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I attended the November 18
th

 briefing in Albany by Susan Christopherson, and several 

parties have asked me to write a summary of her remarks.  While I have written and 

given presentations on my own findings regarding the economic impact of gas drilling in 

the Marcellus Shale, I am not affiliated with Dr. Christopherson or with her study.  The 

following is my summary of Dr. Christopherson’s remarks on her preliminary findings, 

which was followed by some questions and comments by attendees. Her key findings are 

in bold. 

 

 Dr. Christopherson, a Professor at Cornell University, received funding from the Park 

Foundation in New York and the Heinz Foundation in Pennsylvania to analyze the 

economic impact of natural gas drilling in the Marcellus Shale. 

 

At the briefing, Dr. Christopherson presented her preliminary findings based on her first 

six months of research.  She plans to issue periodic policy briefs on specific topics such 

as Roads and Trucks, Public Safety, etc. 

 

Dr. Christopherson stated that there is no comprehensive understanding of job creation, 

costs to local communities, or long-term economic development that may result from gas 

drilling in the Marcellus Shale.  She has been tasked with looking at economic impact 

questions as they are relevant to policy at the state level.   

 

Dr. Christopherson stated that there are two key questions: 

1. How will the pace and scale of drilling in the Marcellus Shale affect costs to the 

community and the environment? 

2. What can we expect regarding economic development in the long term and what 

kinds of jobs will be created. 

 

Dr. Christopherson listed the factors that will affect pace and scale: 

 Transport costs 

 Competition among gas companies and their relative access to capital  

 Regulatory capacity requirements 

 Taxes (which may favor New York and Pennsylvania as they are states without 

severance taxes). 

 Shortages created by declines in conventional drilling and production in the 

Barnett Shale 

 

Dr. Christopherson then stated the following conclusions: 

“We should plan for an accelerated „front-end loaded‟ drilling cycle.”  

And 

“Don‟t anticipate a long tail.” 

And 

“Don‟t anticipate a long-term yield in revenue or jobs or royalties to landowners.” 

 



She explained that the economic impact depends on how many wells are going to be 

drilled and in which counties. 

 

Dr. Christopherson went on to state that 50% of the gas from a given well is produced in 

the first year and that companies may want to extract the gas using a short-term profit 

cycle. 

 

She stated “Be realistic about the behavior of gas companies.  If you are a policy maker, 

don’t assume it’s a long-term process.” 

 

She also stated that 70% of the money coming into the Marcellus Region is in the form of 

landowner royalties, and the question is how will the landowners spend the money?  

“Will they decamp for Florida or will they rebuild their dairy farms?” She mentioned that 

there is a Penn State study being done now that is investigating how landowners spend 

their windfalls. 

 

Regarding taxes, Dr. Christopherson said that states will lose the “sweet spot” revenue 

and she questions whether we have the businesses in place for people to spend locally 

when they get a windfall of $500,000 in one year. 

 

Dr. Christopherson listed some costs to communities: 

 Accelerated road maintenance 

 Traffic congestion 

 Increased public safety costs 

 Increased demand for health and educational services (in a short time period, such 

services may not be able to respond, and if they do increase such services, they 

may be costly leftovers after the gas rush). 

 Increased demand on public administrative services, including planning and 

zoning 

 New service requirements such as emergency response capacity and 

environmental monitoring and remediation. 

 

Again, Dr. Christopherson warns “Prepare for a short-term effect only.” 

She stated, “It is different here than in Colorado or Wyoming”, explaining that the 

drilling is done on public lands there.  She also stated that we have a winter season unlike 

Texas, so we will have greater costs on to our communities than does Texas. 

 

Dr. Christopherson then said that long-term economic effects should be viewed by 

considering population growth, income growth and economic diversity, three factors that 

help to measure economic development.  She said “We must think about what it will look 

like in 20 years.” 

 

Dr. Christopherson asked why regions that depend on natural resource extraction 

frequently have poor development outcomes.  She said that several influences cause this, 

including the following: 



1. Volatile revenue leads to poor government planning and lack of accountability, 

and demands on government rise. 

2. “Crowding out” works against economic development as there will be a 

narrowing of the local economy; new industries will be less willing to come into 

an industrial landscape. An economy based increasingly on the single resource 

may increase the cost of doing business for other industries. 

3. Housing and labor costs increase 

4. After the initial “ramp up” construction phase, there are few jobs and income 

inequality increases. 

 

Dr. Christopherson compared non-metropolitan New York counties with gas drilling to 

adjacent non-metropolitan New York counties without gas drilling for the period 1994 

through 2008 and concluded that natural gas drilling counties are characterized by 

population loss and smaller increases in real personal income. 

 

She stated that doing the same analysis for Pennsylvania counties for the period 1991 

through 2005 showed a similar outcome to New York’s experience. 

 

Gas drilling counties lost population at a much higher rate than other counties. 

Personal Income from 1990 through 2008 grew more slowly in NY gas-producing 

counties.  She said “Be cautious. Will these counties look better than they are now?” 

 

She stated that 26 counties in Western states that have at least 7% of their total jobs in 

resource extraction have less economic diversity.   

 

With gas drilling, “We may be left with a small population, with more inequality.” 

 

“Don‟t be so sure that this will be a boom,” she said. 

 

It is likely to be a spurt of jobs and a fast cycle and some not so good jobs.  She continued 

to say, “The good jobs will be in Texas.”  The good, long-term jobs that support more 

indirect employment will be in Texas.   The finance and real estate sectors will increase 

in Texas as well.  Construction may occur across a larger number of states.  

 

She said, “Be realistic about where the industry is headquartered and where the 

good jobs will be.” 

 

She stated that there are uncertainties, both geologically and economically. 

 

She then summarized her findings as follows: 

1. Must plan for an accelerated short-term cycle 

2. Must better understand how the pace and scale of drilling will affect revenue and 

jobs 

3. Costs to local governments will be significant, and local communities must plan 

to deal with them. 



4. Long-term economic development is uncertain.  This is not a sure thing and the 

good jobs will not be here.    

5. Long-term economic development will depend on the ability of New York and 

Pennsylvania to capture private expenditures and public revenues as money flows 

into the states. 

 

Dr. Christopherson’s remarks were followed by some comments and questions from the 

audience.  At least two industry representatives in the audience were critical of her 

findings.  I introduced myself to the audience and asked whether her study will try to 

estimate future declines in other industries, such as agriculture, tourism, hunting, fishing, 

organic farming and wine making, that will be negatively affected by gas drilling.  She 

said that she has read and learned from my work, and then she stated that they will 

address declines in other industries through their analysis of decreased diversity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


