations of geographic areas that were
allowable by Queensland Health, due to privacy and confi-
dentiality concerns. The unadjusted models showed there
were increases in specific hospital admissions in the CSG
area relative to the other two study areas; however, these
increases were modest and RR estimates were generally
small and confidence intervals generally narrow. After
adjustment for all covariates, increases in admissions in the
CSG area were significantly higher compared only to the
RLI area for certain outcomes. Due to small sample sizes
for some of the ICD chapters within given study areas,
these results should be interpreted cautiously.
The hospital admissions database represents the high-

est level of morbidity data available, meaning that any
data below this (i.e., General Practitioner (GP) or Emer-
gency Department visits) were not captured. There is
also lack of data on the percentage of people who do not
seek health care in the three study areas, so true rates of
health impact are likely to be underestimated. In addition,
hospitalization data are episode-based and not person-
based, hence, repeat admissions were included in this
dataset. Therefore, a resident could have been admitted
for the same primary diagnosis on more than one occa-
sion within the same year.
Additionally, it is possible that residents moved from

one area to another, moved out of the area entirely, or
died, which could result in measurement errors. While
we obtained hospital admissions data only on residents
of the three study areas to exclude admissions of non-
resident workers, it is possible that non-resident workers
were included in population enumeration for these areas,
depending on a worker’s interpretation of ‘usual residence’
[25, 47]. Considering this, the rates could be underesti-
mated for residents of the three study areas. While empir-
ical data on the impact of fly-in, fly-out workers on health
services is lacking [48], a recent report found that non-
resident workers did have a significant impact, with up to
30 % of health service presentations coming from non-
residents [49]. This may not be applicable to all mining
communities; therefore it was suggested community-
specific analyses be conducted by collecting and including
the home address postcode for each patient, along with
diagnoses [48]. These are the methods that were used in
our analyses, although data were collected by broader
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home address groupings for each patient due to limita-
tions previously addressed.
Certain indicators have been linked to poorer health

such as income, household size and overcrowding, and
education attainment [50, 51]. Indigenous Australians
also have poorer health outcomes, with one of the highest
levels of health inequality compared to Indigenous groups
[52] and a disproportionate level of chronic disease com-
pared to non-Indigenous Australians [53]. While our
adjusted model controlled for factors that were available
across the entire time period (e.g., proportion employed
full-time was available across all Census years, but a
uniform measure of education attainment was not), these
were ecological adjustments for the demographic and
socioeconomic factors given and were necessarily based
on the geographic unit of analysis provided in the hospital
admissions data.
The analyses presented in this paper do not allow for

conclusions that CSG is a cause of any of the increased
hospitalization rates reported. The present study was a
descriptive-analytic study employing ecologic units of ana-
lysis using routinely available health indicator data. This
study provides a preliminary assessment of hospitalization
rates and serves to generate hypotheses for future re-
search. As such, the results presented here suggest areas
that should be explored further with more sophisticated
study designs, and using higher resolution data (e.g.,
Emergency Department presentations, presentations to
GPs) than what could be obtained for this study. Add-
itionally, CSG development in Australia is a contentious
issue [1, 17, 54], and much of the data that are collected
are predominantly used for legislative compliance pur-
poses rather than monitoring and research purposes [17].
Calls have been made for more environmental data, as
well as health data, that are publicly available in a com-
mon repository [17].
Further examination of these hospitalization data to

determine trends over time in age-specific and gender-
specific rates of the health conditions potentially related
to CSG is recommended. It would be useful to include
data on the working population of an area, where study
time periods allow for inclusion of such data, to better
understand populations with a high proportion of fly-in,
fly-out workers. In addition, analyses on specific diseases
identified in previous literature for which potential health
outcomes may arise should be examined. Further research
using robust methodology is required to investigate the
potential causal association between CSG and the poten-
tial adverse health outcomes presented here.

Conclusions
The findings from this preliminary study suggest an in-
crease in hospitalization rates over time for some broad
primary diagnoses by ICD chapter after accounting for

key demographic and socioeconomic factors for the CSG
study area compared to the CHI and/or RLI study areas.
Strongest observed associations were found for ‘Blood/
immune’ diseases. Analyzing age- and gender-specific
rates, as well as specific sub-chapters within the main
ICD chapter headings, are important next steps. While
this study makes no attempt to attribute causality, the
results of this study suggest areas that should be explored
further.

Additional file

Additional file 1: Number of admissions and 95 % confidence
intervals for the CSG, RLI, and CHI study areas for ‘Blood/immune’
disease and ‘Neoplasms’-related admissionsa. (DOCX 18 kb)

Abbreviations
ABS: Australian Bureau of Statistics; CHI: Coal high-impact; CI: Confidence
interval; CSG: Coal seam gas; DRG: Diagnostic-Related Groupings;
ERP: Estimated resident population; GP: General Practitioner; HIA: Health
Impact Assessment; ICD: International Classification of Diseases;
QHAPDC: Queensland Hospital Admitted Patient Data Collection; RLI: Rural
low-impact; RR: Rate ratio; SLA: Statistical Local Area; UNGD: Unconventional
natural gas development.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions
AKW and KW contributed to the design of the study, statistical analysis, and
interpretation of the results. AKW had primary responsibility for the
manuscript. CMC contributed to the statistical analysis, interpretation of
results, and manuscript revisions. SV and PJ contributed to the design of the
study, overall editing, and manuscript revision. AP contributed to statistical
analysis, interpretation of results, overall editing, and manuscript revision. All
authors have read and approved the final version of the manuscript.

Acknowledgments
We thank Queensland Health for providing QHAPDC data and Janelle Blyth
for her assistance with the dataset. Dr Cameron was supported by a Public
Health Fellowship (ID 428254) from the NHMRC. This work was supported by
the University of Queensland, as well as the University of Queensland’s
Minerals Industry Safety and Health Centre (MISHC) and Centre for Water in
the Minerals Industry (CWiMI). The university and the centres had no role in
the preparation of this manuscript or in the decision to publish. The
scientific interpretation was not subject to the funders’ control.

Author details
1Sustainable Minerals Institute, The University of Queensland, Sir James Foots
Bldg (47a), Level 6, CWiMI, Corner Staffhouse and College Roads, St. Lucia,
QLD 4072, Australia. 2College of Public Health, Medical and Veterinary
Sciences, James Cook University, Townsville, QLD, Australia. 3School of Public
Health, The University of Queensland, Herston, QLD, Australia. 4CONROD
Injury Research Centre, Menzies Health Institute Queensland, Griffith
University, Meadowbrook, QLD, Australia. 5Centre for Health Research,
Western Sydney University, Penrith, NSW, Australia.

Received: 21 September 2015 Accepted: 27 January 2016

References
1. McCarron G, King D. Unconventional natural gas development: Economic

salvation or looming public health disaster? Aust N Z J Public Health.
2014;38(2):108–9.

2. Adgate JL, Goldstein BD, McKenzie LM. Potential public health hazards,
exposures and health effects from unconventional natural gas
development. Environ Sci Technol. 2014;48:8307–20.

Werner et al. BMC Public Health  (2016) 16:125 Page 9 of 11

dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-016-2787-5


3. Steinzor N, Subra W, Sumi L. Investigating links between shale gas
development and health impacts through a community survey project in
Pennsylvania. New Solut. 2013;23(1):55–83.

4. Texas Department of State Health Services. Final report DISH, Texas
exposure investigation DISH, Denton County, Texas. DISH, TX: TXDSHS;
2010. Available at: www.dshs.state.tx.us/epitox/consults/dish_ei_2010.pdf.

5. Fryzek J, Pastula S, Jiang X, Garabrant D. Childhood cancer incidence in
Pennsylvania counties in relation to living in counties with hydraulic
fracturing sites. J Occup Environ Med. 2013;55(7):796–801.

6. Ferrar KJ, Kriesky J, Christen CL, Marshall LP, Malone SL, Sharma RK, et al.
Assessment and longitudinal analysis of health impacts and stressors
perceived to result from unconventional shale gas development in the
Marcellus Shale region. Int J Occup Environ Health. 2013;19(2):104–12.

7. Perry S. Using ethnography to monitor the community health implications
of onshore unconventional oil and gas developments: Examples from
Pennsylvania's Marcellus Shale. New Solut. 2013;23(1):33–53.

8. McKenzie L, Guo R, Witter R, Savitz D, Newman L, Adgate J. Birth outcomes
and maternal residential proximity to natural gas development in rural
Colorado. Environ Health Perspect. 2014;122(4):412–7.

9. Hill E. Unconventional natural gas development and infant health: evidence
from Pennsylvania - working paper. Ithaca: Cornell University; 2012.
Available at: http://publications.dyson.cornell.edu/research/researchpdf/wp/
2012/Cornell-Dyson-wp1212.pdf.

10. McKenzie L, Witter R, Newman L, Adgate J. Human health risk assessment
of air emissions from development of unconventional natural gas resources.
Sci Total Environ. 2012;424:79–87.

11. Walther E. Screening health risk assessment Sublette County, Wyoming.
Pinedale: Sierra Research, Inc.; 2011. Available at: http://www.sublettewyo.
com/DocumentCenter/Home/View/438.

12. Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment. Garfield County air
toxics inhalation: Screening level human health risk assessment - Inhalation
of volatile organic compounds measured in 2008 air quality monitoring
study. Denver: CDPHE; 2010. Available at: http://www.garfield-county.com/
public-health/documents/6%2030%2010%20%20RisK%20Assessment%20
for%20Garfield%20County%20based%20on%202008%20air%20monitoring.pdf.

13. Witter R, McKenzie L, Towle M, Stinson K, Scott K, Newman L, et al. Health
impact assessment for Battlement Mesa, Garfield County Colorado. Denver:
Colorado School of Public Health; 2011. Available at: http://www.garfield-
county.com/environmental-health/battlement-mesa-health-impact-
assessment-draft2.aspx.

14. Stacy SL, Brink LL, Larkin JC, Sadovsky Y, Goldstein BD, Pitt BR, et al. Perinatal
outcomes and unconventional natural gas operations in Southwest
Pennsylvania. PLoS One. 2015;10(6):e0126425.

15. Witter R, McKenzie L, Stinson K, Scott K, Newman L, Adgate J. The use of
Health Impact Assessment for a community undergoing natural gas
development. Am J Public Health. 2013;103(6):1002–10.

16. Werner AK, Vink S, Watt K, Jagals P. Environmental health impacts of
unconventional natural gas development: a review of the current strength
of evidence. Sci Total Environ. 2015;505:1127–41.

17. NSW Chief Scientist & Engineer. Initial report on the independent review of
coal seam gas activities in NSW. Sydney: NSW Government; 2013. Available
at: http://www.chiefscientist.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/31246/
130730_1046_CSE-CSG-July-report.pdf.

18. Queensland Government. Interesting facts about Queensland. Available at:
https://www.qld.gov.au/about/about-queensland/statistics-facts/facts/.
Accessed December 9 2014.

19. Queensland Government Statistician's Office. Queensland population
counter. Available at: http://www.qgso.qld.gov.au/products/reports/pop-
growth-qld/qld-pop-counter.php. Accessed December 9 2014.

20. Queensland Government. Surat Basin future directions statement. 2011.
Available at: http://www.cabinet.qld.gov.au/documents/2011/may/
surat%20basin%20future%20directions%20final%20report/Attachments/
Surat%20Basin%20future%20Directions%20final%20report.pdf.

21. Queensland Government. Demographic analysis of the Bowen Basin, 2010.
Brisbane: Available at: http://www.oesr.qld.gov.au/products/publications/
demographic-analysis-bowen-basin-2010/index.php.

22. Werner AK, Watt K, Vink S, Jagals P. Subjective health outcomes self-
reported by residents in coal seam gas areas in Queensland, Australia.
2015. Under review.

23. Australian Bureau of Statistics. Australian Standard Geographical
Classification (ASGC), July 2011. Canberra. Available at: http://www.abs.gov.

au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/DEDA554E1B6BB78BCA25791
F000EEA26. Accessed August 15 2015.

24. Australian Bureau of Statistics. Community profiles. Available at: http://www.
abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/communityprofiles?open
document&navpos=230. Accessed October 19 2015.

25. Australian Bureau of Statistics. Reflecting a nation: stories from the 2011
Census, 2012–2013. Canberra. Available at: http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/
abs@.nsf/Lookup/2071.0main+features802012-2013. Accessed November 4
2015.

26. Rosenberg D. Trend analysis and interpretation: Key concepts and methods
for maternal and child health professionals. Chicago: Maternal and Child
Health Bureau; 1997.

27. Australian Bureau of Statistics. Population by age and sex, Australian States
and Territories, Jun 2010. Canberra: ABS; 2010. Available at: http://www.abs.
gov.au/Ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/3201.0.

28. Zhang R, Liu F. Fit discrete distributions via SAS® macro. In: SouthEast SAS
Users Group (SESUG). St. Pete Beach, FL; 2013.

29. SAS Institute. SAS Statistical Software Version 9.4. Cary, NC: SAS Institute
Inc.; 2013.

30. Brown DR, Lewis C, Weinberger BI. Human exposure to unconventional
natural gas development: a public health demonstration of periodic high
exposure to chemical mixtures in ambient air. J Environ Sci Health A Tox
Hazard Subst Environ Eng. 2015;50(5):460–72.

31. Zou L, Miller S, Schmidtmann E. Mosquito larval habitat mapping using
remote sensing and GIS: Implications of coalbed methane development
and West Nile Virus. J Med Entomol. 2006;43(5):1034–41.

32. Jemielita T, Gerton GL, Neidell M, Chillrud S, Yan B, Stute M, et al.
Unconventional gas and oil drilling is associated with increased hospital
utilization rates. PLoS One. 2015;10(7):e0131093.

33. Coons T, Walker R. Community health risk analysis of oil and gas industry
impacts in Garfield County. Grand Junction: Saccomanno Research Institute
and Mesa State College; 2008. Available at: http://www.garfield-county.com/
public-health/documents/1._COMMUNITY_HEALTH_RISK_ANALYSIS-
(Complete_Report_16MB).pdf.

34. Goldstein B, Malone S. Obfuscation does not provide comfort: Response
to the article by Fryzek et al. on hydraulic fracturing and childhood cancer.
J Occup Environ Med. 2013;55(11):1376–8.

35. Trotter CL, Stuart JM, George R, Miller E. Increasing hospital admissions for
pneumonia, England. Emerg Infect Dis. 2008;14(5):727–33.

36. Lazzarini PA, O’Rourke SR, Russell AW, Derhy PH, Kamp MC. Reduced
incidence of foot-related hospitalisation and amputation amongst
persons with diabetes in Queensland, Australia. PLoS One. 2015;10(6):
e0130609.

37. Knight L, Halech R, Martin C, Mortimer L. Impact of changes in diabetes
coding on Queensland hospital principal diagnosis morbidity data. Brisbane:
Health Statistics Centre, Queensland Health; 2011. Available at: https://www.
health.qld.gov.au/hsu/tech_report/techreport_9.pdf.

38. Roberts RF, Innes KC, Walker SM. Introducing ICD-10-AM in Australian
hospitals. Med J Aust. 1998;169(8):32–5.

39. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. Benzene. Atlanta: ATSDR;
2007. Available at: http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/tfacts3.pdf.

40. Leusch F, Bartkow M. A short primer on benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene
and xylenes (BTEX) in the environment and in hydraulic fracturing fluids.
Southport: Griffith University; 2010. Available at: https://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/
management/coal-seam-gas/pdf/btex-report.pdf.

41. Queensland Government. Regulating fraccing. Available at: http://www.ehp.
qld.gov.au/management/non-mining/regulating-fraccing.html. Accessed
October 30 2015.

42. University of Maryland. ntial public health impacts of natural gas
development and production in the Marcellus Shale in Western Maryland.
College Park: Maryland Institute for Applied Environmental Health, School of
Public Health; 2014. Available at: http://phpa.dhmh.maryland.gov/OEHFP/
EH/Shared%20Documents/Reports/MDMarcellusShalePublicHealthFinal
Report08.15.2014.pdf.

43. Rabinowitz PM, Slizovskiy IB, Lamers V, Trufan SJ, Holford TR, Dziura JD, et al.
Proximity to natural gas wells and reported health status: Results of a
household survey in Washington County, Pennsylvania. Environ Health
Perspect. 2015;123(1):21–6.

44. Subra W. Results of health survey of current and former DISH/Clark, Texas
residents. New Iberia: Earthworks; 2009. Available at: http://www.earthworks
action.org/files/publications/DishTXHealthSurvey_FINAL_hi.pdf.

Werner et al. BMC Public Health  (2016) 16:125 Page 10 of 11

http://www.dshs.state.tx.us/epitox/consults/dish_ei_2010.pdf
http://publications.dyson.cornell.edu/research/researchpdf/wp/2012/Cornell-Dyson-wp1212.pdf
http://publications.dyson.cornell.edu/research/researchpdf/wp/2012/Cornell-Dyson-wp1212.pdf
http://www.sublettewyo.com/DocumentCenter/Home/View/438
http://www.sublettewyo.com/DocumentCenter/Home/View/438
http://www.garfield-county.com/public-health/documents/6%2030%2010%20%20RisK%20Assessment%20for%20Garfield%20County%20based%20on%202008%20air%20monitoring.pdf
http://www.garfield-county.com/public-health/documents/6%2030%2010%20%20RisK%20Assessment%20for%20Garfield%20County%20based%20on%202008%20air%20monitoring.pdf
http://www.garfield-county.com/public-health/documents/6%2030%2010%20%20RisK%20Assessment%20for%20Garfield%20County%20based%20on%202008%20air%20monitoring.pdf
http://www.garfield-county.com/environmental-health/battlement-mesa-health-impact-assessment-draft2.aspx
http://www.garfield-county.com/environmental-health/battlement-mesa-health-impact-assessment-draft2.aspx
http://www.garfield-county.com/environmental-health/battlement-mesa-health-impact-assessment-draft2.aspx
http://www.chiefscientist.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/31246/130730_1046_CSE-CSG-July-report.pdf
http://www.chiefscientist.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/31246/130730_1046_CSE-CSG-July-report.pdf
https://www.qld.gov.au/about/about-queensland/statistics-facts/facts/
http://www.qgso.qld.gov.au/products/reports/pop-growth-qld/qld-pop-counter.php
http://www.qgso.qld.gov.au/products/reports/pop-growth-qld/qld-pop-counter.php
http://www.cabinet.qld.gov.au/documents/2011/may/surat%20basin%20future%20directions%20final%20report/Attachments/Surat%20Basin%20future%20Directions%20final%20report.pdf
http://www.cabinet.qld.gov.au/documents/2011/may/surat%20basin%20future%20directions%20final%20report/Attachments/Surat%20Basin%20future%20Directions%20final%20report.pdf
http://www.cabinet.qld.gov.au/documents/2011/may/surat%20basin%20future%20directions%20final%20report/Attachments/Surat%20Basin%20future%20Directions%20final%20report.pdf
http://www.oesr.qld.gov.au/products/publications/demographic-analysis-bowen-basin-2010/index.php
http://www.oesr.qld.gov.au/products/publications/demographic-analysis-bowen-basin-2010/index.php
http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/DEDA554E1B6BB78BCA25791F000EEA26
http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/DEDA554E1B6BB78BCA25791F000EEA26
http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/DEDA554E1B6BB78BCA25791F000EEA26
http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/communityprofiles?opendocument&navpos=230
http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/communityprofiles?opendocument&navpos=230
http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/communityprofiles?opendocument&navpos=230
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/2071.0main+features802012-2013
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/2071.0main+features802012-2013
http://www.abs.gov.au/Ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/3201.0
http://www.abs.gov.au/Ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/3201.0
http://www.garfield-county.com/public-health/documents/1._COMMUNITY_HEALTH_RISK_ANALYSIS-(Complete_Report_16MB).pdf
http://www.garfield-county.com/public-health/documents/1._COMMUNITY_HEALTH_RISK_ANALYSIS-(Complete_Report_16MB).pdf
http://www.garfield-county.com/public-health/documents/1._COMMUNITY_HEALTH_RISK_ANALYSIS-(Complete_Report_16MB).pdf
https://www.health.qld.gov.au/hsu/tech_report/techreport_9.pdf
https://www.health.qld.gov.au/hsu/tech_report/techreport_9.pdf
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/tfacts3.pdf
https://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/management/coal-seam-gas/pdf/btex-report.pdf
https://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/management/coal-seam-gas/pdf/btex-report.pdf
http://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/management/non-mining/regulating-fraccing.html
http://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/management/non-mining/regulating-fraccing.html
http://phpa.dhmh.maryland.gov/OEHFP/EH/Shared%20Documents/Reports/MDMarcellusShalePublicHealthFinalReport08.15.2014.pdf
http://phpa.dhmh.maryland.gov/OEHFP/EH/Shared%20Documents/Reports/MDMarcellusShalePublicHealthFinalReport08.15.2014.pdf
http://phpa.dhmh.maryland.gov/OEHFP/EH/Shared%20Documents/Reports/MDMarcellusShalePublicHealthFinalReport08.15.2014.pdf
http://www.earthworksaction.org/files/publications/DishTXHealthSurvey_FINAL_hi.pdf
http://www.earthworksaction.org/files/publications/DishTXHealthSurvey_FINAL_hi.pdf


45. Subra W. Community health survey results, Pavillion, Wyoming residents.
New Iberia: Earthworks; 2010. Available at: http://www.earthworksaction.org/
files/publications/PavillionFINALhealthSurvey-201008.pdf.

46. Colborn T, Kwiatkowski C, Schultz K, Bachran M. Natural gas operations from
a public health perspective. Hum Ecol Risk Assess. 2011;17(5):1039–56.

47. Australian Bureau of Statistics. Western Australia statistical indicators,
population measures: a case study. Canberra: ABS; 2003. Available at:
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/0/f245e8d67d84ced7ca256
db80077bee2/$FILE/ATTJEXRM/Population%20measures%20-%20A%20case
%20study_Final.pdf.

48. Erny-Albrecht K, Brown L, Raven M, Bywood P. Fly-in Fly-out/Drive-in Drive-
out practices and health service delivery in rural areas of Australia. PHCRIS
Policy issue review. Adelaide: Primary Health Care Research & Information
Service; 2014. Available at: http://www.phcris.org.au/phplib/filedownload.
php?file=/elib/lib/downloaded_files/publications/pdfs/phcris_pub_8425.pdf.

49. Constantine S, Battye K. Mining towns - does the boom mean bust for
health services? National Rural Health Association; 2013. Available at:
http://nrha.org.au/12nrhc/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/Constantine-Sarah_
ppr.pdf.

50. Marmot M. Poverty, Social Exclusion, and Minorities. In: Social Determinants
of Health. Oxford: OUP Oxford; 2005. p. 376.

51. Mallett S, Bentley R, Baker E, Mason K, Keys D, Kolar V, et al. Precarious
housing and health inequalities: What are the links? Melbourne: Hanover
Welfare Services, University of Melbourne, University of Adelaide, Melbourne
Citymission, Australia; 2011.

52. Walter M, Saggers S. Poverty and Social Class. In: Social Determinants of
Indigenous Health. Sydney: Allen & Unwin; 2007.

53. Thompson SL, Chenhall RD, Brimblecombe JK. Indigenous perspectives on
active living in remote Australia: A qualitative exploration of the socio-
cultural link between health, the environment and economics. BMC Public
Health. 2013;13:473–84.

54. Coram A, Moss J, Blashki G. Harms unknown: health uncertainties cast
doubt on the role of unconventional gas in Australia's energy future. Med J
Aust. 2014;4:210–3.

•  We accept pre-submission inquiries 

•  Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

•  We provide round the clock customer support 

•  Convenient online submission

•  Thorough peer review

•  Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services 

•  Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central 
and we will help you at every step:

Werner et al. BMC Public Health  (2016) 16:125 Page 11 of 11

http://www.earthworksaction.org/files/publications/PavillionFINALhealthSurvey-201008.pdf
http://www.earthworksaction.org/files/publications/PavillionFINALhealthSurvey-201008.pdf
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/0/f245e8d67d84ced7ca256db80077bee2/FILE/ATTJEXRM/Population%20measures%20-%20A%20case%20study_Final.pdf
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/0/f245e8d67d84ced7ca256db80077bee2/FILE/ATTJEXRM/Population%20measures%20-%20A%20case%20study_Final.pdf
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/0/f245e8d67d84ced7ca256db80077bee2/FILE/ATTJEXRM/Population%20measures%20-%20A%20case%20study_Final.pdf
http://www.phcris.org.au/phplib/filedownload.php?file=/elib/lib/downloaded_files/publications/pdfs/phcris_pub_8425.pdf
http://www.phcris.org.au/phplib/filedownload.php?file=/elib/lib/downloaded_files/publications/pdfs/phcris_pub_8425.pdf
http://nrha.org.au/12nrhc/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/Constantine-Sarah_ppr.pdf
http://nrha.org.au/12nrhc/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/Constantine-Sarah_ppr.pdf

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Ethics approval
	Setting and study area classification
	Data
	Analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgments
	Author details
	References



