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Abstract

Over the last several years, hydraulic fracturiingcking) has become a polarizing issue
across Boulder County, Colorado. My research exasnattivism in response to fracking and
subsequent changes in local regulations. Drilligatoriums were enacted in Longmont, Erie,
Lafayette, and unincorporated Boulder County, hatdnsuing regulations on fracking differed.
The focus of my research is the town of Longmoritgerg a community-based organization
initiated and voters approved a ban on fracking tgrge margin. Through interviews with
activists and community members, this research eesrhis activism and why some
community-based organizations against frackingeaad stronger regulations than others. This
paper argues that groups that effectively accuredland utilized social capital were able to
achieve more success in combating the spreadakifiga Challenges that impeded the success

of some groups are also discussed.



“Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, coitted citizens can change the world. Indeed,
it is the only thing that ever has.” — Attributeal Margaret Mead (no contemporaneous source is
known).

I ntroduction

For many people near areas with extensive resefvastural gas, there has been a great
deal of publicity surrounding the extraction ofshésource. Much of this publicity is about
hydraulic fracturing (frackint), a technique that has been the subject of dwisbntroversy
over its safety and effects. The controversy stiora the massive increase in fracking's use
over the last decade coupled with a lack of sdierdonsensus about the effects of the
technigue. With videos of people lighting their taater on fire and stories of nose bleeds,
migraines, and other ailments from residents liviegr wells, alarm and concern have spread.
Activism against fracking has occurred throughtwet ¢country in response to concerns about its
effects, demanding that the technique be banned.

Although a few decades old as a technique, fratkiwidespread use is a relatively new
development in oil and gas extraction. Frackintitechnique that involves pumping millions
of gallons of water laced with chemicals deep ugaemd” at high pressure, causing rock
formations to be broken open to release large giemof natural gas (Marsa 2011 [Online]).
However, within the last decade hydraulic fractgritas been combined with horizontal drilling
which allows for “the ability to turn a...drill bitsamuch as 90 degrees,” and then for wells to be
drilled for thousands of feet horizontally (Moon2§11 [Online]). The combination of these two

techniques over the last decade has allowed extedsiling in previously inaccessible natural

gas formations (so-called tight or unconventiowaifations). Thus, a boom in natural gas

! The technique of hydraulic fracturing is collodljiaeferred to by the term fracking. Since fradkiis more
commonly used (especially by activists) | will fml that usage. | will subsequently refer to hydiafracturing as
fracking, although I will not change the usagehsf term in quoted text. Furthermore, | will useckiag in the
wider, colloquial sense, to refer to the drillisgimulation, and production phases of a well. Induand sometimes
scientific discussions use hydraulic fracturingefer to just the stimulation phase of a well.



production has occurred from various unconventi¢ofién shale rock) formations around the
United States.

Due to the novelty of the combination of horizdmtalling and fracking, there is a
significant gap in the scientific research onaisd term effects. Environmentalists and citizens
have raised many concerns about the risks of fingckihe main concerns are potential
contamination of groundwater, pollution from thellvegte, and negative health effects. Although
there is lack of consensus in completed peer-readescience, there have been many anecdotal
cases of health problems and contamination follgvimereases in fracking. There also have
been concerns about the close proximity of wellsctwools and neighborhoods, which can cause
communities to resemble industrial zones due tatige, light, and pollution. These cases and
the unknowns surrounding fracking have led to aiB@ant backlash against the process in
communities where there are proposed or operateig.w

Due to the lack of a scientific consensus on thlesrof fracking and industry campaigns
touting the benefits of natural gas, state andréddegulations have been minimal and
sometimes even lowered. For example, “in 2005 Gesgyr.exempted fracking from regulation
under the Safe Drinking Water Act,” (Scientific Anean Editors 2011). The local backlash
against fracking has not been successful in pensgawlost state and federal officials to
significantly increase regulation at this time. $hlocal residents have turned to their towns and
counties in order to increase regulations.

Boulder County and the surrounding area have dgaifisant increases in fracking over
the last few years, leading to the formation of yneammmunity-based organizations opposed to
fracking. There have been organizations formedaul&er County, Longmont, Erie, and

Lafayette with moratoriums on fracking being enddgteall four locations. In addition, increased



regulations of varying degrees were passed in Lamgnirie, and Boulder County. A
community-based organization in Longmont also seded in getting a measure to ban fracking
in city limits on the November 2012 ballot that seuently passed by a large margin.

There have been few completed studies on soci&isantin response to fracking,
especially from the discipline of anthropology. 3ktudy will fill some of the gaps in our
knowledge about social activism occurring in regmoto fracking. Additionally, Boulder
County provides an excellent study location becafiske proximity of different community-
based organizations opposed to fracking formeepasate but geographically-close towns. A
comparison can ascertain the varied results théfeeemt groups have achieved in their
communities based on the structures and technmfube different organizations. Therefore, an
analysis may reveal what makes for successfuliantiv will argue that the differing
accumulation of social capital allowed some grawpachieve more influence on their local
political leaders, thus promoting greater sociarge. | will also discuss the problems some
groups faced in accumulating of social capitalkvalf as possible solutions. In my conclusion, |
will suggest general lessons that can be influemtithe success of community-based efforts at
social change. The future of the anti-fracking nmoeat and paths for future research will also

be discussed in the conclusion.



“We’ll exhaust our present oil supplies by-and-bhat’s as certain as the continuance of the
income tax. But there will be new though more espersources, among which the oil-shale
deposits of the Far West will play the leading rolenty or thirty years hence.” — August 1922.
in The Early Sunset Magazireaul C. Johnson (Ed.). 1977. San Francisco: Catif®
Historical Society.

Background

Explanation of the Technique of Fracking

The technique of fracking is an extremely compédgprocess that has taken decades to
develop. “Hydraulic fracturing is a complex opevatin which the fluid is pumped at a high
pressure into a selected section of the wellbdne.Aigh pressure creates a fracture from the
wellbore extending into the rock formation contagbil or gas” (Yew 199%i). In practice this
involves injecting a mixture of water, sand, andrafcals into a drilled well at pressures high
enough to crack the rock. Fracking fluid mixtur@alsy contains about 90 percent water, nine
percent sand, and one percent chemicals (Ehre@b&&y[Online]). The sand helps to keep the
fractures open while the chemicals serve a vagépurposes, such as anti-bacterial or anti-
corrosive. The cracks in the rock then allow tlag@pred oil and gas to escape up the well and be
captured. During drilling a well is encased, whiktolves inserting a steel tube with concrete
sealing between the wellbore and rock. The casisgpposed to protect groundwater and the
environment from contact with any of the activitadghe drilling, “but the casings are put under
enormous pressure and sometimes fail” (McGlynn 203 Since “hydraulic fracturing is
conducted in a reservoir at great depth...the dinoensi the induced fracture is as large as
hundred to thousand feet” Yew (1997:150). In thététhStates most fracking takes place in
shale rock deposits, which are usually over 5080 dederground.

The technique of fracking has allowed access tematural gas than was available with

conventional techniques. Although the techniqueldegs around for decades, it was “not until



fracking joined up with another existing technolpbgrizontal drilling that the approach was
used to unlock vast stores of previously inaccéssiatural gas,” (Ehrenberg 2012 [Online]).
Much of this previously inaccessible natural gas wastrata of usually less than 100 feet in
thickness, making conventional vertical drillingaaonomical. With horizontal drilling operators
can turn a drill bit up to ninety degrees, whiclowk for wells to extend for thousands of feet in

a single direction. The combination of fracking dmadizontal drilling made extraction of natural

1 Roughly 200 tanker A pumper truck injects a Natural gas flows out of well.
gaS from eXtenSWe Shale trucks deliver water for mix of sand, water and § = 9
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States,” (Ehrenberg 2012 [Online]).

The process of fracking uses a significant amotimtader: “A typical fracked well uses
between 2 million and 8 million gallons of wateEhrenberg 2012 [Online]). Due to the
extensive volumes of water used in fracking andypeal ratio of ingredients there are
hundreds of thousands of gallons of chemicals tsé&@ck a well. There are hundreds of
chemicals used and some are known to be dangerdusrtans. After water has been used to

frack a well, most of it comes back up the welisttuid is called produced water. Currently,



operators have the ability to drill multiple wedla a single drill pad, up to eight different wells
at one location. Thus, new drill sites are usuaillytiple wells. Fracking is also used to increase

the production of previously drilled or abandonddaod gas wells.

Current State of Peer Reviewed Science on Fracking

An important factor in the ongoing science of fiagkis the difficulty in establishing an
understanding of what actually occurs undergrotaav (1997: xi, 150, 152) states that most
laboratory experiments regarding fracking testteaiaspects of the technique, due to the
complexity of fracking and the expense of realaticrepresenting in a laboratory what occurs
thousands of feet underground. He also statesthdies of fracking in the field have been
limited, again due to the expense and complexitheftechnique. With the recent upsurge in the
use of fracking, there are many in-progress stunfi¢ise technique and its possible risks.
However, there are not many completed peer-reviesigties on the nature and risks of
fracking. Further complicating the scientific unstanding of fracking has been the occurrence
of studies giving different results, with some @eicig fracking safe and others condemning the
technigue as dangerous. Currently, a comprehesgidy by the EPA on the effects of fracking
on drinking water is being conducted with a remompected to be released for public and peer
review in 2014 (EPA 2012 [Online]). This reporeiagerly anticipated by many who hope that it
will settle many of the disputes over the effedtéracking.

There have also been allegations of miscondudtdmrésearch on fracking, specifically
several high profile cases involving conflicts ofarest. A report from the University of Texas at
Austin that found no link between water contammtand fracking was discredited when
methodological flaws and conflicts of interest wereealed. While the study claimed to be

evidence-based, it lacked scientific rigor. It vadso discovered that the head of the study sat on
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the board of a drilling company throughout the tioraof the study, with compensation from
the company exceeding “$1.5 million over the lagt ffears” (Henry 2012 [Online]). The
impartiality of studies by Pennsylvania State Unéity and the State University of New York at
Buffalo has been similarly compromised by the ratieh of close of ties to the oil and gas
industry (Schiffman 2013 [Online]). Previous sciBatresearch on the technique has shown the
economic benefits fracking can bring. However, tiggeeffects from fracking have not been
definitely established at this time. As McDonn@013 [Online]) states: “In the national fracking
debate, unassailable data about environmental s high demand and short supply.”
What seems likely, given the information we do hase¢hat there are significant risks from

fracking but that we do not know the extent of tloeicurrence.

Possible Risks of Fracking

There are many possible risks associated witlkifngalthough the link between
fracking and these adverse effects is not provenadst cases. The most common risks cited are
contamination of ground or surface water, air gahy health risks, light pollution, noise
pollution, degradation of transportation infrasture, lowering of property values, and
earthquakes. The release of the documentaryGirsland(2010) led to increased attention on
fracking as it documented its growth and preseatsdunts of contamination from the process.

The industry commonly states that there are negir@ases of fracking contaminating
groundwater and they state this based on a vergwatefinition of fracking. When the industry
discusses fracking, they mean just the techniqudeofuring a rock formation, not the drilling
and production stages of the well. However, mospfeuse fracking to denote the entire
process from drilling through production to the gisug of a well. In the common use of the

term, fracking denotes the life cycle of a well dridive followed this usage (Footnote 1).
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Contamination of water is the most commonly disedsrisk associated with fracking.
The risk of contamination can stem from two sourcbesmicals in the fracking fluid and the
produced water creating after the fracturing odekrformation. Fracking fluid contains
chemicals that are known to be dangerous to hunsagh, as the carcinogen benzene. However,
there are no comprehensive and industry-acknowtktigfs of the chemicals used in fracking
due to the proprietary nature of some of the chalsidVhile the website FracFocus.com lists
fracking chemicals and well sites, submission isintary and full disclosure of chemicals is not
mandated. The industry claims that many of the éba&sused in fracking are trade secrets and
revelation would harm their business. Due to lodghan almost every regulation on fracking,
oil and gas companies can claim almost any chensigabprietary and there is no need to
reveal the chemical to the public.

The produced water from a well “typically has adbsalt, along with naturally occurring
radioactive material, mercury, arsenic and otheviienetals” (Ehrenberg 2012 [Online]). With
these possible contaminates being associated vatluped water, the potential for pollution is
evident. If a well is drilled and then encased prbpbefore fracking, there should be no
contamination. Yet a study by Osborne et al. (20Lfound increased methane concentrations in
drinking water closer to fracked wells in Pennsyliaa While there is no consensus that the
study has proved a link between fracking and comaton of drinking water, the study does
provide reasons to be concerned. Contamination fraocking is often blamed on the failure of
well casings or the improper encasing of a welk Thproper encasing of a well or casing
failure allows gas or other sources of contamimatiomigrate into underground sources of
water. Unfortunately, we do not have peer reviedaid on how often well casings fail or are

improperly constructed. Another way that groundwaeontaminated is from leaks of fracking
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fluid on the surface, which can then travel dowgitoundwater. Groundwater can also be
contaminated from improper disposal or leaks oflpoed water on the surface. Such improper
disposal includes improperly lined open evaporagivs, spills, or illegal dumping of produced
water.

Air pollution can result from fracking without sidicant controls in place. Leaks of
methane from a well can enter the atmosphere. Tdreralso many volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) that can be released into the air from apcong well. Many of these VOCs are linked
to increased levels of ozone, which increasesisheof asthma. The large amount of truck traffic
necessary to drill and frack a well can also caigeificant amounts of air pollution and air
guality degradation. Natural gas production haslibeught to be cleaner for the air and
environment than the production of coal. Accordinghe EPA (2013 [Online]) the burning of
natural gas does not produce sulfur dioxides ocargrcompounds and produces less nitrogen
oxide and carbon dioxide than coal or oil. Howevtes unclear whether coal and natural gas
produce significantly different amounts of greernsemygases over their complete lifetimes.
Natural gas is mostly methane and methane is a mack potent short-term greenhouse gas
than carbon dioxide. Therefore, methane leaks dutoduction could negate any benefits from
the reduction in emissions from natural gas combunsAccording to Alvarez et al. (2012:3), for
methane leaks there is a “3.2% threshold beyondiwdas becomes worse for the climate than
coal.” Alarmingly, several studies have pointedre possibility that natural gas may be dirtier
than previously thought. Howarth et al. (2011:6F9blished a study that calculated “during the
life cycle of an average shale-gas well, 3.6 t@«d the total production of the well is emitted
to the atmosphere as methane.” Their calculatieare wupported by a study done by NOAA

(Pétron et al. 2012:1) in Weld County that fourakige of methane from natural gas extraction
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was likely higher than 3.2 percent. Increases ohezhave also been seen in areas of increased
oil and gas development, such as in Colorado (Qoefpal. 2012:1). While these studies have
not created complete consensus in the scientifitnoonity, they present data that is deeply
concerning and reiterate the point that more rebearnecessary.

During the process of drilling a well there isrsfgcant noise and light. During the actual
drilling, drill site lights are on constantly. Theise from the machines drilling and pumping the
fracking fluid underground is also loud. The conabion of these two effects can be quite
significant if the well is being drilled near a idsnce or occupied structure.

Due to the large amount of water necessary faking a well, hundreds of truck trips to
a drilling site carrying full loads of water arecessary. These trips and the disposal of this water
after its use mean that fracking can create siganiti stress on transportation infrastructure, such
as roads. This extensive traffic can compromisesipected durability of roads.

There is a circumstantial link between fracking &éme induction of earthquakes.

Fracking has been linked to earthquakes in secasss, some discussed by Ehrenberg (2012
[Online]). Many of these cases stem from the diapotproduced water under high pressure in
wastewater wells. This disposal can aggravate aa$ or areas of high seismic potential.
Fountain (2012 [Online]) discusses how the USG#8n¢ weighed in on the issue and
concluded that increased oil and gas developmesitr@gponsible for an increase in earthquakes
measured in Arkansas and Oklahoma. However, theSJ8&s unable to determine what precise
part of the increased oil and gas development wasicg the seismic activity.

Another concern is that fracking decreases prgpeiues. Like many possible
consequences of fracking, the extent of a link betwfracking and property value fluctuations

remains unknown. | spoke with three real estat@tsgévo in Boulder County and one in Weld
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County. None of them had directly experienced & edsere fracking had any effect on property
values. One agent had read about cases of frankigatively affecting property values. Another
had heard of cases where nearby fracking had t#tr@aeople to properties due to the open
space around an active well, while the third haicheard of any link.

An interesting and parallel concern was that fiegkould cause people to move away
from communities. | heard anecdotes about thid Ligbt in contact with several people in Erie.
There were several members of Erie Rising who wetlee process of moving out of Erie. One
member of Erie Rising, Marie, spoke of her expergewith people moving out of Erie:

Right now | know probably about 10 people, mostheim have moved, and the other

ones’ houses are on the market and they're gattiady to move. So people are moving

out...It's definitely happening. So | guess peoplewane for fracking will maybe be the
only ones left in Erie after a while.

History of Frackingin the United Statesand the World

Fracking has been used extensively across the dUSitges over the last six decades. In
1949, “an exclusive license [was] granted to théiblaton Oil Well Cementing Company” for
the technique of fracking (Montgomery 2010:2). Afiee invention of fracking, “almost 2.5
million wells have been fractured around the woklEIitGlynn 2012:66). Since almost all the
easily recoverable natural gas has been extractiéeiUnited States, fracking is the only
technique that allows for the recovery of most rieming natural gas deposits. In 2012, “thanks
largely to fracking, the US is set to overtake $a&udbia and Russia to become the world's
biggest oil producer by 2017” (Arsenault 2013 [@gl). Currently, the United States produces
enough natural gas for its own consumption antleattrrent rate that production is increasing
the United States will produce as much energy esnsumes. In 2011, “one-fourth of the

nation’s energy supply came from natural gas” (Mg@l2012:55). Natural gas production has
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been billed by the industry as a way to take thaddrStates toward ‘energy independence.’
However, there are also many projects sponsoreshbggy companies to expand the capability
of the United States to export natural gas in otd@apitalize on the significant difference
between low natural gas prices in the United Stateisthe rest of the world.

The first federal regulation of natural gas begaf938 with the Natural Gas Act, which
led to price controls (McGlynn 2012:63). After sealdarge natural gas shortages at the end of
the 1970s a trend toward deregulation of naturalbgayan, which has continued to this day.
After the loosening of regulations in the 1980s &48€60s natural gas production and exploration
began to increase. The 2005 passage of the Eneatgg Aften cited as leading to our current
boom in natural gas production. The passage obilis&exempted the process [fracking] from
regulation under the Safe Water Drinking Act” (Mg&h 2012:66). McGlynn further states that
fracking has never been regulated by the EPA aaidnidtural gas companies are exempt from
many federal environmental laws such as the Claaadl Superfund Acts. Each year from
2009 to present, the Fracturing Responsibility Anéreness of Chemicals Act (FRAC Act) has
been introduced in Congress but has failed to gdssbill seeks to give more authority to the
EPA to regulate fracking, but it has not gainedesijoread support in Congress. Currently, the
vast majority of regulation of natural gas extrastand of fracking occurs at the level of
individual states.

The controversy over fracking extends throughoetlhited States and around the
world. Internationally, “fracking has been banneduebec, Canada, France, Germany, and
South Africa” pending the completion of more stgdié the technique (McGlynn 2012:67). A
variety of states in the United States have enaetgalations of fracking in response to citizen

concerns. However, only the state of Vermont haséd the practice of fracking (the state has
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no shale gas formations). In December of 2012 etyanf state and local anti-fracking groups
announced the formation of a national anti-frackénglition: Americans Against Fracking

(Food and Water Watch 2012 [Online]).

History of Oil and Gas Drillingin Colorado

Mineral extraction has been a part of Colorado@®my since the 1800s. A great part
of the initial settlement of Colorado and the growt many towns in the state was fed by mining
booms, due to large deposits of precious minekbldrocarbon extraction also has been a part
of Colorado’s history and fracking has occurre€oiorado for decades. Tests of different ways
to do fracking have been done through this histidiowever, one unsuccessful experiment
deserves a specific mention:

In 1969, the government detonated a subterraneaaartbomb to break loose natural

gas deposits from tight sandstone formations mwae 8,000 feet below ground on a

Colorado mountain. The bomb was twice as poweduha one that destroyed

Hiroshima, Japan, in 1945. The scheme worked —n texéent. The gas was unlocked by
the blast but was deemed too radioactive for coroialense. (Tsai 2010 [Online])

The current boom in shale gas extraction duesatcking is the latest act in decades of
searching for minerals across Colorado. Most ofidierral gas extraction in Colorado occurs in
the Wattenberg field, which is part on the Niobr8rale formation. The Niobrara Shale
formation is mostly in northeastern Colorado butess outside the state as well. According
COGA (Colorado Oil and Gas Association 2011 [Orjln#®n northeastern Colorado, the
overall thickness of the Niobrara formation vaiieslepth between 200 and 400 feet and is
found approximately 7,000 feet below the surface.”

Like many states in the West, Colorado law recoggithe severed ownership of mineral
and surface rights, meaning that different paxtaas own the surface land and subsurface

minerals underneath. Under Colorado law a partyilmgvaubsurface minerals has a legal right to
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access those minerals. Thus they would not nedlgsseed to gain the permission of a
landowner in order to obtain surface access tovexcihose minerals. While these situations are
uncommon, they are still a worry for landowners vdoonot know if they own their mineral
rights and are opposed to the using their landefsource extraction. Colorado law also
recognizes two types of municipal governance: gtagtand home rule. Statutory towns are
directly subsidiary to the state, while home ral@ris have more autonomy and authority over
matters within their city limits. Home rule munieigies also have an avenue for citizens to put
initiatives on local elections. Colorado law does recognize home rule counties.

By statute, the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservatiomission (COGCC) is tasked with
regulating, monitoring, and promoting oil and gaslidg in state. This triple role of regulation,
monitoring, and promotion can pose a conflict @érast, which the COGCC has acknowledged:

As long as there is severed mineral interest ovinieiia Colorado and law which

protects the property rights of mineral rights leoklto access their mineral estate, and as

long as the COGCC's statute charges the COGCQCpnothotion of oil and gas

development, the COGCC will be limited in its alyilio satisfy surface owners or to stop
oil and gas development, regardless of Commissiakenmp. (2011c [Online])

One common complaint from various activists andomgmts of drilling is that they see the
COGCC as ‘the fox guarding the hen house.’

The COGCC (2011c [Online]) states that the law gowg it “is intended to keep the
general public safe when drilling and developmemues, and is not directed at protecting
individual property values or a preferred qualityife.” This means that the COGCC is tasked
with the promotion of oil and gas drilling eventimeans the degradation of an individual’s or
group of individuals’ property or quality of liff.he COGCC is only supposed to protect the
general public, not individuals or small groupsrafividuals.

The COGCC (2011a:1) provides a summary of theioglship between hydrocarbon

resource deposits and fracking:
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Most of the hydrocarbon bearing formations in Cattwr have low porosity and
permeability. These formations would not produceneenic quantities of hydrocarbons
without hydraulic fracturing. Fracture treatmenbdfand gas wells in Colorado began in
the 1970s and has evolved since then. Recent tledical advances combine multi-
stage fracture treatment with horizontal drilling.

Thus, fracking is necessary to access most ofytieobarbons that are situated in Colorado. At
this time, about nine out of every ten naturalga#s in the state of Colorado are fracked, and at
the beginning of 2013, “The COGCC has 16 inspedtord] Colorado has about 49,236 wells,
up 31 percent since 2008” (Finley 2013b [Online]).

Accusations of groundwater contamination fromKmag in Colorado came to
prominence with the release of the fieasland However, the COGCC steadfastly denied that
such contamination was widespread or that allribelents in the film were caused by fracking.
Although the COGCC does acknowledge that some oon&dion of groundwater has occurred
in Colorado, it does not make those statisticsihgastailable. Finley (2013d [Online]) states
that “About 17 percent of 2,078 oil and gas shist companies reported since January 2008
have contaminated groundwater. Fracking wastevigtare of the most common substances
spilled.” However, some have placed that numben éngher. Davis (2013 [Online]) claims that
43 percent of spills result in groundwater contatiom? One article states that, “oil and gas
commission spill records show 255 incidents in \Wrgcoundwater was ‘impacted’ during 2009,
2010 and 2011” (Soraghan 2012 [Online]). No peeierged studies of groundwater
contamination in Colorado exist.

Regardless of the risks, fracking will increase@al is increasingly regulated. In 2010,
the Clean Air Clean Jobs act was introduced ansigablsy the Colorado legislature. The bill

requires utility companies to “convert 50 percentheir coal-fired generation capacity, up to

2 As Davis (2013 [Online]) is a blog and there isimdependent confirmation of his figures, cautibodd be
exercised in accepting the accuracy of this datagrted.
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900 megawatts, to natural gas by Dec. 31, 201 TWHEEP 2010 [Online]). The passage of this
bill was a victory for environmental groups thatlengaged in a nationwide anti-coal campaign.
Yet this bill effectively mandates fracking asstthe only technique capable of recovering most
of the natural gas deposits in Colorado and theddrfstates. Although Colorado regulators
approved regulations in 2011 that would requiraegyneompanies to disclose the chemicals
used in hydraulic fracturing, proprietary chemicale not covered (Banda 2011 [Online]). Some
contend that this trade secret loophole for chelndiisalosure is ripe for abuse by the industry

(Dodge 2011b [Online]).
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“As soon as several of the inhabitants of the UhiBates have taken up an opinion or a feeling
which they wish to promote in the world, they loak for mutual assistance; and as soon as they
have found one another out, they combine. Fromrttmhent they are no longer isolated men,
but a power seen from afar, whose actions servaria@xample and whose language is listened

to.” — Alexis de Tocqueville (Demaocracy in Amerit899. Henry Reeve Translation).

Results

As my in-depth research drew to a close, | haghuitwed ten individuals, talked with
many more people, and been immersed in the issftaaking for many months. Significant
change had occurred on almost every front, moteo€hange in positive directions for the
activists. Longmont succeeded in getting a questiothe ballot to ban fracking that passed with
almost 60 percent of the citizens voting for theamge. Lafayette activists were gearing up to
emulate Longmont and pass a ban before or durmngéit election. Boulder County saw
upheaval and finally an extended moratorium. Theae an effort in the city of Boulder to ban
fracking, an effort that is currently in its infancr'he city council of Fort Collins, the fourth
largest town in Colorado, passed a ban on frackirtbe beginning of March (Duggan 2013
[Online]). The issue had become so controversatltte COGCC was considering increasing
state-wide regulations. Cities and towns acrosstiie considered following Longmont’s
example and ban fracking, despite threats of ansitng or state lawsuit. Yet there were several
other developments that did not favor the activists example, Erie instituted a voluntary
agreement with the industry to allow fracking ottex protests of activists. And despite all the
progress by activists, in 2013 the number of wiellhe state reached a new high of 50,000
(Finley 2013a [Online]).

In this chapter | will describe the changes thedw occur and how these changes were

perceived by the individuals interviewed. This deapdivided into sections for each
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municipality, will describe how things unfoldedeach city from the perspectives of activists,

supplemented by details and context from news teod personal anecdotes.

L ongmont

In the beginning, the activism against frackind. angmont was driven by alarm and a
sense of an impending threat. One activist relaidtbw she first heard about fracking in
October 2011 from a telephone survey with an “edoas question to the effect of 'would you
be ok with oil and gas drilling on Longmont's ograce?”” (Quixote 2013). She looked into this
possibility and found out that negotiations hadrb@eprogress since June 2011 to drill on
Longmont’s open space without any word reachingptiiaic.

Quixote was not the only person who was conceabedit the possibility of oil and gas
development on the city’s open space. In fact,was a common concern of the activists |
talked to in Longmont. Carol stated:

The first thing we read was that they were goingdrith out near Union Reservoir on the

East side of town, which is public space land.i8Bmediately quite a few of us went to

city council to speak...Then we saw who was comingetafter time and that's how we

started meeting together. Thinking, well, maybebstter get organized. This looks
bigger than we thought.

The enormous public outcry culminated in a cityrmaumeeting with almost two hours of
public testimony urging the council to slow dowrdanstitute a moratorium.

On December 20, 2011 the Longmont City Councilnimausly approved a 120 day
moratorium on fracking. The passage of a moratosas the first victory for the activists in
Longmont and gave them breathing room to orgamzkfigure out how they would respond to
the possibility of oil and gas extraction. TOP Gyierg owned several wells around Longmont
and sought to drill more (See Appendix 2). Yetii#ésk record concerned many people because

of a well near an elementary and middle school ‘tad higher-than-allowed benzene levels for
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at least three years, at one point measuring albtifstimes the state limit,” (Rochat 2011a
[Online]). Although the cause of the contaminat®anknown, TOP Operating owned the well
when the contamination was discovered and wasdhargyed with remediation. TOP was
eventually fined by the COGCC for failing to comgl¢he remediation in a sufficiently timely

manner.

Natural gas well near school in Longmont
Source: Our Longmont

The first long-term undertaking for the activigtdiongmont was to deal with the process
of updating the city’s regulations on oil and gagrocess that began after the imposition of the
moratorium. Parallel to this task was the rolead@ating politicians about the risks of fracking,
efforts that were not always received with gra&u@arol noted that “four of the city council
members were completely unresponsive to our coecémd even contemptuous a little bit.”
The imminent threat of fracking inside the citye thallenge of dealing with the council, and the
number of people concerned led to a group of attivdoalescing. This group was called
Longmont ROAR and ROAR stood for Responsible OitlAyas Regulations. As time passed,
the extent to which the public was opposed to fragkn the city became clear. At an open
house held by the city in February “the public #mee of the city's advisory boards strongly
urged tougher regulation--and a longer moratoriofeH and gas drilling in Longmont,”

(Rochat 2012j [Online]). On February 10, 2012 the of Longmont released a draft of new
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rules for oil and gas drilling in the city limit¥he rules, “If approved...would be the first update
of Longmont's drilling regulations since 2000” (Rat 2012f [Online]).

A difficulty the city faced in drafting its regulans was the complicated legal situation
between state and local governments in Coloradatakloo has authority to regulate oil and gas
drilling. Soon after the release of the draft regjohs, the city planning commission
recommended the approval of the regulations anéxttension of the moratorium (Rochat
2012d [Online]). The draft regulations included maitrict requirements, which the state of
Colorado responded to with warnings that Longmaoa wverstepping its authority. Afterwards,
the city council voted to extend the moratoriumaloyadditional 60 days (Rochat 2012d
[Online]).

While Longmont ROAR worked with the city counal $trengthen the regulations, they
also conducted outreach to educate the public dkeeking. Quixote discussed what she felt
was the culmination of this public outreach:

Longmont ROAR had this wonderful presentation dawiirail Ridge Middle School at

the end of February [2012]. We had over 300 peoglethat point knowledge in
Longmont about what was going on began to explode.

Despite common concerns about fracking, there w&daif amount of dissent at first” (Carol
2012). After all, “Longmont ROAR was an ad-hoc grdbat was formed of concerned citizens
to educate themselves, to educate the communitiytcalobby for the strongest possible
regulations” (Quixote 2013). Yet there were manthi@a group who felt that the regulatory
approach would never work and that only a ban cke&p Longmont safe. These contradictory
approaches created tension in the group that ea#ynted to an unofficial schism between those
in favor of a ban and those in favor of regulatiofisese two factions undertook separate yet

parallel paths, in the sense that both faction®weposed to fracking.
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Longmont activists in favor of the regulatory apgch asked the city council to toughen
regulations and there were encouraging signs. Hewéve regulations became more
unsatisfactory to the activists with every new tleaid especially after continued lawsuit threats
from the Colorado attorney general. By April andyM# 2012, it became clear that the
regulatory path was not progressing well. Afterugdg some of the strictness in the regulations
the Longmont city council “voted 6-1 to have itaffroil and gas regulations prepared for an
ordinance,” (Rochat 2012c [Online]). Yet at thewatvote some weeks later, the rules were
tabled until a later date instead of being pasgéth the draft regulations tabled in May 2012,
“It just became obvious to everybody it's a batodneck with it” (Carol 2012).

Most activists in Longmont felt similarly to Caroh the regulations eventually passed:
“The regulations are full of holes, they weren'ttapny standards, and | don't know anyone who
was totally pleased.” Meanwhile, the faction of gamont activists in favor of a ban had been
preparing and laying the groundwork for a citizeiiative. Since public attention was focused
on the activists who pursued tougher regulatidresptan for a ban was not well known. This
element of surprise in initiating the ballot cangrafor a ban was important because it allowed
the Longmont activists to catch their opponentsyatird, including a full page ad rebutting
commonly used arguments for oil and gas developthentay the initiative was announced.

Within a week of initiating the measure, Our Longrti® ballot question to ban fracking
was approved to seek petition signatures in oappear on the ballot (Rochat 2012a
[Online]). As the campaign to put a ban on thedidikated up, the Longmont city council acted
on its proposed regulations and passed them (R@M&e [Online]). Shortly following the
passage of the regulations the state of Coloratibatbthe city of Longmont that it intends to

sue over the city's new oil and gas regulationsdKispire 2012 [Online]).
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The transition to seeking a ballot campaign méaattchanges would have to be made to
the organization of Longmont activists in ordeeftectively coordinate a campaign. For
instance, “As part of that we needed to be a neitlye which Longmont ROAR was not.
Longmont ROAR was an ad hoc group with a Facebege@nd an email list” (Quixote 2013).
Quixote’s reference to the email list is significarecause email lists are one of the most
effective resources for any community-based orgdiua. So an organization, Our Health, Our
Future, Our Longmont, was formed to run the baliohpaign to ban fracking. After discussion
and consultations with lawyers the group decidealdiopt the legal structure of a non-profit
(Quixote 2013). This meant that a small group afgbe were put in charge of the organization, a
group that came to be called the steering committee

A lot of people thought the transition to a mamreistured group was a turning point in
the effort against fracking in Longmont. Furthermat was interesting the way members of the
steering committee were chosen:

The steering committee was sort of selected bydithier than an election. Everybody on

it was a cooperative person rather than an ar@eesince May everything has been done

by this group of five. We're pretty united and prefood at hearing each other and

helping out where we can. But | don't think we cblodve skipped those early stages of
self-education and quarrelling to a certain ext@darol 2012)

It was unclear if any people dropped out of therefflue to the transition from Longmont

ROAR to Our Longmont, mostly because there werefficial records of who was a part of
Longmont ROAR. However, several people thoughkély that more people became involved
with Our Longmont because of its higher profile amore structured organization. Many of the
Our Longmont members felt that the clear decisi@iing structure was a strength of the group.
Another strength of the organization was its masspgvhich would become especially clear in
the campaign. It was even evident in the namas‘fitst and foremost about our health, about

the future of our Longmont. That was the messdgename was the message” (Quixote 2013).
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There were challenges faced in the effort to getatures for the initiative. Carol stated:
“Well, that was during that horrible heat wave. ®cool day it was 95 degrees. Every place that
was good for gathering signatures was in the dBat’by early August, soon after the
regulations were adopted, the activists of Our loagt had gathered enough signatures to have
their measure qualify for the November ballot. idey to appear on the ballot, “the petition
needed 5,704 valid signatures,” which were gathaledg with over one thousand extra
signatures (Rochat 2012g [Online]). With this finstrdle overcome, the activists turned their
attention to the actual campaign as all eyes tutomdrd Longmont, the first city in Colorado to
attempt to ban fracking.

Although the city of Greely had banned oil and daing decades ago, that ban was
subsequently struck down in court. Thus, the astiivknew they were forging a new path,
hoping to get a new legal precedent. The Greelyhaalhbeen struck down because it banned all
oil and gas drilling, which was ruled unconstitutb under the Colorado Constitution. The
Longmont ballot question, Question 300, did not Akhiydrocarbon extraction but only the
technique of fracking. It was an untested legales®ne currently being fought out in court. The
city and activists argued that banning a technapgs not amount to total ban, while the
industry argued that banning fracking is a de féeto since almost every contemporary well is
fracked.

The campaign began in earnest with the activist$egjizing and supporters volunteering
from all over the city and county to help in théoef However, it was not an easy campaign: “It
was rough; | putin 12, 14 hour days almost rolyinié there was a time | only had to put in
eight or ten | felt | was kind of lucky” (Quixoté23). One of the key strategies undertaken by

Our Longmont was precinct analysis, which was erplhby Carol:
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From the county you can get voter lists by precamtt what their party affiliation is...So
they just did a whole bunch of demographic stuff.eifve had all the addresses of
people who had signed our petitions so that wadase. So that's kind of how they do
it. They used maps of the precincts and superintbaddresses on these groups that
were Democrats and had voted in 2010 and whatekier parameters they used. [Some
members] could put all that stuff in the computed anake it come out as walk lists or
mailing lists. And we sent different kinds of magis depended on what category. There's
a lot of unaffiliated voters in Longmont and thegre considered persuadable but not our
base and so forth...We had about three week windamhioh you could vote early and
once you voted early we didn't bug you anymore.

Everyone expected it to be a close election; Lamgrhad historically been a relatively

conservative city, especially compared to the

famously liberal Boulder. Soon after the petitions
were approved, an opposition group called:
Longmont Taxpayers for Common Sense was
formed. Whether Question 300 would pass now

could triumph over advertising money. Quixote atttecs thought that Our Longmont’s ground
organization of about 120 volunteers was an adganta

The campaign did not start out well for the opposi Rochat (2012h [Online]) noted
that “in September, the group changed its namedm I8treet Longmont,” due to an objection
from a national group named Taxpayers for Commars&eThis name change meant the
opposition had to re-file its paperwork and re-séekations. The two groups were separate
organizations, so Longmont Taxpayers for Commors&eould not give its money to Main
Street Longmont. Their only option was to refund tlonations and hope that the donors gave to
Main Street Longmont. This organizational changeauttedly hindered the opposition to

Question 300 but the campaign was far from over.
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Campaign spending became a central issue as remaking amounts were spent and
donors were revealed. According to Rochat (20121if@]), the contributions to Our Longmont
totaled $21,241 while the contributions to MaineBtrLongmont totaled $447,500. The almost a
half-million dollars spent to try to defeat Questi®00 broke all previous campaign contribution
records in Longmont. While this huge sum was urgateated, it soon became more of a
weakness than an advantage. This was because the rexeealed that “28 companies donated
to the group, all of them connected to the enengustry. The report showed no individual
donations” (Rochat 2012h [Online]). While being spent 20 times over, Our Longmont
attacked Main Street Longmont for not having algimgizen of Longmont donating to its
cause. In contrast, the funding of Our Longmont mastly from Longmont residents. It soon
became an issue of us (the citizens of Longmomgugethem (the oil and gas companies).
Quixote reported the disparity in advertising:

There were 12 full page ads against us. They haddsvagainst us. | think they sent out

12 different mailers against us. But they didnitehpeople to people contact, they were

trying to buy the election...but the industry stoppedning ads November 1, so they
were polling here all along.

Rachel also thought that the plethora of advedisias a weakness and joked that the
advertising agency “ripped off the oil and gas stdy”

During the campaign the last seven former maybt®ngmont came out against the ban
and appeared in Main Street Longmont advertisem#etsQuixote emphasized that Our
Longmont had the people in the city to contact iateract with citizens, while the opposition
did not. Mike addressed this point too:

| think the lesson is that organizing works. Wegeih out on the ground for a year before

the oil and gas industry started carpet bombingitiveaves and it was people from the

community that had been talking to their neighb®tese were parents, business owners,
and you know folks that had grown up across theestiSo this wasn't like it was some

kind of outside force. The outside force was theaond gas industry trying to frack and
trying to come in and convince people it was alyegod idea.
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This advantage in people on the ground was onleeofnipst significant factors in Our
Longmont’s victory and a significant miscalculation the part of the oil and gas industry.
Rachel thought that “the fact that they sent ounsch stuff just killed them,” largely by over-
saturating Longmont citizens with political matésia

As Election Day approached, efforts were frargiturnout supporters on both sides. The
major newspapers in Denver, Boulder and Longmodtphdlished editorials urging voters to
reject the proposal to ban fracking (Healy 2012hlji@®]). After the polls closed and votes were
counted late into the night it soon became cleairltbngmont's city charter would now ban
fracking (Rochat 2012b). Over 59 percent of theexosupported the ban, a major defeat for the
opposition. Overnight what had seemed to be a diesrame a reality as Longmont became the
first and, at the time, only municipality in thet of Colorado to ban fracking. Quixote
commented on how large a victory it was: “Crosdyplmes, 50 out of 55 precincts voted in
majority for us.” The victory of Question 300 in hgmont was a rout that fundamentally
changed the debate over fracking in Colorado.

As the excitement cleared and the reality of th&spge of the ban set in, other issues
arose. Governor Hickenlooper had already “warneughbeoont residents that the ban is likely to
mean a lawsuit from the state, which insists timdy @ has the authority to regulate drilling”
(Healy 2012b [Online]). Yet after the passage eftthn, Hickenlooper seemed to flinch,
possibly over the prospect of seeking to overtupipartisan, popularly supported measure.
However, with the governor’s support, the COGA oesfed and filed a lawsuit to overturn the
ban, asserting that it was illegal (Healy 2012alii@1}). For those activists who expected to rest
once the campaign was over, it became clear teagftbrt would be ongoing and attention on

Longmont would not fade.
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Overall, trust in elected officials had been daethdoth in Longmont and at the state
level. Quixote told me one of the reasons for lwetioued disappointment with the city council

was that it kept trying to make deals with thegait industry even during the campaign:

The council said ‘we're not planning on sellindeasing the city owned mineral rights,
that's not on the table.' Then the agreement cameafd with TOP Operating, sure as
shooting the city, as part of their big packagenwiOP, had leased its mineral rights that
it owned...They lied to us, they flat out lied toarsd as a citizen, as an activist, I'm
getting mighty darn sick and tired of that.

Overall, this dissatisfaction with elected offidalnd their perceived friendliness to the oil and

gas industry at the expense of their constitueats an issue that many activists brought up.
Carol gave a rundown of the plans Our Longmontfbathe future:
So our idea was to draft some legislation and getra sponsor of one of these state
people, allowing local cities to have a say in vileethey have fracking in their
communities or not... Another thing is we had to malee that the city would defend
the charter amendment...we had to meet behind tmese@ith them and then confront
them at city council to make sure they're goingdequately and vigorously defend the
city charter...A third thing is dealing with the psesthen the fourth thrust is some kind
of coalition...Mike is also working on a coalitiormolving other environmental national
groups, Colorado chapters, and certain communipesnd down the front range that are
interested in continuing this issue.

Erie

The impetus for anti-fracking activism in Erie damtraced to the discovery by some
local residents “that Canadian oil and gas comfamgana Corp. had plans to drill eight natural
gas wells on a site between Red Hawk Elementarg@and Erie Elementary School” (Aguilar
2012d [Online]). Concern over the proposal to atéifracking near the school that her children
attended was the reason Marie cited for becomingiwed against fracking. Due to concerns
about the health effects of fracking “an anti-frackblog and Facebook page, dubbed Erie
Rising, popped up online in December [2011],” (AguR012d [Online]). Marie also explained

that “Erie Rising is a 501(c)3 non-profit organipat we’re completely community volunteers
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and we have a board of directors that kind of iikakes the decisions but we really value the
input from community members.” Thus, Erie Risindpigh billed itself as concerned mothers
and community members, began to push for a moustooin drilling.

By January 2012, members of Erie Rising had begattend town hall meetings to
exert pressure on local elected officials to doething about fracking in Erie. Over the
beginning of 2012, Erie’s elected officials werethe process of considering new regulations
and a moratorium on new oil and gas drilling. Rising put pressure on the town board of
trustees, but the proposed moratorium in the cag woted down. Then, six weeks later in
March, “the board of trustees voted...to impose ansinth moratorium on any new applications
for mineral extraction in Erie, most notably natugas drilling,” (Aguilar 2012b [Online]).

One of the main reasons for this reversal bydientboard was “an unpublished study by
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric AdministraiN®AA) that detected severely elevated
levels of ozone-causing gases in Erie's air,” Agui2012f [Online]). The study found “that Erie
exceeds Houston and Los Angeles in the levelsntdiceair pollutants commonly connected to
oil and gas activity,” (Aguilar 2012h [Online]). €tpollutants included butane, ethane, and
propane. Marie said: “The NOAA study is one of thain reasons we pushed for a moratorium”
and “It did alarm the town board, most of them dolter a moratorium.” Despite the study,
claims were made that the chemicals found in Ea@’svere not necessarily harmful and that the
air was still safe to breathe (Aguilar 2012g [Oalin Marie discussed some of the rebuttals she
heard:

The oil and gas industry tried to say it’s the l&Bridor or it's all of our vehicles.

Honestly, this is what | was told once, ‘maybe &lof the vehicles that are idling at
Starbucks when you're going through the drive-tigtoto get your coffee.’

With a moratorium on new oil and gas drilling wassed, Erie Rising gained its first

large accomplishment. However, Marie revealed $bate politicians had ulterior motives other
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than health concerns. She stated: “Basically the @ason our mayor voted for the moratorium
was because he needed to be reelected in ApriR]200he strategy after the moratorium was
“To continue educating the public and research txadtat’s going on in our community.
(Marie 2013)

As the moratorium on new drilling continued, tlo#ivdsts of Erie Rising tried to keep up
the pressure on their local officials. Howeverntgs did not turn out as well as the activists
hoped. At the end of August 2012 the trustees eeldid let the moratorium expire and institute
in its place what some called ‘regulations.’” Tlisiloose use of the term; what passed were
“agreements with energy producers” (Aguilar 201Qaljne]). These agreements are called
memoranda of understanding (MOU) that function aslantary contract both parties agree to
follow. In the case of Erie, the energy compangeed to try to follow stricter conditions than
the state regulations when drilling in Erie. Yetshof these conditions were less strict than the
regulations passed in Longmont or Boulder County.

There was significant disappointment with thiselepment from Erie Rising:

Well obviously the mayor and the board of trustdedted the MOUs because they knew

that they weren’t going to extend the moratorium.alBethey don’t mean anything at

all. I mean they didn’t even go through the progteps to even make it regulations. It's
not a memorandum of regulations; it's a memorandtiomderstanding. (Marie 2013)

At the trustees meeting discussing the MOUs, thear® plenty of opposition to the proposal. At
the meeting, “dozens of residents packed towntballead with their elected leaders not to sign
off on the agreements and to instead extend thatoraam” (Aguilar 2012c [Online]). Several

of the trustees seemed to prefer the idea of eixtgride moratorium further due to ongoing
studies of air quality impacts from oil and gadlig in Erie. Yet at the end of the meeting the

MOUSs passed the board of trustees by a vote dbsixe.
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The town board’s rejection of regulations on frackwas a blow to Erie Rising and led
to a reassessment of strategy. As Marie said:
As a representative of Erie Rising, | can say weaknow we’re not going to get

anywhere with our town board so we’re just goingeep doing what we need to do.
They've allowed it and there are already 300 soingttvells inside the city limits.

This disagreement with the town board meant trattembers of Erie Rising had shifted their
efforts to influencing state legislators. Furthereydhey were now working with state-wide and
national organizations to fight against frackingeERising also applied for grants to be able to
study the air quality in Erie and provide more datathe pollution from natural gas
development. Marie stated that most discussionatdlecking on the town board came down to
a 4 to 3 vote for fracking.

Due to the lack of headway that Erie Rising wde &dbachieve in its battle against
fracking, Marie and | discussed the challenges taged. She was quite certain of the main
impediments:

I think that our town board and our mayor was ohehe biggest roadblocks to us. |

mean our mayor was against us from day one. Hedmtwdven listen to us. We would

have 20 people from the community go and speathese would be over an hour of

public comment and he spent the whole time eithekihg at his phone or looking at his
computer screen.

Furthermore, according to Marie, “the rumor is tla¢ mayor] wants to be a Weld County
Commissioner and Weld County loves oil and gasg Tifayor continues to actively oppose Erie
Rising.

Another challenge that Erie Rising faced was Hraé already had wells fracked and
drilled by the time Erie Rising arose. Marie agréeat this was a significant challenge:

| think that it did. | think that some people detaly thought well these have been here

for six years...I think that anything that happenthveiny type of industrial or corporate

organization is they start doing something befare know what they're doing...So they
came in and they just started drilling...so then obsly people thought ‘oh this is fine.’
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In many ways the wells in Erie and their negatiffeats were additional motivations for others
around the county to act. Some even went so far ase the analogy that Erie was the canary in
the coal mine for Boulder County due to the studiesir pollution. Quixote related another
challenge that Erie faced: “It's statutory, so tinayl a big problem to begin with.” Since Erie is
not a home rule town like Longmont, activists contd start a ballot initiative to ban fracking.

In contrast to the many factors that came togdthassist Our Longmont in passing a ban, many

factors came together that impeded the abilityrgg Rising to pass a ban.

Boulder County

The development of the anti-fracking movement auBer County was complicated and
marked by disagreements. Fracking became an isda&i2011 and early 2012. Since 2012 was
an election year, the issue of fracking quicklyd»ae an issue in the Boulder County
Commissioner election. As more people became aefdracking, more action began to occur
around the issue. This included the formation oéetivist group, Boulder County Citizens for
Community Rights (BoCoCCR), protests against fragkand the formation of networks of
activists against fracking.

Heide, one of the activists, commented how it tBokCoCCR “a while to figure out who
we were and that wasn’t until last spring [2013ttive figured out what our organizational
structure would be and the name of our group.” AE€BCCR progressed and grew, it
transitioned from an ad-hoc group, similar to LogiinROAR, into a more structured non-
profit corporation with legal protections (Heidel&).

With the formation of BOCoCCR as an organizatemsteering committee was chosen by

several members. Heide explained:
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It's just that we were on the same page; we wensistently showing up to meetings, we
liked each other, and communicated well with eatlero..| think the group was just so
relieved to have somebody take it that they’re bkeyes, we nominate you guys to do it.

Meanwhile, Lucy was getting more involved in thsue, although not through any
group. She explained the limitations of going saal her hopes:

| prefer to be on my own and not necessarily at#ld with the group but there’s

limitations to that...So it's an interesting thingdanwish that more people felt

empowered to apply themselves as citizens andrfett like they have to be a part of a

group to do that...I would like to empower more peaghd | think that groups can
actually diminish our effectiveness as citizens.

Yet this desire to be more of a lone wolf did negan that Lucy was not in contact with other
activists. In fact, Lucy had an extensive netwdrkantacts (especially a large email list), albeit
contacts that were not organized into a formah@wrimal group structure. Her goal and strategy
was: “trying to grow a resistance movement. So jigtttakes the form of going out and
connecting, putting it out there and you’ll attrpeple to you that are aligned that way” (Lucy
2013). In many ways, she seemed to have found ssiacehat strategy.

On February 2, 2012 Boulder County imposed a rodtah on new oil and gas permits
by a unanimous vote: “The six-month moratorium.. lexce until Aug. 2 is intended to give the
county staff time to study the adequacy of Bouldeunty's current land use regulations” (Fryar
2012d [Online]). The imposition of the moratoriuanae in response to increased applications
for drilling permits and “growing public concermunty-wide, statewide and nationwide, over
hydraulic fracturing operations” (Boulder Countyafhing Commission 2012:3).

The passage of the moratorium was a victory, thgrassues arose that would create
conflict. The fundamental problem activists facedhiat Colorado counties “don’t have the legal
ability to ban. We don’t have local control on tiesue” (Heide 2013). Without local control
there was no clear path to instituting a ban urtles€Commissioners took the illegal action of

contradicting the state. This problem, as in Longinizd to conflicts over tactics and strategy
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for the Boulder County anti-fracking movement. Lwaryd Heide represented different sides of
that conflict.

The inability to achieve a ban was a large conumdior BoOCoCCR. Eventually they
“decided to work with the commissioners to makerggulations a) as tough as possible and b)
take as long as possible to get them done” (Held&8R The position of BOCoCCR was to try to
work within the system and strengthen the reguhatiirst before looking toward a ban, while
also building up credibility with local elected wifals. However, not every activist in Boulder
County agreed with this strategy, including Lucy amany of the contacts in her network. She
told me: “We don't think that we’re going to makeogress legislatively.” Lucy and others felt
that no regulations would protect the citizens otiBler County and those opposed to fracking
wanted a ban anyway, so that was the path thatdheipursued.

Nevertheless, new regulations were in the procebeing drafted in Boulder County and
the county government took many hours of public w@mt. After the Boulder County Planning
Commission considered the issues, it unveiledrigs $et of draft regulations. During the process
of taking public comment on the regulations, thenpoussioners formally adopted a six month
extension of the moratorium in April 2012 (Fryard2® [Online]). Throughout the summer the
planning commission studied the issue and by Sdygeimad unveiled a draft of new regulations
(Fryar 2012f [Online]). The commission continueddke public comment, and the message
received from the public was overwhelmingly similaan fracking. At every public comment
session | attended the speakers against frackiimgioioered the people for fracking by huge
margins. Oftentimes no one would speak in favdraifking.

Along with the calls to ban fracking there were maitizens who critiqued the

regulations and suggested ways they could be shengd. Members of BoOCoCCR combed
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through the regulations looking for what could tmproved. The result of such efforts was that
the planning commission, in several public meetingh county staff, “asked for more
restrictive regulations on oil and gas drilling"dihds 2012 [Online]). Thus, the planning
commission sent regulations to the county commigs®that were quite strong. Due to the
complexity of the issue of formulating regulatiottse planning commission requested another
extension of the moratorium, a request that waaierlbe fulfilled in January 2013 (Fryar 2012e
[Online]). After the planning commission was sa#éidfthat they had constructed the regulations
as best as they could, they sent the draft regulatio the county commissioners in late 2012.
Despite progress against fracking in the actiorth@flocal government of Boulder
County, there were protests that occurred to keejhe pressure on fracking. One notable
protest against fracking occurred in August 201@ was organized by a coalition of groups,
including Occupy Boulder. Declan said the protesterere at the drilling site on Niwot Road
with signs, banners. Some of us were willing toaye¢sted; we didn’t because a lot of people
showed up with their children.” Photographs andissoof the protest were subsequently seen in
the local news, showing a high turnout of protestblowever, he related that “even before
arrived at the site, word had got out and the polere waiting for us when we arrived. They
were going to make sure we did not get on thatgngp(Declan 2012). Disagreements between
law enforcement and activists against fracking \wdaé seen further in protests against fracking.
Additionally, Boulder County government meetingsitscuss fracking had always been
more contentious and more passionate than in tahers, such as Longmont and Lafayette. Yet
it was when the commissioners began to considetetipdations that things escalated. For
several weeks the commissioners took comment oretheations from the public and the

industry. However, many in the public remained agathy opposed to fracking and demanded a
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ban. Upon the passage of the ban in Longmont thesmands became much more realistic and a
large contingent of the public urged the commissisrio ban fracking regardless of the advice
of their lawyers. As Lucy told me, “There were tbas us that wanted the county
commissioners to take a stand.” In these activistes there was a feeling that no elected
official would take responsibility for the issuasdathat the county was just passing the buck up
to the state legislature. The position of the cpuvds frustrating to many people and passions
would soon reach a new high.

The December 4, 2012 Boulder County Commissiomaegting was the first meeting to
see widespread direct action. After the commiss®aatered the room and sat down a mic-
check was initiated and several people recited pre-emigpeeches. The commissioners
attempted to call the room to order but were igdpamd they subsequently left the room. The
demonstrators disrupted the “meeting on oil andrggslations for nearly half an hour, chanting
their opposition to that drilling techniqgue and agemding the commissioners resign if they won't
ban hydraulic fracturing in unincorporated Boul@=unty” (Fryar 2012 [Online]). After several
adults had finished their speeches, several childrad speeches as well. After these speeches,
and with the encouragement of several adults, ltiidren went to the commissioners’ seats, sat
in their chairs, and called for a ban on frackiAgolice officer then escorted the children back
to the audience and finally the commissioners netdrand called the meeting to order. The
commissioners took turns speaking about how theigli®n of the meeting was unacceptable

and stated that another such disruption would tedlde cancellation of the meeting.

® A mic-check is a tactic that involves coordinagedup interrupting a speaker in a position of pavtasegins will
one person yelling a sentence that the group theeats. These statements can continue for someticherith
multiple speakers, in this case for almost 30 nasuThe mic-check is derived from the human micoogh
technique, where a person’s words are amplifietlauit technology by an audience’s repetition ofwioeds.
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During my research this was the local governmessting with the most public
participation. Lucy provided more information abthe participants and goals of direct action,
as well as a perspective on the commissioners’ ddsfor civility:

You know we went in and we did the mic-check...yom’'tlgo into something like that
lightly, it took a lot of planning, and it takeswage for the people who stood up and led
the mic-check...And that was a mom who is a substiteacher, it was a dad from
Louisville, it was a woman who lives in Niwot whean aunty to a lot of children in
Boulder County. | mean these are upstanding cisizen we felt like that was really
successful because it really raised the awarendbg icommunity about the issue. And
then the County Commissioners came back and saidnee to be respectful and
courteous. And our response is really that is pméticulous. You're asking us to allow
the oil and gas industry to respectfully and cauuridy poison our children.

Public comment was eventually taken and thingewafmer until a representative spoke
from the energy company Encana. During her speeshbmars of the audience heckled her,
eventually shouting her down when she attemptduhish her speech after end of her allotted
time. As she left the building “a few of the ant&¢king activists trailed [the representative] to
her parked car outside the courthouse...but a paiowfity security officers accompanied her”
(Fryar 2012 [Online]). | am not certain what happeoutside the courthouse because | was not
an eyewitness but accusations of misconduct weetdd. The industry representative claimed
that “protesters followed her, blocked the pathef car and pounded on her windows” (Rubino
2012a [Online]). Lucy witnessed the alleged miseartd

| filmed it...She was never physically threatenede $fas escorted out of the courthouse
with two police officers and a security guard. Gimsly we weren’t breaking the law
because nothing happened. It all went down in fadmivo police officers and they didn’t
do anything. They escorted her to her car and tvere a handful of people that
followed, who told her she wasn’'t welcome in oumzounity and stuff like that. Two of
those people were fathers. There was a fatherwifgahildren in Lafayette and a father
from out east whose family is actually being pomdiby Encana. He reported a leak that
was happening at a well near his property and taeye out and they found that there
was really something going on with it. He actuéls a case against Encana. We
understand that when a parent’s children are beamgpned, they’re going to get a little
upset about it and things are going to get a litélated...So you know kind of it was
unfortunate that it happened because it distracbed our message of defending your
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community and it turned some people off but | thinkas a lesson for people not to let
that kind of thing happen because it distracts framat you're trying to accomplish.

Over the next several days a debate raged ovelighgtion of the meeting and the
heckling of the industry representative. The debpté many activists into those who were
supportive of escalating the pressure on the cosiamsrs through direct action and those who
wished to continue to lobby the commissioners. Laiegl others supportive of direct action
thought it was necessary to escalate the preddaige was leery of the direct actions because
she felt the commissioners were doing the bestdbeald under the law, although she supported
the passion and anger of those who participatéioeiaction.

The story of the disruption and heckling of théustry representative made the headlines
of many news organizations that week. The oil aamligdustry promoted it as a story of
intimidation (see Cooke 2012, Wiedenbeck 2012)jiteato more disapproval of the action.
Heide thought:

The anger and frustration and passion as a bitiraigdd. In some ways it did a

disservice to the movement because the messadesgand just the behavior got

reported and it did not put the movement in a dagitt and part of what we’re trying to

do is get more people to join because we need nsnaloel we need people, large
numbers of people coming out against this.

The worry of many opposed to the direct action thas it would damage the credibility of
activists against fracking and turn people off iesgted in joining anti-fracking groups. While
Heide disliked the disruption, she also saw a pasgide: “It did set up this good cop, bad cop
thing...So in the long run | don’t think it was asrtiele as we thought it was that week.” Elected
officials were more eager to work with BoCoCCR otluey realized it was not responsible for
the disruption.

The county commissioners decried what they cdlldlying and harassment at the

meeting in a public statement and “announced aseswurity plan for future meetings” (Rubino
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2012a [Online]). As the fallout from the directiactbegan to accumulate there was a push back
from the participants of direct action. Lucy expkl her perspective on how a schism among
Boulder County activists led to the movement towdirdct action:

A lot of people jumped off board from BoCoCCR besmuike Longmont, there was a

rift where they really took it in the direction igulation and then there were people who
weren’t going along with that.

During the interview with Lucy, | inquired aboutthlirect action and the various responses to its
occurrence. She stated:
When we did that civil disobedience at the coumypnmissioners...We knew there

would be this reaction. People really tried to naaitize us and actually they didn’t
know where it came from and we planned it that aetyally.

Due to the use of a mic-check in the direct actimany people speculated that the direct action
was led by members of the Occupy movement. Luchedi$ack against this idea, saying: “It
was the people who led the mic-check, it wasn’tupgc..they tried to say it was outsiders who
came into the community, it wasn't.... they triedstty we were radicals, and extremists.” She
made it clear in the interview that the action weesproduct of anti-fracking activists from
Boulder County and was planned in Boulder.

In the week following the disrupted meeting, thmuller County Sheriff confirmed that
deputies would be providing security at the nexetimg, a move some activists felt was
intended to silence their voice (Rubino 2012b [@&]). For the meeting 20 officers were
involved in security duties (Rubino 2012c [OnlindBy my own count at the next meeting, | saw
12 uniformed officers in public view and spreadtighout the building and surrounding areas.
Yet attendees still engaged in direct action byrnmgaape over their mouths or on their clothes.
As some of the activists stated, this was to syimbdheir feeling of being silenced. It was at
this meeting that “the commissioners voted in favforules that will allow fracking on

unincorporated county lands” (Rubino 2012c [Onljne]
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The passage of the regulations, while not uneggeetas not the outcome many activists
had hoped. Nevertheless, good news came in Ja@QaB/when the county commissioners
voted to extend the moratorium on oil and gasidgluntil June 2013. This small victory was
satisfying to many activists because it gave therentime to plan their next moves. The county
stated that it needed to extend the moratoriuraio staff about the regulations and complete a
transportation study assessing fees that the coumiyd charge the energy industry for using
county roads. As these events occurred, BoCoCCHRletkto abandon regular meetings in order
to focus more on working against fracking. Heidsed this was because BoCoCCR
experienced inconsistent attendance at these rgedtom all but a few people, which with the
regular appearance of new people meant thatsite#egic progress was made during weekly
group meetings.

| asked both Heide and Lucy about the future efahti-fracking movement and fracking
in Boulder County and they offered intriguing persijives. Heide discussed the possibility of
being sued over the regulation and incrementahskias of the moratorium. Lucy believed that
the future held more direct action, due to thesafwf Boulder County officials to consider a
ban: “We’re going to let fracking happen in our commity or we're going to do something
about it.”

While the Boulder County Commissioners were wagkam the implementation of new
regulations, they were also working to persuadee $gislators to give them more local control
over oil and gas development and the possibility lfgal ban. Whether this strategy will be
effective remains to be seen. Heide reflected erekgerience with anti-fracking groups:

Well, | definitely think for all of our groups tHenger term goal is first of all we would

like to ban fracking in all of Colorado and everiyi&think we would love a country-

wide, a national ban...I don’t know if we’ll ever géere or not so you kind of have to
keep your eye on the immediate prize. So you getittte moratorium in place, yay
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good day, you get another ban in place, you eductder more people and you know
worst case scenario you at least get some begelatens in place so that some of the
really egregious stuff isn’t happening or at leasiowing down enough that we can
figure out fixes for it before everybody is dead.

L afayette

As the threat of fracking expanded in Boulder Cguattivists formed a group called
East Boulder County United, encompassing the toratayette. In late July 2012, “an anti-
fracking group that recently sprouted up in Lafssyeame before the city council on Wednesday
night and asked it to place an immediate moratoowamany future hydraulic fracturing in town,”
(Aguilar 2012a [Online]). In addition, Aguilar (204 [Online]) related how the group desired
the city to initiate an air quality study and a ltle@mpact study on Lafayette. By the end of that
meeting, “the city council made no move on a maraio but did agree to hold a workshop on
the issue,” (Aguilar 2012a [Online]). | intervieweado activists from this group, Christopher and
David, about the actions of the group and its gdalsistopher first heard about the group
through Facebook and then got more involved, wbdgid came to the group through people he
met at local government meetings.

East Boulder County United demanded a moratoriuspiteethe fact that there were no
drilling operations or well permits then filed witlafayette for new wells (Aguilar 2012a
[Online]). Members of the group stated that theyted to preempt any possible new drilling,
which is a possibility since the city lies atop ivattenberg gas field. As of August 2012, there
were 14 wells that had been drilled years beforktan abandoned wells within the city limits
(City of Lafayette 2012:6). Less than two montherEast Boulder County United demanded a
moratorium on new oil and gas drilling the city ocil pursued just such a proposal. Aguilar
(2012e [Online]) reported how “the city's electedders agreed to...place a moratorium on new

oil and gas drilling in the city.” What was “at theart of the discussion was what changes might
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need to be made to Lafayette's regulations onrdyjlivhich haven't been revised since 1994,”
(Aguilar 2012e [Online]).

After the passage of the moratorium, events weneemmuted. Since no applications for
permits to drill were filed, there was no immedititeeat of fracking. Another factor was that the
efforts in Longmont and Boulder County required enmnmediate action, and many activists
from Lafayette came to these other municipaliteeadsist. Nevertheless, the strategy was
formed for a campaign to place a ban before thergoh the next Lafayette election. As
Christopher explained to me:

Our purpose, or goal, is to get a measure pasdeafayette that bans fracking in city

limits whether that's in conflict with state lawmot... And that's going to be our goal in

2013 is making that happen and getting it on thietia Lafayette, regardless of what
the city council wants to do.

Part of the strategy was to keep up the pressutbeoLafayette City Council to take the
issue of fracking seriously. Christopher said: “W&étying to go to every meeting now so that
we have a presence there and they expect to seeluget to know us...They just need to be
shown the facts of the situation.” This strategyrinated in early March 2013 when East
Boulder County United presented “a petition witlarg 1,000 signatures, urging Lafayette City
Council to pass a temporary moratorium on drilkvithin city limits and also to put a question
on this year's ballot through which residents caldtermine the future of oil and gas regulations
in their community” (Pike 2013 [Online]). Thus, lagfette will try to follow Longmont and be
the second city in Boulder County to ban fracking.

Both David and Christopher told me that East Beuldounty United would also like to
see a state-wide ban on fracking but each thoagimiikely in the current political climate.
However, they thought that more scientific studiadracking would reveal more risks and

dangers, thereby helping to get fracking bannedemifasked David what is next for East
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Boulder County United he said it involved keepimggsure on the city council and continuing to

educate people in Lafayette.

Colorado

In Colorado there were many events that occurréddeamovement against fracking
spread throughout the state. The most impressivanag was the passage of a ban on fracking
by the city of Fort Collins. A statewide coaliticalled Protect Our Colorado was also formed,
which many activists hoped will be able to creatteswide change. Nevertheless, struggles
about tactics and goals have been present as tiHesamking movement in Colorado has grown.
Lucy related how in addition to the success fors‘thascent movement developing in
Colorado...there’s been a lot of maneuvering and petvaggles and personality clashes
happening.” She also discussed how these confliets frustrating but that from her
understanding it was not something unique. Ratlmrlict was something all movements go
through. She noted one particularly frustratingghabout the variety of goals for her:

There was a fracktiviSsummit in Denver this summer and there were fiaisks from

all over the state who got together in the MerdDa§é in Denver. There was a real rift

between people who know that you’re not going toaggywhere going through your city

council and people who were just joining the sttagmd thought that the way to go was
through your city council. And there was actualistmutiny at this meeting because as
the meeting went on it became clear that there weople who wanted through the
political process or the legal process and theretivere people who know that going

through the political process is a complete deatl 8o several people actually walked
out of that summit.

In much the same way that Lucy and others felttbgtilations in Boulder County were

ineffective, there are people across the statehthnag strategies that do not necessarily dovetail

* Fracktivist is a portmanteau of fracking and dstivThis term has become more popular among atgi@gainst
fracking as a way of referring to themselves arffibdintiating themselves from other activists.
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with the tactics of the state-wide coalition. Se gossibility remains of more conflict between
groups on the state-wide level.
Mike, who was involved in the formation of thetstavide coalition, discussed the goals
for Protect Our Colorado:
The movement has got to get a lot bigger than Wig're going to need to go after the
governor in the real way...The victory in Longmonshaally opened up the opportunity
to do this...the issue with fracking is not goingosolved at the city or county level.
These local battles are really important but atethe of the day going up against a state
structure that is in bed with the oil and gas induand as long as they're promoting
Halliburton coming and fracking in the state thgtiéng to continue. So we really need to
take that on. The way to do that involves building a state-wide strategy and one that

really holds Governor Hickenlooper accountablehisrrole in being cheerleader in chief
of the fracking industry and so that's what wedaking to do.

The actions and evolution of this state-wide camlibf anti-fracking groups will be an
interesting development to follow in the future.

In the meantime Fort Collins had become a hotlfetht>-fracking activity. It began in
December 2012 when the city council passed a mauaip“The 6-0 vote followed
overwhelming citizen outcry for a moratorium, iftrem outright ban” (Malone 2012 [Online]).
Leading the effort to fight against fracking wagraup called Frack Free Fort Collins. Their
cause gained momentum when, in mid-February, “ABg@@0 barrels—84,000 gallons—of
fracking flowback water gushed from a PDC Enerdywail for 30 hours...east of Fort Collins”
(Magill 2013a [Online]). After the massive leaketcity council began to consider
implementing a ban. Yet there was pushback witbtaign presented by COGA and signed by
55 businesses supporting fracking. Soon afterwidw@sgh, “Twenty-two of 55 businesses on the
petition said...they were inaccurately representepbaisof a coalition of Northern Colorado
businesses fighting the fracking ban” (Magill 201@mline]). Subsequently, COGA stated it
wanted the petition to be withdrawn even thoudrad already been submitted to the city

council to become part of its public record. Thestacks for the oil and gas industry in Fort
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Collins were topped off when the city council pasaéan on fracking at the beginning of

March 2013. This banning by a second city was aasitihat opponents of fracking had the
momentum in Colorado. As usual, during the entroeess the state and the oil and gas industry
threatened to sue Fort Collins over any ban passed.

However, in a reversal announced on March 6, “@otan Hickenlooper said the state
may be willing to work with cities banning oil agds development within city limits if they can
find a way to compensate mineral rights owners” gMi2013b [Online]). The state of Colorado
opened itself up for the first time to the possipibf allowing municipalities to ban fracking on
the condition that mineral rights owners were consaged. Hickenlooper even proposed the

idea of the state helping local governments out wie costs of compensating mineral rights

owners. This shift into acknowledging the
possibility fracking bans is extremely significar
because it is the culmination of several other

shifts away from that state’s earlier hard-line

pro-fracking position. Perhaps this shift was s

Fort Collins area fracking leak
Source: The Coloradoan

because Governor Hickenlooper got tired of ar

or because the possibility of lawsuits against perpwacking bans in multiple cities was an
alarming prospect. It remains to be seen if thaelidoe action on such a proposal and what that
would mean for the ongoing lawsuits against Longrsaiegulations and fracking ban.

In response to widespread citizen concerns andistgbressure, the COGCC proposed
increased regulations of oil and gas in the sfidtes rule-making process was highly contentious
at each stage. For example, at the beginning ofe¢hg Finley (2013c [Online]) reported: “Oil

and gas industry lobbyists are maneuvering to boaloradans who live near drill sites from
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talking about their experiences during a rule-mgkiraring next week.” Earlier in the year, the
COGCC implemented a stronger water testing rul®ilcand gas wells. Yet the “proposed new
rule to protect water from expanding oil and gasrapons would not apply to more than 25
percent of wells or to the tanks, pipelines aneéogroduction facilities that are frequent sources
of leaks” (Finley 2013b [Online]). These loophotesant that the new rule did not satisfy
environmentalists, and the COGCC would also fagmspion from advocates of local control.

A new setback rule was proposed that would haveerallchew wells drilled be at least
500 feet away from occupied structures. Yet thakesiwere met with widespread backlash from
areas like Boulder County that desired larger stb#o areas like Weld County that desired
smaller setbacks. Finley (2013a [Online]) stated tBuffeted from all sides — towns and
counties demanding control of land-use decisiordystry leaders asking state officials to call
the shots — the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservatmmr@ission delayed its final vote.” In a
somewhat ironic situation, both pro-fracking Weldu@ity and anti-fracking Boulder County
were united in demanding local control to regufeaeking. With the delay of the COGCC'’s

final vote on the proposed setback rules, we vaillehto wait to see if state regulations increases.
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“Unless we change direction, we are likely to epdwhere we are headed.”
—Proverb (source unknown, usually attributed asnébge)

Social Capital

When my research began it was driven by one questibat makes for successful
activism? This is a difficult question to answeheTinterviews with various activists made this
clear. In discussing how successful activism happklike told me that “there’s no silver
bullet.” A similar point was made by Lucy: “You kwoeveryone is looking for an easy solution
and there’s not one.” Although there is no simpile for successful activism that works on all
occasions, there are lessons on what can help awdikésm successful.

| found the concept of social capital extremelyfulsm understanding successful
activism and community-based organizations. Noy dioles social capital help describe the
formation and structuring of community-based orgations, it is also helpful in understanding
how they exert power. The concept of social captdefined by Bourdieu (1986 [Online]):

Social capital is the aggregate of the actual oemqtal resources which are linked to

possession of a durable network of more or lesgutisnalized relationships of mutual

acquaintance and recognition — or in other wo@spémbership in a group — which

provides each of its members with the backing efdbllectivity-owned capital, a
‘credential’ which entitles them to credit, in tharious senses of the word.

Social capital can also be described as formingp fsocial obligations, otherwise defined as
social connections. As Mike commented on commumiganizing, “Organizing is
fundamentally about relationships.” Relationshigssocial connections, which create networks
of linked people. In this way community organizingal to social activism, is at its core about
creating social capital.

Social capital also helps explain the importanfoeneail lists to activist organizations.
Email lists are often a core resource, without Whio organization can exist. The reason for this

is because an email list is a resource of connedticss a manifestation social capital. Thus, in
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Longmont when the email list of Longmont ROAR wasferred to Our Longmont, there was
also a transfer of the social capital of Longmo@AR.

It is important to note that as groups grow armlease membership they usually increase
their accumulation of social capital. Bourdieu (898nline]) discussed how such social capital
is accumulated:

The volume of the social capital possessed by @ngagent thus depends on the size of

the network of connections he can effectively mabibnd on the volume of the capital

(economic, cultural or symbolic) possessed in s dght by each of those to whom he
is connected.

As a group grows in size there is usually a dinectease in social capital, since social
connections increase with group size. Parallehi®ihcrease, social capital also increases from
the added individual networks of social connectibrmight when a person joins a group. Take
the example of the initial mobilization of Longmanitizens against the threat of fracking.
Quixote stated that when she first heard of theathof oil and gas drilling she “sent out an all
points bulletin to a lot of the people in my perabmetwork. The alarm went off for several
people who also sent it out to their network.” Tees help explain the formation of groups as
well because personal networks of social connestioavitably overlap, thus providing a way
for like-minded people to come into contact.

Social capital is not a static characteristic bdyaamic quality. The dynamism of social
capital in growth and reproduction, “presupposesiaeasing effort of sociability, a continuous
series of exchanges in which recognition is endllegfirmed and reaffirmed” (Bourdieu 1986
[Online]). Connections between group members meshaintained if the accumulation of
social capital in an organization is to continuettRermore, accumulated social capital degrades
if connections and social interaction are discargthby members of a group. This is also a

reason that social capital may not necessarilyesse as a group becomes larger. Larger groups
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can sometimes bring out fissures or conflicts taat inhibit the accumulation of social capital,
which was seen in the splits many anti-frackingugexperienced as they grew larger.

One of the fundamental characteristics of commdp@yed organizations is their
accumulation of social capital. Since social cagitwumulates from the gathering of
individuals, the influence of community-based origations comes in large part from their total
number of members. This point would explain whgeateral of the meetings | attended a point
was made to request attendees to formally joirgtbap, thereby increasing the number of
registered members. The immediate effect wouldnbanaplification of the group’s influence
over elected officials during moments of lobbyiadnich was the stated goal of increasing
membership at several meetings.

One of the essential aspects of social capitélasif social capital is to be used by a
group there must be both limitations on the grosivall as each representative of the group.
Bourdieu (1986 [Online]) states:

If the internal competition for the monopoly of ixgate representation of the group is

not to threaten the conservation and accumulatidneocapital which is the basis of the

group, the members of the group must regulatedhditions of access to the right to
declare oneself a member of the group and, abbuvi® alet oneself up as a representative

(delegate, plenipotentiary, spokesman, etc.) ofshele group, thereby committing the
social capital of the whole group.

A group needs boundaries if it is going to exerd ancumulate social capital because without
boundaries a group is not distinguished from tharoanity at large. The necessity of a
representative is vitally important so that thegia be a channel to legitimately exert the social
capital of the group. The necessity of a represietéor a group is such because groups only
really exist through representation in the sociatld/(Bourdieu 1986 [Online]). A representative
invested with the social capital of a group all@ffécient access to the group as well as a

channel for actions from the group.
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Implicit in the necessity of a group to have boaneks and to set up a representative is
the existence of a decision-making structure. Witleodecision-making structure, a group will
not be able to delineate boundaries or create septation. Thus, a group without a decision-
making structure will be handicapped in its accuatiah of social capital. This is a point
supported by this statement from my research:

So the group needs to have a really clear decisiaking structure. Whether that's a

consensus based model or whether that's like arblécal voting model there needs to

be real clear way that they say yes we're doirggdhno we're not doing this and
everybody needs to be ok with that. That's the rtraig that keeps groups having

meetings for 6 months, like hour long meetings moithing really happens because they
don't have a clear decision making process. (MIXE32

Many of the activists felt that the institutiona@tlear decision-making body was a turning point
in their organizations, such as the creation ofsteering committee and transition to Our
Longmont from Longmont ROAR. Heide paralleled thalgsis of Mike saying: “You have to
have a central organizing body, whatever thatasn&ody has to be calling the shots.” She
pointed to the institution of a steering committ@e@oCoCCR as a turning point in the
effectiveness of the organization. A clear decisimaking process seems to increase the
efficiency of the interactions and actions by augro

A more nuanced understanding of social capital@mimunity-based organizations is
necessary when those organizations are part afial soovement. Social movements are
fundamentally about creating change, which meaaissibcial movements have goals. The
accumulation of social capital is necessary foradanovements to achieve goals. Additionally,
if there is a path for social movements to achiée®r goals, then there is a way for accumulated
social capital to be exerted. However, the lackuwth a path to achieve the goals of a social
movement will inhibit its ability to use accumuldteocial capital. Mike stated: “I think that part

of what has happened here in Boulder County inntex®nths...like a lot of infighting...is
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because there's no clear path to victory.” Usimgetkample of the groups in Boulder County, it
seems likely that when there is no path for a $oe@avement to achieve its goals the possibility
of conflict increases. The lack of a clear path goal can be a stumbling block for activist
organizations because it frustrates the abilitgrolups to achieve victories. In the case of the
activists in Boulder County, everyone | spoke witinted to ban fracking; they just had
different ideas about how to work toward a banracKing. Furthermore, some activists’
perceptions of the goals of other activists weraetames inaccurate, such as the view that
BoCoCCR solely wanted increased regulation. Thasifs present challenges but dialogue on
the common goals of activists could help to amat®some of the conflict that occurred in
Boulder County.

The victory of Longmont in passing Question 30&wae in large part to their skills as
well as the failure of the opposition. One explamator the opposition’s defeat is that they
failed to accumulate social capital within Longmdsince Main Street Longmont was financed
entirely by donors from outside Longmont, it wasble to form connections within the
community. Furthermore, the dissemination of thist {helped by Our Longmont) acted to
prevent accumulation of social capital by the ojtpms The failure of the oil and gas industry
to accumulate significant social capital turnediiseie of fracking in Longmont into a ‘not in

my backyard’ (NIMBY) campaign.

Power from Social Capital

One of the key aspects of social movements in géaed of the ones that | researched is
how they use power to create change. One way @idernng how community-based
organizations try to create change is through actatng power. The accumulation of social

capital can also be considered an accumulatiomwepif one accepts that entities with more
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social capital have more influence and thus are &béxert more power. This notion of power is
not theorized extensively and relies heavily odagplial notions of power, authority, and
domination.
Several of the activists thought their groups ndddeaccumulate and use power to
achieve their goals. Mike described a common-senten of power:
You have to build power to win. The definition ajver is just getting someone to do
something you want them to do. Typically in our @enatic system there are a few
forms of power. There are votes, there's money,caousue...So | like to think of the
system as a scale, our democratic system, ane icethter, the fulcrum on the scale, is
the elected official. And each side of the scales side the corporations are going to put
a lot of money on it and on the other side peoptegaing to put a lot of votes. And the
guestion is who piles more power on the scale ta.w$o our job is to go out and build
power, which usually involves recruiting mass antswi people and using all of the
tools in the toolbox in terms of tactics, on meali@&vents, rallies.
Since my focus in this analysis is on social cépitilizing a common-sense concept of power
will be useful to keep social capital at the fooafr of the analysis. This common-sense notion of
power, characterized by domination and resistarare pe analyzed as a subsidiary of social
capital more easily than a heavily theorized cohoépower. Therefore, | will use a notion of
power that results from the accumulation and ussooial capital by individuals and groups.
The connection between power and social capitalaame understated because the
social capital of anti-fracking organizations ditgdnfluenced their ability to exert power
against opposing entities. If “the whole idea bdhmower is numbers,” (Mike 2013) then power
is a consequent of increased social capital. THagga part of why community-based
organizations seek to increase their membersmptigust that it increases their social capital,
but that it also increases their power. The infieeaf social capital can also be seen in the

campaign to pass Question 300 in Longmont. SingelGagmont had accumulated significant

social capital in the community, it was able to&awch greater influence and therefore power
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in the town. The oil and gas industry, which did have as large an accumulation of social
capital, was not able to utilize as much power.

Another important aspect of social movements is timy challenge the legitimacy of
established structures of power. In Boulder Cotim¢yanti-fracking movement challenged the
legitimacy of the power held by the state governinaenl hydrocarbon industries. The reasons
for these challenges by activists were becausedtablished structures of power were
unresponsive and/or did not satisfy citizen demdimdthe case of local and state governments)
or actively impeded citizen demands (in the cagh®bil and gas industry). When Our
Longmont circumvented the city council and inittheecampaign for a ban on the ballot, they
were rejecting the authority of the city governmédiite established structures of power in
Colorado expected widespread obedience from tizeig of Boulder County. Yet the activists
of the county mobilized networks of individualsarder to achieve their goals, despite
opposition from established power structures.

In Longmont, the activists of Our Longmont managedhallenge and win significant
victories against the power of almost every endjpiposing their agenda. In the process, the
legitimacy of these entities to hold power was lgmaed, often resulting in a loss of legitimacy.
As | mentioned before, Longmont’s city council ttadir power challenged when Our
Longmont initiated a ban through the ballot boxpiesthe opposition of the city council to such
an action. The victory of Our Longmont in passihg ban not only showed the power they had
accumulated but also concentrated more power indhganization. This was because the ban’s
passage delegitimized some of the power held bygitiieouncil.

The encounters between the state, as well adltardgas industry, and Our Longmont

similarly resulted in increased power for Our Loragrhand the delegitimization of some of
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these entities’ power. In the case of the confletsveen Longmont activists and Colorado, Our
Longmont undoubtedly emerged the victor. The reguia passed by Longmont were an
exertion of power independent of the state andsthate’s response with a lawsuit was meant to
enforce the obedience of Longmont to the statelsgooHowever, Our Longmont defied the
state’s punitive actions by initiating the ballainepaign for a ban. The success of the ban’s
passage proved to be so impactful to the statettheftised to follow through on its threats to
sue Longmont again and delegated the task to tlamdigas industry. The encounters between
Our Longmont and the petroleum industry were alsracterized by industry threats of punitive
actions and defiance from Our Longmont. The sucoe&air Longmont has weakened the
standing of both the industry and the state, thecelncentrating more power (and thus
influence) in the hands of the activists. The pgssa a ban in Fort Collins functioned similarly
to Longmont’s ban in that it defied the power of #tate. The subsequent softening of the state’s
position on suing cities thus seems to be an attémthe state to prevent further

delegitimization of its power.

Communication and Social Capital

Communication is fundamentally important to soa@vements and community-based
organizations. This includes communication betwaembers as well as communication with
the public and other organizations. In this sectiomill discuss the influence of communication
and various communication strategies on the suafesdivist groups as well as communication
by others about activist groups. There were sevacabrs integral to effective communication,
which included messaging and the need to educateublic and politicians. Communication is
important because it influences the way communétyeal organizations accumulate social

capital and thus the power that they are able ¢otehneffective communication impedes the
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ability of organizations to form more connectiotigjs impeding the accumulation of social
capital and a group’s ability to exert power.

Several different activists pointed to the messggirategy of Our Longmont as one of
the reasons for their success. Activist organipatioevitably have to interact with the public,
especially in an election campaign where they rgast public support. Thus, there is a strategy
behind the way the organization communications withpublic. Our Longmont had such a
strategy as Carol stressed:

I think one of the things we should get the mostitrfor is the clarity of our messaging.

We realized that this is a relatively conservatwenmunity or at least it's half and half.

And if we tried to do this on environmental grourmsanything that seems green as part

of our message it wouldn't fly here...So we stre$ssadth, safety, and property values.
And those were things that are non-partisan.

The goal of public communication from a communigsbd organization is to increase public
support and involvement, which means increase kocaptal. The activists of Our Longmont
realized that an environmentally focused messagm the group would not have wide
community support and therefore would impede tloeigis ability to increase their social
capital. So the message of health, safety, andepippalues that Our Longmont broadcast was
an intentional attempt to increase their accumuotetif social capital. Part of their success in the
campaign and the organization can be attributédisomessage as well the discipline of their
members in sticking to that message.

Additionally, a vital role for activist groups ie educate the public and politicians on an
issue, both so that they care and know about tis@pher asserted that “a lot of a political
campaign is really an education campaign,” whiclameetting information about the issue to
people. He elaborated that part of the reasorhfentas that there was plenty of
“misinformation from the oil and gas side.” One edpof these educational communications is

science. Part of this is because of the authofiscentific information, since “so much of what
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a lot of people believe is based on science” (M20i3). Yet, as many people know, presenting
the facts alone is not always best strategy anthgdanotional aspects can make for more
effective communication. Christopher spoke to gust:
Just presenting people with the facts doesn't.deeibple react to things emotionally. So
if you can deliver a message that's both true batdmotional content with it then you
can reach people. That's wgslandis effective. Josh Fox does a really good job

balancing between dramatizing the situation aloitg @ lot of information and factual
physical evidence of the polluting effects of friaack

Educational communications are important for insieg social capital in a community as well
as influencing politicians. Heide emphasized theessity of educating public officials saying:
“You just have to give them information. This iseoof a zillion things that they have to be
handling.”
Research, both for accurate communications atiteifiormation of strategy is also
important. Mike spoke about his experience condgatesearch for the election:
| probably spent 30 hours looking through precatata from old voting records and past
elections in Longmont when we thinking about ddimg general election campaign just
to handicap our chances and see if we had any typpiyrto win. But you do the same
thing if you're working to pressure City Council migers, State Legislators, County
Commissioners...the people in Longmont on the edstaif town got involved because

they didn't want a fracking well in their backya&b you got to speak similarly to an
elected official's self interest of staying in o#ior moving to a higher office.

Research points to where and how resources shewdended in order to effectively create
social change. Since every group has limited ressincluding social capital, it is important to
distinguish areas where resources can be effegtissd.

During the course of my research, hostility ofoecurred in public meetings between
local officials and citizens. As someone who hatlbe®n exposed to many heated public
exchanges or activism before this research, | veag mterested in these exchanges. The height
of this hostility was reached on the evening of &aber 4, 2012 when a mic-check disrupted

the Boulder County Commissioner meeting. Amongvésts, part of the controversy over this
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direct action was the worry that it would harm st groups and their ability to recruit
members, thus decrease their social capital. Thie paestion for activist organizations to ask
about hostile communication and direct action ¢sthtese serve to help the group?
Karen Tracy’s concept of reasonable hostility barused to explain hostile interactions
during communication that can be justified. Shéesta
Reasonable hostility involves emotionally markeitiasm of the past or future actions
of public persons. Whether communicative acts dester be labeled reasonable hostility
often will be a matter of disagreement, as readertadstility is an interpretation rather
than a list of dos and don’ts. From a target’s pofrview, a stretch of reasonable
hostility will almost always be seen as rude anfhuly attacking; for others in the

public situation, criticisms regarded as morallyraated will be assessed as reasonable
hostility. (Tracy 2008:170)

Reasonable hostility describes public remarksfadbhoutside the standards of civility but are not
widely seen as unfair. One of the important pdiotsinderstanding reasonable hostility is that it
is a label applied to confrontational acts with @ppl from the majority of the public (Tracy
2008:185). Thus, “If only the speaker and the hahalf people closest to that person judge the
communicative action as “needed”, it is not reabtaaostility” (Tracy 2008:186).

Part of why reasonable hostility is useful to #malysis is because there was hostility to
public officials from some activists, yet it wagex not condemned by the community. One of
the things that occurred often during county consiniger meetings was public testimony in
which a speaker accused the commissioners of daititheir duties to protect the county’s
citizens. Tracy (2008:181) observes that “to statinply that an elected official (or citizen) is
not attending to an institution’s basic values acdrbe other than insulting.” Oftentimes, just
such a sentiment was expressed by many peopleeititbdt by allowing fracking county
officials were failing to protect their health asafety. However, such comments can be
“appropriate in local governance sites when a speople in the immediate public group or a

larger public judge that critical, competence-afrading comments need to be uttered” (Tracy
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2008:188). In the debate over fracking in Bouldeufity it seemed that many felt that the
county commissioners needed to be challenged todatronger stand against fracking.
Another important point made by Tracy is that Hiagtduring local government
meetings can be positive:
If ordinary democracy is to flourish, not only misistile expression be permitted, but
the positive function it serves must be recogniZemgtoss time and occasions,
governance groups need bits of civil and hostlle ta sites where people have partly

conflicting and partly overlapping interests, onéhaut the other is likely to be a sign of
a serious trouble. (Tracy 2008:188)

Thus, when such hostility is judged reasonable fuastility is not the sign of an unruly mob but
the expression of citizens concerned over an idgteaffects them deeply. Reasonable hostility
is a sign that democratic participation is occugramd can also be a sign that citizens feel that
they being left out of the democratic process eirtimterests are not being addressed. Actions
that can be classified as reasonable hostilityaatiens that can be helpful for the accumulation
of social capital by activist groups. If a confratibnal action or communication falls outside of
reasonable hostility, it could impact the abilifyaogroup to accumulate social capital.

During Tracy's (2008:177) research on school boaegtings, civility became an issue
when a school board released a statement on gjwlimilar to an action taken by Boulder
County during my research. Civility is importantdiscuss because while it is valuable in casual
conversation, it is bound up in power structuresmdulocal government meetings. The county
commissioner meeting after the disruption thatuiestt statements on civility expectations and
uniformed, armed, law enforcement officers to ecdarivility shows how civility can be a tool
of domination. The use of armed law enforcememntmrce civility is an especially powerful
example of how civility was bound up in the powéthe county commissioners over ordinary
citizens. In such an environment civility is notessarily a neutral expectation; it can also be

seen an expression of power by a local governmmeatila to handle the criticism of concerned
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citizens. Such an expression of domination is uafate if one accepts Tracy’'s assertion that
hostile debate is actually a sign of a well-funeiing democratic endeavor, while suppressing
such hostility would indicate an unraveling of dematic debate.

In the case of the encounters at Boulder Countyr@igsioner meetings, the question of
whether the comments represented reasonable holsii in the opinions of the proverbial
silent majority. Due to the unabashedly liberal ptexion of the County, it is likely that the
hostile and critical words during public testimaatythe meetings would be classified as
reasonable hostility. Applying the concept of reedne hostility to the occurrence of direct
action might be helpful in analyzing the effectdirfect action on activist organizations’ abilities
to accumulate social capital. Due to the overwhegmestimony against fracking by citizens at
the meetings, the disruption could be classifieceasonable hostility by those concerned with
fracking. However, from my conversations with aiear of people in the county | would say
that if the concept of reasonable hostility wasligopto the action undertaken by a few citizens
where they followed an Encana representative t@&ewith harassing comments, it would not
be classified as reasonable.

In Boulder County, there were significant concdsgsnany people that their democratic
rights were being infringed for the benefit of éeséfew. They had witnessed a process of
governance that denied their desired outcome atideyareasoned that they would have to take
actions outside the process. These fears were geppwy the state government and hydrocarbon
industry lawsuits against Longmont over local goveent and citizen-passed initiatives.
However, it was made very clear by the county cossianers and others that the county could

not legally enact the activists’ goal of a ban actking and that only the state could do that.
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“One can envision...landscaped energy parks, glowomgers and stacks amidst a national
wasteland of stripped countryside, decaying citie&mployed citizens, and neglected public
services—monuments to corporate planning and palithindlessness.” — Robert Engler (The
Brotherhood of Qil1977. New York: New American Library).

Conclusion

Fracking has become a nationally important isswex the last ten years. The oil and gas
industry continues to run advertisements heralttiegoenefits of natural gas. Many politicians
in both parties proclaim the potential of naturas gnd an ‘all of the above’ energy strategy.
Concurrently, the anti-fracking movement contintegrow with the parallel formations of a
national coalition (Americans Against Frackingveall as a Colorado coalition (Protect Our
Colorado) over the last year. Hollywood has al&emanotice, as shown in the recent release of
Promised Lanq2013), a commercial film dealing with fracking.

The clearest example of how extensive frackingdem®me in the United States is that it
can now be seen from space. In North Dakota, werso many gas flares from wells that their
light emissions can be tracked from space (Krulvi@d@h3 [Online]). On some nights, North
Dakota is almost as bright as the Aurora Boredkstlwich 2013 [Online]). The expansion of
natural gas extraction due to fracking has undalifpterought economic benefits to some, yet
the question remains: to what extent are thesefiteeaee worth the costs? Currently, it is
difficult to accurately understand the risks ofckeng due to the uncertainty in scientific
research. However, activists against fracking awtegertain of the harms it will bring to their
communities.

In Boulder County significant gains were made byvéts and community-based
organizations against fracking. One of the mostiBaant factors that impacted success was
whether a municipality was home-rule, as this aldwreater citizen influence over local

governments. This was most true in Longmont whieee ban on fracking passed with
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extraordinary community support. The strugglesaargoing in other towns, with Boulder and
Lafayette looking to emulate Longmont’s success@ags bans of their own. Erie was not able
to achieve such results and faces the expansioatofal gas extraction in their community.
While activists made efforts to stop fracking & tavel of Boulder County, the commissioners
voted to pass regulations that will still allowdkang on county lands. Efforts across the county
are ongoing in response to the imminent arrivahofe fracking.

There were a variety of factors that came togedherallowed for Longmont’s success. |
have argued that the concept of social capitahaligreater understanding of these factors.
Longmont was a home rule municipality, which medaetactivists were able to circumvent the
city council and independently initiate a ballotrgaaign. Compared to the opposition, Main
Street Longmont, the anti-fracking activists webbéao build connections in the community and
use these connections to turn out support. Thenaglation of social capital by Our Longmont
allowed them to turn out many volunteers in théore to educate the citizens of Longmont and
gain support for their ballot initiative. This stegy was in sharp contrast to Main Street
Longmont, which spent almost $500,000 on advertisgm Yet Our Longmont’s strategy turned
out to be much more effective, since Question 3sed with 59% of the vote. Almost all the
activists | talked to from Longmont felt that a widariety of factors came together in the right
way. Mike thought there was a lesson from the @gpee of Longmont: “So the research, the
strategy, and the internal group dynamics, | thindse are the three things that really come
together to make an effective group and campaign.”

There were a variety of lessons from Longmont Bailder and Lafayette can use to
help pass bans of their own. Lafayette activistsastempting to emulate Longmont more closely

with preparation underway to get their city counaibhct or to have a citizen initiative that will
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bring a ban before the voters. One of the biggeslienges that Lafayette activists will face is
that there is no imminent threat of fracking witlteir city limits. One factor in the concern
many Longmont citizens had with fracking was thedgieg arrival of fracking within the city.
On the other hand, activists in the city of Bouldex attempting to convince the city council to
pass a ban of their own accord, which is a promistrategy considering Boulder’s liberal
reputation. One of the key lessons for these affisrthat building social capital is enormously
useful and allows for greater expression of powethle community-based organizations.
Specifically, if these community-based organizatioan accumulate a significant amount of
social capital, the power this generates can oveedoeing outspent by opponents that favor
fracking.

There were a variety of explanations for the lackuzcess in Erie relative to Longmont.
Fracking had already been occurring for quite stme before citizens and activists realized
what was occurring. Furthermore, as a municipahth significant sections of the town in
neighboring Weld County, there was significant @taece of fracking. Additionally, since Erie
is a statutory municipality and not a home rule raypality, the citizens of Erie could not
circumvent the decisions of their town board. Dusuch impediments, Erie Rising was not able
to achieve their desired outcome, leading some reesvdf the group to choose to move away.
In many ways the experiences of the citizens dé,Hnicluding realizing there were unusually
high levels of pollution, functioned as a wakeu fta many other citizens.

In a similar manner, Boulder County did not hawe plower of home rule that allowed
for greater citizen involvement. This left the aidis and activist groups without a clear path to
achieve their goal of a fracking ban. It seemedlttiialack of a clear path led to increased

frustration and conflict among the anti-frackingiasts of Boulder County. This lack of a path
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also led to significant frustration with the pexes neglect of activist demands for a ban by the
Boulder County Commissioners. The dissatisfactiiosome activists was in turn expressed
through direct action and hostile communicatiohseems likely that there will be further direct
action against fracking in the future due to thegage of regulations that will allow fracking in
the county, despite activist demands of a ban.

Across the state of Colorado significant change®wiéso wrought both in municipalities
and at the state level. Various municipalities hlaegun to consider moratoriums and bans as
activist groups opposed to fracking have appedmeighout the state. The city of Fort Collins
passed a ban on fracking toward the end of my relseahich surprisingly led to a more
conciliatory response from Governor Hickenloopereizthe COGCC is considering increasing
its regulations further after some small increaiesto the appearance of such widespread
opposition to fracking. Overall though, many in gditical establishment of the state remain
convinced that fracking will bring more benefitathharm to the state.

The lessons from my research on how to effectieedate social change are varied. My
analysis revealed that the concept of social dagata be very useful for understanding how
social change occurs and why community-based azgions are effective. However, more
practical lessons also abound, thanks to the exteksowledge of my informants. Christopher
gave a succinct description of running a politcaipaign:

I think any political campaign runs with a core gpoof people who help start it and are

dedicated. Then there's a smaller group aroune thibo are interested and can volunteer

some of their time but they're not as passionatenTrom there is reaches out from there
to a larger group of people who might sign youteleof interest or be on your email list.

There are no perfect solutions or models for effectocial change. Despite these difficulties,
the more we learn about activism and the greateunderstanding of social change becomes,

the better we can make the world.
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A Broader Context

The anti-fracking movement is a subset of the waevironmental movement and has
arisen over the last decade as fracking has ineted$ie environmental movement has always
been concerned with pollution, which is also a esnavith fracking. The environmental
movement is especially concerned with anthropogelmeate change, which relates to fracking.
Although we do not know precisely how much, we dow fracking contributes to climate
change. Fracking also undermines the viabilityleé energy sources by decreasing the price of
natural gas. As a relatively new part of the envinental movement, the anti-fracking
movement is sometimes in opposition to parts oktindronmental movement, since some
sectors of the environmental movement support inacfor natural gas development.

Social movements in general have often been theecaf significant social change. This
can be seen in the labor, women’s rights, civihtsgand other movements throughout history.
The environmental movement (including the antifirag movement) is similar to these
movements in seeking to change the way that tringently stand. Oftentimes social
movements arise from populations that believe #reynot being represented or heard by those
currently in power. In fact, “it seems indisputatiat social movements can significantly
contribute — at a range of levels from the locah transnational — to the generation and
reproduction of empowerment” (Stewart 2001:233i&anovements are a medium through
which people attempt to express their desiresatenhot being met in society.

Fracking can be seen in the context of a largeiesa turn toward neoliberalism.
Neoliberalism is often thought of as a politicatiatonomic ideology that emphasizes the
importance of the market. There are specific “rimghl policies such as deregulation,” as well

as an emphasis on “strong private property rigfitborsen 2010:13, 14). The rise of fracking
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can be attributed to developments and policiesdbaalid be classified as neoliberal. For
example, fracking has experienced significant ddegpn, such as the so-called Halliburton
loophole. Although there has been some increagpdation, the current political establishment
seeks to maintain the deregulation of frackingtt&nmore, in Colorado the arguments for
fracking, especially against Question 300, restethe proposition that the oil and gas industry
has a right to their property. The idea that fragkivill bring economic growth and create jobs is
also often used to promote fracking. In these Wiaking can be seen as a part of the broader
turn toward neoliberalism globally over the lastesal decades.

An interesting perspective for understanding satiayements is to consider the
influence of power and domination upon the citizet® make up the movements and the
institutions they rally against. In the case ohmaommunity-based organizations, they can be
described “associations of the new middle claskisg¢o defend a lifeworld against the
encroachments and disruptions of a subversive aminéting functional rationality” (Stewart
2001:216). In the case of Our Longmont and mangradhnti-fracking groups, they are often
middle class citizens who believe their way of |§¢hreatened by the arrival of fracking in their
town. These activists refuse to accept the extraaf natural gas near their homes, schools, and
parks and so they band together to prevent itaimgimont, actions initiated through community-
based organization to prevent what was seen atestauction of their way of life ended up
creating a new social order. A similar point to egner is that “a critical dimension of
emancipatory movements involves their communicatitwoth internal and external — of
alternative value orders for the organization dblguaffairs.” (Stewart 2001:224).

As part of a social movement, anti-fracking groapsincreasing and spreading

throughout the country. This has led to speculatioout what the future holds for the anti-
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fracking movement and what kind of influence it ¢t&ve on the nation. Quixote thought the
anti-fracking movement has great potential:
When | pull myself back and look at this whole thithis fracking issue could be the
issue that Occupy never was able to pull off. Anchin be truly grassroots because it will
be focused more specifically and not genericalhygl &'s coast to coast now. In some
respects it is about Citizens United and corpozaterol. And you know big bullies and
even the government being a big bully. Frackinghhize the unifying concept for a
bigger picture kind of thing... And because it hieople on a personal level, it's not like:
‘I don’t understand what the Occupy Wall Stredbvésause | don’t have stock’ or ‘I'm
not an investor’ or ‘I don’t understand what Walie®t is all about’ or blah blah blah.
Everybody understands what health is.
Further Research
There are a variety of areas where further rebeayald be extremely useful. One of the
biggest limitations of my research was that it wasfined geographically to one county in
Colorado. With the variety of activist groups actise state there are interesting comparisons
that could be made with study of the other Coloremimmunity-based organizations against
fracking. With the passage of a ban in Fort Collaasomparison between Fort Collins and
Longmont is bound to be revealing. Furthermoreretfage a variety of anti-fracking groups
across the United States. While a significant arhofiresearch is ongoing, there are still plenty
of opportunities for more research. As more regearcanti-fracking community-based
organizations comes to completion the option eXxata wider survey of these groups, which
could place fracking activism in a better theomdtmontext.
Another significant limitation of my research waat it focused exclusively on anti-
fracking activists and failed to include other coomity members as well as politicians. A much
more complete picture could be gained through greaintact with local politicians as well as

community members not affiliated with the activasganizations. One difficulty that |

encountered is that public figures are often ralnicto record their personal opinions or
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perspectives. An industry perspective would alsaseful for understanding the entirety of the
situation around fracking in Boulder County andd@atlo. Integrating a greater engagement
with more nuanced theories of power could provideannsights into the factors that contribute
to successful activism.

Research on activism is inherently interdiscipiynaut this has not necessarily been
evident in the literature on activism, some of vhig restricted to a single or only a few
disciplinary frameworks. Further research on samiavements should utilize the insights on
social movements provided by a variety of discigdina non-exhaustive list would include
anthropology, communication, critical theory, e@plpgeography, history, psychology, and
sociology. Synthesizing the insights provided lgsthfields has created the most effective
studies of social change and will continue to dadfsbhad been aware of the depth of literature
on social movements earlier in my research, themproject could have engaged deeper with
previous literature on activism. Relating anti-kismg activism to other forms of environmental
activism would another interesting endeavor, egbgcctivism against other resource
extraction techniques. Extensive literature algste»on environmental justice movements,
which could make for interesting comparisons to-atatking activism.

More research is needed on the technique of fngakéeded to clarify the debate over its
safety. While there are studies linking frackingrtany risks, there is still significant debate over
whether these risks are widespread or atypicathEtmore, in Colorado there are alarming
possibilities that need to be further investigdietbre negative consequences occur. A peer-
reviewed evaluation of the number of spills fromcking that led to groundwater contamination
in Colorado would provide extreme clarity to théodt over the technique. Such research could

even begin with a review of the data utilized bwiBg2013 [Online]). Furthermore, the
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possibility of a link between fracking and propevglues deserves investigation, especially
given the exodus of people from Erie. Determinimg possibility of such a link would likely be
most successful in an area with both significanb@amts of fracking and widespread awareness
of the fracking in that area. If there were a lb&ween fracking and property values, it would be
evident in such an area. Overall, there are aburafgortunities for further research, which if

completed could be of great assistance to the @egrsy over fracking.
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Appendix 1: Methods

The primary data of this study came from intervievith participants in the study. Potential
participants were identified based on their invateait with the issue of fracking in Boulder
County. | made contact with potential participantsrder to set up interviews with the potential
participants. After obtaining the consent of thetipgpants | conducted the interviews. The in-
depth portion of the study lasted from approximafaigust 2012 to April 2013.

Study Participants

The primary inclusion criterion was current invetent with the issue of fracking in

Boulder County. | defined participation as anyhaf following:
1. Membership in a community-based organization wigosition on fracking,

Involvement in the activities of such an organiaafi
Attendance at a protest against fracking,
Attendance at a political meeting or event disaug$§iacking,
Extended contact with persons who fall under tlterza of participation.
Study participants were drawn primarily from resits of Boulder County. However,
there were some patrticipants of the study who dideside in Boulder County but influenced
and took part in Boulder County events. Potenietipipants contacted included journalists, real
estate agents, politicians, and activists who lemhkedge about fracking in Boulder County.

Potential participants were recruited throughehrethods: email, the snowball method,
and opportunistic personal contact. One technigised was to email publicly listed email
addresses for various community based organizaiiotie communities | studied. | described
my research and asked if any members of the graup willing to talk with me. Another
method | used was the snowball method, which ire@lasking study participants if they knew
any friends, family, or acquaintances that werdinglto participate in the study. Finally, the
primary method of contact was through attendansm@us public events for my research (such
as rallies, protests, public government meetingd,the meetings of activist groups). At these
events | conversed with attendees and when | ceadexith suitable potential participants |
described my project and verbally inquired if thegre willing to participate in my study.

| contacted over twenty people about this studgcbrded interviews with ten
individuals and met with thirteen persons to disding project. The participant population
consisted of males and females over the age ofemghDue to the variety of people involved
around the issue of fracking, study participantsangevariety of ages over 18. | recruited both
males and females to participate in the study endiited near equal amounts of both sexes,
although the ratio varied for individual commursti€articipants were free to withdraw from the
study at any time and for any reason. | intervievedactivists from four different areas:
Longmont, Erie, Boulder County, and Lafayette. bgrmy research | interviewed four
individuals who were activists in Longmont: Candike, Quixote, and Rachel. | was able to

arwbd
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speak to one member of Erie Rising, Maflibere were three individuals that | interviewed in
Boulder County: Heide, a member of BOCoCCR, Lueyaati-fracking activist, and Declan, a
member of Occupy Boulder. | interviewed two papgants from Lafayette: Christopher and
David.

Consent

Consent was obtained throughout contact with angrgial participants. | met potential
participants separately and before the interviearder to fully explain the study to them. After
the initial meeting | scheduled an interview inlage in which they felt comfortable being
interviewed. | explained my research to the pgréinis and then explained the consent form to
the participants. If they desired to participateny research | asked for their verbal consent and
then had them sign an attached consent form. Silhadgerviews and meetings took place in
Boulder County, participants spoke English fluemthas their native language. Consent of
subjects to participate in the study was documeimt@diting with the study’s informed consent
form. Participants in the study were able to ree@\copy of the consent form. The completed
forms were kept in my possessi@oercion was avoided in several ways. | clearliestéo any
potential participants that participation in thisdy was purely voluntary (as stated on the
consent form).

Data Collection

The main tool of data collection in this study wagrviews with the participants. After
identifying and contacting potential participant®ét them and discussed the project in more
detail and answered any questions they had abeut#earch before scheduling a separate
meeting for an interview, except in one case whigedirst meeting was an interview. Both the
meeting and interview were scheduled based onuihied’s preferences so that it was at a time
and place they felt comfortable and that was comvrior them to meet.

My procedure in the interviews was to ask the pgrdints questions based on a
guestionnaire sheet. The answers given to theiquesire were recorded verbally or in writing.
| ascertained whether the subjects consented &midio recording of the interview. The total
time interviews took from start to finish was a nmaxm of two hours, although on average it
took a little over an hour for most participants.

The data that | collected for this research wasamily stored on my personal computer.
| took handwritten notes but without any identifyimformation except pseudonyms. | recorded
interviews with a digital recorder that allowed toealigitally transfer the recording to my
computer. After the interview | transferred thearting to my computer that is only accessible
with a password. At the completion of the studydalfa (including interviews and transcripts)
was encrypted and archived.
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Data Analysis

Analysis of the data consisted primarily of compgrihe responses of different
participants during their interviews based on thegation and membership in various
community-based organizations. This study analymed the formation, organization, and goals
of these groups affected their success in influentacal policies on fracking. Data was
analyzed based on the influence of the communisgth@rganizations on fracking as measured
by changes seen in local regulations on frackirththa influence participants believe to have
occurred. Changes in regulations were measuredtfierformation of the community-based
organizations to the completion of the study.

Risk M anagement

The risks to the participants in this study weraimal. There were no physical or
psychological risks to participation in this studyrere were no legal risks as no illegal activities
were investigated. Social risks were minimal betuded the possibility of exposure of a
participant’s involvement in the issue of frackittpwever, there was little social risk as most
participants had already publicly showed their imement with the organizations opposed to
fracking. There were several possible economicrimeniences. These could include slight
expenditures of money for transportation to intevwiocations. Inconveniences also included
the time spent on transportation to an interviegatmn and the time being interviewed.
Interviews did not take more than two hours anthednconvenience of the time spent being
interviewed was minimal.

Economic risks were minimized by my ability to meatticipants for interviews at a
location and time that was convenient and easitgsgible to them. Legal risks were minimized
by my refusal to discuss or research any illegaviéies. Social risks were minimized by coding
the names of participants with pseudonyms to ptabecprivacy of participants. Additionally,
interviews were conducted in a location that pgrénts felt comfortable being interviewed. |
maintained an encrypted password protected filmprmomputer that was the only document
with both the names and pseudonyms of particip&msils between participants and me were
deleted after the subjects had completed theirggaation in the study. Privacy interests of
participants were protected through the use of gs@yms for any data that participants gave me
for the study.

Loss or theft of my devices was a risk but nagaificant one since my devices were
kept in my home when not in my personal possessitside of my home. My personal
computer is only accessible through a passwordathigtl know. As a further precaution any
documents on my computer with identifiable inforroatwere encrypted.
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Appendix 3: Selected Our Longmont Y es on 300 Campaign Materials

Our Longmont Yes on 300 Brochure (this page and page)

Fracking is a
dangerous,
industrial activity.

* Unconventional hydroulic
fracturing (“fracking”) drills
thousands of feel verlically,
turns, then dril's horizontally, up
to 2 miles. Pressurized injection
of 2-5 millicn gallens of
mixture of water, chemiccls
and sand causes fracturing of
the shale which releases the cil
or gas from the formation.

High volume, multiple well pad,
directional fracking has cnly
been in widespread use for
the last 10 years or so.

P Imagine this in our beautiful
parks, at Union Reservoir
or, 350 feet from your home
or your child’s school...

Guarde a Longmont como
un gran lugar para vivir.

La fractura hidréulice utilza la inyeccidn a presion

del agua y quimicos téxicos para fracturar el esquisto

(shale] bajo la fierra para soltar petrcleo o gas. Reglas
carrientes del Estado permiten “fracking” a tan poca

distancia de 350 pies de hogares vy escuelas.

Cuando Ud. Vote in las elecciones de
Noviembre, considere:

* Los efectos de salud do quimicos tdxicos en el aire v
el agua en preximidad cercana a donde nuestras
familias viven, obran, y juegan.

Dismminuicién de valores de propledades, imagen
comunitaric, beleza, e infraestructura (tal como
caminos y calles) par cuales pogomeos impuestas.

Actividadss industriales resultan en mucho ruido v
caldad de vida mas baja ido al horario de
trabajar diariamente (24/7), bajo iluminacian al sstilo
esftadial, y miles de viajes de camignes petroleros
pora cada pozo.

Guarde nuesfros derechos constifucionales con
respelo o nuesira solud vy seguridad y el valor y
seguridad de nuestras casas! No se deje infimidar
por el Estado vy la Indusiria ae Petrdlzo y Gas.

Vote “YES” en la
pregunta 300 (Question 300)

Prohiba la fraciura subterranea, “fracking”,
deniro de la ciudad de Longmont.

Visita QurLongmont.org para mas informacidn.

VOTE YES

on QUESTION 300

Question 300 is an amendment to

the City Charter that prohibits fracking

and the disposal of fracking wastes
anywhere in Longmont city limits.

@ur Health &ur Future @ur Longmont

OurLongmont.org

2oic fer by Our Health, Our Future, Our Longmont - Dianna Osborm, Regisiered Agent

YESon300

Prohibit

Fracking
in City Limits

Qurlongmont.org

i

N
0
)
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Fracking pollutes the air
our families breathe.

* People living within a half-mile of oil- ana
gas-well fracking operatfions were exposed
to air pollutants five times cbove a federal
haozard standard.

* Some of these pollutants are known to
cuuse cancer. Cthers cause neurological
or respirarory effects that include eye
imtation, headaches, sore throat and
ditficulty breathing.

(University of Colorado Denver School of Public Health Study)

* Airborne silica used in fracking operations
puts pecple nearby in danger of silicosis,
lung disease that can develop into lung
cancer and is linked to tuberculosis, chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease, and kicney

and auloimmune disease.
(National Institute for Occupational Safety
ond Healtn (NIOSH] hazord alert)

Fracking pollutes the water
our families drink.

* Of 615 Spill/Release Reports filed with the
state for Weld County, 47.8% impacted
ground or surface water.

(Data from the COGCT - Colorado Ol and Gas
Conservafion Commission)

* Fracking uses 2-5 million gallons of frash,
municipal water per frack. About 50% of the
water comes back up and is contfaminafted
by toxic fracking chemicals arid poisonous
minerals thal it brings up from underground
[some radioactive). It must be disposed of in
underground tanks (injection wells) and is
removed from the freshwater cycle forever.

P Don’t be bullied by
the State and the
Oil & Gas Industry.

And morel

As if your alr and water s not enough,
consicer: :

« Damage to property values, community
image, beauty, and infrastructure (such
as roads) we pay for with our taxes.

= Noise and lower quality of life resulting
from 24/7 heavy industrial acfivity, stadium
style lighting, and thousands of tanker
truck trips for each well.

¢ Fracking and fracking wastewater
disposal have been linked to earthquakes.

* Boam and bust jobs.

; b Stand up for our
y consfitutional right
| fo protect our
health, safety, and
property valves!
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The Oil & Gas _:acm.._.« has confributed

[ llars
rly half a million doll
ﬂvmow:&:om you to give up your rights
to protect your health, safety, —

and property values. :

YESon300

| . Prohibit

()

e p Y

N\ .
@AC Fracking
2= N/ in City Limits

* Nof one single Longmont citizen
has contributed money to
the campaign against
Question 300.*

* We have a constitutional right
to say that hydraulic fracturing
and disposal wastes from fracking
do not belong near our hames,
schools, and in our parks.

*As of this prirting, according 1o the 10/16/2012 Reports of
Confribulions and Bgzendifures for Main Strest Lanamont/
Longmenl Taxpayers lor Cormmon Sense

Thank you to the hundreds of Longmont citizens who contributed
to the Yes on 300 campaign and made this mailer passible.

Our Longmont Yes on 300 Mailer-Front
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Sacrificing :mn:: for profit. YESon300

US Postage Paid

« People living within a &ur Health Lengmant. L0
half-mile of oil- and gas-well @ur Future Permit No. 342
fracking operations were @ur Longmont
exposed to air pollutants OurLongmont.org
five times above a federal = 14506 N.83rd Sl

Longmont, CO 80503

hazard standard.
Noeg-Is|ie|N 00E Uo SaA Juowbuo InQ

* Some of these pollutants
are known fo cause cancer.
Others cause neurological
or respiratory effects that
include eye iritation,
headaches, sore throat and
difficulty breathing.?

v “I had my neighbor sitfing there

ity of Colorade Denver Schocl

MQ‘_?._Q. .s~0=_ (\30‘ EOCGQ ‘0: QQ mﬁ of F. i Heall Slucy

they were going to put a drill well

and do a frack right where you Vote Yes on

live? How clase is too close?’ =

I said, ‘Well. | wouldn't like it." ™ Dcmmﬁ_oz uOO..

~ m0<mmq%m I_n_,nxmﬂroon% on the back side
MMWMW%WE&M% n._hm TME@:&:QM?@ Oﬁ <°C_ﬁ FQ=°$.

Paid for by Our Health, Our Future, Our Longmant - Dianna Osoorn, Registered Agen

Keep Longmont a Great Place to Live!

More studies, facts and information at Visita Ourlongmont.org para
QurLongmont.org mds informacion en espanol.
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