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(Adapted from Madrielopez &Giampietro2015 and Giampietroet al. 2017)

Is (frackinged) shale gas development a recommendable LCE opt

Socially desirable?
Economically viable?
Environmentally feasiblx?
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*Demographics:
The age structuref thewell population determines emission:
Also for other energy sources. Renewables veenewables?

*Nexus Strategies:
What is moredesirablé Water vs Methane? Older or newer’

=(Geographies:

Regional distribution of methane is affected by both, popule
structure andegulations Conflicts?
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