THE RUMAN DIMENSION

of SHALE GAS
DEVELUPMENTS

in Lancashire, UK







THE HUMAN DIMENSION
[F SHALE GAS DEVELOPMENTS

in Lancashire, UK:

Towards a social impact assessment

Anna Szolucha

September 2016



| would like to thank the participants in this
study for their help, time and feedback that they
provided on an earlier draft of this report. | also
thank three academic peer-reviewers from the
UK and US for their remarks and suggestions.
Responsibility for any shortcomings remains my
own.

This project has received funding from the
European Union's Horizon 2020 research and
innovation programme under the Marie
Sktodowska-Curie grant agreement No 657039.

Written & photography by Anna Szolucha, PhD
Department of Social Anthropology
University of Bergen

This work is published under the Creative
Commons licence: CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 Ll)
Repower Democracy

ISBN 978-82-690483-1-5 www.repowerdemocracy.net



Executive summary

Timeline of events

. Social Impact Assessment

. Methodology and research approach
. Social well-being and health

. Community impacts

. Policing and intimidation

. Democracy

. Relationship of the communities with the gas company
. Gender relations impacts

References

cONO UL B WN B

Table 1.1: Ten impact studies and reviews of shale gas
developments in the UK and the profile given to potential
social impacts

Box 1.1 Core values and key principles of SIA
Box 3.1 Community understanding of risk

Box 3.2 Karen Merritt

Box 3.3 Health impacts of climate change (IPCC)
Box 4.1 Farmers

Box 5.1 Anne Power

Box 7.1 ‘A story of trust’

10
12
24
29
50
67
77
95
104
107

15

23
30
42
48
51
71
102



Shale gas developments in Lancashire

Shale gas developments
' Becconsall
, Roseacre Wood
9 Preese Hall
' Preston New Road
, Anna's Road
, Grange Hill, Singleton

Blue pins: Proposed develop



A thorough understanding of social and
psychological factors as well as public
understanding of risk is central to
taking informed decisions about shale
gas exploration and extraction in
Lancashire and the UK. On the basis of
existing evidence and the research
conducted for this report, it is evident
that the failure to consider these
aspects of shale gas development
significantly understates its actual and
potential impacts, which may alter the
planning balance in favour of
development. From a social point of
view, assessing shale gas exploration
and extraction as a low-impact activity
is unsupported by evidence. A social
impact assessment should be
fundamental in all political and local
decision-making about shale gas
development that prioritises public
health and social well-being.

The following report examines the ways in
which social, psychological and political change
processes are impacting (and are likely to
impact) daily lives, beliefs, values and
community dynamics in the context of shale
gas exploration in Lancashire. The findings span
six main areas: social well-being and health,
community impacts, policing and intimidation,
democracy, the relationship between the gas
company and local residents and gender
relations impacts. The findings are based on
ethnographic and participatory research as well
as on semi-structured interviews. The research
was conducted between June 2015 and June
2016. Although most shale gas activities in the
country concern exploratory drilling and not
full-scale production, a proper social impact
assessment cannot reasonably be limited only
to the exploration phase.

This research study found that even before
shale gas exploration begins it can already have
profound impacts on residents. The anxiety and
deep feelings against shale gas exploration and
extraction in Lancashire have shown that it is
not considered a desirable and necessary
development. Certain social processes lead to
different assessments and understanding of
risk on the part of the authorities, the company
and those local residents who are opposed to
shale gas. Even if stringent regulatory regimes
and robust mitigation measures aiming to
minimise the risk of pollution or accident were
to be applied, they may not be sufficient in
alleviating local fears and in reducing the level
of perceived risk by the residents.
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Feelings of fear and stress about the potential
impacts of shale gas exploration and extraction
on social well-being and health in the local
communities in Lancashire are considerable,
lead to and exacerbate a range of health
effects. The anxiety has been amplified by a
widespread sense of annoyance,
disenfranchisement and powerlessness caused
by the attitudes of the company and the UK
government. The stress and feeling of social
injustice stemming from the perception that
the company is targeting a vulnerable social
group have exacerbated negative health and
well-being impacts. Baseline studies would be
helpful in monitoring and mitigating the
potential consequences of gas development,
but it must be noted that in Lancashire the
majority of effects was experienced even
before site preparation began.

Shale gas development in Lancashire has
already had significant adverse impacts on
community cohesion and has disrupted
neighbour and social relationships. Community
disruption has exacerbated certain prior
tensions and previously latent unequal status
distinctions have risen to the surface. The
prospect of shale gas extraction in the county
has reopened a fracture between certain
members of the communities and has isolated
some of the landowners. Shale gas
development has also significantly undermined
feelings of personal safety in the area. It also
has the potential to widen social and economic
inequalities and to significantly impact the local
infrastructure and services that seem to be
unprepared for a rapid change. Through the
residents' engagement in the planning process,
they have begun to value their local landscape
even more than they did before the shale gas
applications. Hence the magnitude of
disruption to the landscape and the
environment that would occur as a result of
fracking may be felt as more severe and cause
acute stress, adverse health impacts and even
psychological trauma. It may also disrupt the
individual and collective sense of place-based
identity. The popular mobilisation against shale
gas developments in the area has had a positive
effect on creating a sense of community.

The residents' perception of the police has
changed dramatically and is now characterised
by a deep lack of trust, although this effect is
not as strong in relation to the Lancashire
police and most participants in this study agree
that they have a good relationship with the
local police. The policing of anti-fracking
protests has been assessed as excessive and
brutal, and many residents feel that the police
prioritise commercial and the government's
interest at the expense of their rights. They
have experienced the effects of criminalisation
of the protests and the protesters. There is also
evidence which suggests that blacklisting
processes and possible police collusion may
have been at play in relation to some local
residents. 'Contradictory effects of suppression'
galvanising the protests have been evident,
however, and the majority of interviewed
residents have declared that they would be
willing to engage in or support direct action.
Local residents have many concerns about the
security of information and police and company
surveillance. This has created an atmosphere of
intimidation, distrust and secret surveillance in
the area.

Shale gas developments have dramatically
changed residents' views about democracy and
have made them disillusioned with politics and
politicians. The UK government is perceived as
imposing shale gas extraction on recalcitrant
citizens, which nullifies its democratic mandate.
As a result, local residents have revisited their
long-held political beliefs. They have challenged
the developments from the position of fairness
of the democratic distribution of impacts and
the principle of subsidiarity. At all local levels,
councillors have described the limiting
pressures that they have experienced as part of
the planning process to consider only certain
aspects or impacts of shale gas activities, thus
contributing to a sense of imbalance of power
between local authorities and the gas industry.
This has meant that much of the financial
burden of bringing forward additional evidence
has fallen on local groups, which have
employed experts and legal advisers to help
them present their case. The evidence
presented by the residents has provided a



corrective balance to the information about the
impacts of shale gas exploration as brought
forward by the gas company. There is a deep
feeling that the government's stance on shale
gas undermines the validity of the local
democratic process and tips the balance of
power in favour of non-local interests. This
amplifies the negative impact of shale gas
development on people's understandings of
and disillusionment with democracy in the UK.
At the same time, the residents' appeal to
democracy precludes the normalisation of loss
of agency, contributes to local empowerment
and politicisation and has a democratising
impact on decision-making, which has both
local and national effects.

Feelings of deep distrust towards the company
are very intense in the area. Residents lack
confidence in the company and have contested
the company’s data and analyses. The planning
breaches and possible technical failures have
been negatively assessed. Local donations are
interpreted as aimed at convincing the
communities to support shale gas exploration
rather than as contributing to the area’s
development. Similarly, compensations to
landowners are viewed as meant to overcome
local resistance and could potentially constitute
a socially divisive conduct by the company. The
residents have also contested the dominance of
a particular economic rationality employed by
the industry. They are also dissatisfied with the
way the company has been dealing with their
concerns, and the consultations process fell
short of their expectations. The company's
failure to consider the possibility of accidents
amplifies the perceived level of risk.

The effects of shale gas exploration and
extraction are not gender-neutral, and men are
more likely to benefit from the new job
opportunities in the industry than women.
Women may also bear most of the burden
connected with the possible adverse impacts of
shale gas developments.



Timeline of events

2003 2010 2001 2012

Planning permission Planning permissions

granted for Preese granted for Anna’s

Hall. Road, Becconsall,
Singleton, Wharles
and Kirkham.

Planning permission
granted for Formby

(permission expired).

Two earthquakes
linked to shale gas
operations at Preese
Hall.

“Camp Frack I,”
Becconsall, co-
organised by Ribble
Estuary Against
Fracking.

Public meetings held
throughout the Fylde
with members of
Residents’ Action on
Fylde Fracking.

Shale gas operations
resumed after a
temporary
moratorium following
the earthquakes in
2011.



2018 2014 2010 2016

Anti-fracking camp in
Balcombe, Sussex and
direct actions across
the country.

Barton Moss
Community Protection
Camp, Salford, in place
from November 2013
— April 2014.

Cuadrilla applies for
planning permission
for the sites at Preston
New Road and
Roseacre Wood.
Public information
days organised by
Cuadrilla.

Frack Free Lancashire
launched.

“Nanas’ camp” in Little
Plumpton.

Planning decisions
about PNR postponed
after Cuadrilla’s
request.

Planning permission
for seismic and
pressure monitoring at
the site in Singleton
refused.

Planning permission
refused for drilling at
Preston New Road and
Roseacre. Permission
for seismic monitoring
at Roseacre approved.
Cuadrilla lodges
appeals against
Lancashire County
Council decisions.
Secretary of State
informs the Council
that he will make the
final determination of
Preston New Road and
Roseacre appeal
decisions.

Public Inquiry takes
place in Blackpool to
consider Cuadrilla’s
appeals.



I
SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

1.1 Introduction

Resource developments always bring change.
People’s ways of experiencing and
participating in their surrounding
environments change in profound ways at all
stages of the development: from planning,
through construction and exploration to
extraction and abandonment activities. The
effects felt by the communities can also
extend beyond the lifetime of the
development. Projects have the potential to
adversely impact local residents and
environments, but they may also create new
opportunities and bring investment. Some
resource developments can also create
impacts that reverberate not only on the local
but also on the regional, national and even
global scale. A key question is whether, on
balance, the social impacts associated with
shale gas development are considered
acceptable in Lancashire and in the UK as a
whole.

1.2 Why should we assess the
social impacts of fracking?

1.2.1 Gaps in knowledge

Although there are many accounts of
environmental and social issues related to
fracking in the press and the literature, a
comprehensive study of the people, their lives,
experiences and rights in the context of shale
gas industry activities in Lancashire and the UK
is urgently needed (see Table 1.1). There is only
a handful of studies on the social impacts of
fracking from other parts of the world (see, for
example, de Rijke, 2013a; Perry, 2012a, 2012b).
When approved, shale gas developments in the
UK may dramatically accelerate over the next



couple of years, which makes the need for well-
designed empirical studies increasingly
pertinent. This study aims to prevent the
situation whereby supporting social science will
come long after it is most urgently needed to
assess the impacts before any damages occur.

There appears to have been no baseline
assessment of the social and health state of
residents living in the immediate vicinity of the
project sites in Lancashire.

Unlike in other countries such as Canada or
Australia, where social impact assessments
(SIAs) are much more established, there is no
statutory requirement in UK regulations to
conduct an SIA for resource extraction projects.
Compared to environmental impact
assessments (EIAs) that examine the
environmental and technical aspects of
resource extraction, considerations of the social
issues have played a minor role in the process.
The parameters for social impact assessments
are usually narrow and predominantly
economic (see Table 1.1.). The profile awarded
to social issues in reviews and impact studies
on fracking is often low and the effects that are
reported can be used instrumentally to advance
a particular argument.

The limited resources and the lack of a
statutory requirement have influenced the
quality of socio-economic assessments of
fracking in the UK. There are no specific
consultees on social issues that could inform
the local planning process (Lancashire County
Council, 2015a). The quality of the analyses is
often varied. The majority of assessments
devote much space to the social and economic
profiles of the impacted communities but lack
any meaningful and methodological
engagement with them. Most agencies that
undertake EIAs are not experienced in SIAs
(Baines, McClintock, Taylor, & Buckenham,
2003). An international study (Sadler, 1996)
found that SIAs and health impact assessments
(HIAs) are insufficiently considered and
narrowly conducted in ElAs.

Although Cuadrilla’s Environmental Statement
(ES) (Arup, 2014a) is a useful resource for this
study about the social impacts of fracking in
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Lancashire, community and health effects are
not a central focus for an EIA. Many of the
aspects addressed in this study expand
considerably on the socio-economic analysis
presented in the ES. This study is also not
constrained to the impacts experienced in the
immediate locality of shale gas projects.

1.2.2 Community need

This research found that there has been a
strong local and national need to address
public concerns about the possible social
impacts of fracking. Many local residents as
well as other stakeholders were of the opinion
that these impacts were inadequately assessed
during public consultations with the company
as well as during the planning and appeal
process. There is therefore a strong need to
incorporate social and psychological stress
factors as well as public understanding of risk
into a science-based study that could inform
decisions regarding shale gas exploration and
production in Lancashire and the UK.

The local residents felt that there were
regulatory barriers hindering the integration,
and sometimes even recognition, of social and
health information with technical and
environmental (i.e. ‘material’ in planning
terms) data provided by the regulators and the
company. At the same time the residents noted
mounting scientific evidence that local
communities may be vulnerable to various
health and social risks inherent to fracking.

There is a need to address the multi-scalar
argument that localised shale gas
developments are justified on the grounds of
enhancing national energy security and
providing for national energy needs (Finewood
& Stroup, 2012).

There may be a ‘distributional deficit’ in the
impact appraisal tools used by the industry as
well as by the regional and national
government bodies (Walker, 2010). Since
vulnerable groups often disproportionately
experience the impact of resource
developments, it is pertinent that equity issues
are central to a social impact assessment. This
research responds to the need for a
comprehensive assessment of the



14

distributional effects of shale gas developments
that will include analyses of e.g. vulnerable
groups and women.

The local residents in Lancashire see fracking as
a human rights issue. Therefore, they expect
that an independent study of the social,
psychological and health impacts of shale gas
developments will be conducted in order to
examine whether fracking will not pose a
significant risk to a range of key human rights
(Short, Elliot, Norder, Lloyd-Davies, & Morley,
2015).

1.2.3 Review of corporate assessments
There is a need to undertake an independent
review of the claims propagated by the
resource extraction industry and of some
political decision-makers about the social
impacts of fracking in the UK. In particular, the
current study examines the claims made by
Cuadrilla that shale gas development will not
have any significant adverse impacts on the
local communities, while, if allowed to progress
to full-scale production, the benefits of fracking
would outweigh the risks (Arup, 2014a;
‘Benefits’, n.d.; North & Western Lancashire
Chamber of Commerce, 2015).

A more comprehensive social impact study is
needed to assess these claims because the
availability of data and analysts’ tendency to
concentrate on certain questions rather than
others are widely known and employed to
make the assessments more supportive of a
project (Freudenburg, 1986a; Kirsch, 2014).
Additionally, significant work has been done in
the area of the types of judgemental errors and
biases that are likely to be present in the
technical and scientific assessments that
exclude considerations of social mechanisms
and processes (Mumpower & Anderson, 1983;
Nader, 2010).

The intention here is not to deny the impacts
described in the ES but to suggest that both the
community and the socio-economic analysis
presented therein are incomplete and that the
overall impact assessment is inadequate. A

more holistic understanding of the social issues
associated with shale gas developments is
needed. Such an understanding would include
the wider determinants of social impacts
beyond those based on employment, the
economy, access, crime and protest.

The nature, contents and conclusions of an SIA
done on behalf of an extraction company, local
or national authority or an NGO may greatly
differ from a study conducted on behalf of the
local community. Although a degree of
judgement is unavoidable, there is a need for a
comprehensive and independent study
supported by a robust literature review. The
independence of this study is important for the
acceptability of the findings (Watterson &
Dinan, 2016).

Although extraction companies in the UK are
expected to create opportunities for public
participation, especially in the pre-planning
stage, research has indicated that community
engagement rarely leads to incorporation of
the citizens’ views in shaping the development.
Instead, SIAs triggered by developers seem to
be more concerned with legitimising what has
already been planned and orchestrating a one-
way communication in order to minimise
further conflict with the developer (Barrow,
2010; de Rijke, 2013a).

Since communities can rarely afford to
commission their own impact assessments, to
hire specialist consultants and lobbyists, it has
been a well-tried tactic of the oil and gas
industry to exploit this structural advantage
(Short et al., 2015; Watterson & Dinan, 2016;
Witter et al., 2013). It is therefore critical to
examine whether the industry’s expertise has
not downplayed the risks and potential harms
while exaggerating the benefits.

1.2.4 Need for social science

contribution

The recent scholarly interest in the actual and
potential environmental impacts of
unconventional gas extraction has not been
matched by the same level of attention in the
interconnected area of social effects (Jacquet,
2014).
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DEFRA, March 2014: “Shale Gas: Economic, Medium |Employment, services, No Potentially significant, Potentially significant but
Rural Economy Impacts” social and energy, tourism, e.g.: loss of business, uncertain due to questions
environmental congestion, housing, water impacts on tourism, of sustainability
contamination, noise, light, raising rents, lower
landscape property resale prices,
health impacts

Cuadrilla, May 2014: Economic Low |Employment, wider Yes but no |Non-significant in respect | Mainly none or minor to

“Environmental Statement” economy, public access, evidence of |to the loss of local moderate in the

(Temporary Shale Gas Exploration, crime and public safety community |amenity, traffic, influx of |exploratory stage in

PNR and Roseacre) contribution | population, crime, public |respect to employment,

to the EIA |safety, protest opportunities for local

businesses, generating
new local expenditure,
community benefit
payments

Public Health England, June 2014: |Health Low |Groundwater No Low when properly run

“Review of the Potential Public contamination, spills of and regulated but

Health Impacts of fracking fluids and cumulative impacts of

Exposures to Chemical and wastewater, emissions to many wells — potentially

Radioactive Pollutants air greater

as a Result of the Shale Gas

Extraction Process”

Lancashire County Council, Sept. Health High |Emissions to air, noise, Yes Significant in respect to

2014: “Overview report: HIA work
concerning planning applications
for temporary shale gas
exploration”

dust, light, occupational
exposure to airborne silica,
unplanned incidents,
induced seismicity, ground-
and surface-water
contamination, spills and
leakages, emissions from
waste and flowback water,
vehicle movements

residents’ health and
well-being
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As in many ElAs worldwide, the existing
assessments of environmental impacts of
fracking in the UK do not systematically refer to
relevant social science literature or theory;
rarely is there any primary and empirical
research conducted when preparing those
impact assessments (see Table 1.1) and the vast
majority of experts providing information and
their opinions on the issue of shale gas
exploration and extraction do not specialise in
the social sciences.

Engineers and other technical experts can
provide their predicted measurements but are
not in the position to assess the likely social
impact associated with, for example, the noise,
light or change in the landscape. Social
scientists, on the other hand, also have to be
careful in their analyses since some of the
affected communities may try to exaggerate
the likelihood or level of the impact (Baines et
al., 2003).

The exclusion of a particular field of science
(the social sciences in this case) has very real
consequences for the assessment of what
constitutes acceptable development; for
example, the current EIA practice does not
incorporate questions of distributional
inequality and democracy. Furthermore, the
technocratic and ‘material’ focus of the
planning authorities and related assessments
could create a sense of institutional betrayal
(Gunter & Kroll-Smith, 2006) or a ‘spiral of
distrust’:

The missing link is at the point where public
agencies exclude the emotional/irrational
“stuff” the public offers, seeing it as non-data.
Agencies may even take specific measures to
avoid the ‘non-data’... while their public is
deciding to oppose projects based on that
“non-data.” In a deepening spiral of distrust,
the agency’s disregard of the public’s emotional
“non-data” leads to the public viewing the
agency’s “rational” data as irrational. (Firthin
Stolp, 2003, p. 246)

However, from a sociological and
anthropological point of view the ‘rationality’ of
any particular expert extends only as far as
their individual value orientations and the

orientations they share with other members of
their discipline. The use of social data is
therefore just as legitimate as other types of
data (Stolp, 2003).

Given the long-term impacts that can result
from what at the time appears to be purely
‘material’ considerations, the social aspects of
any development, and of fracking in particular,
call for special attention. The need for the
social sciences to contribute to questions of the
future of energy is especially pertinent in the
light of the emerging consensus among
scholars that: ‘Given the fast pace of technical
innovation, the blockages to responding
effectively to the enormous energy challenges
facing us all are fundamentally cultural and
political rather than technological’ (Strauss,
Rupp, & Love, 2013, p. 10).

1.2.5 Progressing our understanding of

the social impacts of fracking

Many of the social impacts of fracking can and
should be assessed. This study emphasises the
grassroots knowledge that does not appear in
official documents but is essential for
formulating and evaluating the actual social
impacts and the experiences of the
development. Local stakeholders and residents
know much about the existing values and
activities in their communities and are in a
unique position to provide insight into the
potential impacts of fracking and to help us
understand how and why particular impacts
arise. The grassroots knowledge in this project
was only accessible through intensive, long-
term, qualitative and ethnographic research.

By documenting the ways in which shale gas
developments are either similar to or different
from earlier resource developments, we can
find out how useful the ‘boomtown’ literature
describing the natural resource booms in the
1970s and 1980s will be for assessing the
potential consequences of fracking (Krannich,
2011). Evidence from the US suggests that
despite the different technologies and evolving
characteristics of natural resource extraction,
communities are experiencing many of the
same social impacts documented in earlier
boomtown studies (Schafft, Glenna, Green, &
Borlu, 2014).



The National Policy Statement for Energy
(Department of Energy and Climate Change,
2011) which sets out the national policy for the
energy infrastructure in the UK, implicitly refers
to boomtown research and states that a socio-
economic assessment should consider, inter
alia, a change in population dynamics due to
the influx of workers and effects on social
cohesion.

We need to progress our understanding of the
social impacts of fracking in order to avoid
making the error of treating the ‘the absence of
evidence of harm’ as ‘evidence for the absence
of harm’.

Energy transitions play a profound role in
shaping societies. A transformation from one
energy source to another results in deep
societal and political transformations (Melosi,
2010; Miller, lles, & Jones, 2013; Mitchell,
2011). By studying the social aspects of this
transformation in the making, we can progress
our understanding of the current conditions
and dimensions of social change, especially in
such areas as democracy and public attitudes
towards renewable energy.

1.3.1 This study

In this study, assessing the social impacts of
fracking means examining the ways in which
social, psychological, health and political
change processes associated with shale gas
developments are impacting (and are likely to
impact) the daily lives, beliefs, values and
community dynamics in Lancashire. The
conclusions draw upon a robust and
interdisciplinary literature review in order to
assess the significance and likely future
direction of the changes that the local residents
and other stakeholders have experienced. The
study discusses some of the most significant
changes that are anticipated by members of
the local community and what this tells us
about the social impacts of resource extraction
developments in the UK. The cases analysed in
this study serve to illustrate a broad range of
general social issues related to shale gas
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extraction even though they mainly pertain to
the particularities of Cuadrilla’s activities in
Lancashire as well.

In general terms, the aims of this study are
encapsulated in the most commonly accepted
definition of SIA as:

the process of analyzing (predicting, evaluating
and reflecting) and managing the intended and
unintended consequences on the human
environment of planned interventions (policies,
programs, plans, projects) and any social
change processes invoked by those
interventions so as to bring about a more
sustainable and equitable biophysical and
human environment. (Vanclay in Vanclay, 2003,

p. 2)

This study: (1) predicts the possible future
impacts if shale gas developments are
permitted in Lancashire and (2) evaluates the
social impacts that the actual and proposed
developments have already had on a range of
local stakeholders.

1.3.2 The concept in history

Although predicting and assessing social
change as a result of development has arguably
been part of the political life since antiquity,
social impact assessment, as a separate
concept, originated around the late 1960s-
1970s (Vanclay, 2003, 2015).

Since it emerged as a separate field, empirical
work done for SIAs looked at a broad range of
social effects. A particularly frequent focus of
SIAs have been large-scale energy development
projects in rural areas (Freudenburg, 1986a).

Today, the main role of SIAs is to provide
relevant and detailed information to decision-
makers so that it can be ensured that the
benefits of the developments are maximised
and the costs are minimised.

Due to an SIA’s participatory nature, more
consideration is given to the characteristics of
the communities and the environment. By
assessing the likely effects, SIAs often provide
information about the introduction of
appropriate mitigation measures, prompt
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redesigns, offer early warning and establish
causation.

SIAs are interdisciplinary studies incorporating
such fields as: anthropology, sociology,
development studies, rural and social history,
gender studies, social and cultural geography,
political science, human rights, economics,
environmental and planning law, criminology
and community psychology (Esteves, Franks, &
Vanclay, 2012). The general consensus seems
to be that no social impact assessment should
be limited to an analysis of only economic and
demographic variables (Freudenburg, 1986a).

There are various strands in the SIA field. In
addition to ethnographic and qualitative
research, there have also been efforts to design
more formalised models and methods (see, for
example, Burdge, 1987, 2003, 2004) that
involve quantitative data and modelling to a
larger extent. In the context of this research
project, however, secondary and quantitative
data concerning the social impacts of shale gas
developments in Lancashire were still often
unavailable at the time.

1.3.3 Good practice

There is no universal standard for SIAs (Vanclay,
2003), although there are some commonly
accepted principles and definitions, particularly
those that have been formulated by the
International Association for Impact
Assessment (IAIA) (Vanclay, 2015). They outline
what the IAIA considers to be current good
practice in social impact assessment.

Unlike EIAs and some HIAs, SIAs do not have to
focus on measurable impacts. The precise
determinants of every resource extraction
project are situation- and culture-specific and
have to be examined in the particular social,
political, economic and historic context of the
impacted community. This means that an SIA
may lack operational definitions for many
constructs (Vanclay, 2002) such as power or
community. Its broad scope, however, also
means that there is less potential for
concentrating only on politically convenient
indicators or averages that may obscure the
changing nature of the underlying social
processes (Brasier et al., 2014).

1.3.4 Definitions

SIAs build on a wide understanding of the
concept of ‘social’, which encompasses all
human impacts such as: aesthetic, climate
change, community, cultural, demographic,
development, distributional, economic, gender,
health, infrastructure, institutional, political,
psychological, impacts on businesses,
agriculture and tourism, values and
vulnerabilities (Vanclay, 2002).

Some environmental impacts can also be social
impacts because people may form an
attachment to places or depend on the
environment for their livelihoods. The loss of
tranquillity and important habitats can also
constitute social impacts because they are
valued by people. Landscapes are cultural
phenomena and any changes in the landscape
alter the way people experience and imagine
the places they inhabit (Willow, Zak, Vilaplana,
& Sheeley, 2014).

The good practice of SIA treats social, economic
and biophysical impacts as being inherently
interconnected. The impact pathways (see
Table 1.1) help us understand how changes in
one domain trigger an impact in the social
domain. These changes can be direct, but
consideration should also be given to indirect
and cumulative impacts (Vanclay, 2015).

‘Social impact’ refers to impacts that are
actually experienced or felt by people in the
physical/corporeal or perceptual/emotional
sense. This study takes as a starting point the
understanding that different people have
different thresholds of observation and
tolerance, different sensory sensitivity,
different occupational patterns (Baines et al.,
2003) as well as different abilities to manage
possible impacts. Therefore, there may be
‘different levels of risk [experienced] from the
same hazard’ (Oliver-Smith in Willow et al.,
2014, p. 241). The nature and significance of
the social impacts that people experience are
also varied and caution should be exercised if
they are to be universalised or labelled as non-
significant.

This variability in people’s experiences
regarding a resource extraction project and



their perceptions of the impacts are also
influenced by the stage in the development, its
proximity to the residences and the extractive
and development history in the area (Brasier et
al., 2011).

It would be difficult to claim that the
perspectives on the social impacts that are
endorsed by decision-makers, professional
consultants or the industry are superior to the
perspectives of the citizens. All perspectives
and kinds of information must be taken into
account if a meaningful analysis of social
impacts is to take place.

The impacts can be experienced at the level of
an individual, household, community, group or
society as a whole (Barrow, 2010; Vanclay,
2002). Perceived impacts are by definition also
relevant social impacts (see Box 3.1) because
regardless of which opinions are accepted in
the mainstream discourses or whether they
have a solid foundation, people tend to
respond according to their own perceptions
and fears (McCoy, 2016; Rappaport, 1994). Fear
and anxiety are real social impacts and should
not be dismissed (Vanclay, 2015). Social
dynamics regarding trust and credibility are
also crucial for measuring social impacts and
risk (de Rijke, 2013b).

SIAs examine both the positive and negative
impacts of a development as experienced,
perceived or anticipated by the relevant
stakeholders.

This study adopts a ‘social’ understanding of
fracking, akin to the ways in which the term is
used in popular discourse rather than in
industry or technical jargon, where it refers
very narrowly to a particular stage in the shale
gas development process. Here, fracking also
encompasses the planning and exploration
processes as well as all other industrial
elements of hydraulic fracturing, such as truck
traffic, waste disposal and the use of huge
guantities of water (Short, Elliot, Norder, Lloyd-
Davies, & Morley, 2015).

1.3.5 Equity issues
An assessment of the social impacts of fracking
should document stories and give a voice to

people who may otherwise remain unheard
(Willow & Wylie, 2014). The IAIA principles of
SIA underline the importance of equity issues:
‘The goal of impact assessment is to bring
about a more ecologically, socio-culturally and
economically sustainable and equitable
environment’ (see Box 1.1). The differential
distribution of impacts among different groups
in society is one of the prime concerns of SIA
(Vanclay, 2003).

The role of SIA goes far beyond the ex-ante (in
advance) prediction of adverse impacts and the
determination of who wins and who loses. SIA
also encompasses: empowerment of local
people; enhancement of the position of
women, minority groups and other
disadvantaged or marginalised members of
society; development of capacity building;
alleviation of all forms of dependency; increase
in equity; and a focus on poverty reduction. SIA
complements the economic and technical
models that characterise the thinking of many
development professionals and agencies.
(Vanclay, 2003, p. 3)

SIA is process-oriented and should ideally
create participatory and deliberative spaces to
facilitate community debate about the
proposed developments. The methodology of
SIA is more than a technique of conducting
socially relevant research. It is also a philosophy
about development and democracy (Vanclay,
2002) that puts centre stage the issues of
democratisation, free, prior and informed
consent as well as the improvement of lives of
the worst-off members of the impacted
communities (de Rijke, 2013a).

Gender is a core social impact issue because
women often bear the largest social impact but
are rarely the most direct beneficiaries of many
resource extraction projects. Gender-blind
assessments also work to the disadvantage of
women because their assumptions stem from
the existing structures that are characterised by
gender inequality (Srinivasan & Metha, 2003;
Vanclay, 2002). That is why an explicit
consideration of the social impacts on women
is required.
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1.3.6 SIA and regulation

SIA (usually as part of EIA) is widely practised
internationally as a contributing study that is
considered as part of the regulatory approval
process for resource extraction projects
(Esteves et al., 2012). Despite the fact that SIA
has been widely used in other countries and
advocated in the UK, as of today (July 2016)
British institutions have not introduced a
requirement for this practice in the national
regulations (Walker, 2010).

The recent EU Directive on the assessment of
the effects of certain public and private
projects on the environment (2014) for the first
time requires that member states conduct the
environmental impact assessment in such a
way that they identify, describe and assess in
an appropriate manner the direct and indirect
significant effects of a project on the
‘population and human health’ (‘Directive
2014/52/EU of the European Parliament and of
the Council of 16 April 2014,” article 3). The
Directive was expected to be transposed into
UK legislation by spring of 2017. Although the
Directive does not require states to conduct
full-fledged SIAs, it shows the general direction
in which the impact legislation in the EU is
moving. The results of the Brexit referendum
may mean that the UK will create an entirely
new set of regulations regarding fracking,
whose precise shape is currently unknown.

An assessment of social impacts in general and
in this study in particular can:

- document and bring forward citizens’
concerns about a particular project and
hence contribute important information
to good and effective decisions and to a
resolution of conflicts;

- gather and validate local knowledge
about the state of social and biophysical
environments;

- inform the broader public and policy
debate about the spectrum of
significant and relevant impacts
associated with shale gas
developments;

- work towards the explicit recognition

by decision-makers of the relevance of
systematic information regarding social
impacts as a data source at a time of
rapid decision-making for shale gas
extraction projects;

- provide valuable guidance and
regulatory insight by broadening the
scope of the impact assessment process
and elevating social issues onto many
levels of policy decisions;

- ensure that the projects contribute to
the advancement of communities, social
development and improve the
outcomes for society as a whole;

- draw attention to how the projects’
risks and opportunities are unevenly
distributed by combining empirical
research with other forms of local and
professional expertise;

- contribute to comprehensive and
workable solutions for abating
disproportionate risk and social
impacts;

- reduce the projects’ risks by
providing input in designing plans and
mitigation measures;

- inform and involve a range of
stakeholders to assist in building mutual
understanding and trust;

- significantly contribute to the UK’s
and to worldwide efforts to achieve
sustainable development;

- contribute a robust study to the
emerging social science literature in
unconventional gas developments.
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There are fundamental human rights that are shared equally across cultures,

and by males and females alike.

There is a right to have those fundamental human rights protected by the rule
of law, with justice applied equally and fairly to all, and available to all.

People have a right to live and work in an environment which is conducive to
good health and to a good quality of life and which enables the development of
human and social potential.

Social dimensions of the environment — specifically but not exclusively peace,
the quality of social relationships, freedom from fear, and belongingness — are
important aspects of people’s health and quality of life.

People have a right to be involved in the decision making about the planned
interventions that will affect their lives.

Local knowledge and experience are valuable and can be used to enhance

planned interventions.

Principles specific to SIA practice

1.

10.

11.

12.

Equity considerations should be a fundamental element of impact assessment
and of development planning.

Many of the social impacts of planned interventions can be predicted.

Planned interventions can be modified to reduce their negative social impacts
and enhance their positive impacts.

SIA should be an integral part of the development process, involved in all stages
from inception to follow-up audit.

There should be a focus on socially sustainable development, with SIA
contributing to the determination of best development alternative(s) — SIA (and
EIA) have more to offer than just being an arbiter between economic benefit

and social cost.

In all planned interventions and their assessments, avenues should be developed
to build the social and human capital of local communities and to strengthen
democratic processes.

In all planned interventions, but especially where there are unavoidable impacts,
ways to turn impacted peoples into beneficiaries should be investigated.

The SIA must give due consideration to the alternatives of any planned

intervention, but especially in cases when there are likely to be unavoidable

impacts.

Full consideration should be given to the potential mitigation measures of social
and environmental impacts, even where impacted communities may approve the
planned intervention and where they may be regarded as beneficiaries.

Local knowledge and experience and acknowledgment of different local cultural
values should be incorporated in any assessment.

There should be no use of violence, harassment, intimidation or undue force in
connection with the assessment or implementation of a planned intervention.
Developmental processes that infringe the human rights of any section of

society should not be accepted.
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METHODOLOGY
AND RESEARCH APPROACH

This study documents and analyses the
potential and current social impacts of shale
gas developments in Lancashire, UK, with
primary data derived from ongoing
anthropological fieldwork, including
interviews and observations done in the area
over the past twelve months.

2.1 Aims and scope

The objectives of this study were to:

- establish, analyse and assess the
significance of experienced and likely
social impacts of shale gas projects in
Lancashire;

- identify the affected communities
and potential distributional inequalities
across different groups in the
population;

- understand the relationship between
natural resource development and
social, psychological, health and political
outcomes;

- underscore the relevance of social
impacts for determining the proposed
shale gas developments in the area and
political decision-making in the UK.

The scope of the study was identified as
including direct, indirect and cumulative social
impacts on the affected communities. For the
purposes of this assessment and in line with a
basic premise in the social sciences, it was the
research participants rather than the
researcher-outsider who defined group
membership according to their own



perceptions of what constituted meaningful
community beliefs and actions (Chase, 1990).
Furthermore, the potentially affected
populations in this study are also defined
broadly in order to include people who do not
actually live in the vicinity of the potential
fracking sites but nonetheless form a coherent
community in the social sense, i.e. they feel
that they would be potentially affected by the
projects. This includes, for example: drill rig
workers, tourists, non-local families and the
friends of residents living near a project site as
well as members of regional, national and
international campaign groups. This approach is
based on an argument advanced, for example,
by Freudenburg and Davidson (in Boudet,
Bugden, Zanocco, & Maibach, 2016) who have
claimed that, especially in rural areas, people’s
views about a particular development can be
shaped by the development’s implications for
their relatives, friends or neighbours.

Shale gas exploration in Lancashire is often
perceived as a national test-case for fracking so
it is important in the light of future
developments elsewhere. Additionally, even if
the main activities were limited to one county,
other areas of the UK may still be affected by,
for example, silica sand mining (e.g. Cheshire)
and wastewater transport and management.
The relevance of research on shale gas is,
therefore, not limited to the immediate areas
where the resource can be extracted.

Although the relevance of the study’s findings is
not limited to those residents who live in the
vicinity of the shale gas projects, the empirical
data was collected largely in Lancashire, and all
study participants were local residents. The aim
was to investigate and describe the actual
experience and perceptions of the host
communities in the vicinity of actual and
potential fracking sites. The assessment of
social impacts of shale gas projects required an
understanding of how the local people perceive
and make sense of the effects of fracking. This
local knowledge was then essential in order to
expand on how the ‘experts’ understood those
effects.

Instead of a one-sided assessment of the
degree of impacts by the researcher, detailed
ethnographic fieldwork was undertaken among
the local residents in order to gain an
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understanding of their values and opinions
about the significance of possible changes to
their lives, their well-being and the
environments with which they interact. The
findings are therefore based on a large sample
of individual and collective perceptions of the
impacts. The study’s approach to ‘perceived
impacts’ was elucidated in the previous section.
In places where the assessment tries to identify
the extent to which a given ‘perception’ is
widespread among the members of the local
communities, this is on the basis of
ethnographic research and, where possible, it is
also supported by information from other
sources or the literature. However, more
guantitative research would be needed to
assess the statistical representativeness of
those perceptions for the entire populations of
the Fylde or Lancashire. Nevertheless, the
approach applied here has been useful in
describing issues and experiences that are
important for the vulnerable members of the
local communities as well as the people who
have been most active in the shale gas issue.
Their voices might have been lost in a more
statistically representative study.

Risk is a culturally perceived and socially
constructed concept, which means that
people’s understanding of danger can vary
greatly within and among groups and
populations and may not always be easily
quantifiable (Jacquet, 2014). In the case of
fracking, however, the cultural and social
perceptions of risk are also often ‘made real’ by
scientific and expert quantification data as well
as the grassroots’ own analysis of the possible
dangers. The changing legalities and
heightened awareness of danger through the
media (also social media) (Cartwright, 2013)
interact to create a particular understanding of
risk that is neither only ‘perceived’ nor
universally recognised. Conflicting scientific
reports and regulatory investigations raise
public and scholarly doubts about the ‘real’
impacts of fracking and contribute to the
already highly contested terrain over the best
available information and evidence regarding
shale gas developments (Perry, 2012a).
Independent studies of impacts of large
extraction projects may be the best option, as
research on the history of and problems with
science sponsored by powerful corporations
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has aptly demonstrated (Banerjee, Song, &
Hasemyer, 2015; Kirsch, 2014).

Although most of the shale gas activities in
Lancashire and the UK concern exploratory
drilling and not full-scale production, a proper
social impact assessment cannot reasonably be
limited only to that phase for a number of
reasons. First, such a full assessment has not
yet been conducted and there is a need to fill
this knowledge gap. Secondly, Cuadrilla’s
exploratory activities in Lancashire are integral
to their intention to develop production at
scale, which is borne out by the declarations of
the government and the industry about their
determination to establish commercial shale
gas production in Lancashire and the UK.
Exploration is the first step, but it is very likely
that it will be followed by extraction. The level
of detail provided in the company’s planning
applications as well as the duration and results
of the extensive planning and appeal processes
will most likely have a bearing on any future
applications for full-scale gas production in
Lancashire as well as in the UK. Consequently,
public understanding of the risk of fracking is
related to the prospect of commercial shale gas
production at scale and not solely to
exploration for shale gas.

The findings of this study derive from:

- in-depth fieldwork in Lancashire over
twelve months with the author living
within five miles of the potential and
actual fracking sites;

- qualitative and semi-structured
interviews conducted between June
2015 and April 2016;

- written evidence and submissions
made during the planning process as
well as feedback responses from public
consultations;

- a photovoice exhibition;

- areview of relevant academic and
non-academic literature;

- areview of media and social media
reporting on shale gas developments in
the UK and worldwide.

2.2.1 Ethnographic and participatory
action research

During 2015-2016, the author attended the
meetings and events of the local planning
authorities, Public Inquiry hearings, local
grassroots anti-fracking groups and national
regulatory agencies. Where direct participation
was not possible, the analysis draws on publicly
available video recordings of the events.

The representations made by the interested
parties and the discussion during the meetings
of the Development Control Committee at the
Lancashire County Council (LCC) between 23rd
and 29t June 2015 as well as representations
made by the local residents and a cross-
examination of expert witnesses during Public
Inquiry hearings in February and March of 2016
in Blackpool were transcribed. In addition to
being a valuable source of expert advice on the
acceptability of shale gas exploration and
production in Lancashire, these representations
were also in-depth, first-person accounts of the
residents’ experiences of and perspectives on
fracking. As such, they were treated as useful
primary data for the analysis of social impacts
of shale gas developments.

During participant observation, extensive field
notes were taken within 24 hours of all events
and visual documentation was made at the
public meetings and protests.

A photovoice exhibition was organised in
February 2016. It constituted the participatory
action element of this study and collated the
photographs and stories of the local residents.
The theme of the exhibition was ‘Through Our
Eyes’ and it documented in visual as well as
textual form the effects that the local residents
have already experienced from shale gas
developments in the area. The contributions
answered the question of what it meant to live
with the prospect of fracking. The exhibition
was well attended and the photos have
subsequently been also exhibited at the
International Sociological Forum in Vienna,
Manchester Metropolitan University at the
Alternative Futures and Popular Protest
conference as well as at a local café in Lytham.

The researcher’s reception in the field was
good, though not without initial suspicion.
Subsequently, however, it remained good



throughout data gathering and enabled the
collection of valuable and in-depth material.

In line with the best practice in social research,
all interviewees and some of the other
participants had the right to check how they
were quoted in this study and could request to
make changes.

2.2.2 Interviews

In-depth, semi-structured interviews were
conducted with 28 individuals who were largely
selected through snowball sampling. The
interviewees were all residents in Lancashire
and some (but not all) of them were active
members of local groups campaigning against
shale gas exploration in Lancashire or fracking
in general, such as: Ribble Estuary Against
Fracking (REAF), Residents Action On Fylde
Fracking (RAFF), Frack Free Lancashire (FFL),
Preston New Road Action Group (PNR),
Roseacre Awareness Group, Singleton Against a
Fracked Environment, Defend Lytham and
Lancashire Nanas. Some of the interviewees
were parish and county councillors.

Snowball sampling involved the selection of
future interviewees on the basis of referrals
from their acquaintances. The sampling
method is particularly helpful in gathering data
from hidden and not-easy-to-reach
populations, including the most vulnerable
members of a studied community. It is also
often used to research community networks
and to gather expert information, both of
which were particularly relevant in the case of
this study.

The interviewees received informed consent
forms as well as information sheets regarding
this research. The interviews were digitally
recorded and transcribed verbatim. The
participants were offered a copy of the digital
recording. All transcripts were anonymised to
protect the identity of the interviewees.

Cuadrilla Resources were approached twice
with a request for an interview but declined.
This was not entirely unexpected and similar
difficulties were faced by other researchers
(Brasier et al., 2011). Other scholars have also
pointed out that it is extremely unlikely that a
researcher could develop a relationship of trust
with both sides of the debate at the same time
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(Simonelli, 2014). Since the author was referred
to a public affairs and communications agency
acting on behalf of Cuadrilla, it is not very likely
that an interview would reveal any new
themes. The planning officer in charge of the
PNR and Roseacre applications at the
Lancashire County Council was also asked for
an interview but declined as well. North West
Energy Task Force (NWETF) — a pro-shale gas
network supported by Centrica Energy and
Cuadrilla Resources — were contacted and an
effort was made to reach out to a prominent
member of the organisation but there has been
no response. Additionally, various employees
of drilling companies (likely to be involved in
shale gas exploration and extraction in
Lancashire) were repeatedly sent interview
requests but no response was received. The
landowners of one of the potential exploratory
drilling sites were asked for an interview but
declined as well. However, a preliminary draft
of a part of this study was shared with them
prior to publication to verify some of the
relevant aspects. No response has been
received.

The study is based on empirical and qualitative
data but, as a scholarly work, it does not (and
does not have to) follow the journalistic
practice of portraying contested issues in a
polarised manner and according to each of the
sides the same weight (Hudgins & Poole, 2014).
Instead, what emerges from this study is an
analysis of complex social realities and
representations. The analysis pays attention to
the uneven political, social and economic
power and to the imbalanced terrain of
hegemonic discourses.

2.2.3 Review of the relevant literature
This study reviewed:

- alarge number of publicly available
representations and letters sent to the
LCC in relation to shale gas applications
in Lancashire;

- publicly available proofs of evidence
as well as other core documents
submitted to the Public Inquiry in
Blackpool;

- publicly available feedback responses
to public consultations conducted by
Arup on behalf of Cuadrilla in July 2013
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as well as feedback forms from Public
Information Day in November and
December 2013;

- peer-reviewed academic literature;
- non-academic literature as well as
reports by various state agencies,
private consultants and organisations;
- social media and websites with
information on shale gas-related issues
in the UK and worldwide;

In total, this study directly references around
220 of the many more literature positions
reviewed for this research. Instead of dividing
the assessment into separate sections for the
literature review and empirical findings, the
data is triangulated from multiple sources and
research methods throughout the study. An
array of social impact research studies that
have focused on other forms of natural
resource development and other extraction
technologies contains important findings
regarding community change and was used
throughout this study to inform the assessment
of the current and likely social effects in the
context of shale gas projects.

Interview, observational and literature data
was imported into NVivo 11 Pro for coding and
thematic analysis. The transcriptions,
interviews and literature were open-coded for
perceptions of social impacts with a particular
focus on code categories from related research
about ‘boomtown’ developments and fracking
in the US and Australia as well as on emerging
themes as the research progressed.

The Data Protection Official for Research and
Norwegian Social Science Data Services were
notified about the research project and it
obtained ethical clearance from the EU.

The study has the following limitations:

- the findings are not exhaustive but
include sufficient details to reach

general conclusions about the social
impacts of shale gas developments in
the UK;

- more quantitative research would be
needed to reach definitive conclusions
about the representativeness and
prevalence of the experiences and
issues described in this study;

- there has been no baseline study on
social attitudes to extraction projects in
the area prior to 2011 and the impacts
described in the study have so far been
short-term, so more follow-up research
would be needed in the future to assess
how long lasting the described social
impacts would have been and how
much activity would have actually
occurred;

- industry perspectives that were
publicly available were included in this
study but more empirical research
would be beneficial along with the
inclusion of the perspectives of drill rig
workers;

- the research has only been able to
consider the effects through the
planning and (for some fracking sites)
the early construction and exploratory
phases of shale gas developments in
Lancashire. Yet it is important to
analyse both the actual, early effects
alongside the potential cumulative and
long-term impacts of commercial shale
gas production at scale.
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The UK’s National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) states that when local authorities grant
planning permission for mineral development
they should ensure that there are no
unacceptable adverse impacts on human
health (Department for Communities and
Local Government, 2012).

Since 1948, the acting definition of health as
formulated by the World Health Organisation
(WHO) states that health is ‘a state of complete
physical, mental and social well-being and not
merely the absence of disease or infirmity’
(World Health Organization, 1948, p. 100).
Additionally, WHO have defined health
promotion as ‘the process of enabling people
to increase control over, and to improve, their
health. [Health promotion] moves beyond a
focus on individual behaviour towards a wide
range of social and environmental
interventions’ (World Health Organization,
2016).

This comprehensive understanding of health
was also adopted by the director of public
health at the LCC, who conceded during a
debate at the Development Control Committee
on 24 June 2015 that while environmental
monitoring of fracking activities is undertaken
by various agencies, public health depends not
only on environmental but also on social and
economic factors. These factors, however, as
far as he was aware, were not being monitored
by any agency.

In line with the above, this study adopts a
comprehensive and holistic approach to health
that links the social, economic and political
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determinants of health with the natural
environment. Given such an interpretation, it is
evident that shale gas developments have the
potential to create significant human health
impacts.

The social impacts can have significant effect on
health and well-being (Clougherty & Kubzansky,
2009; Diez Roux, 2001). A rigorous analysis of
human health impacts of shale gas activities in
Lancashire, therefore, has to combine an
assessment of social, economic and
psychological well-being as well as the physical,
geological and biological environments. Impacts
on health and social well-being can occur
through a range of pathways: from direct
environmental (air-borne pollutants, noise,
traffic congestion, etc.) to pathways associated
with changes in the community (Gee & Payne-
Sturges, 2004).

The ways in which people perceive and respond
to health threats can vary and are heavily
determined by a wide array of social,
psychological, economic, cultural and political
factors, such as the level of trust in the
regulatory regime and political elites, prior
experience of the industry or people’s
understanding of safety, all of which are
important determinants of health that have not
yet been adequately assessed (Ben Cave
Associates Ltd., 2014b).

Residents living close to the actual and
potential fracking sites internalise their
environmental concerns, e.g. about water and
air pollution, in relation to the social and
economic contexts of their communities
(Jacquet, 2014). Researchers have found that
there can be a dramatic increase in stress and
mental health issues experienced in
communities affected by rapid energy
development even if there is only minimal or
no risk of adverse impacts in the area
(Bacigalupi & Freudenberg, 1983; Kassover &
McKeown, 1981). Social processes can lead to
the amplification of risk and amplify certain
impacts if a project is seen as socially
undesirable or unwanted and people are
anxious or unhappy about it (Vanclay, 2015)
(see Box 3.1). Hence, stringent regulatory
regimes and robust mitigation measures that
aim to minimise the risk of pollution or
accidents may not be sufficient to alleviate the

fear and to reduce the level of perceived risk by
the residents.

The Social Amplification of Risk Framework
(Kasperson et al., 1988) helps to answer the
guestion about the frequent discrepancy
between technical assessments of risk (based
on probability and magnitude measures) and
community understanding of risk (based on a
fuller range of issues and concerns). The
framework links the technical assessment of
risk with the psychological, sociological and
cultural perspectives of risk perception.

The ways in which information about the risk is
transferred as well as the responses it elicits
may lead to either the amplification or
attenuation of risk perceptions.

This is how the authors of the framework
describe the problem:

The technical assessment of risk typically
models the impacts of an event or human
activity in terms of direct harms, including
death, injuries, disease, and environmental
damages. Over time, the practice of
characterizing risk by probability and
magnitude of harm has drawn fire for
neglecting equity issues in relation to time
(future generations), space (the so-called LULU
or NIMBY issue), or social groups (the
proletariat, the highly vulnerable, export of
hazard to developing countries). It also has
become apparent that the consequences of risk
events extend far beyond direct harms to
include significant indirect impacts (e.g.,
liability, insurance costs, loss of confidence in
institutions, or alienation from community
affairs). The situation becomes even more
complex when the analysis also addresses the
decision-making and risk-management process.
Frequently, indirect impacts appear to be
dependent less on the direct outcomes (i.e.,
injury or death) of the risk event than on
judgements of the adequacy of institutional
arrangements to control or manage the risk,
the possibility of assigning blame to one of the
major participants, and the perceived fairness



of the risk-management process. (Kasperson et
al., 1988, p. 179 emphasis added)

An analysis of social impacts from industrial
accidents shows that the technical assessments
of risk greatly underestimate the scope and
scale of higher-order impacts from risk events.
Social amplification is therefore a corrective
mechanism by which public understanding of
risk is brought to bear on the narrow
parameters of technical assessment and brings
it more in line with the actual, fuller
determination of risk.

*Since this research has noted that ‘perception’
can have a pejorative meaning in the popular
and technical parole connoting ‘non-real’ or
‘non-significant’, for this project it was
preferred to use the much more appropriate
term of popular or community understanding
of risk.

There is therefore a need to articulate clearly
and to understand the reasons for the
increased stress and health problems in the
communities affected by shale gas
developments. The character of social change
experienced by the affected communities that
influences social well-being and health is
multidimensional and not easily quantifiable.
Additionally, it is important that the cumulative
effects of seemingly small changes are taken
into consideration because they may also result
in possibly significant health impacts.

To gain a full picture of the impact on health
and well-being, it is also crucial to take into
account the cumulative impacts of multiple
types of disturbance, nuisance and community
anxiety as well as the inequalities in health in
the populations potentially affected by
fracking.

The health impact assessment undertaken for
the LCC revealed that the local residents were
concerned that the impacts on health and well-
being would be, inter alia, cumulative, long-
term and irreversible. They also did not believe
that the shale gas activities would have any
positive effects on the local communities (Ben
Cave Associates Ltd., 2014a). In general,

the over-riding responses about the two
proposed exploration sites voiced by members

3l

of the local communities who attended the
workshops were those of fear, anxiety and
stress, which are affecting their mental
wellbeing, with some people experiencing
sleep disturbance and depression. (Ben Cave
Associates Ltd., 2014b, p. 55)

This current research has confirmed that the
fear and stress regarding the potential effects
of shale gas exploration and extraction on
social well-being in the local communities in
Lancashire are considerable (Ben Cave
Associates Ltd., 2014a; Jacquet, 2014), lead to
and exacerbate a range of health impacts (the
details are presented in the subsequent sub-
sections of this study). Psychosocial stress can
link social conditions with environmental
hazards and lead directly to illness or acute or
chronic changes in the functioning of the
body’s immune and other systems (Gee &
Payne-Sturges, 2004).

Grassroots organisations may positively
influence individual and group resilience and
coping strategies, but if they are unable to
counterbalance the social and economic
stressors (such as uncertainty about the future
or worry about pollution), community-level
vulnerability translates into individual
vulnerability and can result in illness and stress.
Environmental, social and economic stressors
can cause illness through neuroendocrine
pathways by causing stress and anxiety which
weaken the body’s ability to defend itself
against external challenges (Gee & Payne-
Sturges, 2004; McCoy, 2016; National Mental
Health Development Unit, n.d.).

The significant majority of the many hundreds
of peer-reviewed publications on the impacts
of fracking indicate the potential adverse
consequences of shale gas developments.
There are, however, still some gaps in
knowledge due to the newness and incomplete
understanding of the technical process of high
volume hydraulic fracturing and the toxicity of
the potential pollutants used in the process, an
insufficient time period that elapsed to be able
to design meaningful longitudinal studies of
fracking, the lack of comprehensive baseline
data and so on. Furthermore, due to the
different geology of the shale formations,
different population densities, the operating
practices of fracking companies, etc.,
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the results of any study may not be easily
generalised. Another problem is that without
well-designed epidemiological studies it may be
difficult to demonstrate incontestable cause-
and-effect relationships (Finkel & Hays, 2015).
Despite these uncertainties but given even the
fragmentary evidence we have today, the
broad agreement of the health and
international community seems to be that the
potential adverse health impacts associated
with fracking require that companies and
decision-makers take a very cautious approach
(Ben Cave Associates Ltd., 2014b; Finkel &
Hays, 2015; Kibble et al., 2014; McCoy &
Saunders, 2015; New York State Department of
Health, 2014; UNEP, 2012).

Fylde is the borough where most of Cuadrilla’s
activities in Lancashire have taken place (the
company also had one site in Becconsall in the
West Lancashire borough). According to the
2015 health profile for Fylde, overall
deprivation is lower than the England average
but there are some meaningful disparities in
that the life expectancy is 6.7 years lower for
men and 8.4 years lower for women in the
most deprived areas of Fylde than in the least
deprived areas. The estimated levels of excess
weight, adult physical activity and the rate of
people killed and seriously injured on the roads
are higher than the England average. Some of
the areas where fracking has been proposed
has a lower proportion of young people (aged
under 16 and 16-24) and a higher proportion of
older people (65-84) than the Lancashire and
England averages (Ben Cave Associates Ltd.,
2014b; Public Health England, 2015).

The vast majority of residents living near the
two most recent potential fracking sites at PNR
and Roseacre are white and over 66 percent
identify themselves as English only. According
to the 2011 Census data from the Office for
National Statistics (on which the “Equality
Decision-Making Analysis” at the LCC was
based), people living in the immediate area are
less likely to have their daily activities
significantly limited by health or disability

(7.6%) and more likely (50.9%) to be in very
good health than other residents in the
borough, county and England. The LCC analysis
also states that impacts from Cuadrilla’s project
will not be significant beyond the area within a
1.5 km radius around each site. The final
conclusion of the LCC document is that the
project for exploratory drilling will not have a
significant effect on the local communities,
particularly in groups with protected
characteristics. Additionally, according to the
analysis, the impact that will be experienced
will be universally felt and not
disproportionately higher on people with
protected characteristics than on people
without (Lancashire County Council, 2015b).

It is unclear from the document if it was based
on any social theory and if it presents any new
analysis other than that presented in the
planning officer’s report. This current research
project does not find that the conclusion of the
LCC document is justified. First, the fact that
the averages concerning health measures for
the area are better than those for the region
and England as a whole does not mean that the
equality issues are less important or less
significant in this area. Second, vulnerability is a
social phenomenon, which means that in
addition to health characteristics it is also
influenced by social, psychological and
economic factors. Feelings of vulnerability are
also exacerbated by fear, anxiety and health
concerns (present as well as future).
Vulnerability is also produced by
disempowerment and uncertainty (Willow,
2014; Willow et al., 2014), both of which
featured prominently among the local residents
during the course of this research. Feelings of
vulnerability may influence people’s health,
thus significantly changing the conclusion
presented in the LCC document. It is also not
entirely clear from the document why, despite
the different occupational patterns and sensory
sensitivities between the different age groups
and health conditions, it was concluded that
the effects felt by the local residents would be
universal. This current report includes data on
the social and economic determinants of health
from groups with protected characteristics as
well as from those without.



3.1.1 Stress caused by engaging in the
planning process

The health impact assessment conducted for
the LCC recommended that health data should
be collected before site preparation
commenced, including self-reported and other
measures of health status (Ben Cave Associates
Ltd., 2014b). Although this would certainly be a
valuable source of information, this research
study has shown that in some instances even
before site preparation began there were
already significant effects on human health and
social well-being experienced as a result of
Cuadrilla’s shale gas activities in Lancashire.
These effects concern the cumulative and long-
term (two to five years for some residents)
impacts from prolonged stress and anxiety
exacerbated through a range of social,
economic and environmental health
determinants.

In Lancashire, many individuals as well as
several networks of concerned citizens decided
to become involved in the planning process
concerning Cuadrilla’s applications for shale gas
development in the :
area. Without exception, [§
all members of the
communities that were
engaged in the planning
process and grassroots
activism reported
significant levels of
stress and anxiety. As
one local resident who
has been involved in
RAFF put it:

It’s not something that
you candoina
superficial way and it’s
bound to cause anxiety
and be stressful. It's
more of a challenge really and working with
people who are a hugely supportive group and
that takes a lot of stress away... Dealing with
the police — | try to keep that, | don’t want to
be friends with them. | just don’t want them to
beat up my mates really — that’s the intention...
It’s a challenge but some of these situations are
very stressful...

Mental health and well-being are definitely
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affected and it takes over lives. It becomes all-
consuming. It dominates lives. It forces you to
do things like the House of Lords [....] that was
a biggie to actually do that and survive it and
perform reasonably well. It’s stressful
particularly if you’ve got one of the pads across
the road from you. It’s balanced by the
positives, being surrounded by and finding this
wonderful community with values.

Some residents have also sought and, in some
cases, paid for professional help to cope with
the stress. Throughout this research, the most
repeated statement in response to the
guestion regarding the levels of stress
experienced by the local residents was that
their engagement in the issue ‘has taken over
their lives’. Just as the RAFF member above,
many residents have pointed out that some of
the stress they experienced as a result of their
engagement was alleviated by finding and
being part of a supportive grassroots
community. This was most evident during the
community campaigns and fund-raising events
that are characterised by mutual friendliness,
humour, help and support.

(Photo: Residents speak in front of County Hall

in Preston, June 2015)

It must be appreciated just how much this issue
and the people’s engagement in the planning
process have put the lives of many actively
involved residents off the usual balance and
routine, as one person living close to a
potential fracking site aptly articulates:
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It's the lack of balance in people's lives any
more. You know, for people to have a decent
quality of life, you’ve obviously got your home,
your work, your family, you have those pillars...
that is not the life that any of us are living.
We're sole-track, totally going down this route
and there is nothing else.

These feelings of stress and anxiety are mainly
related to demands stemming from the
residents’ participation in the planning process
and grassroots activism, both of which involve
instances of public speaking, interactions with
the police, media and political stakeholders as
well as a wide array of other pressures; for
example, the necessity to constantly struggle
for money and to fund-raise in order to be able
to afford professional consultants as well as the
need to be able to read, understand and
coordinate a response to documentation
prepared by the gas company and the
authorities within sometimes very tight
deadlines has been found to be particularly
stressful for the residents.

A resident from Singleton also stated that:

the biggest thing is the actual time
commitment. It involves a huge time
commitment and that on some people can
have a huge impact so you’ve either got to say
that I’'m in this for the long haul or | can’t
actually cope with that amount of stress.

The main factor that is exacerbating the
adverse impacts on the residents’ health and
well-being in relation to their involvement in
the planning process is that despite their total
commitment to it there is a sense that their
concerns are not being addressed. This stems
from the particularities of the planning process
itself (i.e. its focus on ‘material’ considerations)
but also from the declarations and actions of
the government and the company described in
the following sections of the report (see the
sections on democracy and the relationship
between the company and communities). In
this context it is clear that it is unlikely at this
point that any assurances from the government
or the proposed regulation and mitigation
measures will convince the residents to support
shale gas development. This is because through
their actions the government and gas company
have undermined people’s trust and confidence
in their willingness and ability to listen to the

residents’ opinions and to address their
environmental, social, economic and health
concerns. Since these concerns extend beyond
issues pertinent to residents living in the
immediate surroundings of the fracking sites, it
is logical to expect that the health and well-
being impacts associated with increased levels
of stress will not be limited to those residents
but will encompass all residents in the regional
and national networks of the affected
communities.

Another important source of stress is the strain
on family and other relationships caused by
engagement in the issue. As one resident from
Roseacre described it:

All small houseworks are on a back burner and
that adds to the pressure. I’'m quite resilient,
just the odd days when | go into a panic mode.
There was a couple of times when | got really
stressed. One time | remember screaming at
my son because somebody was coming to visit
me and | haven’t sorted out what | was doing
and | lost it. | was probably a bit out of control
at that time. Last night, [there was an] FFL
meeting and [name] was making dinner cause |
was doing something on a computer and | was
really frustrated cause tea was already late and
| knew that | was going to get picked up in ten
minutes so | had ten minutes in which to eat
my dinner and then | felt awful because | was
leaving them to it to clean up and do
everything, | felt guilty... [| had] guilt conscience
that I’'m neglecting my family.

Similarly, another local resident points out:

it has infiltrated people’s lives to such a degree
that they basically almost live and breathe
fracking and that is not a good state of mind to
be in because you might have family members
who are or not so bothered and that creates a
bonfire, fuel adds to the fire all the time. You
come with a new bit of evidence or you met
somebody else. You come back after a working
day and there you are, you’re talking about it
again and living it again. It goes on and on like
that. It’s not good. You look for a bit of
escapism where you switch off for a while, but
there is always something that lurks in the
background and raises its head again locally
and other.

Two members of the FFL shared similar



experiences as well as pointed out that their
involvement has also had financial
consequences for them, all of which
exacerbated their levels of stress:

- It's taken its toll. The stress, the worry, we
have to travel a lot. We've been all around the
country. We're fighting this industry that is like
a monster and has so much money. They have
these expensive PR companies who are paid to
do this job and we're trying to juggle this all
and compete with that when we have hardly
any resources... We started off with nothing.
We're printing staff off in college... At that time
we wouldn't even ask for donations. That came
much, much later. We were just funding it
ourselves, paying for petrol to get to places just
so we could raise awareness.

- It cost me tens of thousands of pounds and
ultimately, a business that | was building... The
stress, it completely takes over your life
because | have a conscience and | can't walk
away from this. There were a number of times
when stress got to me and | was really down
especially recently with the passing of my
mother. There were a couple of times when the
stress got to me, and | said that's it, I'm done,
I'm not doing it anymore and people say to me
you can't walk away from this, we need your
knowledge and we need your skill set. To some
effect, I'm being emotionally blackmailed by my
own friends and colleagues to stay here, to stay
amongst it [laughs]. | don't want to walk away. |
just want to stop it for future generations. It
has seriously damaged my family relationships
whereas prior to getting involved in this, I'd
have spent so much time with my children and
my grandchildren. But this has just consumed
my life... and everybody you'd talk to, it has
consumed their lives for the last three years
because we are so desperate to stop this.

It must be pointed out that there is clearly a
general feeling that the residents are fighting
an uphill battle with an industry that has much
more resources than they could mount for the
defence of their livelihoods and their local
environments. This is seen as unfair and wrong
because: (1) many of the local residents are
either already or soon-to-be retired and were
not expecting to be so busy and (2) the national
government is perceived to be on the side of

the industry and defending their interests, as
these residents who live in the vicinity of two of
the proposed fracking sites put it:

- There are people here who are stressed,
distraught... there are people here who are
having sleepless nights, cry over the very
thought of it. It beggars belief that people have
to feel that way. It's wrong... | had a high
pressure job when | was with [name of the
company] so | learned to cope and it reminds
me of the pressure of the job | had then. The
travelling, the worries that you have. The
annoying thing is that I’'m meant to be on a
wind-down to retirement and | wasn’t
expecting to be doing all this work. My idea
was to come home from work, do a few jobs,
go for a walk or yoga.

- Life is full of stresses, it's the stress of
providing for your family but then you have
something like this which is the stresses of a
force out there to oppress you, trying to
literally deceive and take from you... It's a very
stressful situation. It’s a situation where it's
putting a cloud over daily existence, over what
the future holds. It is literally almost like a war
sort of a footing because it's a force, it's this
company that's so well in the government and
it's so unbelievable really that they could have
such a strong influence on the government
through the old boy network and all the
millionaires... They have such a corrupted
effect on the government when you see people
like Amber Rudd and other people from the
Department of Energy and Climate Change who
should be there, who should be about climate
change, but they are ignoring their job titles
and just act as puppets for Cameron and
Osborne.

All of these social and economic factors are
interrelated with and exacerbate the levels of
stress and anxiety experienced by the local
residents. They also have a clear impact on
other health issues. There are a range of pre-
existing physical and mental health conditions
in the area, including but not limited to: cancer,
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, autism,
asthma, diabetes, depression, various
conditions of the gastrointestinal, endocrine
and cardiovascular systems, impaired mobility
and sleeplessness (Lancashire County Council,
2014b). This research study has found that at
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least four people had to drop out of their
involvement for health reasons, which testifies
to the fact that the levels of stress caused by
engagement are indeed significant as the
following statement demonstrates. It was read
out at a hearing on 10. March 2016 on behalf of
a local couple in their seventies and eighties
with significant health conditions:

More impacted than all of our ailments has
been the significant levels of stress and anxiety
the fracking situation has caused us. Should the
planning be approved, we dread to think how
this will affect us. We both genuinely feel that
all the stress has had a detrimental effect on
our health.

The ethos of involvement and contribution to
this local struggle is very strong in the local
communities in Lancashire, so much so that it
has even influenced one person’s decision to
postpone a transplant surgery as she wanted to
be present at an important planning meeting.
The research has also found that there were
instances when in the course of their
involvement some members of the local
communities with pre-existing conditions and
disabilities were knowingly putting their health
and well-being at risk because they saw the
community’s cause to be more important. This
also highlights the commitment and
determination of the local residents to stop
shale gas development in Lancashire and in the
whole of the UK. In fact, even these significant
levels of stress and serious health conditions
have not discouraged many of the local
residents, as this quote from a member of REAF
who lives in the vicinity of a fracking site
demonstrates:

- It’s stressful, not knowing whether your house
is going to be worth anything for your kids that
you’ve lived in all the time. What’s gonna
happen to them? ... It was stressful at the
beginning but | think I've made a lot of like-
minded friends, which | probably wouldn’t have
met in that way. It was good. I’'m missing it
now. I'd like to get involved again. I'd like to lie
down and let them [police] drag me away
[laughs]

- Would you be prepared to do that?
- Oh yeah.

This local resident had to withdraw from

engagement for some time but is now willing to
return, even despite her serious medical
condition. In fact, what is implied in the quote
above is that her health condition could be a
potential asset for grassroots mobilisation and
for direct actions in the area. As a member of a
vulnerable group, her determination and
engagement in more radical forms of activism
are able to make a powerful statement, to
draw the media’s attention to the issue and to
inspire other people.

It may seem paradoxical that the local residents
are opposing shale gas development because
of the potential health impacts and stress that
it could cause in the future but, on the other
hand, they are willing to put their health at risk
in the present. The difference is, however, that
the potential health impacts caused by fracking
would be a result of what the residents
perceive as the government’s effort to force
shale gas development upon unwilling
communities. Hence, for the local residents,
allowing fracking amounts to loss of control
over their own lives. When local residents
decide to take an active part in a local struggle
that they see as important, even if it means
endangering their own health, they are
reaffirming control over their lives which, apart
from a strategic advantage, is a deeply
empowering experience.

Here is how a resident from the PNR articulates
the relationship between this loss of control
and stress:

- If you've got a weak spot, it always goes to
that one. People's immune systems seem to
become compromised because they've been
living in a state of heightened stress every day
and whilst the health impact assessment [Ben
Cave Associates Ltd., 2014b] acknowledged
anxiety and stress, it was almost as if that's the
only thing... that's happening in relation to this
fracking application. And that's not really the
full picture because it's how that stress and
anxiety which is sustained over a two-year
period impacts on people's health and, let's
face it, it's not even come yet and we've
already had two years feeling like we're in the
middle of this awful situation and | think
whenever people have a situation when they
have no control whatsoever over the outcome,
it's really bad for you. | used to do stress



management lectures and one of the first
things that | said was to try and claw back a
little bit of personal power so that you feel that
somebody else is not making all your choices,
all your decisions and whatever, which is quite
laughable in relation to this really... | recognise
all the things that are going on and | think there
is an awful sense of people feeling vulnerable
and exposed...

These feelings of being trapped and losing
control over one’s life also stem from the
economic uncertainties caused by shale gas
developments, which further contributes to the

stress that is experienced by the local residents.

As another member of the PNR group points
out:

It's definitely been a very stressful experience,
not knowing what's going to happen, worrying
that you work all your life, put the majority of
your investments in your property. Our
property is probably worth nothing at the
moment because nobody wants to buy
properties in that area. Even if we wanted to
move, we would not [be able to sell our
property] so from a financial point of view, that
means that we're a lot worse off until it's all
resolved. If it goes ahead, then we're stuck in a
house that we can't sell somewhere where we
no longer want to be but we can't do anything
about it.

Although involvement in close-knit grassroots
and informal groups can often alleviate some
stress, it may also exacerbate the health
impacts because people perceive that they are
connected to other members of a group more
than just as acquaintances and worry about
others, as this local resident put it:

It's difficult because | don't sleep much anyway.
| do have insomnia but it is stressful... seeing
other people stressed as well. [Names] were
selling their house [which they had to sell at a
reduced price because of the potential of
fracking in the area]. It affected both of them
and of course it has a knock-on effect because
they're your friends and you worry because
there is nothing you can do about it... For
example [name] at the moment is having a
problem with various people about copyright
and organising, buying stock... and | feel so
sorry for her because she's working so hard...
Generally, | don't get stressed by it but | get

upset by seeing other people and how it's
affected them. | get angry more than anything
else. Mind you, | don't think that anger is that
good for you. [Name] is very cross about
something at the moment. He works so hard
for RAFF and FFL so seeing him so upset and
angry about it, | think it's awful really.

These feelings of anger and helplessness are
also often reported to be an intrinsic part of
the collective experience of the planning
process. This means that the local residents
may experience very strong emotions of
sadness or, conversely, euphoria, though the
latter is not as common as the former since it is
feared that the decision regarding allowing
fracking in the area is a foregone conclusion if it
is going to be made by the government. Again,
taking the final decision out of the hands of the
local authority is seen as a denial of democracy
and human rights, which provokes very strong
emotional reactions, as this local resident
confirms:

Apart from having perhaps more highs and
lows of emotion than | would normally have, |
find that | do get really angry at things that are
unjust... Even when | went to the Blackpool
hearings..., | was listening to some of the
people who were talking... | was listening to
one particular person and toward the end of
her five minutes, she actually broke down and
she sobbed. | started to cry... | had somebody
sitting here last night and our eyes filled up
with tears and this is an elderly lady... [She
asked] ‘What are we going to do?’ We'll just
keep on doing exactly what we are doing. You
can’t get upset. It doesn’t do you any good and
doesn’t do me any good because | will join in.
Just know that if and when... Greg Clark does
call this in, then it’s no longer about fracking,
it’s now going to be about democracy and it’s
going to be about human rights.

There are some very strong negative feelings,
particularly regarding Cuadrilla’s CEOQ, and
every encounter with him seems to be another
source of stress for the local residents.

Minor and potentially stress-triggered health
issues, such as eczemas or headaches, as well
as problems with sleep were also reported by
the residents in the more general context of
strains connected with their engagement in the
planning process as well:
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I'm tired and | get a lot more headaches
because I'm on a computer a lot more and have
to write a lot more. My biggest problem is
sleeping, lack of sleep because what | do is
work late, wake up in the early hours, think of
something, | need to do, put it in my mobile,
then | look at Facebook or my mailbox. That's
probably why I'm tired. | have been up at 4 am
writing reports and sending stuff in the middle
of the night because | thought that | needed to
have that done. | have not been doing the
exercise that | should be doing. | have type 2
diabetes and overweight so I'm not looking
after myself properly. | should be eating more
carefully but because I'm rushing around,
anxious, [I don’t]. | haven't had to go to the
doctors yet but there have been people here
who have.

3.1.2 Health effects of community
disruption

Some local professionals fear that fracking
could aggravate mental health problems in the
area because of such community stressors as
noise, traffic or crime. This pertains to a
situation in which Fylde, for example, is already
experiencing significant rates of self-harm-
related problems and, according to the LCC, the
current economic conditions are also affecting
the need for mental health services (Ben Cave
Associates Ltd., 2014b).

The residents also point out that access to
health care in the area is already poor.
Therefore, if shale gas development were
allowed to proceed to the production phase,
their access to health care services might be
negatively impacted due to increased demand
(Ben Cave Associates Ltd., 2014b).

Community stress can also arise from
psychosocial conditions, such as a breakdown
in social relationships or in crime. Research in
the US and Australia reported that shale gas
activities in the local communities can be
associated with many outcomes, such as
collective trauma and depression (Perry,
2012b). The introduction of an intensive
extractive industry can divide communities and
undermine their social fabric (see the section
on community impacts), thus leading to further
health impacts and exacerbating the effects of
other hazards.

In Lancashire, the sense of community
breakdown that has given rise to health
impacts was largely caused by the falling out
between neighbours who had different
opinions about shale gas development. Also,
significant in this regard has been the change in
relationships between the residents and the
local families that provided land for the
fracking sites. The situation was a cause of
stress, anxiety, anger, depression and, on some
occasions, even substance use. In rural
Lancashire, the shale gas development has
spurred conflicts between people who used to
be friends and good neighbours but now felt
they had to install cameras and involve the
police to arbitrate. The families that had
allowed the company on their land, on the
other hand, could feel that they were being
stigmatised and labelled as bad or deviant
(more about this aspect of shale gas
development in the section on community
impacts).

The health and well-being effects associated
with anxiety and grief caused by community
breakdown extend beyond the immediate area
to tourists who come to visit as well as the
families and friends of the local residents. As
one resident from East Lancashire pointed out
on 10. March 2016 at the hearing in Blackpool,
areas potentially affected by fracking are not
atomised but important to the self-
identification of the wider communities. If
something fractures the local communities, it
also influences the sense of self for many non-
local people.

3.1.3 ‘Mental anguish’ caused by the
attitude of the company and the
authorities

This study discovered that much of the stress
experienced by the members of the local
communities was caused by a profound sense
of moral outrage at the activities of the gas
company as well as at the actions of the local
authorities and the government. This outrage
has also led to depression, annoyance and
feelings of disenfranchisement.

From the very early days of Cuadrilla’s presence
in Lancashire, the residents felt that the
company was not being truthful about the
details of the fracking process and was not



responsive to the questions they were raising,
as this resident and subsequently a member of
RAFF and FFL admits:

In the early days, ... | went to a meeting by
Cuadrilla that they had and | came away with
many many more questions because they
weren’t telling the truth. They were dodging my
questions; they weren’t answering them
directly, lying in some cases and so that’s what
spurred me on because they were this
company who landed in my community and
they weren’t being truthful. | knew that from
the beginning... A lot of my questions were
about the health impacts and they said there
weren’t any. And chemical use, | said, what
chemicals are you planning to use here?
Because | knew that was linked to health
impacts of the people in the US. And they said:
‘we’re not going to use any chemicals. We're
gonna use, it’s nothing nasty. It’s what you find
in contact lenses’. He was trying to say that it
was things that you’ve got in your kitchen
cupboard so he was trying to normalise it. That
was all ‘very benign, it’s nothing’.

This fragment shows that in an era of readily
accessible and instant information technology,
the local residents were and are not easily
convinced by risk-refuting information
regarding natural resource development. In
fact, feelings that the company was
downplaying and knowingly dismissing the
potentially adverse impacts of shale gas
development in Lancashire have been very
widespread in the local communities and have
been one of the major factors behind the
‘mental anguish’ and anxiety that may have a
negative impact on people’s health and well-
being:

They [people living next to fracking sites] all felt
their health become worse because of the
mental anguish caused by the propaganda first
and foremost by Cuadrilla and the government
and the reality that they know it but they don’t
acknowledge it.

The ES does not acknowledge that there may
be any significant health impacts on people
living and working next to or at the fracking
sites. However, as the LCC’s health impact
assessment points out, in reaching this
conclusion consideration was not given, for
example, to unplanned emergency events (Ben

Cave Associates Ltd., 2014c). Other reports,
such as the one prepared by The Royal Society
and The Royal Academy of Engineering and
another by Public Health England, are felt to
have largely ignored the risks stemming from
casing erosion and failure or accidental
wastewater spillages, i.e. dangers that are
inherent to development whatever the
regulation might be. Critics from the medical
profession have also pointed out that such
reports ‘focus on mostly hypothetical
regulatory and engineering solutions [and
therefore] may mistake best practices for
actual practices’ (Law, Hays, Shonkoff, & Finkel,
2014, p. g2728). Hence providing more
information affirming rather than
demonstrating a lack of risk to health is
currently not likely to reduce community fears
about shale gas development in the area.

Furthermore, the various inconsistencies and
gaps in the information provided by the
company at different stages of the planning
process were also a cause of stress, e.g. in
some of the original application documents
Cuadrilla had used a map of the area that failed
to take account of some of the newest
residences that also happened to be located in
the immediate vicinity of the proposed site.
They reproduced the map in an unchanged
form in some of the later documents, despite
repeated requests from the residents for this to
be corrected. Members of the local community
felt that this attitude was unprofessional and
showed a lack of commitment, care and real
interest in the area and its inhabitants on the
part of Cuadrilla.

Stress has also often been the response of the
residents in relation to feelings of uncertainty
about whether Cuadrilla would be able to plan
for and appropriately manage the different
aspects of shale gas projects in the area. In
particular, doubts emerged regarding the
control and disposal of wastewater flowback at
the PNR and Roseacre sites. As the company
was not proposing to treat the flowback water
on site, it would need to be transported to and
disposed of at a specialist treatment facility.
Cuadrilla proposed two such facilities but did
not disclose their names or precise localities.
After subsequent analyses, the residents
became aware that the estimated volume of
flowback water from one site would be large
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and would take up approximately 65 percent of
the treatment capacity of the proposed
facilities (Watson, 2014). Hence it became
qguestionable in the eyes of the residents
whether the practice that the company had
proposed would be manageable, and fears
arose that the company might want to dispose
of the water in other, non-legitimate ways.
These actions on behalf of the company have
led to levels of anxiety that may be difficult to
manage. In fact, one local resident from
Roseacre clearly stated this fact in his
representation at the hearing in Blackpool on
10. March 2016: ‘what they [the company]
can’t mitigate is the fear and anxiety of those
living close to the proposed site’.

In comparison to the company, the local
authorities and the LCC in particular have taken
a more comprehensive approach to health
impact assessment. The director of public
health made sixty-one recommendations to the
proposed projects at PNR and Roseacre and at
the session of the Development Control
Committee in June 2015, he put it quite
obviously that:

On balance, | recommend that the Committee
considers that no development shall commence
until a scheme and programme for establishing
a baseline and ongoing monitoring of health
and well-being outcomes of the local residents
as well as the workers on site have been
submitted to the county planning authority and
approved in writing by the director of public
health.

The residents interpreted this statement as
confirmation that the proposed project could
pose significant risks to human health.
However, the planning process with its focus on
‘material’ considerations did not seem to
provide room for making health impacts central
to the planning decision despite the fact that
they were clearly key reasons why the
communities were opposing the development.
The feelings of powerlessness that resulted
from this situation explain why there has been
a profound sense of disenfranchisement that
has, in some cases, led to depression and could
potentially further exacerbate people’s pre-
existing conditions, as this representation read
out to the Development Control Committee by
a friend of the person who wrote it clearly

demonstrates:

| live in [local village]. We brought our children
here to live in the country, to experience dark
nights, bright days, to go to school, to play in
safe surroundings and to grow up strong and
healthy — everything that the planning policies
are supposed to safeguard. | value their health
even more than most mothers because of my
struggle with cancer. My illness owes nothing
to fracking but you really know the value of
health and you care deeply about protecting it.
| know you cannot make judgements about
planning based on how | feel or what | would
like but | also know that my family are
receptors. There are nearly 200 receptors
within a thousand meters of the site — 20
percent are children, some are babies. If this
application is permitted, we will feel the impact
of the fracking site and live with it all day and
all night — possibly all my days and all my nights
[her voice breaks]. | know you have a duty to
consider the adverse impacts upon us,
nuisance, ... tankers full of fracking fluid, the
noise day and night, the dust, the dangerous
emissions, the traffic so dangerous on our rural
roads and the relentless lighting. | know that
you must guard the character of the landscape
and look at amenity... | am not stupid. Industry
must go where industry must go. But Bowland
shale does not sit just below the site at
Roseacre Wood. There should be some give
and take. Some recognition that planning
matters. Why try to mitigate the
unmitigatable? Nowhere in the field can be less
suitable, bring greater impact to the people
who live close by or fly in the face of every
planning policy that I've ever looked at.

County Councillors, | know I'm not everything
but I'm not nothing either. Nor are my children,
my family, my friends, my neighbour or my
community. Nor are the interests of all who
visit and value our part of the Fylde. And even if
| can see the policies such as the DM2 have not
been satisfied, | know you can... Using words
from the NPPF, this is land where this
development would be inappropriate and
therefore should be refused.

Although the residents were allowed to voice
their health concerns before the LCC and,
subsequently, the Planning Inspector, they
were very much aware that those issues could



not be the main basis of the planning decision.
However, this situation clearly put the county
councillors in a difficult position in that two of
their responsibilities came into conflict with
each other: they were answerable to the
people whom they represented and, therefore,
should have responded to their concerns and,
at the same time, they had to take the decision
whether to allow shale gas exploration
according to the planning policies. In an
interview, one county councillor described this
as follows:

It's difficult... because odds are stacked against
the planning committee at the end of the day
because the government makes the decisions
and the government is totally for fracking. And
the government has put us in a very difficult
situation. Having said that, we were able to
deal with the noise levels on the planning basis
and also light pollution so these were two
issues that we could deal with but with regard
to health, nobody could tell me that it was
going to be safe to the people that | represent.
Other councillors are also very unhappy about
the situation because public health is obviously
crucial to the people they represent. It should
be the first issue that we look at rather than
something that we disregard. The government
has decided that in the interest of the UK, this
is more important even though it will have
detrimental effects to part of the population.
And the government always gets things wrong
on the basis that now we are being told that
they made a dash for diesel a few years ago
[and] now they're saying that diesel is killing
50,000 a year. Has the government made those
calculations with regard to fracking? And have
they decided that that is the price worth

paying?

Some county councillors recognise the narrow
parameters of the planning process but the
government’s ability to override local decisions
contributes to the residents’ sense of
helplessness. Anxiety over the health and well-
being impacts of shale gas development in
Lancashire, fuelled by a widespread sense of
annoyance, disenfranchisement and
powerlessness caused by the attitudes of the
company and the government as well as the
limitations of the planning process, are
therefore already having significant and
widespread impacts on the residents’ physical
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and mental health and well-being.

Engagement in social campaigns often has two
sorts of very different impacts that may be
difficult to manage. One is positive in that
individuals in grassroots groups often find the
support and camaraderie they need but, on the
other hand, there are also the stresses of being
involved in a contentious issue where one feels
that one is against a very powerful opponent.
This situation may be particularly difficult for
people dealing with mental health issues such
as depression. The ‘highs’ of engagement can
be very helpful in tackling one’s illness but the
‘lows’ can be very hard indeed.

In 2015, George Bender, a farmer and anti-
mining campaigner in Queensland, Australia
who opposed the coal seam gas industry for
many years, committed suicide. His relatives
claimed that it was due to the bullying he
experienced from the gas companies over the
years and from the lack of interest and support
from the authorities (Robertson, 2015).

Death is perhaps the most severe impact of any
development and not only has a direct effect
on the individual’s family but also
consequences at the community level. In close-
knit, grassroots groups such as those engaged
in the fracking planning process in Lancashire,
this loss is also experienced collectively and
influences the people’s determination and
commitment to the cause.

Throughout the local residents’ engagement in
the shale gas issue, many of them have lost
close members of family or friends. Feelings of
grief, bereavement, shock and stress have
impacted their health and well-being, but the
consequences were to some extent mitigated
by the support of the local group which seems
to currently be forming a coherent community.

The sense of collective and personal loss that
many community members experienced after
the unexpected death of the BBC Radio
Lancashire journalist Steve Becker who was
active in covering their story, however, was
soon turned into positive action. A fundraiser
was set up and the money raised was donated
to a charity of his choice. One of the PNR group
members describes the moment she learnt
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In the course of this research, the local community lost one of its valuable members who took her
life in 2016. The residents believe that this was partly due to the prospect of fracking in the area.

Karen Merritt was a member of the Lancashire Nanas as well as Amnesty International and the
Green Party. According to those who knew her best, throughout her engagement she became
more and more empowered. It is in the group where she felt truly safe, even during direct actions.
She used to say that it was only with the Nanas that she felt she was truly being herself. Karen is
remembered as an incredibly caring person, dedicated to easing the suffering of others, furthering
justice and democracy.

In a eulogy, another Nana wrote:

The Karen we knew, earned the trust and respect of colleagues, friends, fellow volunteers,
activists and strangers — always relied on for the truth and she spoke it clearly. But true to her
own gentility, understanding and kindness — she tempered her straight-talking with good
manners, courtesy, politeness and an acute awareness of our feelings. She understood the reality
of life’s challenges and sought always, to ease the burden of others...

| think everyone in this room wishes they could have given more, been more and seen more... of
what it was that Karen needed in return. BUT she would have taken our wishes, illuminated them
with her gentle truth and made clear that they are not ours to wish. And then —in her ever-so-
determined way, Karen would have encouraged us to instead wish — that we give more, be more
and see more of what we each need ourselves... taking gentle care with all that is precious.

In the local anti-fracking communities, Karen’s story serves as a powerful testimony of how
disempowering the activities of the gas industry may be.

(Photo: Lancashire Nanas with Karen in Jun2015)



about his death as follows:

On the Wednesday we turned
up and Steve wasn't there and
it was the first time in two
years he hasn't been where
he said he would be. So the
hearing started and then
midway through, [name]
came across and she just said
to me: ‘Steve has died’... He
can't have. He's coming here |
to interview me and that's
how stupid | sounded because
| was like he can't have. It's a
dreadful mistake. You know
what was really really interesting for me — this
has been my total focus for two years, seven
days a week but that afternoon, which was
probably the most critical afternoon the whole
hearing with Cuadrilla's evidence, | sat there
and | faced Mr Egan and their QC and | listened
but a bit of me was stepping back from it and
thinking that [he] is not gonna be there to see
this outcome. | was absolutely horrified and |
thought it kind of put things in perspective for
me that life isn't very fair and sometimes bad
things happen to good people. So | was just
shocked, bewildered, there was a lot of tears
from the group. Within hours we had a
fundraiser going on on the side and | think that
says it all about the nature of the anti-fracking
community — a lot of people who care about
individuals, the environment and what we're
going to leave for the future. But also about
even people like Steve who wasn't a member of
our actual community but who we valued and
respected.

This fragment shows that the health and well-
being impacts experienced as a result of death
are being mitigated through action-oriented
collective support of the members of the local
anti-fracking groups.

This study has found that there is a very strong
sense of anticipatory anxiety related to the
environmental determinants of health in the
local communities in Lancashire that could be
affected by fracking. This is in large part based
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(Photo: Steve Becker at work, June 2015)

on the findings of peer-reviewed publications
concerning the effects of fracking in the US and
Australia. Thanks to this, people in the UK are
better informed than people in the United
States or Australia were at similar stages of the
development.

Assessments about the potential risks to health
and the environment differ but, in general, the
community understanding of risk seems to be
in line with the AEA analysis for the EU. In its
summary of preliminary risk assessment for
hydrocarbon operations involving fracking in
Europe, the overall rating of risk across all
phases of fracking at one site is moderate to
high in all but two categories (visual impact —
low to moderate, and seismicity — low). The
cumulative risks, however, are high in all but
those two categories. The other categories
include: ground and surface water
contamination, water resources, release to air,
land take, risks to biodiversity, noise impacts
and traffic (AEA, 2012).

3.3.1 Water and air pollution

Water and air pollution resulting from shale gas
activities is one of the major fears in relation to
potential social well-being and health impacts
(Fischetti, 2013). Water pollution can occur via
a number of pathways, including poor casing
quality and compromised integrity of gas wells
(Ingraffea, Wells, Santoro, & Shonkoff, 2014),
leaks through fractured rock as well as leakages
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and spillages during wastewater transport and
disposal (Olmstead, Muehlenbachs, Shih, Chu,
& Krupnick, 2013). The fracturing fluids used in
the process are known to contain chemicals,
such as methanol, ethylene glycol,
naphthalene, toluene, ethyl benzene,
formaldehyde and sulphuric acid, some of
which are carcinogenic and toxic. The vast
majority of known fracking chemicals can
negatively impact the sensory organs, the
respiratory and gastrointestinal system as well
as the liver. Over half of the chemicals can
negatively affect the nervous system.
Uncertainty about the chemical make-up of the
fracturing fluids persists because of the limited
disclosure by the fracking companies (Shonkoff,
Hays, & Finkel, 2014), which creates distrust
towards the shale gas industry and further
worsens popular perceptions of the potential
risks.

During the planning inquiry in Blackpool, health
and engineering professionals pointed out that
the risks from potentially hazardous pollutants
may be low but only if stringent safety
measures and best practice guidance exist and
are implemented. Simultaneously, however,
they raised doubts about whether this was
already the case, especially regarding the issue

of wastewater treatment. Hence they
suggested that Cuadrilla’s assessment of risk in
this area has been underrated and may need to
be revised (McCoy, 2016; Watson, 2014).
Studies that found evidence for contamination
of groundwater wells with methane and
fracking chemicals in such places as Pavilion,
Wyoming and Dimmock, Pennsylvania have
been contested by the pro-fracking side but are
widely recognised as legitimate by many local
residents in Lancashire who live in the vicinity
of the actual and potential fracking sites. The
letters and representations of the local
residents to the LCC draw on a number of
scientific studies and journals to substantiate
their claims about the potentially adverse
health impacts, such as the public health
review of fracking for the Department of Health
of New York State as well as various articles
from The Lancet, British Medical Journal and
the Medical Journal of America.

Although it still has some limitations, there is a
growing body of epidemiological literature that
has reported the health effects of fracking
which are consistent with known health and
well-being impacts associated with petroleum
hydrocarbon exposure, such as: irritation to the
respiratory system, throat irritation, impaired

(Photo: Preston, June 2015)



lung function, adverse response from the
nervous system ranging from dizziness to a loss
of consciousness as well as an increase in birth
prevalence of neural tube defects in cases of
maternal exposure to benzene (Adgate,
Goldstein, & McKenzie, 2014; McKenzie,
Witter, Newman, & Adgate, 2012).

Some research studies suggest that shale gas
developments lead to the release of air
pollutants that are associated with increased
risk of mortality and morbidity. The emissions
take place as part of many shale gas activities:
from drilling and processing to the
transportation of sand and chemicals (Shonkoff
et al., 2014). Several studies have suggested
that shale gas operations
emit such hazardous air
pollutants as: benzene,
toluene, ethylbenzene,
xylene, formaldehyde,
hydrogen sulphide, acrylo
nitrite, methylene
chloride, sulphuric oxide,
nitrogen oxides, volatile
organic compounds
(VOCs), diesel PM, radon
gas and methane, among
others (Colborn, Schultz,
Herrick, & Kwiatkowski,
2014; Pétron et al., 2012;
Shonkoff et al., 2014). A
group of researchers
estimated that damages due to health effects
from air emissions associated with the shale
gas industry in Pennsylvania would cost $7.2-32
million in 2011 (Litovitz, Curtright, Abramzon,
Burger, & Samaras, 2013). Even with
comprehensive baseline studies, however, the
full health impacts from potential air and water
pollution will probably never be known because
of non-disclosure agreements signed between
the affected individuals and the fracking
companies (Adgate et al., 2014).

Air pollution can have significant and adverse
physical effects, particularly for people with
respiratory or cardiovascular conditions, and
the residents’ anxiety regarding the pollution
can cause them to stay indoors, thus reducing
their levels of physical activity and social
interaction. This, in turn, can affect people’s
mental health (Ben Cave Associates Ltd.,
2014b).
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It is important to understand the health effects
of air and water pollution and their interrelated
impacts on the social and economic well-being
of local community members, as this family
business owner who lives close to the potential
fracking site aptly articulates in his
representation addressing the Development
Control Committee at the LCC in June 2015:

The years have not been easy, especially with
the last recession but we have battled on when
many have fallen by the wayside. The biggest
threat to our existence is the proposal to drill
and frack in our locality including under our
homes. This application, if allowed to proceed,
will without doubt destroy our business, way of

“One can state

2 categorically that
FRACKING poses threats

to human health”

life along with four full-time jobs and our
home. Why? Because our environment will
become too contaminated to carry on. Our
[business] caters mainly for home owners,
families who usually visit with their children as
part of a day out. And there is no way they will
continue to visit us in an area where ill health
and painful life-shortening diseases would be
triggered. The serious health effects associated
with fracking are well-documented and you
have been personally informed of these by the
medical professionals... You must listen and
accept their good sense rather than the council
officials [planning officers] who have been
influenced by a government with industry
connections. You must refuse this application
on health and environmental grounds which
you and the industry know cannot be mitigated
and not just on noise and landscape which, you
would recall, caused the applicants to giggle
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and smirk when they asked for a deferment
back in January. You should have [shows a
piece of paper] a simple illustration which
demonstrates just how vulnerable my family,
neighbouring residents and business will be to
the toxic contaminants which will be released
into the environment both knowingly and
accidentally. The drill at the frack site is
approximately [...] meters away on high ground
in front of the properties on [name of the
place] and with high ground behind us..., we
are in a valley. This means that all leakages,
spillages and overflows of toxic fluids will
inevitably flow downhill in the groundwater
onto and under our properties as well as what
will migrate along up the existing and frack-
induced geological faults. And it is not just toxic
liquids we live in fear of; fumes released into
the air with methane gas during flaring will
contain radioactive particles and toxic
materials, all of which are triggers for ill health
and painful, life-shortening diseases such as
respiratory diseases, cancer and birth
abnormalities. Any person downwind will have
no choice but to breathe these toxic substances
in. And when there is no wind, at times of high
atmospheric pressure, these fumes will drift
downhill and form a toxic smog over, around
and in our homes.

As this fragment demonstrates, the potential
health impacts from air and water pollution are
not the sole cause of the anxiety. They may also
have very real impacts on local businesses,
which also exacerbates the fear of fracking,
stress and feelings of being trapped in a place
that has a clear emotional value to the
residents and forms the basis of their economic
livelihoods but which could subsequently pose
threats to their health.

The local resident above is also echoing an
opinion that is widespread within the local
community that the health impacts ought to be
central to assessing whether fracking should be
allowed to go ahead. Importantly, as his
representation also shows, the local residents
understand the health impacts broadly and
treat them as inherently interconnected with
other kinds of impacts (including social and
economic impacts) that do and do not officially
form ‘material’ consideration for the planning
authorities. The local residents’ perception is
that the gas company is cynically taking

advantage of the fact that these impacts
cannot be brought to bear on the planning
decision, which further widens the power gap
between the local residents and the industry.
The local resident above also pointed to the
widespread perception that there are
meaningful connections between the British
government and the gas industry. Shale gas
companies are allegedly exerting undue
influence on political decision-makers. This
conviction undermines the residents’ trust in
the national government and the regulatory
regime. Hence health impact reviews that
conclude that the potential health risks from
exposure to chemical and radiological
pollutants will be low ‘if the operations are
properly run and regulated’ (Kibble et al., 2014,
p. 46) are treated with inherent suspicion,
dismissed or regarded as another instance of
the government facilitating the shale gas
industry’s endeavours.

3.3.2 Noise and light

The noise related to shale gas developments
may originate from a number of sources, such
as: the construction of the drilling site, drilling
and hydraulic fracturing processes, the
operation of diesel generators and
compressors at the site, and vehicle
(particularly HGVs) movements to and from the
site. These activities create disturbance from
noise that is continuous and takes place 24
hours a day, seven days a week. Noise
sensitivity varies between individuals and
depends on personal judgement as well as on
auditory acuity. People experiencing increased
levels of noise for prolonged periods of time
might report annoyance and sleep disruption
(Shepherd, Welch, Dirks, & Mathews, 2010).
This, in turn, can increase stress, anxiety and
depression and give rise to other health
problems, as a local mental health professional
pointed out during the Public Inquiry in
Blackpool.

Noise was one of the most frequently
mentioned potentially significant adverse
impacts of fracking in Lancashire and has
caused a considerable amount of anxiety. The
problem was the night-time noise which
Cuadrilla proposed during the appeal process
as 42 decibels (as opposed to 39 dB as set out
in the planning conditions) (Herbet Smith



Freehills, 2015), which is significantly higher
than the current levels at the predominantly
quiet and rural locations and was perceived to
add substantially to the current noise in the
vicinity of those proposed fracking sites that
were already experiencing increased noise
levels from the nearby British Aerospace facility
and the nearby motorway, M55. As one local
resident pointed out:

one of the worst health impacts is particularly
this kind of noise. In planning, they don't take
low frequency noise into consideration and
WHO said that this kind of noise can cause all
sorts of physical and mental damage. [It] can
cause depression, heart disorders because you
are not aware of this noise. At Balcombe,
Cuadrilla's planning conditions set the noise
level to 43 decibels but they exceeded it. They
didn't admit to it until local people complained
and EA [Environment Agency] came and
measured themselves. But if you increase noise
level by one decibel, it is an equivalent of
increasing it ten times. Here they said 42
decibels but experts agreed that it was too high
because at PNR you still have all the other noise
—the aircraft, British airspaces. It also has the
power to disrupt your sleep... The noise invades
you not only though your ears but entire body.
They said in the planning condition that this is
the noise level but there is no way that
anybody could force them to stick to that all
the time and that would be left as a burden to
the community.

More importantly, this local resident also
highlighted the social factor that was
exacerbating the fear of the adverse health
impacts through noise, which was the fact that
he did not believe that the company would
abide by the noise limits set out in the planning
conditions. He also felt that this was creating an
unfair burden imposed on the local community
as it would be left to them to monitor the noise
levels and to ensure that potential breaches
were being reported and dealt with.

This research study found that the residents
have been worried that noise from the fracking
sites would cause sleep disturbance and
sleeplessness, thus increasing feelings of
fatigue during the day and negatively impacting
their day-time well-being. Similar effects were
reported in Colorado, where residents

47

additionally experienced cognition and mood
changes, and stress was linked to poor school
performance (Witter in Kriesky, n.d.).

Similar effects are expected to arise from the
increased levels of light due to illumination of
the rig. Local residents in Singleton and Anna’s
Road who experienced this effect from the
exploratory sites recall that the rig was ‘lit up
like a cathedral on a desert... the lighting was
tremendous’. Residents also reported that the
light was particularly intrusive at night when it
entered people’s bedrooms and disrupted their
sleeping patterns.

3.3.3 Health effects from the area’s
change of character

This research has confirmed that many of the
local residents had made a conscious decision
to move to a rural area for health reasons and
because they wanted to spend their days on
retirement in a place with cleaner air and
better living conditions in order to improve
their well-being and life expectancy. Fylde is
also known as a popular retirement resort.

The estimated life expectancy varies among the
different wards with fracking sites in Lancashire
but is generally in line with or above the
England national average. Environmental
factors such as the rural and tranquil character
of the area influence individual and community
well-being. They also determine the
components of collective and personal
resilience (National Mental Health
Development Unit, n.d.). A development which
introduces an industrial process into a rural and
tranquil area can therefore also indirectly affect
the residents’ health and well-being, especially
in those with pre-existing conditions, as this
local resident with a serious chronic condition
who lives in the immediate vicinity of the
proposed site on PNR puts it: ‘l will smell it,
hear it, see it. How can you say that this is not
significant as an impact, | don’t know’.

From a social point of view, the company’s case
in Lancashire is made worse by the fact that it
targets areas in a region (the Fylde coast most
generally) that is popularly known for its clean
and pristine environment and hence attracts
many potential retirees and people struggling
with health issues. This specific characteristic of
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the local population makes it vulnerable and
could potentially exacerbate the health impacts
of shale gas activities in the area. Second, the
stress and feelings of social injustice stemming
from the perception that the company is
targeting a vulnerable social group only
exacerbate those impacts.

3.3.4 Climate change impacts

Fracking operations produce greenhouse gas
emissions and lead to the extraction and, as a
consequence, burning of more fossil fuels,
which contributes to climate change. According
to certain estimates, emissions from two
exploratory sites in the Fylde may amount to
5-9 percent of the region’s total emission
budget that is consistent with the Paris
Agreement (K. Anderson, 2016). Furthermore,
analyses of the greenhouse gas footprint of
methane over the crucial 20-year period
showed that it is larger than that of coal and oil,
mainly due to fugitive methane emissions
(Howarth, 2014; Howarth et al., 2012; Howarth,
Santoro, & Ingraffea, 2011).

In its Fifth Assessment Report, the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
presented a number of health impacts
stemming from climate change, such as:

i) Risk of death, injury, ill-health, or disrupted
livelihoods in low-lying coastal zones and small
island developing states and other small
islands, due to storm surges, coastal flooding,
and sea level rise.

ii) Risk of severe ill-health and disrupted
livelihoods for large urban populations due to
inland flooding in some regions.

iii) Systemic risks due to extreme weather
events leading to breakdown of infrastructure
networks and critical services such as
electricity, water supply, and health and
emergency services.

iv) Risk of mortality and morbidity during
periods of extreme heat, particularly for
vulnerable urban populations and those
working outdoors in urban or rural areas.

v) Risk of food insecurity and the breakdown of
food systems linked to warming, drought,

flooding, and precipitation variability and
extremes, particularly for poorer populations in
urban and rural settings. (Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, 2014, p. 13)

These health and well-being effects are not
limited to populations living in the immediate
surroundings of the fracking sites but extend
throughout world. All scenarios derived from
realistic anticipated emissions trajectories will
lead to worsening health impacts (McCoy,
2016).

According to data from the Health and Safety
Executive (HSE), the rates for work-related ill
health and non-fatal injuries among workers in
the North West region over the periods
between 2011 and 2015 were in line with Great
Britain’s average, and the overall trend over
the last 15 years has been declining (Health and
Safety Executive, 2015b). There is a strong
possibility, however, that shale gas workers
may experience negative health effects due to
a number of factors, such as:

- the presence of hydrogen sulphide
(H,S), which is an explosion risk and an
acute toxicity hazard;

- silica sand used in the fracturing
process can contain respirable silica that
can cause silicosis and lung cancer as
well as other pulmonary, kidney and
autoimmune diseases;

- exposure to petroleum hydrocarbons
and aliphatic compounds during well
development and production has been
associated with leukaemia, lymphoma,
anaemia, blood disorders and
immunological effects;

- exposure to diesel exhaust from
generators and vehicles has been
associated with respiratory and
cardiovascular disease;

- indirect impacts on health and well-
being including from increased rates of
sexually transmitted diseases and stress
stemming from strained local
infrastructures and tensions with local
communities (Bate, 2016).



There are also many accounts of injuries and
deaths from blasts and other accidents at
fracking sites in the United States (Rubright,
2014).

The HSE, which is the health and safety
regulator in Great Britain, is responsible for
ensuring that the well operator complies with
the relevant health and safety regulations to
prevent workers and others from suffering
injury or ill health (Health and Safety Executive,
2015a). According to information obtained
from an HSE official at a public information day
in Knutsford, Cheshire, the agency has a
statutory requirement of at least one visit at
the exploratory phase of shale gas operations.
Work at the site is monitored through weekly
operations reports submitted to the agency by
the operator as well as via a well examination
scheme. The well operator is required to
appoint an ‘independent well examiner’ who:

must be an independent competent person.
They can be from the same company as the
operator, but must be separate from the
immediate line management chain of the well
operations being examined. To date, for
onshore shale wells the independent examiner
role has been undertaken by organisations
from outside of the operator’s company.
Where the independent well examiner is part
of the same company as the operator, HSE
checks that the operator has suitable
management separation arrangements in place
(Health and Safety Executive, 2015a, p. 7).

According to the information from public
information day, the HSE has 10-11 officers
who are currently responsible for monitoring or
inspections of shale gas operations for the
whole of the UK. It is believed that this
constitutes sufficient resources for the moment
but the agency is keeping this under review.

It was not possible, in the course of this
research to date, to verify this information with
the opinions of shale gas workers in the UK
regarding the potential health and well-being
impacts. Unite, which is Britain’s largest trade
union, is committed to actively opposing
fracking and is using its influence to prevent
fracking operations (Unite, 2014).

Proper insurance cover for rig workers as well
as other employees in the area may be a
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problem since, as one local employer pointed
out:

One thing that | found out is that no insurance
company will insure for anything other than
seismic activity... In the future, when health
issues and evidence comes forward [somebody
could say] yes, | did work in that area when
fracking took place... And in the end after a
long long fight, it could take decades, and it's
actually admitted that it was because of
fracking, there is no insurance cover... So that
in itself creates a stress.



4
COMMUNITY IMPACTS

Since the 1970s, researchers have been
exploring the so-called ‘boomtown’
phenomenon (England & Albrecht, 1984; J. S.
Gilmore, 1976). The process describes the
social impacts of rapid development and
industrialisation of rural areas that are usually
caused by the discovery and extraction of
natural resources (the ‘boom’). These are
sometimes followed by a rapid decline
(‘bust’). Although there are a number of
empirical complexities and novel risks that
make shale gas exploration and extraction
different in some respects from those earlier
developments, the boomtown phenomenon is
generally conceived as a useful starting point,
especially for examining the social disruption
impacts (Brasier et al., 2011; New York State
Department of Health, 2014; Smith Rolston,
2013; Willow & Wylie, 2014).

The social disruption effects documented in the
boomtown literature are, for example:

- rapid population growth connected
with the significant number of
in-migrant workers coming to the area;
- social conflicts and tensions;

- increased demand for housing and
cost of living;

- (perceptions of) environmental
degradation;

- widening of social inequalities;

- increased crime and substance abuse;
- increased stress on local
organisations and community services;
- increased traffic and road
destruction.
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In the popular perception, many farmers in Lancashire are largely supportive of shale gas
development. More ethnographic research would be needed in order to fully understand the
relationship between the farmers and the local residents in the areas of Lancashire that are facing
the prospect of fracking. Nevertheless, a few factors that may influence this relationship can be
highlighted here as a starting point for a more detailed analysis.

Pressures from food retailers

Farmers in Lancashire whose businesses supply UK supermarkets may be experiencing potentially
severe financial pressures. These pressures may often be hidden from public view but they have
been increasingly acknowledged thanks to evidence obtained by the Competition Commission in
2000 and a number of reports in the press (see, for example, Butler, 2016; Ruddick, 2015).
Pressure is put on suppliers to reduce prices and retailers use a number of tactics (e.g. arbitrarily
reducing payments below the agreed level, extending credit periods, imposing wastage penalties,
etc.) to achieve that goal, which enhances their profits at the expense of the suppliers. This
creates excessive pressure and an atmosphere of intimidation throughout many supermarket
chains in the UK (Towill, 2005). While retail sales for some of the major supermarkets have been
growing, primary food producers have seen a decline in incomes by about 30 percent (Hingley,
2005). The competition on the market of food producers and suppliers has been led by the ever-
expanding efficiency and cost demands, although a code of practice drawn up by the Director
General of Fair Trading in the UK was supposed to remedy some of the problems (Hingley,
Lindgreen, & Casswell, 2006). This research has found that many local residents are aware of
those pressures and sympathise with the farmers.

Contradictory demands of agricultural work

The reality of agricultural work and food production in the UK may, therefore, be fraught with
contradictory demands. On the one hand, farmers are expected to produce inexpensive food and,
on the other, to ‘sensitively manage the rural landscape, the welfare of farmyard animals and look
after the health of consumers’ (Lancashire County Council, 20144, p. 7). Agricultural businesses
often aim to achieve economies of scale but expansion may be restricted, especially in the green
belt areas in West Lancashire. This means that farmers are also facing financial and other
challenges related to questions about how to best maintain the profitability of their land in the
context of competing land uses. Despite the social mechanisms that may endanger their
profitability in the case of potential gas extraction (such as the possible loss of customers due to
having a reputation that their produce is ‘coming from a fracking area’), some farmers may see
the revenues accrued from shale gas activities on their land as much needed support to help them
remain in the food production business. Throughout the course of this research, local residents
have clearly demonstrated a complex understanding of the interconnection and interdependency
between agricultural techniques of food production and land management, wildlife and
landscape, the food chain and a consumerist society. They have also pointed to the inequality of
the distribution of potentially adverse impacts from shale gas development in that it will be the
local people as well as the farmers that are most at risk, not the gas company or other entities
that are advocating fracking in Lancashire and the UK.

The impacts of market-based neoliberal logic

Local residents also seem to have an understanding of the specificity of contemporary agricultural
production and how it influences the farmers’ relation to the land and shale gas developments.
After World War Il, agriculture in Lancashire became much more intensive, specialised and based
on large-scale farming. Increased mechanisation, changes in the use of labour, Great Britain’s
membership in the European Union as well as other developments have all contributed to this
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trend, however, they have not automatically guaranteed economic prosperity to all local farms.
Although the circumstances are different in other countries experiencing gas developments,
relevant research has shown that fracking may be especially welcome in places that are in dire
need of employment (Ingle & Atkinson, 2015; Willow et al., 2014). In some areas of the US, it has
been supported most by small-scale farmers who owned mineral rights but have been struggling
economically and have felt that they have had limited agency to change their situation. Faced with
persistent economic vulnerability, they have accepted the market-based logic and, often aware of
the risks of fracking to their livelihoods, have used cost-benefit analysis to justify their stance.

Farmers are innately aware of how much their work depends on the availability of cheap natural
resources. Research in the US found that when this awareness was combined with economic
vulnerability, farmers who expressed their support for fracking relied on perceptions of continued
growth from natural gas production to justify their stance. They also tended to believe more in
the private gas companies’ good intentions, ignoring at the same time the boom-bust character of
resource extraction projects. According to this research, in an attempt to regain a sense of agency
and control they have tried to normalise fracking, asserting that it would happen no matter what
their position was on it (Malin, 2014).

Impact of shale gas on farmers

Research has pointed out that the activities of the oil and gas industry may devalue agricultural
land for both its productivity as well as quality of life functions. The experiences of some US
farmers with shale gas companies have been mixed (Powers et al., 2015), and many families and
businesses have found themselves living in direct proximity of gas wells with only minor benefits,
as this example aptly demonstrates:

It is common in Bradford County to meet farmers and other landowners that signed a lease with
the gas company but were never informed of the location and extent of the activities that would
take place on their properties. In the case of one farmer in Bradford County, the gas company
placed the well pad on the pasture they used to graze their cows, built the access road to the pad
between their house and one of their barns, and placed an above-ground pipe carrying brine and
hydraulic fracturing fluids across one of their corn fields, which burst in the freezing temperatures.
In addition, the financial loss to their farming business is not being made up with revenues from
gas production. Although the gas well site, including wellhead, brine separator tanks, and
compressor station is located entirely on their property, they receive less than 10% of the total
amount of money generated from the well because most of the shale gas is actually being
extracted from underneath neighboring properties. As a result, the family has had to sell their
cows, no longer uses the barn across the road, lives within 500 feet of an active gas well, is
exposed daily to the noise and diesel pollution from a small compressor station, and has an
approximately six acre area of contaminated soil in their corn field that they will not be able to
plant for several years. In the summer of 2010, these farmers‘ drinking water well was found to
contain explosive levels of methane and volatile organic compounds. (Perry, 2011, p. 15)

Local residents and farmers also believe that the farmers’ workloads might increase as a result of
shale gas operations in the area since they would need to monitor the impacts of fracking,
especially with regards to possible water and soil contamination (Ben Cave Associates Ltd.,
2014a). In the Marcellus Shale region in the US, farmers reported that they needed to change
their management practices as a result of shale gas activities: ‘In a grazing situation, it means a lot
of additional fencing when you have that kind of traffic coming in and out and you’re trying to
keep your animals — yeah. It’s a lot more management’ (Brasier et al., 2014, p. 33).
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Some farmers in Lancashire have expressed their concerns about the future of their businesses if
shale gas development was to be allowed, worrying that even the general belief that their
produce might be contaminated as a result of an industrial process going on in the area could
cause ‘psychological costs’, drive away consumers and damage their reputation (a similar process
has been observed in relation to house prices: Gibbons, Heblich, & Timmins, 2016). Some of the
farmers firmly believe that this is an unwanted industry and they are not going to gain anything
from it.

Although people who lease their land or receive royalties from unconventional gas activities are
usually supportive of the industry (Jacquet, 2014), landowners in Australia have pointed out that
the confidential agreements they signed with gas companies do not cover all activities that
actually take place on their land and that no review clause was provided. They now feel trapped
as they have signed their contracts for the life of the well (20-30 years) (de Rijke, 2013c). In the
US, research has found that farmers felt they were not provided with enough information when
they agreed to lease their land for shale gas activities. At the time, there was very little evidence
about the possible impacts of fracking, thus it was easy for the gas industry ‘land men’ to
knowingly deceive farmers and to foster false expectations about financial gain, as over one
hundred documented cases from Bradford County, Pennsylvania have shown (Perry, 2011).

Community conflicts can be exacerbated if farmers ally with the gas company by, for example,
receiving help to challenge the anti-fracking protesters in court.

Divisions in the countryside

More research is needed to analyse the divisions that have been created or exacerbated between
some farmers and other local residents as a result of shale gas activities in rural communities in
Lancashire. Evidence gathered throughout this research has suggested that fracking may have
created new as well as amplified and resurfaced divisions that existed between farmers and other
local residents prior to when the shale gas development arrived in Lancashire. One such prior
division has beens between the local farmer families who have been in the area for generations
and the ‘newcomers’.

This tension seems to have structural and historical roots in that already after World War | more
and more people started moving to the English countryside not for agricultural work (the numbers
of those employed in agriculture started to decline in the 1950s) but to find a place to live and
spend their leisure time. This growth in the population of incomers coincided with a dramatic
decline in the number of farm holdings (by 45 percent in England and Wales between 1950 and
1986). Most of this decline has been due to the disappearance of small- and medium-sized family
farms and an increase in larger and consolidated units. The process was accompanied by a change
in the rural sociality, which is no longer based on the largely non-hierarchical labour of neighbours
and family, communal celebrations and active religious activity. Similarly, the countryside saw a
decline in the local infrastructure, such as shops and pubs, as well as in the network of
tradespeople. At the same time, those moving to the rural areas were disproportionately middle-
and upper middle-class residents. Researchers have noted the profound difference in how all of
these changes have been viewed by both the incomers and the farmers. Whereas the incomers
admired the tranquillity and clean environment of the rural landscape and might have sought a
(romanticised) rural community, the farmers might have started feeling like ‘strangers in their
own land’. From their perspective, the incomers threatened to take control of the local clubs and
institutions, thus making them lose their ‘local’ character. In the 1980s and 1990s in England and
Wales, a campaign against second homes expressed the resentment of some local residents
against incomers who, it was believed, threatened the local sense of community. Hence the
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divisions between farmers and other residents may be based on different perceptions of the
villages and communities that these two groups hold. Where farmers see the unfolding decay of
their local community, the incomers emphasise the peaceful and clean environment (Howkins,
2003).

ROSEACRE SAYS:

(Photo: Blackpool, January 2016)



The boomtown literature has developed
substantially beyond descriptions of the local
manifestations of the so-called Gillette
Syndrome; for example, longitudinal studies
have suggested that there might be a ‘boom-
bust-recovery’ cycle whereby host communities
eventually recover or resolve problems
associated with the change introduced by the
development (Brown, Dorins, & Krannich, 2005;
Smith Rolston, 2013). Some studies have
pointed out that the boomtown phenomenon
may be more applicable to some developments
but not others (e.g. offshore oil) (Luthra,
Bankston, Kalich, & Forsyth, 2007). It has also
been noted by researchers that the impacts can
be both positive and negative, although
attitudinal and political-ideological factors are
not sufficient to explain why some people are
more likely to perceive a particular resource
extraction project as having primarily positive
or negative effects (Schafft, Borlu, & Glenna,
2013). Although research has pointed out that
communities are usually able to identify both
the positive and negative impacts of a resource
development (Schafft et al., 2013, 2014),
surveys have shown that they often believe
that there are few benefits that accrue to the
local residents while they are forced to
disproportionately bear the costs of a project

(Photo: land close to Inskip and Roseacre)

(K. Carrington & Pereira, 2011). Research has
also shown that easily quantifiable measures of
short- or medium-term positive impacts are
often outweighed by the long-term and harder
to measure social costs (B. J. Anderson &
Theodori, 2009; Andrews & McCarthy, 2014).

In the Fylde, rates of homelessness, violent
crime, long-term unemployment, sexually
transmitted infections and drug misuse are
lower than the England average (Public Health
England, 2015).

4.1 Community tensions and
conflicts

In line with findings from the boomtown
literature, this current research study has
found that shale gas development in Lancashire
has already had profound negative effects on
community cohesion and has disrupted the
residents’ long-standing relations with their
neighbours and other members of the
community. The dividing lines run between
neighbours and friends but also within families
where, at times, especially women tend to be
less vocal about their own opinions in order to
remain in solidarity with the rest of their
families (see the section on gender relations
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impacts).

Some of the tensions are quite open and lead
to violent confrontations, such as the one
described below by a local resident that took
place between her, her husband and two
members of a local family who had agreed for
Cuadrilla to use their land as a potential
fracking site:

Last February the tractors used to drive up and
down, they still do drive very fast and
[husband’s name] stopped one of them and it
was like a young lad who works for [family
name] and [husband’s name] told him off. He
said: ‘Can you slow down? You're going that
bloody fast and you keep going onto that grass
verge and making a bloody mess,’ he said, ‘slow
down’. And this young lad: ‘it's not me who's
going on the grass verge’. Ten minutes later,
[names], father and son, came flying into our
drive. | was in the house [and | saw that]
they're going absolutely mental at [husband’s
name]. | flew out and | had [name] senior
screaming in my face, bright red in the face,
spitting as he was shouting at me how he was
going to make my life and eff-y misery. | had
the sign on the side of the road which said:
‘fracking hell coming soon to a field near you’.
He ripped that off, he chucked it in my drive
and they were saying all sorts, they were really
really aggressive and | didn't cry, | was a bit
shaky [but] didn't cry. So while [name] was
going mental in the middle of the road and
[name] going mental at me saying that | was a
disgrace... and all this and | was trying to calm
him down saying, ‘I don't know how you can be
like that’. We all used to be such good friends
and neighbours and they're good farmers. But
they've changed... We were really arguing. A bit
later, | emailed our local policeman, saying |
wanted just to log in that this really bad row
took place today and he was threatening to
make my life a misery and he was very
aggressive and | just want it noted. | got a reply
and they said: ‘we're gonna come and see you’.
So they came here and | said, | just want to log
in because at that point they were driving on
the front of my hedge where | keep flowers. |
have always kept it tidy and they were just
making it a mess really so the police took note
of that.

This fragment shows that all sorts of seemingly

minor tensions and disputes in the local
communities may be understood by the local
residents as a proxy for a more fundamental
disagreement about the shale gas project.
Although on the surface driving fast on local
roads and going on the grass verges has
nothing to do with the potential of fracking in
the area, the local residents clearly
immediately made a connection between the
two. This may be a reaction to the fact that the
LCC refused the planning application for one of
the sites on traffic grounds, claiming, inter alia,
that the roads around the parish were too
narrow for the large vehicles required for
fracking to be conducted. Destroying the grass
verges may therefore be understood as an
attempt to make the roads seem wider, and
hence it is a relevant factor in the shale gas
application. Whether it was a relevant factor or
not, it is clear from this example that once the
community is split about fracking, other kinds
of relatively minor local disputes can also be
exacerbated, thus precluding a more peaceful
resolution. The cumulative effect of these
disagreements can have a detrimental and
potentially long-lasting impact on the local
community.

It is also worth noting the formalisation of
informal social relationships that was pointed
out in the fragment above. The local resident
called the police to have the argument ‘logged
in’, whereas this would not have been
necessary had there not been this division in
the community which in the residents’
accounts was brought about by Cuadrilla’s
applications.

Sometimes, however, community tensions are
much more subtle and latent but may have a
significant impact on the behaviour of the local
residents. The shale gas exploration site at
Grange Road, Singleton is owned by a local
trust. Many houses in the village are also
owned by the same trust, which means that
local residents who are tenants of the trust
may feel they are dependent on it. Local
residents in Singleton have suggested that this
has also created a division within the
community and has made many people afraid
to take a stand on shale gas and risk appearing
to ‘go against the trust’.

The decision of the trust has also obviously



created tensions with local residents opposed
to fracking. What exacerbated those tensions
further is the perceived conflict of interest on
the part of the former chairman of the trust.
According to the local residents, the land under
the fracking site in Preese Hall —initially also
owned by the trust —is now owned by the
former chairman of the trust who also took the
decision to lease land at Grange Road to
Cuadrilla (the validity of these claims could not
been independently verified).

At PNR and Roseacre, this research found that
the farmers and landowners who have leased
their land for fracking sites have also used
normal farming activities in ways that are
further exacerbating the social tensions. While
they had never done so before, at one site the
farmers dumped significant amounts of manure
very close to the house of one community
member who they had had an argument with
about shale gas. At another site, the landowner
sprayed manure slurry on the potential fracking
site while the actresses Emma Thompson and
Sophie Thompson were trespassing on his land
with other members of the community to stage
a ‘Frack Free Bake Off’ that was organised there
by Greenpeace.

The community division experienced by the
local residents has also exacerbated certain
prior tensions and previously latent unequal
status distinctions have risen to the surface.

The disagreements over shale gas projects
seem to have reopened a fracture between the
farmers and other ‘oldtimers’ in the local
communities and the ‘newcomers’. Perceptions
of place, land and its role may differ
significantly between the two groups and
worsen the competition for the ‘right’ to
represent the ‘good’ of the community.
Whereas the people opposed to fracking
suspect a purely financial motive for allowing
shale gas exploration or monitoring to go ahead
on one’s land, the local farmers who accept
money from the gas company may, for
example, believe that they are doing it ‘for the
community’. This tension has caused friction
that is having an adverse impact on community
cohesion and old friendships; for example,
almost all of the farmers in Roseacre agreed to
have monitoring stations on their land. Hence
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they do not support local fundraisers for the
planning process, which causes grave
disappointment on the part of other local
residents who used to be the farmers’ friends.

The reasons for the individual decisions of the
landowners to lease or grant access to their
land for fracking activities are usually seen as
complex in the local anti-fracking community.
The financial motive is dominant in individual
stories and there is a sense that the rest of the
community has been ‘sold down the river’.
Similarly, research in Pennsylvania has shown
that attitudes towards energy development are
positively correlated with land leasing and
royalty income (Jacquet, 2014). Fracking has
the potential to widen social and economic
inequalities in the area because the nature of
the fracking process is such that one landowner
gains financially for leasing their land while
other community members may bear the
negative effects of the 